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 2 .Whyundertakeaction
researchinpartnership?
P. Gasselin and P. Lavigne Delville 

Before we can discuss how to undertake action research in 
partnership, we have to ask: why do it at all? This chapter 
provides answers.

Both in its philosophy and in its approach, ARP breaks with 
the conventional modalities of agricultural and rural develop-
ment research. It aspires to respond to the new requirements 

of research, to be more suited to society’s demands and needs, as well 
as to the evolving relationships between practitioners, citizens, users, 
and researchers. It aims to structure the research and action processes 
together, a co-production of knowledge and solutions by researchers 
and stakeholders.

Such an ambition depends on cooperation between professional 
researchers and stakeholders striving to create the dynamics of change. 
ARP requires the establishment of partnerships between the different 
stakeholders and a joint management of the research process.

Main justifications 
Why would researchers conduct an ARP with farmers? Why would 
social stakeholders collaborate with researchers in undertaking a pro-
ject to transform rural society? Why would businesses and territorial 
communities invest resources in research? These questions have been 
the subject of several studies in philosophy, educational sciences, soci-
ology, history of sciences, management sciences, and other disciplines. 
Most of the answers advanced are not specific to the agricultural 
world, but can be derived from the wider evolution affecting society 
and science.

ARP justifies itself on two broad fronts. The first relates to the socio-
political domain: the role of knowledge creation in the processes of 
change and the relationships that researchers have with practitioners, 
users, and citizens. The second relates to the epistemological domain: 
the design of knowledge and of science. The “action” aspect and 
social utility of knowledge is as important as the “knowledge creation” 
aspect.
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xxw New legitimacy of stakeholders and their knowledge

New questions for agricultural research 

Changes observed in the last three decades in rural development and 
the new roles played by agriculture (market or non-market, polit-
ical, economic, social, environmental) add impetus to the questions 
addressed by agricultural research.

These questions, which were predominantly technical, “What tech-
niques should be invented and widely disseminated to help farmers in 
their activities?” became, in the 1990s, socio-technical: “Why aren’t the 
techniques offered being used? How to ensure their adoption?” Today 
the paradigm has shifted still further: “How to initiate innovation 
processes that meet the requirements of the concerned stakeholders?” 

At the same time, it is increasingly being accepted that stakeholders 
affected by a problem – farmers, their professional organizations, 
businesses in the concerned sector, public authorities – have a legiti-
mate right to question the work of researchers on agricultural and 
rural issues and to actually participate in tackling problems that may 
arise. According to some authors (Akrich et al., 1988; Callon et al., 
2001), their participation actually increases the chance of resolving the 
problem. The question then arises: how best to integrate them into the 
research process?

Scientific knowledge is not neutral

Changes in the rural sector are related to wider changes in the design 
of science and its relationship with society. In the 1990’s, these changes 
marked a break with a redefinition of the role of the stakeholders. The 
idea of an neutral and objective science, capable by itself of defining 
problems, of being able to handle complex issues (for example, “What 
is a drug?,” “What is a microbe?” or “What is an animal’s well-
being?”) and to identify solutions, was being increasingly called into 
question (Stengers, 2002).

Some of the answers do depend on the political, socio-economic, and 
cultural context and on the strategies of the stakeholders concerned. 
Production of knowledge or the creation of a new technology cannot 
be envisaged without assessing its impact on the real world, especially 
the risks that may be introduced.

This position requires not only the researcher but also the judge, the 
journalist, the philosopher, the elected official, the consumer, and the 
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citizens to develop their own analyzes for participating in defining 
problems and identifying solutions. Nuclear accidents and agricultural, 
food, health, environmental crises, for example, require society to be 
more than a research sponsor or beneficiary. Society has to be respon-
sible and make science everyone’s affair by organizing the participa-
tion of all stakeholders in an extension of the democratic ideal. 

Competent stakeholders with legitimate knowledge and concerns

Another major change is helping redefine the relationships between 
science and society. Science has long claimed to objectivize facts by 
creating knowledge that is different from “profane” knowledge, espe-
cially the knowledge of the concerned stakeholders (inevitably local-
ized, biased due to social structures or their own agenda).

Today, an epistemological and social revolution has lead to the reali-
zation that the knowledge and skills of stakeholders have value in 
resolving a given problem. This can be collective knowledge, including 
that of organizations, institutions, technical services, or knowledge of 
individuals such as professionals, owners of specific expertise (farmers, 
technicians, entrepreneurs, craftsmen, workmen, etc.), or even citizens 
wanting to involve themselves in local public affairs. Their knowledge 
is practical in nature and does not replace scientific knowledge (Olivier 
de Sardan, 1995).

Researchers no longer have a monopoly on objectivity, using their 
research to distance themselves from the social world. The specific 
context also plays a determining role. Consequently, it is as much by 
the meeting of points of view and knowledge as by taking the real com-
plexity into account that objectivity can be achieved. The skills of the 
stakeholders and the legitimacy of their concerns and knowledge are 
thus the underpinnings of a renewed scientific approach, of an “open-
air science” which involves, or is even propelled by, the stakeholders 
concerned (Callon et al., 2001).

Research as a tool for learning and change

Stakeholders participation in defining and conducting the research 
process is also justified by social and political goals. Knowledge cre-
ation then becomes an adjunct, sometimes even a pretext, for involving 
participants in cross learning and/or in helping bring about transfor-
mations in social relationships (Freire, 1969; Touraine, 1978).
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In such conditions, research can become a powerful tool to reinforce 
stakeholders’ legitimacy as well as bolster their initiative and their ability 
to be heard. It is a matter of deepening the knowledge of the problems 
and issues at hand, of  triggering a wider dialog that leads to a recogni-
tion of the problem being experienced by certain stakeholders, and of 
engaging collective processes of research and validation of solutions. In 
this context, ARP appears as an approach for a simultaneous production 
of knowledge and of new social relationships which are the result of a 
will to change and a research intent (Liu, 1997).

Researchers’ involvement in an ARP can also be taken to be a volun-
tary approach for deeper interactions with stakeholders in the interest 
of bringing about changes and for a willingness to adopt values shared 
with the ARP collective (see Chapter 3 “Fundamental principles of 
an action-research partnership approach,” page 41). It is one way of 
translating ethical and political requirements.

xxw A response to social actors’ new expectations

Social actors, whether they be considered citizens facing new prob-
lems, professionals, or users of a space or a service, have concerns and 
expectations. When research is defined only by researchers, as is the 
case with conventional research and based on concerns that are not 
those of the actors, it can only partially be successful in meeting their 
expectations. Only incomplete results are usually forthcoming, they 
are often delivered late, and not always presented to stakeholders or 
converted into a form suitable for them. Consequently, the real utility 
of conventional research is often limited.

Participatory research goes a little further in the dialog, but often it 
does not discuss the definition of the problem itself. ARP, on the other 
hand, not only puts the problem’s definition up for discussion, but also 
the formulation of research topics and the structure of the research 
protocol. In addition, it includes a debate on the results. For these two 
reasons, it can arrive at responses more in line with stakeholder aspira-
tions, which can, however, also be more demanding at times.

xxw A need for effectiveness in an uncertain and complex 
context

ARP also enhances research relevance and effectiveness in uncertain 
and complex contexts.
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Alliance between social actors and researchers

Social actors and researchers need each other in order to confront 
modern challenges. Scientific practice is becoming more reflexive, i.e., 
it questions itself on its objectives, on the methods used, and on the 
way the results are obtained. Its own shortcomings and failures stare 
it in the face: the inability to identify in time major dangers such as 
asbestos, mad-cow disease, or AIDS; the controversies amongst sci-
entists on genetically modified organisms (GMO); and the inability 
to resolve major social issues such as unemployment, poverty, rural 
exodus, or the food crisis.

It is therefore essential to improve the way complex social issues are 
addressed by researchers and actors each of whom cannot act without 
the other. Sometimes this improvement is radical and substantial, 
especially when the ARP arrives at a solution or knowledge that it 
could not have without the concerned stakeholders’ participation (a 
new equitable and efficient way of distributing irrigation water, for 
example). In other cases, this improvement cannot be objectively 
measured by its impact on society or on the knowledge base. In such 
cases, we content ourselves by describing the improvement in the col-
laboration process by hypothesizing that progress has been made in 
the way complex issues are handled, solutions found, and innovations 
discovered (see part 4, page 157).

Shared definition of problems

The questions that social groups ask of science are generally complex. 
For example: What are the risks of growing a GMO in open fields? 
What will be the impact of simplified agricultural techniques on the 
labor that will be replaced? Such questions call into play several factors 
whose dynamics are often unknown. Modeling the complexity of inter-
actions (social, ecological, economic, etc.) and their dynamic nature to 
be able to make predictions remains an illusory dream.

The problem and its solution almost always depend on stakeholder 
perceptions. It is therefore necessary to try to define in advance the 
issue at hand, in as consensual a manner as possible, and then to work 
towards a satisfactory solution in a transparent manner with the stake-
holders concerned.

Latour (2001) thus recognizes that all technical knowledge or 
object is a social construct resulting from an ongoing research pro-
cess. Approaches called constructivist are mobilized to handle this 
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complexity; their scientific validity is now acknowledged and recog-
nized. At the same time, several studies confirm that one learns best 
when working in a real-world situation. Only in such environments do 
stakeholder strategies emerge and it becomes possible to assess the 
feasibility of proposals (Breilh, 1997; Touraine, 1978).

Partnerships put researchers in contact with innovation as it 
happens

In diffusionist approaches, a new technique is invented in a research 
laboratory and then transferred to the concerned users. On the other 
hand, innovation, both technical and organizational, takes place on the 
ground, by the trial and error of practitioners trying to improve their 
practices or resolve problems. We thus distinguish between invention 
and innovation.

Invention is when something new is thought up by researchers in 
laboratories or on test plots or by farmers in their fields. Innovation is 
the implementation of a new combination of factors and is therefore 
already practice in action (Chauveau et al., 1999).

Working in partnership puts researchers in situations where they can 
study innovation as it happens and even accompany invention within 
emerging groups themselves. In doing so, they are in the best posi-
tion to detect and encourage the faintest signs of nascent technical 
or organizational innovations which could become more prominent 
in time.

In uncertain situations, the knowledge of the concerned stakeholders 
and scientific knowledge should both be mobilized via the establish-
ment of partnerships. This will help make decisions for resolving real 
problems, in given contexts and whose character is never just technical 
but always includes economic and political dimensions. Resulting 
innovations are largely dependent on socio-economic and politico-
institutional contexts in which they were (co)constructed, and which a 
linear, descendant, or diffusionist approach would not allow (Akrich 
et al., 1988).

Research in partnership

A partnership can be thought of as a set of connections between 
stakeholders for combining resources around a project that has been 
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designed together for attaining shared goals (adapted from Lindeperg, 
1999).

This broad definition covers various types of partnerships, in particular 
depending on:

 – The categories of stakeholders involved: physical or legal persons, 
public or private institutions, producer organizations, businesses, asso-
ciations, territorial communities, State administrations, etc.;

 – The shared objectives, for example, value generation (economic 
partnership), knowledge and innovation production (research partner-
ship), acquisition of capacity of action (operational partnership), or 
inequality reduction (social partnership);

 – The type of links that are created between the stakeholders: more or 
less formalized, contractualized, cooperative, institutional, politicized, 
voluntary, opportunistic, etc.;

 – The shared resources, such as workforce, skills, knowledge, position 
in a social network, equipment, money;

 – The mode of co-construction, for example, each stakeholder’s place 
in the decision-making process (consultation, cooperation, co-decision, 
etc.), phase and type of the project concerned, methods to manage ten-
sions and conflicts, or others.

The partnership therefore encompasses several realities. An ARP 
takes place when the following conditions are satisfied:

 – It takes place between professional researchers and concerned 
actors or stakeholders and takes into consideration the knowledge 
of the citizens, of practitioners, or of users, their ability to generate 
knowledge, and the specific character of the researcher’s profession;

 – Its objectives are to act on the real world and produce together basic 
or applied knowledge in complex situations;

 – It leads to relationships where stakeholders in different social and 
hierarchical institutional positions participate in the decision-making 
process thus becoming the authors of the action research, and not a 
relationship where stakeholders are just invited into a process decided 
upon without their participation (see Chapter 3, “Fundamental princi-
ples of an action-research partnership approach,” page 41).

Amongst the many agricultural research approaches, the ARP is the 
one that lays emphasis on the willingness of researchers and other stake-
holders to work together, to debate and negotiate common objectives, 
and to define an equitable framework for the relationships between all 
participants. It is therefore distinct from participatory research where 
farmers and other stakeholders are invited to “participate” in research 
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designed by others, without having any real power to influence choices 
and decisions, and where the diversity of viewpoints and interests is 
often underestimated (Lavigne Delville et al., 2000).

Summary
The ARP approach is therefore part of a vast movement that is 
redrawing the relationships that researchers and other actors have 
with knowledge, power, and action. It calls into question the double 
delegation (Callon et al., 2001) by which citizens, practitioners, and 
users delegate choices on issues that concern them to politicians on the 
one hand (via elections) and to experts (including researchers) on the 
other. Using some strong postulates, ARP recognizes and incorporates 
non-scientific knowledge, stimulates dialog between researchers and 
non-researchers on the same topics, and helps build the capacities of 
participants, researchers, and other stakeholders.

Knowledge is not always found where we expect it to be. Thus, “pop-
ular” or “local knowledge,” technical knowledge, and institutional 
knowledge (found within organizations or produced via networks) are 
all diverse, rich, and dynamic. It is no longer the question of simple 
practices evolving as and when techniques and knowledge inspired 
from science are assimilated.

Innovation is a process where invention and its implementation are 
primarily the responsibility of the stakeholders concerned, who mobi-
lize scientific and technical information in different ways (Bonneuil, 
2004).

Researchers can no longer claim a monopoly of objectivity and 
knowledge. They cooperate with the other stakeholders in organ-
ized approaches for comparing analyses and for jointly creating new 
knowledge. Defining an issue (or constructing a problem-set) for all 
the stakeholders is therefore an essential step in the ARP approach.

ARP is thus an instrument to build stakeholders’ individual and collec-
tive capacities. It allows them to adapt better to changing conditions, 
thanks to knowledge that they have learnt to mobilize and generate, 
to the new legitimacy that is conferred on them by participating in the 
research, and to the lessons learnt and experience gained in making 
decisions in complex situations.

By no means does this imply that all other forms of research are hence-
forth rendered futile or stand discredited. For specifically identified 
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themes, the conventional thematic agricultural research is irreplace-
able for its essential contributions. The dissemination of research find-
ings, even indirectly, can help widen the frame of reference in which 
the stakeholders perceive their situation, analyze the problems that 
confront them, and experiment with solutions.

Similarly, research concerns can be legitimate even without responding 
directly to an identified societal need. But because it starts with a 
negotiation of the research and its goals, ARP is a priori a more 
suitable response to stakeholder needs and has therefore a greater 
effectiveness.



Innovating with rural stakeholders  
in the developing world 
Action research in partnership

Innovating
 w

ith rural stakehold
ers in the d

evelop
ing

 w
orld

: A
ction research in p

artnership
    

G
. Faure, P. G

asselin, B
. Triom

p
he, L. Tem

p
le, H

. H
ocd

é

G. Faure, P. Gasselin, B. Triomphe,  
L. Temple, H. Hocdé – scientific editors

Action research in partnership combines knowledge production, 
transformation of social realities and the building up of individual and 
collective skills. This book provides the foundation for understanding 
the theoretical background to action research in partnership in the field 
of agriculture and putting it into practice. The key intermediate steps 
and milestones of the approach are presented and discussed. The initial 
step – defining the problem and structuring the team that brings together 
all stakeholders – is crucial to the success of subsequent activities. The 
processes and methods that allow all stakeholders to be actively involved 
in the design, planning, monitoring and evaluation of results are described, 
as are those related to assessing the relevance of the results in terms of 
knowledge produced, capacity building of the actors or problem solving.

The book draws on a wide range of experiences in agriculture and rural 
development in developing countries, and especially in Africa and Latin 
America. Together, they illustrate how practitioners have responded to the 
challenges of implementing an approach that has to be tailored and fine-
tuned to the specificities of each situation .

This book is intended for researchers and professionals working in the field 
of rural development. Representatives of rural and farmers’ organizations in 
developing countries, often dealing  with complex development challenges, 
will also find it useful.

About the authors:

Guy Faure, economist at CIRAD, conducts research on supporting 
producers and producer organizations through partnerships in Africa and 
Latin America.

Pierre Gasselin, agronomist and geographer at INRA, conducts research 
in Latin America and France in situations of pluriactivity and sectoral or 
regional crises.

Bernard Triomphe, agronomist at CIRAD, focuses on interfacing 
technogical change with innovation processes and systems, in Latin America 
and Africa.

Ludovic Temple, economist at CIRAD, focuses his research on institutional 
and organizational determinants of technological change in food chains, 
especially in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America.

Henri Hocdé, system agronomist at CIRAD has dedicated many years to 
building up farmers’ capacity for innovation in Latin America and Africa. 

Innovating with rural 
stakeholders in the 
developing world  
Action research in partnership

9 789460 223457

ISBN 978-94-6022-345-7



The Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Cooperation (CTA) is a joint 
international institution of the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) Group 
of States and the European Union (EU). Its mission is to advance food and 
nutritional security, increase prosperity and encourage sound natural resource 
management in ACP countries. It provides access to information and knowl-
edge, facilitates policy dialogue and strengthens the capacity of agricultural 
and rural development institutions and communities. CTA operates under the 
framework of the Cotonou Agreement and is funded by the EU.
For more information on CTA, visit www.cta.int

CTA Postbox 380, 6700 AJ, Wageningen, The Netherlands.

LM Publishers
Velperbuitensingel 8
6828 CT Arnhem, The Netherlands
www.lmpublishers.nl
info@lmpublishers.nl

ISBN: 978 94 6022 345 5 

© 2014 Quæ, CTA, Presses agronomiques de Gembloux
Original title: Innover avec les acteurs du monde rural.  
La recherche-action en partenariat, 2010

Éditions Quæ: RD 10, 78026 Versailles Cedex, France
Presses agronomiques de Gembloux, 2, Passage des Déportés, 
5030 Gembloux, Belgium

Éditions Cemagref, Cirad, Ifremer, Inra
www.quae.com





5

Contents

Foreword
Philippe Lhoste .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 11

Preface
Ann Waters-Bayer and Niels Röling  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 13

Introduction .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 17

Part 1 
Foundations of action research in partnership

1. Action research: from its origins to the present  
N.-E. Sellamna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23

Origins of action research  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24

Criticisms and evolution of action research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24

Action research in the development field  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25

Action research in agriculture . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26

Action research in all its forms  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27

Action research in partnership  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29

2. Why undertake action research in partnership?  
P. Gasselin, P. Lavigne Delville  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31

Main justifications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31

Research in partnership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36

Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38

3. Fundamental principles of an action research partnership  
approach 
P. Gasselin,P. Lavigne Delville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41

Incorporating research into action  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41

Producing contextualized knowledge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41

Building together  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42

Recognizing others’ knowledge and developing a common language . .  44

Adopting a framework of shared values . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  45

Conducting an iterative process, based on reflexive analysis . . . . . . . . .  45



Innovating with rural stakeholders in the developing world

6

Innovating with rural stakeholders in the developing world

6

Box 1 - Tensions in an action-research partnership and risks of derailment – 
N.E. Sellamna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  46

4. Important moments in an action research partnership  
G. Faure  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 49

Temporal aspects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49
Box 2. Different ways of designing the stages of an action research  
partnership  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  50

The launch phase  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  52

Box 3. Diagnostic tools  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  52

The resolution phase  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56

The disengagement phase  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60

An unpredictable course  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  61

Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65

Part 2 
First steps to an action research in partnership

5. Emergence of the collective 
P. Pédelahore, C. Castellanet .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 69

Contours of the initial collective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  69

Criteria for selecting members of the collective  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  71

First steps of the collective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  75

6. Enrolling stakeholders and the role of researchers 
C. Castellanet, P. Pédelahore .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 79

Enrolling stakeholders and building trust  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  79
Box 4. Farmer-researcher roundtables: simple exchanges or true debates?  
– B. Sogoba, M. Togo, H. Hocdé  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  81

Box 5. Building trust by being put to the test – H. Hocdé . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  82
Box 6. A farmer university in north-east Brazil for co-constructing knowledge  
– J.-P. Tonneau, E. Coudel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  86

Managing tensions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  87

Role of researchers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  89

Box 7. Malagasy farmers question researchers: Who are you? – H. Hocdé . .  92
Box 8. Managing relations between between ARP researchers and their  
institutions – B. Triomphe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  95





7

Contents

7

7. Introducing action research rooted in partnership:  
the Unai project in Brazil 
É. Sabourin, B. Triomphe, H. Hocdé, J.H. Valadares Xavier,  
M. Nascimento de Oliveira .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 97

Context and issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  97

Stakeholders and the origin of the approach  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  98

Reflections on the degree and type of involvement  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  98

Activities conducted as part of action research in partnership  . . . . . . .  100

Some results  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  101

Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  102

Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  104

Part 3 
Making action research in partnership work

8. Governance mechanisms 
H. Hocdé, G. Faure .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 107

 From stakeholder coordination to governance  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  107

Defining an ethical framework  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  108

Box 9. An example of ethical commitment – M. Dulcire  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  109
Box 10. Material transfer agreement between Sintraf and Embrapa  
– A. Toledo Machado  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  109

Constructing decision-making mechanisms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  110

Diversity of governance mechanisms  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  111

Operational rules  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  115
Box 11. An example of a work charter: the Innobap project  
– B. Lokossou, M. Lama, K. Tomekpe, C. Ngnigone, J. Lançon, H. Hocdé . .  116

Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  119

9. Operational mechanisms, methods, and tools 
G. Faure, H. Hocdé  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 121

No recipes, only an approach  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  121

Some definitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  122
Understanding tools, methods, and operational mechanisms in context 123

Box 12. The “Superación” farmer-experimenter local committee  
– I. Cifuentes, D. Molineros, H. Hocdé  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  124
Box 13. Assistance to local communities and the land-use plan in Senegal  
– P. d’Aquino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  126



Innovating with rural stakeholders in the developing world

8

Innovating with rural stakeholders in the developing world

8

Box 14. Role playing for managing village lands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  128

Lessons learnt from the tools used . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  128

Selecting, using, and adapting tools  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  130

10. Managing collectives 
H. Hocdé, G. Faure .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 133

Managing communications  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  133

Box 15. Communications surprise! – M. Vaksmann  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  134

Leadership and mediation functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  135

Box 16. Organizing a presentation of results  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  137

Box 17. Preparing for a farmers’ visit – B. Miranda Abaunza, H. Hocdé . . . .  139
Monitoring and understanding action research in partnership  
as it takes place . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  140

Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  141

11. Establishing relationships: the Teria project in Burkina Faso 
É. Vall, I. Bayala .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 143

Context and issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  143

Conducting experiments and the role of governance authorities  . . . . .  145

Impact of involving farmers in the decision-making process . . . . . . . . .  149

Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  150

Conclusion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  152

Part 4 
Results and monitoring/evaluation

12. Chacterizing results of action research in partnership 
L. Temple, F. Casabianca, M. Kwa .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 157

Hypotheses that shape the results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  157

Creating new knowledge  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  159
Box 18. Creating specifications for marketing pork in northern Vietnam  
– T.B. Vu . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  159

Reformulating and updating research questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  163
Box 19. Formulation of a research program based on the results of action  
research in partnership – C. de Sainte Marie, F. Casabianca . . . . . . . . . . . . .  164

Answers to stakeholder questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  164





9

Contents

9

Box 20. Technical innovations for plantain producers in central Cameroon  
– L. Temple, M. Kwa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  166

Box 21. Institutional innovation – L. Temple, M. Kwa  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  166

Building individual and collective capacities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  167

13. Monitoring and evaluation 
L. Temple, F. Casabianca et M. Kwa .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 169

Can the results of action research in partnership be measured? . . . . . .  169

Box 22. Characterization of a hybrid variety – L. Temple  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  170

Mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  172

Monitoring and evaluation tools . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  174
Box 23. The survey mechanism for a participatory monitoring and evaluation 
exercise in central Cameroon – L. Temple, M. Kwa  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  176

Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  175

Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  177

Part 5 
Operational considerations

14. Training for action research in partnership: strategies, 
content, and modalities 
B. Triomphe, H. Hocdé  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  181

General training strategy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  181

Pedagogical modalities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  185
Box 24. Diversity of personal profiles that an ARP training has to  
accommodate  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  187

Box 25. Role of participants in a diagnosis within the Unai project in Brazil .  188

Structuring the initial training . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  189

Box 26. Two examples of initial training in action research in partnership . . .  191

Structuring the ongoing training . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  191

Box 27. Key principles and attitudes for conducting reflexivity . . . . . . . . . . .  195

15. Funding action research in partnership: strategies and 
practices 
B. Triomphe, H. Hocdé .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 197

Specific expenses that should be considered  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  197

Box 28. The headache of daily allowances and other compensations . . . . . . .  198



Innovating with rural stakeholders in the developing world

10

Innovating with rural stakeholders in the developing world

10

Constructing a multi-source funding strategy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  199

Conclusion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  203

General conclusion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  205

Main lessons  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  205

Part 1. Foundations of action research in partnership  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  205

Part 2. First steps to action research in partnership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  206

Part 3. Making action research in partnership work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  207

Part 4. Results and monitoring/evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  208

Part 5. Operational considerations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  208

Unresolved questions and perspectives  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  209

Glossary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  211

Bibliography . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  215

List of authors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  219

Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  221



225

Innovating
 w

ith rural stakehold
ers in the d

evelop
ing

 w
orld

: A
ction research in p

artnership
    

G
. Faure, P. G

asselin, B
. Triom

p
he, L. Tem

p
le, H

. H
ocd

é

G. Faure, P. Gasselin, B. Triomphe,  
L. Temple, H. Hocdé – scientific editors

Action research in partnership combines knowledge production, 
transformation of social realities and the building up of individual and 
collective skills. This book provides the foundation for understanding 
the theoretical background to action research in partnership in the field 
of agriculture and putting it into practice. The key intermediate steps 
and milestones of the approach are presented and discussed. The initial 
step – defining the problem and structuring the team that brings together 
all stakeholders – is crucial to the success of subsequent activities. The 
processes and methods that allow all stakeholders to be actively involved 
in the design, planning, monitoring and evaluation of results are described, 
as are those related to assessing the relevance of the results in terms of 
knowledge produced, capacity building of the actors or problem solving.

The book draws on a wide range of experiences in agriculture and rural 
development in developing countries, and especially in Africa and Latin 
America. Together, they illustrate how practitioners have responded to the 
challenges of implementing an approach that has to be tailored and fine-
tuned to the specificities of each situation .

This book is intended for researchers and professionals working in the field 
of rural development. Representatives of rural and farmers’ organizations in 
developing countries, often dealing  with complex development challenges, 
will also find it useful.

About the authors:

Guy Faure, economist at CIRAD, conducts research on supporting 
producers and producer organizations through partnerships in Africa and 
Latin America.

Pierre Gasselin, agronomist and geographer at INRA, conducts research 
in Latin America and France in situations of pluriactivity and sectoral or 
regional crises.

Bernard Triomphe, agronomist at CIRAD, focuses on interfacing 
technogical change with innovation processes and systems, in Latin America 
and Africa.

Ludovic Temple, economist at CIRAD, focuses his research on institutional 
and organizational determinants of technological change in food chains, 
especially in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America.

Henri Hocdé, system agronomist at CIRAD has dedicated many years to 
building up farmers’ capacity for innovation in Latin America and Africa. 

Innovating with rural 
stakeholders in the 
developing world  
Action research in partnership

9 789460 223457

ISBN 978-94-6022-345-7




