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Abstract

The use of participatory methodologies, includiregtigipatory action-research (PAR), and the
impact of such approaches on farmers, male andlée@ad their access to resources have been
widely documented in research-for-development (R#id¢rventions. From the early 1980s,
with the legendary evolution of Participatory Rukadpraisal (PRAJ and later the Farmer Field
Schools (FFSY, participatory methods and the assessment of thract on farmers’ lives

“The views expressed in this paper are those dduitieor and do not necessarily represent thoseedf/hited
Nations.
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2 participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) was champiobgdhe seminal work inspired by Robert Chambetbat
Institute for Development Studies (IDS) in the gdr980s. He developed the Rapid Rural AppraisalARRethod,
which gave voice and decision-making power to Hreners as thexpertsin their fields in contrast to the
mainstream development theory at the time thatidensd them passiwecipientsof technologies. RRA evolved
into PRA and Participatory Learning and Action (ALA includes a variety of disciplines, but is cheterized by
the centrality of participation by the farming conmnity.

% Farmer Field Schools (FFS), a learning technibage been considered among the first systematized a
documented steps to work in participation with farsias experts in their own right. FE&h be characterized as a
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increased to the point that a separate body afatilee on R4D was created. Many of these
studies have focused on ways in which women farnmeygarticular, better their lives and that of
their communities when a participatory approaclpus in place and implemented with their
consent and supervision. Today, there is a wedltmeithods and overarching principles that
highlight the importance of considering participatias an empowerment avenue; however,
participatory approaches embraced by scholars amdrd have not been institutionalized in
many arenas and face criticism from researchergahcly-makers alike. This paper focuses on
why it is important to recognize participatory madblogies as a central component to increase
women farmers’ access to productive resources.d'saj two case studies, supported by the
Participatory Research and Gender Analysis Progi@dRGA) of the CGIAR are presented,
highlighting central issues that elicit participati with a gender focus in a larger research
system. Finally, a set of concrete recommendafioniirther action is presented.

Participation by whom and with whom?

Participation iskey in terms of involving rural people in the infornmat collection and planning
process. Participatory methods can be used to coitdormation on the activities and
constraints of women and men farmers. This newnrdton can then be shared with policy-
makers and planners to allow the formulation ofedlepment plans that reflect the interest of the
rural population and support a sustainable develeptn

FAO (1995)

Since the turn of the millennium, efforts have be®ade to bring the situation of women farmers
to the fore: the constraints they face in accespmogluctive resources in order for them to be
able to benefit and be included in the local, regloand international mainstream economies.
However, these efforts have not been enough. Hite@ation is reported and analyzed in recent
studies and thorough reports produced by intematidodies, prominently the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FA@ theThe State of Food and Agriculture
(SOFA)2010-11:Closing the Gender Gap in Agricultu(@AO, 2011); the FAO, IFAD and
ILO* report onGender Dimensions of Agricultural and Rural Empleyi Different pathways
out of poverty(FAO et al, 2010); the IFPRI-letistudy onEngendering Agricultural Research
(Meinzen-Dicket al, 2010); and the earlier but pivotal World Resoureitute’s (WRI)World
Resources Report 2005: Th#&ealth of the Poor(WRI et al, 2005) with emphasis on
participation, procedural rights and gender eqgualithese studies—and many others—voice
issues directly related to the status of women éasmvorldwide and the need to look for ways to
narrow the gap in their access to productive ressuand empowerment.

Participatory methods and perspectives can be aemtr close this gap. Nonetheless,
participatory R&D in itself is not enough to overuwomen farmers’ situations—policy
statements and timely interventions need to beidered to provide rural women with an
avenue to enhance their agendas (Ashby and Spet@®%p). An important element to consider

group-based learning process that was initiated thi¢ promotion of Integrated Pest Management (IPM)
techniques. Indonesia was the first hub in the ldgwveent of FFS and these groups were initially tekigned and
managed by FAO in Indonesia and Southeast Asiadsfreading quickly around the globe.

* International Fund for Agricultural DevelopmenEAD); International Labour Organization (ILO).
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is the existence of “different levels” of partictpa, since there is a tendency to stratify
participants by gender, race and status, whichghionthe discussion table the fact that not all
means of participation are homogeneous (FAO, 19B%.fact that women farmers are lagging
behind in access to resources and the need to tneginmsa participatory approach has also been
demonstrated in a large number of studies carngdyp the research community of the CGIAR
and its Centers, particularly CIP, CIAT, IRRI, ICAR and CIFOR? However, women farmers
are most often not consulted or invited to paratgpin decision-making processes, which might
range from the adoption of a specific techniqueht® implementation of sound strategies that
alleviate poverty and enlarge their pool of researd-inally, the academic community has long
focused on participatory perspectives, studyingnepies and applying methodologies that have
highlighted women farmers’ needs and their potéebatributions. These hubs of participatory
research, such as the Institute for Developmerdi&yIDS) in the UK, with Robert Chambers’
seminal work on participation and empowerment, ghatth other important research carried out
by Nothern and Southern universities alikeglped to legitimize “participation” and considere
those who conducted the work (no matter what ta#iliation or educational stand is) as co-
researcher$There is no doubt that participatory methods arehicle to elicit innovation and to
achieve results that are meaningful to those whaladvbenefit directly (or the most) from the
institutionalization of these techniques, namelynraad women farmers. In that sense, the focus
on the institutionalization of these methodologiasd the results derived from the
implementation of participatory approaches by petitakers is to be carefully analyzed to reach
informed decisions that would accelerate women éasminclusion in the mainstream
development process.

This paper presents a glimpse of the work suppditethe Participatory Research and Gender
Analysis Program (PRGA)hosted by the International Center for Tropicatidgiture (CIAT),
that ran for more than 14 years and supportedgiaatory and gender analysis R4D work, while
also developing a variety of frameworks, studiesg sumpporting pivotal small grants to enhance
the wellbeing of women farmers. The focus of théggr is on thematic areas (participatory
research and gender) that the Program supportedhaindbout the organization itself. The
Program was created to put together resources rmowi&dge to accelerate the development of
new methodological tools and institutional stragsgor participatory research with a gender lens
at its core—thereby supporting women farmers woidéwThe Program set a global benchmark
for the quantity, quality and scope of participgtand gender-sensitive research. This work also
enabled researchers to identify the main achievesmarand obstacles to participatory research
and gender analysis, bringing to light emerginglehges and issues for further research. One of
the strategies undertaken was to offer “small gratat provide researchers with the opportunity

® International Potato Center (CIP); InternationaeRResearch Institute (IRRI); International Cerfier
Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA); @er for International Forestry Research (CIFOR).

" Examples of Northern universities that have emixgrarticipatory research fields are the Universfty
Wageningen, University of Guelph (Canada) and Abthaversity (USA) besides others.

8 Reason (1994) considers those who are affectedhliytervention as co-researchers, giving thens#mee status
as that of a researcher in any field.

°® PRGA operated from 1997 to 2011, was hosted affCéfd supported CGIAR System-wide approaches to
mainstream gender and participatory research a@f@$8R Centers, national agricultural researcheyst
(NARS) and other partners (NGOs) by supportingistithrough small grants, and developing framewtkssed
on participatory approaches and the empowermewbafen farmers. For more information visit:
www.ciat.cgiar.org/ourprograms/Climate_CapacityggRages/index.aspx




to channel funding (even very small amounts) to lndefined participatory research
interventions that provided a direct avenue of Isao work with (mainly women) farmers,
pursuing (at the same time) the enhancement oétm®lved in this work. Two important and
relatively recent examples are presented and Issderived from the implementation of this
participatory work that took place in two very eifént regions: West Asia (Syria) and Latin
America (Colombia). The selection criteria for mesng these two case studies were as follows:
the studies were truly participatory and involvée tvork of researchers and women farmers
alike; and they emphasized women’s empowermenthat grassroots level while bringing
important lessons to the research community. Atrttaero level, these studies implied that
“participationper sé needs to be supported (with even small grantd)iaterventions must be
carried out with the involvement of people who affected the most in the process.

The first case presented and discussed is thet @salsmall project contracted with the Barley
Program at the International Center for Agriculturehe Dry Areas (ICARDA) in 2007, with
specific focus on the development of participatoignt breeding (PPB] strategies with women
farmers in Syria. The second case resulted fromfamded” study which was carried out by the
Confederacién Colombiana de Algodon (CONALGODONY aesearchers at the International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) with a foausthe adoption of improved (transgenic)
cotton in the cotton-producing area of ColombiatiBecases had important outcomes in relation
to women’s empowerment, and generated lessonsnaplccations for further action in relation
to women farmers’ access to resources throughcpaatory approaches, and also for the
research community and policy-makers.

Women farmers’ empowerment through PPB in Syria

During the period 2007-2009, with PRGA funding estists working in the Barley Program at
ICARDA* carried out a groundbreaking piece of participatasearch. More specifically, the
scientists and women farmers developed a concefraimework to focus on social impact
assessment (SIA) determining the empowerment aspéat practice of PPB with women from
three villages of three districts (governorates)Syria: Lahethah, Sweida Province (south);
Souran, Hama Province (centre); and Ajaz, AleppaviRce (north) . The work was conducted
through a network of women farmers that subsequemhtinued working and enhancing the
initial modest work. The involvement of women irettietermination of best varieties adapted to
their unigue environments was considered an impbdahievement in an agricultural practice
that has been dominated by male farnf&fEhe researchers and women farmers held meetings
and formed a network of women alone—due to cultbeatiers—and they opened the door to
the participation to young women farmers in theestbn of varieties that were particularly
suitable to their needs. The women'’s prevalentcsele criteria included length and flexibility of
plant stems, because they used straw to make fatsdand sold them later at the market for

1% participatory plant breeding (PPB) is the systésraid regular involvement of farmers as decisiarkens in all
stages of a plant-breeding program.

" The research was co-funded by OXFAM America ameioEPTD-IFPRI donors. It is important to mentibatt
CONALGODON invested some of its own resources &kerthis project possible.

12|CARDA has over 10 years’ involvement in PPB wdfkr more information on women farmers and PPB
developed varieties in this study, contact Alessaghliea.galie @cagiar.orgStefania Grande.grando@cgiar.org
or Salvatore Ceccarebiceccarelli@cgiar.org

13 Despite 10 years of PPB work in Syria, this wasfttst time that women farmers were involved.




needed income (this is in direct contrast to me&tdsinant consideration of yield). Another
aspect of this work determined that the women sadlecarieties that possessed suitable culinary
traits (cooking time, palatability, etc.) for theand their families. These qualities are not
normally taken into account in relation to commaleiarieties. The research also included the
study of important changes in the world view of themen farmers and a change of attitude
about their self-confidence/self-esteem. They ps=#k the knowledge and a unique
understanding when selecting better crop varigte$ are suitable to their environment and
needs. The research opened the possibility for waimeresent their work at a women farmers’
conference (Galieét al, 2009) and share results with peers from othentms in the region.
At the institutional level, there was an acknowlexhgnt that farmers hold important indigenous
knowledge and that their world view and selectiateda must be considered by researchers if
varieties are going to be adopted and improved.

Participatory plant breeding and varietal selectispeeds varietal development and

dissemination to 57 years, half of the 10-15 ye&es conventional plant-breeding program.
In the very poor, rainfed rice-growing areas of 8oAsia that the Green Revolution passed hy,
participatory plant breeding is now paying off wgtrong early adoption of farmer-selected
varieties that provide 40 percent higher yieldsarmers’ fields. The approach needs to be more
widely tested in the heterogeneous rainfed envieaisof Africa, where involving farmers,
especially women farmers, in selecting varieties $teown early successes for beans, maize, and
rice.

World Bank (2007, pp. 160-161)

Gender dimensions of Bt cottofi* adoption in Colombia'®

In late 2009, PRGA provided a small grant to codfua research project headed by
CONALGODON and researchers from IFPRI. This uniggsearch explored gender differences
in cotton production and cultivation, focusing dre tperceptions and, most importantly, the
experiences that women and men farmers had witkbuhieation of transgenic cotton varieties.
One distinctive aspect of this work was that ityidled researchers with an opportunity to pursue
impact evaluation of crop biotechnology throughtiggratory approaches, including gender
considerations, at its core—something that hasbren mainstreamed in studies of this Kihd.
Furthermore, the objective of this pilot study imparated a gender perspective in quantitative
evaluation. The study used a participatory and rif@se approach to obtain women and men
farmers’ perceptions and insights.

The fieldwork was conducted in the villages of Gérand El Espinal, two of the main cotton
producing villages in Colombia, where a few tramsgevarieties had been on the market since
2004. The participatory exerci¢ésieveloped by the team of researchers and womemefar
showed that there were key gender differencesadatyie groundwork for further research in this

4 Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) cotton—a geneticallpdified, insect-resistant variety of cotton.

!> Zambranoet al.(2011) and adapted from Biermayr-Jenzenal. (2011)

'8 For more information on this groundbreaking paptitory research work, contact Patricia Zambrano
p.zambrano@cagiar.orgPTD Division, IFPRI.

" participatory methods used included: interviewwiomen stakeholders and key informants (malefamdle
farmers); and some more descriptive methods, ssighictorial mapping and symbols, matrices (ranking
scoring), focus groups (female only; male onlylsplole-play and situational analysis.




relatively new field. One important issue was thatough participatory evaluation, a
confirmation that women farmers are actively inwavin cotton production was evident (this
was reported in an earlier 2007 study). Women fasmet only participate in crop management,
but often share responsibilities with male familgmbers. One unexpected finding showed that
women farmers appear to prefer insect-resistaneties (over conventional varieties) because
the improved (transgenic) and resistant varietegkiced the number of pesticide applications,
which in Colombia are performed by men.

One of the most interesting results in this cagdystelates to women farmers being directly or
indirectly active cotton actors. In this unique walyey were able to adapt and adopt a new
technology (in this case, a new improved varietgnggenic cotton), as they shared unique
experience of why and how they enhanced their actesresources (capital, markets and
information) in comparison with the adoption of gentional varieties that are available on the
market.

Lessons learned on participation and recommendaticn

This brief reflection by no means attempts to pnesen extensive recollection of participatory
methods. The presentation of two well-documentes® cdudies by a longstanding system-wide
program of a larger research system (the CGPARIms to show that the research community
can demonstrate the benefits of participatory mesewith a gender lens in relation to women
farmers’ access to resources. The core issue ioftemtimes interventions are needed (small
grants or reward systems), but are insufficientlyorted (follow-up strategies or impact studies
to follow up), which leads to the abandonment dbre$. Nonetheless, when documented and
embraced by those directly involved, studies sigcthase cases and interventions take on a life
of their own as part of the fabric of the communhyinging (in most cases) positive results for
those involved (empowerment, knowledge sharing) egtc¢he process.

The small-grants research projects discussed afayenany others conducted along the life of
this program demonstrated that participationcémntral to the empowerment of women and
facilitates the development of the innovation pescand the adoption of new technologies
(Bantilan et al, 2006). In all cases, when women farmers were wtet and given the
opportunity to discuss their needs, evaluate tbpportunities and select the most appropriate
options for themselves, they embraced the procébsan open mind and a unique perspective,
providing important insights about how to adaptsth@ew participatory techniques, to benefit
not only themselves but also their households amdneunities. In one case, they “developed”
new varieties of barley (through systematic sebectprocesses) adapted to their specific
craftsmanship needs and environment while emplmasizraits they perceived as most
appropriate. In the second case, women cotton farnierough a consensual participatory
process, opted for the adoption of transgenic tiagehat facilitated and reduced the need of

18t is important to mention that CGIAR Centers liR& (through the Papa Andina and Urban Harvesyiaros)
and IRRI have conducted grounded and sound paatanip research: selection of potato variety inAnges and
selection of rice varieties with women farmerstia Philippines and Southeast Asia. CIAT has alsm ltkee host
center for another well-known large participatorggram, the Participatory Research in AgricultURRA) project
that bases its work on real cases and formed p#reexperience of the Local Agricultural Reseadmmittees
(CIALs) and the Andean Change Alliance (Cambio Awgivww.cambioandino.ord/ The case studies analyzed
here were supported by PRGA funding.




labor (pesticide application) throughout the gragveeason. This case is particularly remarkable
as transgenic crops still face criticism from tketers of the farming and market community.

The documentation of participatory research shdwasin general terms, there are four common
elements central to enhance women farmers’ paaticip while making a contribution to
capacity development for extension agents, resees@nd policy-makers:

* Emphasis on methodology development

* Investment in and carrying out of capacity-buildtrgning activities

* Development of a variety of partnerships and netaor

» Institutionalization of participatory methods welhgender lens at their core.

There are important lessons that PRGA brought ¢ofdhefront while embracing participatory
techniqgues and gender analysis; some of them aamslated into the following

recommendatiortd showing that in order to support women farmersubh participation there

is a need to:

 Emphasize channels for development, testing, agpmic and dissemination of
frameworks and tools designed to assess the ingpaeirticipatory approaches;

» Strive and pursue simple but rigorous methods dnatscientifically grounded and that
validate the results produced;

» Document broad impacts by producing technologiessapporting options that are well
suited to end-users’, particularly women farmerséds—paying attention to end-user
needs highly reduces the likelihood of farmers atejg the technologies or varieties
developed,;

* Benefit poor and marginalized groups (women farmgosith and the elderly), all of
whom are frequently overlooked by conventional qiative research;

* Look for pathways (tools and methods) that are -effgtient, primarily to increase
human capital, adoption and farmers’ profits;

 Reach out to scientists and policy-makers who hawmet demand for training in
participatory methods at different levels and iffiedent disciplines.

There is a need to further systematize particigaggmproaches and techniques in order to be
cognizant and alert about the extended menu otiegitools, especially in relation to their
impact (impact assessment, social impact assessswmihl analysis systems, etc.) on women
farmers’ lives. Not every technique or tool is gdod everyone: participation is not a one-size-
fits-all strategy. Furthermore, participation istreiatic, rather it is a process: participatory
perspectives, when adopted, can portray women far(meour particular case) as the “experts”
and researchers as the “facilitators” of the precé&his changing paradigm has been perhaps the
first barrier to further participatory work in R4$ituations. Researchers and policy-makers need
to understand that the use of participatory appgresc(which have “matured” in the last
decadé”) affects both the farmers who undertake the ward share knowledgand those
researchers who analyze the interventions. In 2084, an expert group meeting (EGM) was

19 Adapted from Biermayr-Jenzano et al. (2011, p. 12)

“ There is a growing literature on the accuracyastipipatory methods. They have evolved to inclode
disciplines and give room for more complex quali@end quantitative analysis. Some notable frannksvior
participatory research are Outcome Mapping (OMEi&dnalysis Systems 2 (SAS2), and Adaptive Callalive
Management (ACM) among others.



convened in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia when the thertddriNations Division for the Advancement
of Women (DAW) and the United Nations Developmeuand for Women (UNIFEM) discussed
the “situation of rural womewvithin the context of globalization.” Ten yearsdgtthe time is
ripe to emphasize participatory avenues that iserdmiman capital and women farmers’ profits.
UN Women bears an important role in the institugicration of participatory efforts and
approaches, making sure that women farmers’ vaicestaken into account when designing
policy at regional and international levels in aréte them to be able to freely access productive
resources.
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