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INTRODUCTION

Debates surrounding  snstainable apricolture have generated widespread
acceptance of the importance of close collaboration berween farmers and
research and extension professionals (Biges, 1989; Okali et al, 1994; Scoones
.and Thompson, 1994; Reiinges et al, 1992; Chambers ct al, i98%9; van
Veldhuizen et al 19977, Siance the late 1970s, this basic principle has given rise
to many participatory approaches (o agricultoral research and development
{see Box 1). While mutially providing much-nceded innovation, prachtitioners
have become increasingly confused and critical abomt the taushrooming
numbers of approaches claliming wvalidity through ‘participatiom’. Which of
these approaches 15 appropriate in which sitnation? What are the main
differences and limitations? Is there one that is the *best” all round? Each new
acromym appears ¢ belong to an instination, thus creating anm imape of
uniquensss and rivalry. Yet most participatory approaches share common
principles.

This papcr aims o assess (he relalive  sirenpihbs, [imitabions, and
: complementarities of two approaches that have become particularly wide-
.spread: Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) and Participatory Technology
Development (PTD). As they are among the most widely kmown and applied
of the participatory approaches wilhin the agriculiural secior, it 15 Important to -
review past experiences and highlight - for prachtioners - the respective roles
these approaches can play ia their woek. In so doing, we hape Lo identily their
eomplemeotarity and to highhight areas of improvement.

We start by describing the context for participarory development i agriculturs
and its core principle, that of participation. We then explore briefly the origins
and methodology of PRA and PTD in turn, discussing in more detail the
applications and limitations of cach approach. Finally we attempt a comparison
between them, and in so doing, clarify the potential for nsing one or both
methadeoiopies.



DIVERSITY IN PARTICTFATION

Apricultural professionals and institutions are increasingly appreciating the
essentially social natre of agricubaral development. No  longer are
agricultural interventions automatically assumed to be discrete events that can
be neatly fenced-in and isolated fram the wider comtext. Continudus innovation
is the core 'business’ - and reguires continual interactions between farmers
and development professionals. These imteractiong are based on mubral
curiosity, ncgotiation of roles and values, co-operation in practice and
analysis, and compromise in priorities (Scoones and Thempson 1994). For
apricultural developiment o be productive and equitable, the actors must be
ahle 1o analyse social - and not only biophysical - issues in detail and to
negotiate prigrities Tor action hetween those involved.

Basing agricullural development on some form of parinership between
farmers, researchers, and extensionists makes the concept of ‘participation!
critical. Both FRA and FTD make claims to developing partnerships, albeit in
different ways and have, at times, contested each other’s approach on grounds
of ‘sleppy’ parlcipation, amongst other issves, Ay the principle of
‘participation” is central to the approaches belng compared in this paper, it
will be discussed in some detail.

Pasticipation is net wnigue, however, to these two approaches. The cnthusiasm
for ‘people’s participation” in development is matched by wide ranging
interpretations (see Box 1). This diversity is now a souree of some confusion -
and scepticiam’ - amongst many development professionals,

In many cases, local parlicipation is often limited to providing imformation to
researchers and extension agents, whose analysis penerates sohutions which
Tarmers are expected (o approve and apply. But other participatory approaches
have brought more radical chanpes to agricuitural research and extension by
Tocusing on empowerment and adult learning. Many of these approachics have
drawn on techniques developed over a four decade period of corammnity
development. Paradoxically, however, only few now deal in depth with the
political, personal and imstituiional challenges of a3 ‘desp and wide’
participatory process (Booth 1995: Cormwall &t al 1993).

! Some critical practitioners have iikened participation t0 & Trojan horse that can hide
mianipalation and cven coercion of Jo¢al people under & cloak of sowal palatability (Slocnm
and Thomas-§layter, 1995},




Recent critical debate about parlicipation - what it is and isn't, what it should
and could be - has helped greatly in breaking down the simplicity that often
accompanies its use as a synonym for ‘good development® or, more dubiously -
yet, ‘equitable benefits”. Many typologies of participation have sprouted in the
past 3 years {see Table 1). These have helped practitioners to identify where
they are placed and offer glimpses of more participatery alternatives that they
might wish- to strive towards. For cxample, researchers attached o the
Conservation Tillape project in Zimbabwe moved between 1991 and 1994
[rem scthing-up pre-desicned trials at selected farms towards close
collaboration with a munber of farmer groups in supporling trials desipned by
the farmers themnselves., The interaction with an NGO working in the zame
area helped the researchers to make this shift (Hagmann T et al, 1997).

Bix 1. Participatory Mellndolopies used in Agrleuliural Resetarch and Extension
{developed since the 1970s; in alphabefical order)

Aproecosystems Analysis {AEA), Bencficiary Asssssment, Cilizen Juries, - Community
Indicators, Developmenr Education Lendership Teams {DELTA), Diagnosis and Design
|0 & L, Diagndstien Roural Panlcipative e Aproecosistema (DEFPAY, Facmer
.| Participatory Research, Futwre Search, Groupe de Recherche ot 4'Appui pour I'Auto.
| Fromoticn Paysanne (GRAAT), Méthodes Aclives de Recherche Participative [MARF),
| Participatory Analysis and Leaming Mothods (PALM), Patticipalory Agtion Rescarch
{(PAR), Participatory Innovation Development and Diffusion (PIDD), Participatory
Research Methodology (FEM), Participatory Rueal Appraisal (PRA), Participatory
Rural Appezisal and Planning (PRAF), Participaiory ‘Technology Development {PTD),
Planmeng for Real, Process Documentation, Rapid Appraisal (RA), Rapid Ascessment of
Agnicnltural Knowledge Systems (RAAKS), Rapid Assessment Technigues (RAT), Rapid
Catchuneni Amnalysis (RCA), Raptd Food Sccurity Assessment (RFSA), Rapid Mult-
rerspective Appmisal (RMA), Rapid Organisational Assessment (ROAY, Fapid Ruml
Appraisal (RRA), Samuhik BEeahman (Joink trek), Sofi Sysiens Methodology (SSM),
Technology of Participation {T'oF), Theatre for Development, Training for
Treasformation, and Visualisation in Participatory Propramnes {VIFF),




Table 1. The Basis of Some Participation Typologies”

Auithor and | Number | Basis for distinguishing Jevels of parlicipatlon

yrar ol leviels :

Amstein 1963 X depree of citizen comivgl over an initiafive

Pani 1986 4 ralc of beneficiaries (share informatan, are consulted, make
decisions, inibiate action)

Biggs 1939 4 relakionship betwean researchers and farmers (contractual,
consultative, collaborative, supporting farmers® research)

Adnan et all| il ingregsing degree of people’s control over information and

1002 initiptives (4 describing ‘information processes’, 5 relabe &

: ergiects”: 2 related to *poople’s Mitiatives'}

Gnijt 1991 4 local people™s involvement in key project sapes

Han 1992 T based on who is driving Uiz development initiatve (fooin
external manipulation to fully localtly-dnven)

Farringgbon  and | 4 2 lewils of power (shallow vs desp); 2 describing scope of

Bebbington inieracton fwide vs narmow mnge of acivitesy

1094

ol 16893 [ 7 shifiine of control over decisions from outsiders o local peaple

Stiefzl and | 11 distinpuished by political usape of the werm, eg to Improve

Walfc 1994 project efficicncy, rade unionism, demoerabe INQVeMents

| Selener 1997 4 themstic: community development, action research in
' orEanisalions, edecation, farmer participatory research

These typﬂlﬂgiés, while revealing and inspiring, nesd to be used with some
caution as they perpetvate simplifications zboul agricultural change m several
ways (Guijt, 19971

1. Wrong assumpiion of a static piciure. By classifying an agricultural project
as embodying a certaln ‘oype’ of participation, ignores the changes that will
aceur as the intervention develops. Women and men farmers participate in
different ways at different moments, as do the better off and the worse off,
and researchers and farmers.

2. Stnplifying difference in terms of ‘insider and outsider’. Most typologies
describe a sliding scale of shifiing responsibility belween insiders, or farmers,
and outsiders, or apriculiural professionals. Yiewing all farmers as ‘insiders’

# It iz clear that vhe basis of these typalogies differs greatly, with the number of lowvels of
participation not always referring to different gualities of panicipatien. Selener’s four types
for example, do not discuss the quabity of parficipation and remain descriptive, while
Comwall’s typology 18 normative, with each level indicating a certpin quality of
participation that {3 Tinkad to the inereasing amounts of local power.
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ignotes community-leve] differences, thus hiding the reality of high levels of
participation by some farmers and none by others. Similar problems eceour
with stereotyping ‘ouwtsiders’ in this way.

3. Normative asswmption gf an ‘ideal’ form of participation, implying ihat
there iz a pathway or contiuum across which development interventions can
and should move towands a state of absolute and endunng ‘local participation”.
Yeit the feasibility and desirability - for farmers and zgricoltural professionals
alike - of 100% local participation is very queshionabls.

4. Simplifying diversiiy ond Rindering innovation. By simplifying complex
interaction processes in terms of a participation ‘lhermometer’, a prescriptive
use of the typologies can be stirulated whirh can hinder innovation. What is
more: important than finding one's place in one or the other (ypology is
dezcribing how farmers and professionals wish o work together, why this s
the case, and how it is evoelving. In this context, it is also mportant to stress
that only a few of the lorms of participation in these diverse typologies are
actually usefol lor those  aiming to build Farmers capacity through
patticipatory agricultural development. :

Drespite such limitations, though, these typolopies serve a oritieal function - that of
“highlighting the diversity amongst participatory approaches and the strength this
offers for ‘encouraging change in  agriculwral research and  extension.
Furthermore, notwithstanding the uniqueness of the approaches and the varying
degrees of farmer participation they imply, key important principles usite them,
Notably, they all - in some form - seek to construct 2 process of collective and
ongoing leaming and action (see ‘Shared Principles” below). Hence their
attraclion to those engaped with sustainable agriculture, with all its 1meerininties
and conmplexites, that is only possible when a range of stakebolders are mvolved
in ongping mnovation and information exchange.

This discussion on participation is ceniral 1o uwnderstanding PTD and PRA as
both ocedr teday in 50 many versions, that simply referring to the acronym
will not help to vwnderstand the contribution of each group at different stages. It
is our experience that both PTD and PRA Rave, in prmmplﬁ mtendad the
process o be based on 2 form of participation that is best described as
‘conducting joiot anal;ms and niaking decisions’ or researchers facilitating
farmaers’ own rescarch processes. It is to these principles that we now turn.




SHARED FRINCIPLES’

Principle 1. A Sustgircd Learning Process. Parlicipatory approaches arose
initially out of an acceptance by some agticultural professionals that their
insight into local processes of analysis, decision-making, and mmovation was
limited. These professionals saw the need to understand beter the sooal
dynamics of agricultural development amd to facilitate “the sharing of
knowledge. For PRA, the focus has been on offering a wide group of peeple -
often but not exclusively farmers - a process for analysing their circurastances
and assessing and sclecting strategies for action. For PTLY, the focus has becn
less perhaps on the quantity or range of Jocal people, but rather on building a
process of collective agricultural research and extension zround farmers’
cxperiences and meeds. In both cases, enhancing cummlative lcamning by
participants js the focus. The process of learning and action has three putputs:
identifying strategies for improvement, motivating people to undertake these
strategies and enhancing their capacity for solving problems

Principle 2. Different Ferspeciives in Group-based Analpsis. To leata well and
plan effectively at a collestive [evel - be it a farmer experimentation group or
the wider community - needs a diversity of perspectives. Most participatory
approaches explicitly seek ingights from and needs of different individuals and
groups, which may be conllicting. Furthermore, all participatory -approaches
recognise that the complexity of local situations will only be revealed through
group analysis and actien that can complement individual perspectives and
needs. '

Principle 3. Key Role for Facilitators. To seek out different perspectives,
often those of the socially marginalised, usually means challenging to some
extent Toeal traditions of communication and social interaction. Furthermore,
creating an environment in which different people can share their ideas,
knowledge and needs, requires the sensitive swpport of a facilitator. This is
often zomeonsg from outside the community or area but is Increasingly a role
laken on by someone with a local stake in the process.

Principle 4. Systemic and Methodelogical Basis. The facilitator 1s trained to
create a strectured process that looks at the problems being encountered irom
a systemic perspective, and not just focusing on a narrow slice of reality.
Thus, FRA and PTD alike aim to follow certain steps from descriplion Lo

" These principles draw on Pretty el al, 15595



analysis and action, and by looking at agriculure within the context of wider
develppment 155085 and needs.

Principle 5. Context-specific, Inevitably, the uniqueness of social and physical
conditions meins pafticipamry approaches emphasise flexibiliy in application.
Participatipn reguires building a process of discussion, communication and
conflict resolution - which by nacessity evolves ont of the specifics of the loca]
context. Although methods might be similar from one siteation 16 the next, the
particular combination and sequence is not fixed. There is no set procedure ta
follow mechanically that can give a guaranteed vutcome.

Within this wider debate concerning ‘participatory development’ and its
underlying principles can be found PRA and PTD. These two approaches will
now be desertbed in more derainl before compatiag and contrasting what they
have to offer agriculiural development professionals.

PARTICIPATORY RURAL ATPRAISAL

With the realisation that conventional methods of field appruisal and surveys
based on questionnaires tended to pverlook poorer {urmers with their specific
- problems, came methodological innovation. PRA developed out of many
-experiences, initially those known as Rapid Rural Appraisal (REA) which
evalved in the late I970s and 1980= (Khon Kpen University, 1987). RRA
became an zlternative approach to analysing rurel life and agricnltural
systema. It aimed to overcome the problems of generating much detailed data
that were ofter of dubious guality due to non-samphing errors and obsolete by
the time they were analysed. By emphasising local ‘approximate igoorance'
and ‘*appropriate imprecision’', RRA explicitly made trade-offs between the
quantity, accuracy, relevance, and timeliness of information collected and
analysed. Agroccosystem  apalysis  contributed muoch  methodologieal
mnovation with #s focus on visual analysis of patterns in space, over time, of
rescurce flows, and of decision-making (Conway 1985).

In 1988, the term Participatory Rural Appraisal {PRAY was first appiiad: in
Kenya through the collaborative efforts of the Nationa]l Epvironment

—

1 RRA 15 still used as an effective information-gathering approach oy external professionads
to learn about lecdd people and conditions. Such information is an importast put into
planining that happans above the loce] level - such as setting national agriculiural research
agendas - and when there iz no Gme o engage in the more lengiy dialogue processes of
PRA. Panicipatary methods, ke participatocy mapping, can be used in an RRA Stuwdy. PRA



Sceretarial of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources and Clark
University, USA, and in Tndiz through the work of the Aga Khan Rural
Support Programme and the International Institute for Environment and
Development {IIED) in London (McCracken 1988). In the casly days, three
institutions in parlicular were associated with PRA: the Instite of
Development Studies (United Kingdom), IIED and Clark University. None of
these organisalions ‘invented’ PRA - they simply supported the disseminabion
of innovations and critical reflection on experiences, The source of inpovation
has been with staff of NGOs and some innevative government agencies, whose
interaction with villagers and each other have encouraged improvisation and
adaptation.

PRA has been defined as ‘a growing family of approaches and methods to
enable Joca! pecple to share, enhance and analyse their knowledge of life: and
conditions, to plan and to act’ {Chambers 1992). The most critical differcnee
that PRA cacourapes was rethinking communication between developraenl
agents and loeal residents, and not just on the information that is generated by
those involved. The main mechanism for this so far bas been the use of visual
diagrams thet aim to encourape loeal people (rural or orban) to reflect in
groups on loeal circumstances, in pew ways that lead to action. '

In the last few years, PRA has been spplied in dozems of countries by
thousands of organisations (Chambers, 1997). In virteally all cases, outside
professionals nitiated the use of PRA. For them, learning to see ‘process’ as
one of e ‘prodiocs’ of DRA has ofien meant a sirong reosientztion of their
original roles. They need to develop new skills and o view PRA-based
development as taking place within a long time span - months or years and ot
weeks.

Methodolopy and Methiods

The methodological hasis of PRA centres around sefting up a struchured dialogne
using a varicty of methods (see Table 2) to share knowledpe and analysis to
develop practical actions. Recently greater emphasis has also been placed on

penctally serves a difforent awdience by focusing on planning ar 2 local lewel, that is
somelimes - hut not usually - apgregated into plans at higher levels. Maintaining a
distinction botween PRA and RRA is critical as cach serves a different purpose and can be
appropriate in different sitvations (Whileside 15997).



heiping external [acilitators to question thejr assumptions about Jocal people and
to develop more listening-oriented attimdes and behaviour” .

The many msthods for which PRA 5 well knowa apen up debale on local
perceptions of problems and resource walues, apgnicultical inmovafion and the
complexities of .social development and structures. The teamwveork meathods help
ensure that those involved remein carious and critical, and share their insights and
questions openly, Sampling methods iocilitate the inclusion of different
perspectives, although much more is nesded to overcome biases of pender, ape
and socio-economic status (of Guijt and Kaul Shah 1998). Dialogue and
interviewing methods help to create opportunities for as many as possible to get
invalved in their own way and on their own terms. Visualizations methods aim 1o
focus analysiz around specific issues.

The visualisation methods serve (o vndesstand Tour key themes that are central
o agricultural systems and change (Conway 1983). First, historical diagrame,
seasonal calendars and daily activity diaprams help to understand change over
time, [rom lone-term trends to the seasonal dimensions of paverty, production
and consumphion, or daily activities. There discussions reveal the dynamics of
rural livelihoods. Chenges {n geographic space are explored using transects,
farm skeiches, flow diagrams, and soeialfresource maps and models. The thied
catepory focuses on analysing decision-mokieg. Mabrix ranking and seoring,
Wono and network diagrams draw oot some of the complexities of Jdecision-
making which are rarely agcessible through formal surveys and which enable
researchers to appreciate farmers' differing needs and preferences. Matrices
are particulariy valuable for penerating local criterin for selecting and
evaluating particular erop varietres or technologics, or priority achivitics, The
fourth theme that includes system and impact diagrams looks at fTows, flows of
resources and information, flows of cause and effect.

* There are many other principles that underpin successfil use ot he methods, such as
clarity of objectives, crfical reflection, and a sense of fus, Bul these are not cmbedded in the
PRA gpproach {se¢ “Common Cridcisms’, below),



Tuable 2. 'RA NMcthods for Agricoliural Research and Development

Teamwork Sampling Disrussion & . Yisunalisation
rcthods methods interviewlng methods
methords
® |2 contracts = fransect walks # s2mi-stroctured = pariicipatery map/
= lcam Ievicws v weslth rnking, interviewing model
& PEET ASSESSMCOLS well-being v liresl observation | »social map and
w nferview goides atalyss = focus groups wealth ranking
and checklists = socizl maps » ey informants » szasonal calendar
= wirk sharing in * inlerview s gthnohistories and | » daily routine
local acdvitics *chaing’ biopraphies » histonacal prehle
w Ipewal preesentations w e ghedies = irend analysis
| * process notes and : * MAkTIX 5C0TINE
personzl diaries » nreference!pair-
wise ranking
» Venn diagrams
= network diazrams
* Syslems diagrams
simpact diagrams
+pie diagrams

It is not just the methods themselves but their corabination and seguence that
are particulatly effective. For example, a set of resource models of a village,
cne of present conditions and one dating from a few decades earlier, can help
lo identify changes in land use patterns and practices, and their impact oo land
degradation. A thoird model of the possible fotare sitwation can be added o
assess what mught happen if certain actions are, or are not, taken. Transect
routes can fhen be planned on the present model. This brings together local
perceptions of spalial and temporal dimensions of land use change in a single
analysiz. Compare this process to a questionnaire survey, which must first
analyse diverse perspectives before commencing the planning process. With
FRA, these bwo stages are inter-linked - the iterative amalysiz leading (o
prioritising of action points and planning.

A growing number of cases from Africa and Asia that allow comparisons o be
drawn indicate that partcipatory methods for local-level analysis and planning
yield positive results that are largely verified by subsequent formal suerveys
{Gill, 1993; Chambers, 1992; Inglis, 1901; Rocheleau ef af., 1998). These
comparisons show that litde new or conflicting information was eollected n
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the formal surveys, PRA is (hus well suited for situations in which resonrces
are scarce and approximate results are acceptable,

Common Criticisms

However, these methods by no means puarantes participation aod open
dialogue (IIED 1995; Guijt and Kanl Shak 1998). The diagrams do not replace
constructive debate - and In some ¢ases can obstruct them {Sarin 1998). The
paradex of participation becomes clear where large proups form o crcate
diagrams or maps, While osteastbly encouraging a wider participation, most
will remain on the margin and the most powerful will “participate”™- not the
poor &nd rerely the women and children who will watch rather than speak.

These and other criticisms {(see below) have increased the nse of combinations o
merging of methodologics: “..in some seltings and for some - purposes,
conventionnd research and ploming methods may be more approprigte than PRA.
Asing PRA o fuifii every information and development need is osking for
disgppotirment, ar ng fsinglef metodology i comprehensive™ (Abbol and Guiit
199°7.27), PRA is, for example, peneraliy not effective for examining institutional
reiptionships and change, or scientihcally acceptable statistical measurements,
Participatory dialogne can benefit from the added insights provided by
comventional surveys, trials, and measurement-based methodologies. Rather
than being chosen on the basis of cost-effectiveness, PRA is now becoming
more appieciated for the joint analysis function that it is suited to provoke,
Yet, ircnically, it is exactly in this area that criticism is also widespread.

FRA appears to answer a2 widely felt need that seems o know oo boundaries

of discipline or geography, But it is no quick fix to complex problems, despite

whal many may wish. Several imcorrect assumptions about PRA have taken
hold (see Box 2). Too much has been demanded - and promiscd - of PRA too
Tast, with little understanding of the implications of participatery development
{Mosse 1995; Chambers and Gaijt, 1995), Some have even deemed it the new

‘tyramny’, provoked in their criticism by the eatly promises and limited critical.
reflecticn by some praclitigners.
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Bo 2. Seven Joeorrect Assneplioes abwal PRA {bspired by Scoones 3395]

L. Assmming it's guick. While many mcthods associated with PRA may be quile quick at
stimulating discussion and analysis, the processes of participatory development arc slow and
difficult. Ficldwork takes place over months not weeks, and organisations need to make
connnitments (hat slreich over yeats,

7. Asquming if's easy and anyone can do it, PRA methods are appealingly simple and widely
applicable. Anyone can help maks & map Or do 2 matrix ranking bt this does not mean that
learning takes placc or changes occur. Successful use requires many olher skills, especially
communication, facilitation, social analysis, and canflict nepotiation.

3, Assuming that methods alone are encugh, The popularity of visual methods is only part of
a lutger process of change that ja taking place in many organisabiems and agencies. In
particular, appreciation has prown for the need to feam and meovale, and o change
manggement and reward sysiems, staff behaviowr, efhics and respongibilites, This means
larpe shifts in the procedurcs and inconfives that drive aprculteral rescarch and extension
institutions.

4, Assuraing it has no theeretical basis ang i therefore superficisl. PRA has nol grown out
of uriversity depariments b from praceical Beld experiences. FRA 15 based on an acbon-
research approach, in which fiell workers challenge both theory and practcs drough
experience and relection. Agrieeituval and social seience debates have been greatly
influenced as a vesull,

5. Assuming il 18 a sew inventIon and that older approaches are Bo good. PRA has been
inspired from many areas such as anthropolopy to business managemeat. Althoogh ancient
cxamples of paticipatory approaches cxist, its recent widespread application and innoyiabon
show it is responding well to problems common to past approaches. Integraing new ideas
into existing working approaches within agriculiural and extension programmes 15 essenial,
as PRA will never be able to serve as a compehensive methodology suited to al) situaBoms,

6. Assuming that training will ensure its use. ‘Mew' ideas are often assumed to spread by
training workshops. But inexperienced trainers who rooeive o follow-up support will not be
able 10 make vee of training nor know haw best to apply 1 n he feld. Organisations must
provide suppard afler workshops take place, in communibies and within the organisation
itzelf.

7. Ascuming that vsers can mainfain political neairality. Farmers, rescarchers and feld
warkers are nower neutral, People's roles and their different posidon in a commuonily need
to be understood as this influcnces what informatien i shared and hoow it is analysed. In all
participatory processes, conflicts, disputes and temsions will be miscd.  Agricultural
vegearchers and oxtenzion agents should be ready to deal with these issues. This may mean
taking sides or taldng a mediating or negotisting role, which are all political acts.

i2



Giiven the prevalence of these misconceptions, it is therefore no sorprise that
curious paradoxes exist in the practice of PRA (Guijt 1996). For example,
while originally aiming to overcome the blue-print thinking of set procedures
and to cncourage creativiey, a ‘manual mania' has emerged that tries to
capture the methodelogy in terms of indispensable methods, oftenn without
deepening the analytical {ramework, Also, while initally concermed with
erapowerment of marginalised groups, many practilioners who have been
‘taught participation’ through mamuals, see pacticipation instsad as a
mechanical approszch that automatically leads to empowerment. Thus rigidity,
little innovatton, and lack of emmpowerment are curions feawres of some of
today's “‘participatory’ approaches,

The manual and methods mania of PRA and its lack of analvtical clarity have
weakened its practice as many organisations focus only on participation during
appraisal without ensuring collective planning in  the longer term.
-Furthermors, & commaon enticism of PRA is the ‘mounds of diaprems and
information’ thal cmerge from the visoal methods and which are difficalt to
make sense of without a clear analytical framework, Some organizsations nsing
PHA are now ariculating more clearly how the resuls of analysis and

diagnoests can feed into subseqguent stages of paricipatory development (sec
Box 3).

From the carly days of PRA, critical voices have been raised about guality
concerns - not [east by PRA practiioners and trainers themselves (cf NIED
1994, 19935 1997, Absalom et al [9534; Scoonss and Thompson 1994; Guijt
and Shak [998). The main areas of criticism appear to be:

» ipnorng personal responsibilities and professional ethics, such as Fmited self-
critical attitudes, not secking peer review, and insufficient commitraent (o
EqLky;

* simplistic perception of social organisation and dynamies and subsequently
poor interaction with conununity members, jncluding: inadequate reflection on
ethics, equity, and who actually participates in “participatory” processes, lack of
clarity or sven honesty about outsiders’ intentions, not adapting to local pace
and needs;
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B 3 PRRAI and Neroliating Differerces (Chuinbiers and Guijt 1995)

Pedd Hapa Upanda’s work with PRAF focuses on developing and implementing
Comrmunity o Group Acdon Plans through a process of analysis that explicitly takes age
and pender differences into consideration. Analysis is vodertaken with five communily
sroups: younger and older women, younger and clder men, and children. It is critical to
create an apprecialion amongst these proups of the uniqueness and importance of each
grovp's priositics, so that older men will not, for example, oppose the nesds that
younger woinen might fec! for family planning suppott. Thus far more than & simple,
short analysis of problems and possible action points is weeded. Several stages of
dialogue wilh #nd Betwesn thess social growps are nesded to lead to change.

Step 1: Preparatlon (about [ ta 2 months). Laying the groundwork: means idcntifying
and nepotiating roles of stiksholders, plus advocacy work to make the participation of
children, women and marginalised proups trovghout the process easicr. Seasitization of
government extension staff and pariner organisations lakes place.

Step 2: Fleld Immersion {1 to 2 wecksy, Young women (often unmadmied mothers), older
women, younger men, older men, and children meet in zepamatc groups 10 allow for
different analysts of needs and priorities, Viswal melheds are used. This is the “classice’
form of FRA.

Step 3: Analvsing dntra-commune! Difference (3 10 5 months). Group-based analysic 1o
identify shared or group-gpecific coneerns, and possible solutions, This requires cavefnl
nepotiation 1 overcome power differences, Those that have not yet been involved are
intaled into the proup.

Step 4. Plamming of Community of Gromp Action Plans (about 1 month}. Final decision
about community and Frowp pronties requires aegotiation about responsibilities, inputs,
aanctions. The following is identified: areas of iotally shared interest (where all 5 groups
express a nced), areas of pardatly shared interest {where 2, 3 ar 4 groups have
overlapping nesds), and areas of unigue interest (with needs specific to a particular
growep). This allews for eollective action on areas of commen interssl, while valuing
unique needs and acling on lhem, i necessary, ondy by the group whio expressed them.

Step 5@ Daplementiution aml Mositorirg (ongoing). Implementing, via 4 Village
Management Committec, plans with monitoring of progress and inifiation of new plans,

« use of PRA a5 a oneoff. project event withoul ensuring  subsequent
participatary activities, Including lack of willmgoess or understanding aboot the
need to adept propramme management styles, incentives and procedures;
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+ poor quality one-off traiming instead of longer term training and support
programmes, while ifnoring social differences, personal  attiludes  and
behavigur, conflict résolution, planning skills;

+ conlradictory domors, such as wanting wvisible results guickly and slow
participatory development, or insisting on accurate menitorng of both, yet
withput funding or methodology support;

o poor sharing of posifive and nepalive experiences with rivalry between
organisations and Jack of investment in networking,

Much is being underiaken to redress the problems. Networks are forming,
codes of ethics for feld staff and donors are heing discussed, training bas
sglidificd and expanded, investments are being made in widcr institimtional
changes {Holland and Elackburn 1998), and gender izsues are on the apendna
{Guijt and Kaul Shah 1998). Practiioncrs are making tore realistic claims
about what they do and are committing themselves o longer processes that
focus, aeain, on empowerment (see Box 3). There is far to go but the sarly
enphoria is being replaced by a calmer rcalism, thus paving the way for
improvements to continue on the back of critical refleclion.

‘In summary, PRA has been most effectively applied in encouraging
apriculiwral development when it has been part of a loager ierm participatory
programme that focuses on sustained learning. With this in mind, we now mm
to FTD and the lessons it offers.

PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOFMENT
A Byjef History

In 1988, a review of mote than 200 cases of experiences wilh participatory
agricultural development led to the formulation of a framework for analysis
and action that came to be known as Participatory Technolegy Development
(FTD) (van Veldhuizen ci al, 1997}, PTD consists of a secies of participatory
activities, with related methods, which together comprise the key elements of
agriculiaral innovation., Agricullural mnovation takes place through focused
and creative intetaction betwecn local communities and ootside supporters, in
which PRA methods are often used (see Table 2). Participants analyse the
dynamics of a particular agro-ecological system topelher, define priority
problems, and experiment locally with 2 variety of techpological optians.
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PIT} is nol a confined or exclusive concept. Many prganisaitons are involyved
. in PTI2-type achivities with farmers, yet use other names. Por example, ome
recognises the PTD framework in the *Community-based Experimentation and
Extension', developed by the USA-based NGO, World Meighbours, in West
Afriea (Gubbels, 1997), and in the ‘Farmer-led extension approach’ of the
Canpesine-a-Campesing  movement in Central America (Holl-Gimenez,
1993).

PTD emerged out of many efforts to develop more gustainable agnculture
systems. Strong farmer participation is an  essential component for
sustainatylity to be achieved. Working towards sustainability requires (van
Veldhuizen ef al., 19597}

» a thorough understanding of local dynamics, problems and opportenities
-~ and only farmers have an intimate knowledge of these;

« the development of site-specific solutions - for which the formal
research and extension system lacks the capacity,

o replacing external agro-chemical inputs with a stronger management
role by farmers of theif resonrees - thus st,rﬁngthamng Iarmers
capacitics to do this; '

* mainienance of gustainable systems in vulnerable environments under

ever-changing ceonomic conditions - constantly monitored by the people
dircctly invelved, the farmers.

Despite these original agricultural roots, there are clear indications that it is of
practical relevanee in other mral technology developinent initiatives (Blick and
Veldhuizen, 1993}, Tt has proven enqually relevant when working with farmers
and communities, including pastoralists, to develop effective forms of local
crpamisalion and management ipstimtions (Bayer and Waters-Bayer, 1998),

Methodology and Methords®

The PTD framework presents six groups of panicipatory activities, with
related methods. Together these comprise the key clements of participatory
agricuitural imnovation. They stress the link between participatory analysis,
dizgnosis and seiling of priorities on the one hand and collective action,
monttoring, evaluation, and dissemiination of results on the other. These six
elements do not necessarily need to be followed in sirict sequenee, as their
relevance will vary depending on the level of technological innovation being

® This section draws on van Veldimizen wt al, 1697,
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devcloped, the level of farmers’ experimentation skills, and praject/programme
ohjectives. Nevertheless, by explicitly deseribing and advocating sis elemenis, the
framework provides guidance for a continved process of working together with
farmers and communities. '

1. Gerring started. Before intensive interaction with farmers can begin, the
groundwork has to be laid. An imtial undersianding of the sociocultural and
agroecological situation of the community or commuaities is necessary, as
is information about the individuals and organisations that could play an
important role in future PTD work. A clear perspective and protocols for
collaboration need ta be established.

2. Understanding problems and oppornunitics. The strongest driving force of a
parbcipatory progeamme is the fariners’ realisation that it addresses their
critical concerns. A joint understanding of these concerns mwust be
developed. Existing innovation can provide helpfel entry points. Key
activitiea in this step include: facilitating farmers’ analysis of apricoliural
problems aod cause-cffect Hnkages witlun the wider socio-political and
agroecnlogical context; clarifying whose problems have been identified; and
making an inventory of opporiupities and potential resoorces. PRA methods
are often used at this stape. Expected outcomes of this step should be:
improved problem diagnosis skills and a better erpamisational basis for
gystematic farmer experimentation.

3, Looking for things to fry. Promising ideas are collected from various
sources: rescarch and cxtension agencics, {armers and artisans. Thess are
screened systematically by the farmers and PTD facilitators, and a joint
agenda for experimentation i developed. The options are reviewed using
criteria established together that focus on adyantages, disadvantages and
anticipaced effiors on differant subgrougs o e connmmnity. This séage will
Iead to agreements on what exactly is o be found out through the
experiment, ie testable hypotheses.

4. Experimentation, The experimentation phase is one of the digtinet elements of
FTD. In this stage, farmers manape, momior and evaloate the experimeals
they designed. While recognising that experimentation always occurs,
strengthening this local experimental capacity helps farmers respond to
changing conditions, Once they decide whether the innovation being tested is
locally suitable, technical guidelines may be formwlated and/or furiher
experimentation needs can be idenlified, This stape involves fraintng of
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farmer-eaperingilers, group bullding, and stran_g.mening linkages with
oiber  communilies and  orpanisations  for  follow-up  support  and
dissemination of worthwhile innovations.

5. Sharing the resufts, FTD actively stimulates farmer-based extension, naing
the . networks developed during experimentation as channels for
communication and  dissemination. Innovations and experimentation
methadologies alike are shared. Thig stage requites understanding existing
forms of farmer-to-farmer learning. Uswally farmer-to-farmer exchange
vizgits and training are accompanied by farmer-developed training materials.

G, Susraining the PTD process. PTD s ‘constructed’ 1n such 2 way a3 10 ensurs
that farmer-led agnealtral innovation and development will continue without

- cutsider encouragement in the long run. This stape refers to strengthening
community organisaticns and instlotion: bul also o improving linkages with
service organisations (o support future innovations. PTD facilitators gradually
phase out iheir intense mvolvement, supporiing group management and
linkapes. This stage can include a more corprehensive evaluation of the
impacts of the FTD process and outputs on local livelihoods.

Emerging Concerns

Although the comprehensive framework of PTD is cecent, some problems are
emerging as it is being put into practice. Some of these arg similar to the general
concerns aboul participatory approaches that are desenbed for PRA, such as
inadequate facilitation, limited organisational support for long term processes, eic.
However there are several problems that appear particular to FTD.

One of the weaknesses is the very comprehensiveness of the framework itself, In
its wording and stmcture, it sugests that pacticipatory agriculral development s
best achieved by following six flixed steps - and that success will be guaranteed.
Such a ‘linear’ approach, however, may well obscore local dynamics, achial
necds and possibilities of farmers, and stifle creativity, Farmers tnteresved in
trying out a new maize variety seen in a nearby villape may, for example, be
advised by the facilitator Lo first underfake a tharongh process of problem
analysis, thus frustrating their enthuziasm. In this case, the step of problem
analysis can be abbreviated or skipped altogether, as mentioned abonve.

Parlly a5 a response to this, a pumber of new PTD-inspired programmes take

local farmer inmovators as a starting poiut. These are farmers who ntiating
gysleratic on-farm changes, often including some form of lecal experimentation,

18



Rather ihan undertaking community-wide problem analysis and prioritisation,
agricultural innovation is initinted chrouph dialogues with farmer innovators,
understanding their concerns and dynamics for chanpe. Their eiforts are then
supparted both on the cxperimentation and farmer extension aspects {Wabers-
Bayer, 1998).

There is also controversy about the extent to which farmers should be encouraged
ke scl up more systematic experiments. Do they all really need to become
scientiss? While some programmes have shown that farmers benefit from
replicated trials and the limitation of variables and statistical analysis, others have
encontaged farmers (o innovate in their own way. Cverall though, evidence to
date suggests that, if shown the benefits of systematic experimentation, certain
farmers do lika 1o continne to pursue this way of working {Gubbels, 1997,

A third area that PTD has not yet conselidated lies with proving success. Most
PTD usvally has succeeded in eneouraging farmers to innovate in some form.
However, the extension workers and rescarchess who have supported farmers
with their intovations then face the challenge of keeping track of this process and
its results if they want to share findings with o wider audience. Extension workers
will ofizn try o combine farmers’ Gnditgs in ong location with those from
elsewhere (o draw some conclusion. This requires skilful momtoring and
recording. Meanwhile, researchers will try 1o come o grips with a combination
of quantitative and qualitative data to arrive at a decper understanding of various
results, This challenges them to go beyond conventional detailed statistical
analysis. PTD docs not yet offer guidance for either of these challenges.

As with most participalory approaches, equity issues are nof addressed
automatically in PTD. Although PTD literature emphasises the need to take socio-
economic and gender differemtialion serivusly, the farmers involved in many
techonlogy development programmes bave not been representative, as they are
often male and better-off.

A final and fondamental criticiem 1o the PTD approach is its ipnorance of the
sociccultural dimension of local and scientific knowledge and technologies
" (Haverkort and Millae, 1992; Haverkort and HMiemstra, 1998). Extensionists and
resgarchers mosdy look at agrculture through cyes trained in western-based
scientific analysis while farmers look at land, crops, and animals as part of the
wider world in which gods, spirits and other powers also play an important role.
True dislogue can only take place, according to these critics, it outsiders are able
te take these differences seriously. The new COMPAS platform {COMPAS

i9



Nuwsletter vol. 2) aims at developing appropriate methods and approaches to this
end. : ' :

COMPARING PRA AND T'TD

Having waderstood the history, methodological content and limitations of PRA
and PTD we now turn to the complementarities and contrasts between the two
methodologies. This section will offer insights into the relevance of each
approach for different situations.

Aregs of Overlap

PRA sod PTD share 3 widespread uptake and . diversity of nastes by winch
they are known (see Box 1). These multiple versions reflect institional
evolution and coatext-specific developments. They alse are an indication of on
the one hand, their widespread appeal and on the other, the importance of
specific applications. But there are more significant similarities that relate to
the caneeplual basis (see Table 33, Besgides these similaritics botween PRA, and
PTD, there are others that relye to the methodological and instinutional
aspects. '

Shifting roies for farmers {from recefvers of technalopy to créative inveriars)
and researchtersiextensionisis (fram teachers to facilitaters of lecraning). This
is perhaps (he moét fundamental practical change that PRA and PTD offer,
There are versions of panticipatory agricultural development whereby farmers
are involved in activities controlled and manaped by professionals. Other
vergionz exist in which professionals support farmers' own amalysis and
action. Tt is this Iatter version that best deseribes both PTD and PRA and
forms one of the more basic conceptual similarities betveen the two
approaches, Farmers take {0 4 Fesearching role, while exiernal professionals
act as facilitators of discussion and brokers of information. Facilitators - be
they researchers, communily development ageots, or exlengiomists - share
~ ngights from the formal world of research and extension, and link farmers o
funding, innovations, and other communitics or cxperimenting groups.

Facus on  copaciry-Dutlding, rather than o specific  lechnical  owtpus.
Apricullural development will not oceur only by pursuing one practical
improvement after another - and ofifering 1t for wide dissemination. Instead, jt
needs to be based on the strengthened capacities of end-users of improvemenis
and of their communities o solve problems and innovate. Roland Bunch and
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Gabino Leopes (1995}, in 2 rare study of long term impacts from farmer
participatory development, highlighted how of the dozens of technologies
promoted by MNGOs, only three bave survived over a 15-year period.
Changing social, cconpmic, and envircamenial conditions reduced or
elimmaied techoelogies that were initially ugeful. Yet productivity continued to
increase. It appears that the motivation fer farmers to become involved in an
angoing process of innovation, through a few carefully selected technologies,
is what was suesiained, Both PRA and PTD stress the social namre of
agricultural development and the contribution of diverse peeple and groups.

Table 3. Camparing and Contrasling the Conceptunl Basis of PRA and

I'FD '
I"rinciples PRA PTD
sustaned in theory, claims long term framework prasents itcrative
learming pannerships but practice is often action-reflection process over o
ol short-livex], method-oriented geries of years
field work feous on supporting peoples’ own
inmovalion capacitics
different froups are central (o all farmers interested in
perspectives thiscussioos with individusl experimentation ofien form
in Eroup- mlerviews aloo cluded ETOURS
based inquiry weak on gender perspoetive but sharing of experiments and their
Ectting betier resulls in groups
stromger focus on working with clear digeussion of roles of
POOEET ETOUPS farmers, researchers,
tend to include wide mnge of extengionizls
community peopte in difficulties in addressing socio-

- discussioons econgmic and sender difforences
key vole for facilitalors guide discussions, Tamilitabar’ s mode i3 inteprated
lacilitalors are uspally teained on methods, willy thal ol affening certain

process, and increasingly Lechaclogical options and insights
personal behaviour/attijude
systemic and timited analytical framework, syslemabc framework gives cloar
methada- other than whal is implicit in Euidance but has the danger of
logical the standard *‘toolbox® (analysis being used a9 4 *recipe’
structure of ime, space, decisions, lows) central attention W innovation,
experimentation by farmers
conbext- kendency ta e defined and emphasised necd for adaptation
specific applied as o ies of methods, and loeal innovation as compared
although inereasingly with tor peckage approach of
orpanisations formulating their conventonal agricultural RE&D
own versionsfadaptatons
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A findomenral change in research and extension methodofogy ocours by
emphasising farimer-led analysis, innovation and dissemination, another area
where overlap between FRA and PTD can be found. Methodologically, hoth
approaches encourage the use of a range of methods in a context-speeific
combination and saquence. The value of visualisation (0 encourape group-
based analysis is also shared, although this plays a more prominent role in
PRA thao in PTD. PRA-based work has tended to emphbasis gqualilative
information, while experimentation in PTD? empbasises guantitative elements
of farmers' experiments.

- Traivming and workshops based on adnli-fearning principles are critical for
dissemination and meéthodology development. The lierature and trainiog
workshops of both approaches have consistently emphasized the need for hoth
groups to understand and adapt to different types of behavioor and to take on
different responsibilines. PRA and PTD trainers alike have collaborated to
produce manuals (of Pretty et al 1995 for PRA, and Veldhuizen e al 1997 for
FTD), These manuals reflect a similar style of adull learning, in {ield-based
workshops with follow-up support.

Areas of Difference '

But there is a limit to the similarities between PRA and PTD. This section
aims to describe some of the more prominent differences (ses Table 4).

FTD grew out of the analysis of practical experience with agricultural and
cormmunity developmeni. Il remarns clearly focused on supporting apricuitoral
development while gradually expanding intg natural resource management and
related Ipcal institutional development. Compared to FRA, FTD ofiers a more
sttuctured, agriculiure-focused framework within which to plan aod inaplement
activities with farmers. 1t follpws that it has been apphed m fewer
organisations and countries.

The early FTD wark drew on indtial experiences with PRA, hence the ovetlap
between the two approaches when applied within the agricolberal sector.
During all the six phases of PTD, PRA methods can be - and are - used. In
PTD, empbasis is placed on planning experimentation as & process to leam:
trying ocut new [deas, cvaluating interim resuite, adjusting bypotheses and
reformulating agriculiural farm plans.

PRA evolved through trial and error towards identifying norms of good versus
bad practice, distinguishing it frora the ‘good practice’ origing of PTD. PRA
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hat been apphed withgut resteiction Lo any particedar seckor And iz therefore
mose widely used, inclwding for wihan development and ocganisndonal
assessment. Due ta its historical legacy from ERA, it is often viewed and
applied as an approach for siteation analysis ealy, as compared to the planning
focns of PTD. Yet the realisation of the planning potential as closely linked to
appraisal bas pushed PRA beyond the striet interpretation of its appraisai-
locesed zeromym., It 1s therefore, oow moreasingiy the basis for community-
based planming processes.

Table 4. Contrasts between PRA and PTD

Aspect PRA FTD

Application all sectors and themes: savings and » oniginally only agrigulture and
credit, water and sanitation, health, agricultural enginearing, now also
agriculture, foresiry, irrigaton, some application in nawrml
biodiversity, H1Y and AIDS preveniion, TESOIT0E MAanaZemeant
ete. » basic ideas appliad in Jpcal

(apmicultural) instiiotiopal
development

Participants commugity members, apencies, NGO = mainly farmers and agriculural

. staff, sopmetimes policy wakers from all rasearchers/extension ggents from
seclors fexcept industey and NG{s and some goyvemmeat
infrastraciyre) _ ageneies

Atteniion to some PRA processes only inelude = always includes plans far farmer

Planning, appraisal stapge, without communiiy. © experiments, and mositoting of
based planning, mopitonng or evaluation the roup procass

Time frame very vanel, often shofi, nethod-based s always longer lemm proCess as the
inlerventions but increasingly multi-year focus is on ‘developing
prowesies within same Communikos technotoges’, step-by-step

apriculiural inncvation.

Inputs mobilization of local knowledge, neels | » local lmowledpe and cutsiders’
and resoyurees insights integrated systematically
withs criieeon of prasiival methods v Y spetific mehods:

incorpormics methods/acls from
diffcrent sources

Dotpuis many diagrams » technologies and capacities for -
often communily or group action plans tanaring apriculturml change

» group-based analytical and planning throwgh joint experimedtation and
canauitics shadng

Link to formal mcreasingly Iweing aking on board by = spreading feom NGOs o

inghibatinng EOYCINMERL 2gsnoies BavRCnAnEn peeneies falhere s

NGO-based field wotk ofien explicitly
involves rovernment employees

application requires imporiant
institutional changes)
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Rathér than providing an overall framework of phases and outeornes such as
affered by FTD for farmer experimentation, PRA has no single framework for
comamunity. planning. Instead, different steps and amalytical questions are
clarified 1o each application.

In brief, PRA s a more extensively documented approach than PTD, partly
due to organizations’ needs to develop fheir own application and framework.
By comparison many organisations would now be able to define their work as
FTD, lhough they have not always consciously set oul lo *do PTD'. FTD did
not initially aim at a clear name recognition, while PRA was strongly focused
on preserving ite identity as a distinet methodelogy. Therefore, many
arganisations consciously set out {or claim) to ‘do PRA® conscigusly. MNow
however, as the importance of methodological complementarity is increasingly
appreciated, organisations are letting go of the acronym-oriented approack to
development processes and are coming back to asking themselves the eritical
question of *what do we want to do?* and ‘how de we do it?’ '

WORKING TOGZETHER

PTD and FRA clearly share characteristics and have unigue stremgths that
allow for complementary application. So  where then, doss the
complementarity lie in practice? This section uses two examples, one from
Brazil and another from Sri Lanka, (o suggest how PRA and PTI» are, in fact,
part and pareel of similar, community-hased social and techmical mnovation
{see Boxes 4 and 5). '

PRA is used (o start off a process of PTD: but can be wsed throughout, for
pxample using ‘matrix scoring' lo evaluate experimentation results. When
working with fammers, PRA methods can provide a powerfol means to
increase vndersianding by everyone involved of local realities, problems and
potentials. When nsed well, they can build commitment and trust, and provide
“an opportunity to formulate priarities for action jointly. Especially for those
scepical of the potential of participatory approaches, invoivement in a good
PRA training event can be a real eyc-opener. If leaming how to improve
existing farming practices is a central interest, PTD provides key insighis in
how o continue after the initlal PRA-based analysis by enconraging
experimentation, fearning from this, and sharing the resulis.
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Buox 4. Complemenlarity in Sri Lanka: ihe PMEE Project (PMHE, 1996)

The bilateral PMAE project was initiated in 1991 to address econormie and énvironmental
concems of nowly scitled farmess in onc of the larper Mahaweli irripaton schemey in the
diy zone of 31 Lanka. The propet combined insights and methods frotn PRA, social
mubilisation and group developrient, FIT, and ccological apriculture for s development
and extension approach:

1. Explomzlion or getting staried! fver the course of several visits, tapport is established
with farming communities, PRA features stronply al this stape, Methods such as
mapping, danscets, ranking and scmi-strochured interviaws are wsed fo stimulate families
to investigats their resource bass, Through growp discussions, local issves and options|
ar¢ analyscd. The ‘problem tree” method, kmowm from the Objective Orjented Project
Planning spproach [DOPP) i also olten used to clasify issves raiged,

¥, Farm Planning: Farmers are irained and supported to analyse their whele farming
system. Buased on an assessmient of respurces and ambitions, a Jong ferm fann
devclopment plan s prepared in which principles of ecological asticullure are promoted
where feasible. The visual edpression of this plan, the map, becomes 4 method for
mtpoiloring Jarm development.

3. Farin developoen through experimestalion;: For cach scason farmers are encowraged to
BNgApe In new expenmentation. This may vary from simply ‘trying things owl’ to more
systematic expetiments. Simple monilarng methods have been developed hy farmers
and staff. Matrix ranking is the most commooly wsed for reviewing experimentation
resuits and comparing the oplions fosted.

¢. Local institutional development: ‘The development of variows forms of farmer
organisations is cncouwmped 0 enable farmers to ke ownership of the activities
underaken. These may vary from small neighbourhood grovps for sharing of labour and
infarmal saving and credit, o water-user associations, or a markejing co-operative for
all dairy farmers. Technology development may occter within any of these oIpanisations,
while [n some cases proups are formed wilh the solc purpose of learning throogh
EXpecithaniation,

Field stalf «of the povernment ¢xiension agency in the area, the Mahpwell Economic
Authoriky, are soached in a siep-by-slep training stratepy. This often starts with basic PRA
training to stimulate farmers to mecognise the value of close collaboration with farmers.
Subzaquently, farmy planring is inbmduced, a PTD training may follow to introdece the
taiework and the cxperimentation aspect, while group development and gender analysis
oflen complete this series.

25




Box 5. Complementarity in nerih-east Brazil with AS-PTA {Sldersky and Guijt,
lortlicoming) :

Projeta Poargibv slarted i 1993 and i5 a Tocal agricultural development proprainme run by
AS-PTA, a Brazilian NGOQ. Profete Paraiba’s work forusss oo the municipaiities of
Splanea and Remigio. Pmjeat activities are carried oot by a k=an of five agriculiural
| profassionals, in padnership with enalmedores (motivators) who are members of e
municipal rural trade wnions, the STRs, The STRs are AS-FTA's man partiers. They are
emucial to the sustainability of the work, as they will carry on willi the agriculteral
experimentation, innovation, and dissemination activides once AS-FTA moves on 0 ather
municipalities. Besides the wnions, small loeal farmer associations and  faroers’
experimentztion groups ate increasingly involved.

Profers Paratba considers farmers as the managers of oagoing innovation and change, and
#0 focuses on them in the whole process of fechnological development and implementution,
They essentially follow a PTD approwch - however, without having referred to TLETA®S
core documents. The team alio meeognises, however, that not all farmers are equally
imerested andfor able 0 pacticipate i all aspects of agriculivms! innevation. Therefors,
Profete Paraiba works with three different levels of farmer participation:

t. & oore of aboul ten farmers, the awimedores, involved in sirategic planning, puiding
farmer-hased experimentation, data analysis, and designing/implementing the monitoring
and wvahuation process.

2. A aroup of about 80 men and women farmers, including community association lcaders
and individual farmers cogaged in joint caperimedtalion. Pracically alk arc also involved
in monitofdng, evaluadon and planning.

3, Activity-specific collabomiion with the geceral farming ‘public’ and community
associatons, covering over 30 comtnunides and between 400 and 300G farmers, who are
keen to adapt particular measures and with whom the monitoring/evaluation findings are
shaved,

Farmer participation has been central to Projere Perafba from the first step in 1993, when
a participatory agro-ecosystems appraisal was conducted with 30 farmers and STR
representatives to analyse the regional agricuitural crisis and local coping strategies. The
methods wsed included transects, participatory mapping, group discussions, feedhack
meetings and photos, The photos were wsed to analyse key problems and o Share initial
conclugions with over 100 farmer;s ia the vegion and stimulate more analysiy.

This PRXA process formed the basis for desipning e project focus, Durng the farmer
feedback mectings, farmers wers asked o indicale theie intevest in tackling one of the key
problems identified. These Farmers were then inviled o beceme pant of one of several
experimenting ‘core’ proups, Sinee 1994, & permanent participatory planning process has
beon in place, with annual seminars brioging topether about 40 farmers from the varicus
experimenting groups to review progress and reassess prionities, Outpees fron farmer-hased
monitoring, using impact diagrams, matix scorning, and farm wodels, and  ganaal
evaluations provide essential planning inputs.
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Somme would say that PTD is but a specific form of a FRA process, a form that
focuses on agriculiural innovation, Others would say that PRA can be osed at
certain stages of 4 PTD process. Whether one adheres o one opinien or the
other depends larpely on how one defines PRA and PTD. For some
fieldworkers and researchers, PRA is nothing more or less than a toolbox of
methods — and these people would use the methods in various PFTD stages. For
them, PRLA .15 one amongst mady interesting sets of methods but does not
requize a structured process of dialague in ilself. By contrast, others view and
constroct PRA as a much longer process of discossion, negetiation and change
(see Box 3). For them, PTD becomes one specific application of & commumnity-
based chanpe process, an application thal is very explicit and specifie in the
varipus stages it advecates and the objectives it pursues.

Which of the two perceptions fs comrect is not importast - nor will it ever be
regolved. Too many different defnitions exist, emerging as they bhave out of
unique needs in diverse contexts, What is critival thed is to define carefully what
is meant by PRA and by PTD in cach situation. This will help everyone to relate
their own expenences to that of others and thus benefit from methodolopical
inngvations and improve agricultural development approaches,

SHARED CHALLENGES

The fundamental concern of all participatory programmes fies i what PTL
calls the final phase of ‘sustaiming the process’. Ensuring continvity of the
positive changes that are initiated with outgide facilitation is the key challenge
for both PRA and PTD. At the core of this challenpe lies the need 1o
overcome simplified and ramantic notions of participatory development.

Bxperiences from both PRA and FTD clearly show that tremendous energy
can be unleasbed by the processes amongst those involved, revealing resources
of knowledge and mnovation previcusly untouched. However, channglling this
enerpy within organisations implies difficult changes within people and
instittions., Agricultural researchers have 1o move out of comfortable offices and
engagfe in extensive negotiations about destred changes and strategies. They have
to fake oo different roles vis-fi-vis farmers, and Hve with the related complexities
and frustrations born {rom shared decigion-maldng. Expericnces so far elearly
show the need to plan introduction of parcticipatory approaches not simply as a
single training event or even a training process, but as a series of activities to
support apancies shift the way their imstitation opergles.
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One weak area of PRA and PTD alike is how they link with conventional
research and planning metheds and programmes. Ansing, as they bave, from
disillusionment with conventional approaches, jt is nevertheless clear that
peither approach is a panacea, What then are the regpective strengths and
appropsiateness of the ‘new’ versus the ‘old” ways of working with farmers?
Hoow can on-Slalion rescarch inform znd sopport participatory development?
How can qualitative and quantitative analysis be achieved simultaneously?
How can methods more appropriate for non-local analysis, such as Geographic
Information Systerns {and other decision support systems), be integrated with
the micro-scale of PRA and PTD work? What potential exists for merging
PTOYPRA with other planmng frameworks, such as Logical Framework
Analysis? '

More attention must also be paid to monitoring and evaluation of PTD and
FRA processes. What are their real costs, and what are the expected and
unexpected impacts? Thers is much unsebstanbated argument about the human
and finaneia) cost as compared to other forms of developmont, &8 well as
actzal versus Claimed Impacts, Moving beyond single, often NGO-driven
cases, 10 development and use within large, often government-based apencies
will only be possible if complementarities with conventional approaches are
sought and proof is gnrf:n that participatory agriculmral development really
daes "work’.

While this article has focused on understanding the differences betwesn PRA
and PTD, many other approaches can be aod have been extremely useful io
tarmer-based  agricoltural  development processes, Bach has its own
limitations. Therefore it is not a matter of opting for one or the other
‘acronym’ bt rather of -uaderstanding the existiag  approsches aad
constructing & Food combination of methods to s0it each new silation.
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‘The Drylands Programme aims to contribute towards

mare effective and equitable management of
natural ressurces in semi-arid Africa, It has built up a
drverse pattern of cellaboration with many
organlsatinns. 1t has a partioelar focus gn soil
cansenyation and nutient managamarnt, pastaral
development, land tenure and resource access. Key
ghjectives af the programme an to: strengthen
cammunleatlen Between English and French
speaking parts of Africa; support the develepment of
an affectlve research and NGO secton and promote
locally-based management of rasaorees, build on
Incal tkills, encourage participation and provide
firmer rights to |ocal users,

k does this through four main activities:
tollaborative research, training in participatory
methods, infarmatlen netwerking and policy advice
to donar erganisations.
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