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Abstract

The Internationd Potato Center employed the farmer field school (FFS) modd in severd of its
research and development activities relaing to potato and sweetpotato integrated pest, disease
and crop management as a platform for participatory research and/or farmer learning. Four
goproached can roughly be digtinguished in how the FFS wias used, differentiated primarily by
the function that participatory research served in the FFS. The PR-FFS gpproach fully integrated
PR and learning activities. The FFSwith-some-PR focused on farmer learning but introduced
severd adgptive research activities, mainly to dlow farmersto be involved in variety sdection.
The FFS-after-PR gpproach designed FFS based on participatory research outputs conducted
through the farmer researcher team platform, and limited experimentation in FFSto learning and
adaptive research purposes. The FFS-with-community-led-research gpproach builds FFS
programs based on off-the-shelf technica information available but mainly ams a establishing
active farmer networks that will continue to generate and fine-tune information by themsdves
Each of the approaches has its own strengths and weaknesses which are andyzed in this paper.
The mgor lesson learned isthat careful analyss of project objectives, partner expectations,
available capacities and resources, and exiging platformsto link up with is necessary to
determine the appropriateness of employing the FFS modd in generd, and in one of the four
described capacitiesin particular.

Introduction

The concept of the farmer fidld school was born in 1989 when the FAO Inter-Country I1PM
Progrant designed this innovative model for farmer training on integrated pest management
(IPM) in ricebasad cropping sysemsin Indonesia (Kenmore 1991). Thismodd was different
from conventiond agricultura extenson on IPM conducted thus far, in thet it recognized the
characterigtics of sustainable agricultural development being people centered, knowledge
intendve and location specific. It atempted to tackle the specific needs for change towards
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agricultura sustainability by applying the principles of nonforma education (Van de Hiert,

1993). Non-formd education defined as "the fostering of quality-of-life enhancing learning

outsde the forma school sysem” (Dilts, 1983), explicitly recognizes human vaues asa
prerequisite for learning. It is based on Paulo Freiré's (1972) perspective on educetion asa
problemsolving, consciousness raisng strategy for empowerment. Education as an empowering
process places importance on how educationd processes and relationships affect the learners, not
only on the contents (Kindervatter, 1979). Therefore, experience-basad learning islinked to

living problems. It seeks to empower people to actively solve those problems by fostering
participation, sdf-confidence, didogue, joint decison meking and sdf -determination.

Trandating these underlying principles to IPM learning, famer field schools (FFS) are designed to
cgpecitae farmers by enhancing their agro-ecologicd, science-basad knowledge and deveop sills
needed for informed decison making and problem solving, such as fidd obsavadion, agro
ecosysem andyss, experimentation and farm economic andyss. An IPM FFS lagts for a whole
growing season and idedly involves agroup of around 25 farmers in weekly, hdf-day sessons. The
trane’s role is to fadlitae the experientid learning process, which implies organizing adequate
learning activities and providing crucid information where needed. To be able to fulfill this role,
trainers nead to undergo thorough technicd and methodological training themsdves and amilar to
FFSlearning, training of trainersis preferably season-long and experientid.

Successful IPM fidd schools have often become platforms for follow -up activities, spontaneoudy
organized, and funded, by the fidd school graduates, an exampleisthe IPM clubsin Vietnam
(Eveleens et al,. 1996). During these follow-up activities, farmer groups sudy new cultivation
problems; organize collective control measures, and set up experiments to further fine-tune
technologicd guidelines to local conditions. Even wider aspects of community development have
been initiated by FFS groups, indluding rice—fish culture, collective marketing of produce, and
advocacy for fair share cropping agreements (Van de Hiert and Wiyanto, 1996). People-centered
extenson methodol ogies enhanced farmers' ahility to put in practice what they had learned, but dso
taught them how to creete and exploit opportunities for further learning. Over time, after FFS
groups showed interest and cgpacity to move from conducting experiments mainly for learning
purposes to experiments for adaptive research purposes, research organizations and NGO
networks began to consder the FFS an gppropriate platform for participatory research (Van de
Hiert et al., 2002).

The International Potato Center® (CIP) has applied the farmer field school approach for severd
of the above-mentioned purposes. Farmer fied schools were firgt introduced & CIPin 1995 asa
farmer learning platform for sweetpotato integrated crop management (ICM) in Indonesia, which
was later expanded to Vietnam, Philippines, China, Uganda and Kenya In 1998, efforts were
initiated a CIP headquartersin Peru to adapt the FFS mode to include participatory research
activities on late blight management, which was expanded to Balivia, China, Bangladesh,
Uganda and Ethiopiain 1999, and over time included more aspects of potato disease and pest
management. In Ecuador, collaboration with the FAO Gobd IPM Fadility as of 1999 got CIP
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involved in community development oriented activities through potato FFS. FFS modd's for
potato IPM learning aso began to be developed in Nepd (1998) and in Indonesaand Vietham

(2000).

FFS attivities in the various locations were often conducted Smultaneoudy with other
conventiond and participatory research activities usang other platforms, such asthe farmer
researcher committees (CIALS) in Lain America. The confrontation between platformsled to
extendve debates about which was the most effective and how they should be linked (Braun et
al., 2001). After awide range of field-based experiences with FFS we are better placed to
provide some more informed conclusions. In this paper we will describe the various experiences,
attempt to assess what worked and what didn’t, and how in practice platforms fitted together or
perhgps didn’t. Our intention is thet this assessment will be helpful to others asthey sdlect or
develop platforms for participatory research and training activities. After outlining the rationde
for integrating the FFS modd in the research program of an internationa agricultura research
center, adetailed description of five gpproaches to usng the FFSin CIP sresearch program,
grouped according to the role of PR in the FFS, is presented. Thisis followed by a comparison of
the different uses and an andlyss of the linkages and complementarities of the FFS with other
research and development platforms, after which we draw some conclusions and present some
lessons |earned.

Thefarmer field school at an international agricultural research center

The integration of FFS gpproaches into CIP sresearch program has been driven by the felt need
to link research with development. CIP has a highly decentraized research program whereby a
sgnificant proportion of its scientists are posted in regiond or country offices. This enables CIP
stientists to work more dosely with NARES™ organizations and implement activities directly
with farmer groups. Internationd agricultural research centers (IARCs) have forever struggled to
et their research outputs utilized by large numbers of farmers. Certain improved varigies ignite
aspark and spread like wildfire, but generdly these success stories are more the exception then
the rule. More complex, knowledge-intensve and location-specific approaches to production
condraints, such asintegrated pest and disease management, typically lack the “slver bullet”
solutions that easily sell themsdves. Severd drategies can be observed on how IARC scientigts
have dedlt with thisissue:
The “ this-is-not-my-business’ strategy: Scentigts believe thet ther job isto do high qudity,
cutting-edge research to move science forward, and after publishing the resultsin refereed
journdstheir job isdone. It is consdered the task of the nationa research and extenson
system to pick up those results, adapt them to local conditions and applications, and trandae
them into extension messages. Most of the more basic and strategic research is done with this
conviction. At mogt, collaboration with nationa research organizations is established and
expected to facilitate the link to eventud outreach activities.
The “ targeting-and-linkages® strategy: By goplying farmer participatory research
approaches, scientigts anticipate that research agenda and direction will better address
farmers needs, opportunities and conditions. Thisis expected to result in research outputs

10 National agricultural research and extension system, which in our understanding ind udes government, non-
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that are rdevant and applicable to farmers conditions and readily taken up by participating
farmers. Wider dissemination from the specific participatory research Stesto larger farmer
communities, however, has proven difficult and requires involvement of some sort of
extengon mechaniam (Connell, 2000; Van de Hiert & al., 2000). Thelink to large-scae
extenson mechanisms does not automaticaly exig,

The” let’ s-do-it-ourselves’ strategy: Only in few occasons have (nationd) researchers been
observed to reech substantid numbers of farmers through training, for instance in Cuba
where researchers aso fulfill extension tasks (Cisneros and Alcazar, 2001). Generdly,
however, to ensure large-scae promotion of research outputs, the do-it-yoursef effort of a
research organization is limited to the development of an effective outreach modd, and
establishment of an gppropriate implementation mechanism. Thisimplies, firgly, a
trandation of the technologica content (the research output) into promotiond or learning
messages and methods for farmers. Secondly, organizations and a sufficient number of
individuds capable of facilitating the dissemination efforts at the desired scde need to be
identified, motivated, and adequately trained. Resources for large-scde implementation need
to be identified and made available.

When aming to achieve impact in farmers fidds, with impact implying both quditative
improvement of conditions and quantitative coverage, complementary application of the three
Srategiesin partly overlgpping and iterative phases and cross-distiplinary collaboration may
provide the best results. Good participatory research should improve the rlevance of
conventiond research but is not likely to be effective without the latter to back up. Likewise,
suitable options devel oped with farmers may never reach abroader population if dissemination
and implementation beyond research Stesis not anticipated. Complementary gpplication of the
three research and development srategies would require holistic and collective planning and
implementation of acenter’s overdl research program. More commonly, however, we see that
participatory research and development activities are locdized initiatives of committed
individuds (Thieet al., 2002).

The farmer field school has been used a CIP as a platform for both the second and third strategy,
and in some cases sarving both purposes at the same time. Because of its perceived originsin
IPM, the FFS platform has primarily been gpplied a CIP for research or farmer education on
integrated pest, diseases or crop management (IPM/IDM/ICM), dthough currently initiatives for
integration of livestock and marketing issues in field schodl initiatives are being deve oped.
Particularly in countries where strong nationd FFS programs had been etablished for farmer
training on IPM, such as Indonesia, Vietnam, Philippines, Uganda and Kenya, the FFS seemed
the most logicd modd to adopt and adapt for farmer training on potato and sweetpotato |PM.
Minimum investment would then be needed to establish nationa cadres of trainers Smply by
widening the kills of existing FFS facilitators to include the specific requirements of the crop
and the FFS learning activities adgpted to a new cropping system. Moreover, nationd
governments or nongovernmenta organizations dready applying FFS programs were expected
to be more reedily willing to invest in large-sca e sveetpotato and potato FFS programsin aress
where the crops have mgor economic importance. This has so far proven true particularly for
Vietnam and the Philippines, and on asmaller scale dso for Indonesia, where researchers could
progressvey trandfer repongibilities for implementation to nationad extension organizations



However, to introduce FFS in countries with limited experience and cgpacity in the gpproach, a
condderable investment is required to train trainers.

Where FFS was usad as a platform for smultaneous participatory research and farmer learning,
the various levels of research and extension objectives needed to be accommodated by one and
the same platform. These multi-purpose FFS activities were particularly chalenging because
they were conducted in countries where FFS had not covered much ground yet and with partners
who initidly had little experience with the gpproach. Additionaly, they focused on disease rather
than insect management, which required creetive adaptation of the origind modd. The various
uses of the FFS a CIP are discussad in detall in the following four sections, clustered according
to amilarities in the main objective gpplied to the use o the fidld school as a platform and the
role of research in the FFS. These four gpproaches coincide with the grouping of activities by
four (groups of) scientists who each held a different conviction on what purposes the FFS should
serve asaplatformin research and development.

The PR-FFS approach for potato integrated disease management (IDM)

Under tropica highland conditions diseases present mgjor congraints to potato production: late
blight, bacterid wilt and viruses. Late blight, in particular has been one of CIP s most important
research priorities. There are two main components that account for most of the efficiency in
controlling late blight, i.e. genetic resstance and optimization of fungicide use. Farmers
perceptions of the two differ. Resstanceis easer to observe and isless dependent on
management decisons (and prior knowledge generation), so farmers perceptions tend to be
more uniform. Efficient fungicide use depends on farmers management decisons at locd leve
(which in turn depends on their knowledge), and the agro-ecologica conditions. Hence farmers
perceptions of the role of fungicide use tend to be much more varied. A specid project to work
on these issues with farmers in an FFS setting was designed and financed by the Internationa
Fund for Agriculturd Deveopment (IFAD) in Peru, Balivia, Uganda, Ethiopia, Bangladesh and
China. These fidds schools served the purpose of both farmer learning on integrated late blight
management as well as participatory evauation of late blight resstant varieties and clones, and
of fungicide management schemes. Because of the emphasis on participatory research, the
gpproach was caled PRFFS. The variety evaudion trids facilitated farmers accessto new
potato materids and in some cases, farmers began to have access to materids that had been on
the shelf for many years. They aso provided researchers with information about the performance
of the varigties under these fungicide trestments over awide range of ecologicd conditions
(Nelson et al., 2001).

In Peru, there were two types of experiments. The first amed at identifying and showing to
farmers the interaction between genetic resistance of anumber of potato varieties (susceptible,
moderately resstant and resstant) and different fungicide regimes (low, medium and high
frequency of application). The experimenta design of thistria was smplified after feedback
from farmersindicated it was too complex for some of them to understand. The second
experiment indluded the evduetion of 10-15 new resstant clones from CIP s breeding program
and some other varieties that were managed only with the low fungicide regime. FFS farmers
were able to select the best ten clones that fulfill their expectations out of fifty that wereinitidly
introduced in jugt three cropping seasons. Mog of the learning activities on late blight



management were based on observing these two experiments, where farmers could draw their
own concdlusions about the role of resistance and what fungicide regime would be better for each
level of varietd resstance. Farmers considered the leve of resstance, the weether conditions,
and their newly gained knowledge about types of products, doses and ways of oraying to draw
up their concdlusions. They learned how to manage resstant varieties or cloneswith less
fungicides, and susceptible varieties with more fungicides in relation to weether conditions.

A dgnificant outcome of this process was that a the same time that farmers select, they dart to
multiply the materids thet they like, so that initiation of the adoption curve of new dones occurs
ealier than if the materids would have been passed to the nationd program for conventiond
evauation. It is estimated that adoption could begin five years earlier, which generates additiond
benefits for farmers and an increase of at least 20% of internd rate of return when estimating
impect (Ortiz et al., 2002). Other evauation results indicated that FFS participants tend to use
less fungicide than nonHparticipants (Ortiz et al., 2002), particularly in years with higher disease
pressure, which indicates that they are tending to optimize fungicide use. Smilar results were
achieved in Uganda and Ethiopia, in that during three cropping seasons farmers: knowledge hes
been enhanced regarding the existence of resistance, types of fungicides, doses and ways of
Soraying, which in turn ggnificantly improved late blight management in therr fidds

After severa seasons, farmers who participated in PR-FFS on potato late blight menagement in
Peru began to request learning activities on other cultivation congraints. Hence amore
comprehendve curriculum was developed in collaboration with the IPM group at headquarters.
Large-scde implementation of potato IPM FFS in Peru have now taken off under the
respongbility of aproject coordinated by FAO. CIP contributed to this process by training fidd
daff and providing published guiddines for potato IPM FFS fadilitation.

In Uganda and Ethiopia, PR-FFS were conducted in 1999, 2000 and 2001 with asmilar focus as
in Peru on potato variety evauaion and fungicide management. Farmers' input in clond
sdection was vauable and used as additiond criteriafor potato variety release. Main fidd
sHection criteria established by farmers induded tuber yidd, resstance to late blight or becterid
wilt, tuber shape, maturity period, seed availability, lack of storage rots, sprouting duraion from
harvest, pdatability and consumer acceptability. The fungicide management tridsinvolved
treatments of various fungicide regimes in combination with potato donesivarieties arranged in
feactorid experiments and with various field Stes as replications. Results of these experiments
indicated that certain practices such as disease monitoring prior to fungicide gpplications were
quite effective for late blight management compared to other measures. In addition to the
participatory trids, the FFS concentrated on farmer learning related to late blight and bacterid
wilt management, such as seed qudity and selection, pest diagnos's, use of resstant varieties,
fungicide management, decison support systems, safe use of pesticides, and harvest
condderations. Farmers requested a series of topicsto be dedt with in the FFS, and hence
heavily influenced the direction of the learning process (Olanya et al., 2000). Severd
experiments on bacterid wilt management were conducted serving alearning purpose, such as
disease tranamission through infected seed, and a comparison of infected and clean soil on potted
plant development. Particularly in Uganda, the seedplot system as a strategy for smdl-scae
potato seed production systems, involving the separation of ware and seed tubers, was tested
with farmers. In addition to learning in the FFS, farmers were invited to vist experimentd plots



at the research gation. The output of the above activities were the production and dissemination
of information on potato DM, leading to optimum promotion and utilization of components of
bacteria wilt management in FFS curriculum, enhancement of seed quality, and gpplication of
integrated management practices. Eventudly, bacterid wilt incidence in FFS farmers fidds
decreased and potato yield increased.

The FFS-with-some-PR approach for potato production research and learning

In Balivia, the PROINPA Foundetion, which carries out potato research and breeding activities,
together with an NGO, ASAR, have promoted FFS in the Cochabamba department of Bolivia
FFS have tested new late blight resstant varieties and a small number of advanced donesusing
ampletrid desgns (two replications and aloca contral), with one or two fungicide Sprays on
amdl gudy plots (Thide et al., 2001). Farmersin the FFS assess late blight incidence, carefully
follow the plant growth, meeaure yields, evauate tuber shape and color and cook and taste the
harvested tubers. FFS farmers have been multiplying the two preferred varieties to emerge from
ther trids. These varieties combine good resstance with market acceptability. Farmerslearn
about how these new materids are affected by late blight under differing fungicide treetments on
their main learning field where one of the best adapted new varitiesis grown usng IPM
practices including the decison support system discussed below compared with loca
management. Participatory variety sdection on the sudy parcd and the IPM using aresgtant
variety are complementary in the way they build farmer knowledge about the interaction
between varieties, the late blight pathogen and fungicide use.

Researchersin PROINPA had developed a srategy for fungicide application with multi-
locationa researcher managed trids over severd years. The drategy includesthe use of a
systemic fungicide before symptoms of late blight appear, dternating with a contact fungicide
and shorter intervals between fungicide applications in rainy and damp wesgther. The Srategy
proved very effectivein fidd triaswith very high rates of return. It was incorporated as a centra
dement of IPM for late blight in the FFS (Torrez et al., 1999). Farmerstypicaly applied
fungicide after symptoms appear and akey part of the discovery-based learning was to help
farmerslearn that the disease grows invisbly within the plant. In the case of susceptible varieties
this means that the first soray should be made before symptoms appear, whereas with resstant
varieties goraying should begin when the first symptoms gppear. Farmers dso needed to improve
their understanding of different fungicide types, dosage rates and gpplication methods to make
effective use of the dtrategy.

The potato FFS were developed from the beginning as a platform that could test asmal set (less
than three or four) of the mogt advanced materias emerging from PROINPA’s existing
decentraized and participatory breeding processes. Locd groups of farmers were involved since
the early 1990sin testing quite large sets of breeding materids, with around 30 becoming
accepted asthe norm (Thide et al., 1997). The patentid of FFSin linking varietd developmert
with the exiging platform for participetory variety sdection, which included both groups of
farmer evauators and CIALS, was clear from the beginning and the same individudsin
PROINPA were involved with both.



It was ds0 clear that the FFS needed to link with seed sysems. PROINPA have promoted FFSin
higher areas which are more suited to seed production but where late blight isless of aproblem
and in lower areas which are unsuitable for seed production but where late blight isamgor
problem. FFS farmersin the two areas have been encouraged to share information about their
needs S0 that higher dtitude farmers can produce seed for those at lower dtitudes.

FFS were developed as part of CIP sIFAD project. Some of the FFS facilitators returned from
ther training course with a bdlief that the FFS advanced on and replaced exidting platforms. Asa
result, initialy FFS were seen as an dterndive to farmer research committees (CIALS) which
had been established earlier with support from CIAT’ s IPRA program. This perception
subsequently changed. Firdly, over time once a number of FFS had been conducted it became
more obvious thet forming a CIAL could be a good follow up activity to mantan some
inditutiona links. Secondly, CIALSs were becoming more favorably viewed in PROINPA asa
mechaniam for linking with local municipdities and giving voice to farmers demands. Thirdly,
after many heated discussions, facilitators moved away from the notion of FFS as a hybrid with
participatory research, which had been developed in Peru, to seeit as more of atraining plaform
with alimited participatory research component.

PROINPA has aso begun participatory plant breeding (PPB), with large amounts of genetic
materia, where farmers themselves make crosses (Gabrid et al., 2000). At the outset there was
confusion about which platform should be used for this. Initidly PPB was fully incorporated
within one of the FFS that was underway. Subsequently after reflecting that PPB only gives
bendfitsin the long termas the development of a variety takes severd yearsit was decided to
separate the PPB group from the FFS. Nevertheless the PPB was devel oped using discovery
basad |learning methods. Farmers made crosses using different methods to understand and see
which worked best. The organization of meetings and the development of a curriculum drew
heavily on the ideas being devel oped with the FFS. PROINPA has been concerned to achieve
wider impact; mog FFS to date have been within pilot Stes. To scde up FFS implementation,
PROINPA is negotiaing a project proposd with the FAO for training of facilitators and linking
FFS implementation to municpdities.

A spedid themein FFS activities with some PR in some areas of Bolivia, Ecuador, Uganda and
Ethiopia was post-harvest and the linkages with markets and industries. In those places, farmers
showed high interested in entering rapidly growing markets for processed potato, which
command higher and more stable prices. Typicdly it islarger farmers who are making use of
these new opportunities which are more demanding on qudity with minimum levels of damage
and other criteria such as Size and quantity with the ddlivery of agreed volumes to meet factory
and restaurant deedlines. FFS can use integrated management to deliver a better quality product
and because FFS organizes farmersin groups it could potentidly help them compete more
effectively on quantity and negotiate with agreindudtrid groups.

With these ideas in mind PROINPA began working in 2001 with exiding FS in Bdlivia, which
had been st up to improve integrated management of the potato crop. Specid sessons were
induded in the exiging FFS curriculum on: cdculaing profits marketing, the potato indudry,
industry and restaurant preferences for potato types, how to produce potatoes for indudtria uses
and sdection and dorage of potatoes for sde (Mamani, 2001). FFS famers were helped to build



soecid dlos to prolong the period potatoes could be stored and lengthen the period over which
potatoes could be sold to indudrid users. Farmers are heping researchers with trids to develop
optimum management in the dlos. A busness meeting was hed between the 30 FFS graduates
and representatives of locd potaio industry. Farmers and industry were divided into separate
groups. Farmers answered the question “What varigties do we want to grow and why? and
“How much potato do we produce?’ The industry group answered the question “Wha varieties
interest us, and why?” and “How much potatoes do we need?’. Each group presented ther
questions in plenay and so came to underdand the perspectives and needs of the other.
Subsequently to the meding fames representatives and some of the indudrid groups
established specific agreements to supply potetoes for processng. As a result of the FFS farmers
have learned to meet indudtrid reguirements on sze and qudity of potatoes. Prior to the training
only 20% of farmers could do this properly, afterwards 90% were able to do s0. As a result of the
traning and subsequent medtings, FFS famers are currently supplying a locd manufecturer  of
potato chips. PROINPA islooking a ways to scae up this experience.

In Ecuador, where the farmer fidd schools are ardaively new initiative, forma linkagesto the
agro-food indudtry are being explored. A number of organizations, in particular INIAP, CESA, a
netiond NGO, and individua farmers belonging to field schools have interacted directly with the
food indudtry. These established ties provide a number of opportunities fa the future,
particularly for the production of safer produce for both domestic (supermarkets, Frito-Lay) and
international markets (Agrofrio) as well as better pricesfor farmers.

Post-harvest and marketing activities have dso been included in the FFS curriculum in Uganda
and Ethiopia. This followed a needs assessment and the redlization by farmers that knowledge on
farm accountability, marketing and industry trends are essentid for financia sustainability. The
success of the FFS program in Uganda and Ethiopia have fadilitated the expangon of seed
growers association in Uganda and informa farmer-based seed growers in Ethiopia In the case
of Uganda, a least Sx farmers who graduated from FFS have been admitted into the Uganda
Nationa Seed Potato Gr owers Association (UNSPA) on the basis of their knowledge acquired
from FFS and competence in potato seed production. The potato seed growers associaion have
benefited tremendoudy from the seed trade in the country. The linkage of the seed growers
association and the farmer fiddd school is aso based on the fact that potato seed from the
association is sold to members of the farmer fidld schools and neighboring communities thereby
developing good agro-indudtry linkages. Smilarly, produce from the fidd schools and seed plot
members are dso being targeted for open markets and being purchased by Africare, an NGO, for
further usein their food security initiative and other marketing intermediaries.

The FFS-after-PR approach for (sweet)potato | PM/ICM

CIP' s sweetpotato IPM work in Asawasiinitiated in 1993 in Indonesia with a strong focus on
sweetpotato weevil management. After aparticipatory assessment of needs and opportunitiesin
1994/95, the course of the activities was broadened on farmers request to integrated crop
management (ICM). Farmer researcher teams conducted five seasons of participatory tridson a
vaiety of crop management practices, and were complemented by researchers who managed
specific trids on-gtation. Farmer researcher teams consigted of two farmersin each of the four
research sites, who were selected during the needs and opportunity assessment sessons and



intengvely involved in further reseerch planning, implementation and andyss (Van de Hiert et

al., 2002). While the technicd content of sweetpotato ICM was being developed, the group of
collaborating researchers and farmers began to think about how to scale up dissemination and
what additiond skill development would benefit sweetpotato farmers. As the predominant |PM
training modd in Indonesa, the FFS was sdlected and piloted for the sweetpoteato crop, after
which specific sweetpotato ICM modules were devel oped with support from CIP s Users
Pergpectives With Agricultura Research and Development (UPWARD) Network. In comparison
with the rice modd that focused on andysis of the balance of pests and natura enemies, the
swesetpotato curriculum centered more on ecosystem hedth and farm management. 1t specificaly
taught farmers experimental methodology in order to encourage them to conduct adaptive
research in their own fields. Nationwide training for trainers for government and NGO gtaff was
conducted to support large-scale dissemination of the information developed. Evauations studies
showed that participation of farmers in research had had a positive impact on the relevance of the
training program and, as aresult, sgnificantly contributed to trained farmers' increased income
from sweetpotato (Johnson et al., 2001).

The sweetpotato ICM FFS modd developed for Indonesia seemed applicable to other Asan
countries where CIP was working on improvement of sweetpotato production systems and where
field schools hed aready been widdy established: Vietnam, Philippines, China, Ugandaand
Kenya Specific adaptations were made thraugh participatory field gudies and plot FFS and
adapted manuas were produced in the loca languages. In the Philippines, the FFS took hedthy
seed production as an entry point, considering the importance of the virus disease in mgor
swesetpotato growing aress. In Vietnam, the curriculum expanded to pos-harvest issues,

including the use of sweetpotato for animd feed, sorage and marketing. In Uganda and Kenya,
swesetpotato production and post-harvest was integrated into the cash crops FFS to contribute to a
more comprehensive mode for farming sysems field schoal.

To edablish cadres of FFS fadilitators through training of trainers has proven not to be enough to
ensurelarge-scale implementation of sweetpotato FFS programs, despite efforts to develop
fdlow-up implementation programs during the training. The magor sumbling block has been to
find funds for implementation. In Indonesia, after afirg round of sweetpotato fidd schoolsin Sx
provinces, implemented and funded by the Nationd 1PM Program, expected follow-up with loca
government funds did not materidize as aresult of the economic crigsthat hit Indonesia as of
1997 (Van de Hiet et al., 2001). A new initigtive will be needed to re-ignite interest now that
the economic Stuation is dowly improving. NGO programs, however, have continued to
implement activities, but coverageislimited. In the Philippines, locd governmentsin mgor
Sweetpotato growing provinces took akeen interest in expangon of pilot activities, and made
available funds and personnd (i.e. over $60,000 to date). Smilarly, in Vietnam the government
has dlocated part of its annua FFS budget to sweetpotato FFS training of trainersand
implementation. Fadilitation of linkage mechanisms with government and NGO programs a an
early gage in the FFS development process has been the key to successful follow-up later, sodio-
economic conditions dlowing.

In the case of potato IPM, work in the Asan region did not commence until 1998 when a
participatory needs assessment was conducted in Indonesia, and the year after in Vietnam. Potato
production condraintsin the tropica highlandsin Indonesia are plenty, induding lesfminer fly,
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bacteriad wilt and late blight, and no easy solutions exist. Smilarly to the sweetpotato IPM work
in Ada, participatory research on IPM components was conducted through the farmer researcher
team platform. Only where ready-mede technologies for bacteria wilt management needed
vaidation of integrated goplication under fied conditions, and Smultaneous learning activities
needed to be developed, was an FFS type platform chosen. It was not until three yeers later that
the team fdlt ready to begin deveoping an adgpted FFS modd for potato |PM farmer learning.

The bacterid wilt activities were preceded by many years of conventiond research on biologicd
processes and control of bacteria wilt disease in potato production, caused by the bacterium
Ralstonia solanacearum, resulted in a set of management practices that were consdered to dl
contribute to prevention of disease outbresk, but none would be able to do the job done.
Participatory needs and opportunity assessment studies had shown that potato farmersin both
Indonesiaand Vietnam ranked bacteria wilt as one of their mgor problems. The case of the
problem, however, differed. In Indonesaa crop typicaly getsinfected through seed and sail. In
the Red River Ddtain Vietnam soils are generdly clean of the disease after two seasons of
inundated rice, but in addition to using infected seed it was suspected that farmers bring the
disease to the field through uncomposted manure. Participatory evauation of the exising
integrated package of management practices to combat bacterid wilt therefore needed to be
complemented by research to detect the leve of R. solanacearuminoculum in farm manure and
to assess the efficacy of smple composting methods to diminete the inoculum.

The methodology chaosen to validate and adapt the integrated set of measures, which mainly bail
down to various good crop management and seed sdection, was based on the idea that farmers
can only evauate practices and will try them out in their own fiddsiif they have enough
knowledge about the reasons why the practices could possibly work. In three different villagesin
Vietnam and three in Indonesia, 10-15 potato farmers per village became involved in a series of
Sx sessions throughout the season containing both learning and research activities. In Vietnam,
the activities were led by aresearcher but with intensive involvement of some farmer
researchers. In Indonesig, teams consisting of afarmer researcher and an NGO gaff intwo
locations, and aresearcher and an FFS fadilitator in the third village, were in charge after having
received prior training. Learning activities were very much FFS-like: hands-on, discovery based
and participatory. Each group managed alearning plot where dl the integrated management
components were implemented. On an additiond plot they conducted experiments of their
choice. Throughout the season, farmers' practices in their own fields were recorded, to see
whether the learning activities could convince them to implement the management components
and messure their effects. After harves, the outputs of the learning and experimenta plots were
compared with those on farmers own fidds.

Despite the smilarities with an FFS setting, dbeit with fewer farmers, fewer sessonsand
focused on bacterid wilt only, it was agreed with the participating farmers thet we were not sure
of the outcome of the experiments and were learning together, hence we would not cdl it an FFS
yet. Asaresult of FFS higory in Indonesiaand Vietnam, farmers expectations of an FFS would
be atraining event that would not leave any doubt of what works and what not. The activities
served to develop collaboratively both the technica content for alocaly acceptable integrated
becterid wilt management gpproach and learning activities to be integrated later into amore
comprehensive potato I|PM FFS curriculum. These curricula are currently under deve opment.
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UPWARD-|ed activitiesin Nepd (Hidago et al., 2001) and the Philippines (Campilan et al .,
2001) adso used FFS essentidly as aversatile learning platform, but bringing in anew useasa
vehide for community-based propagation and maintenance of cean planting materids. The use
of hedlthy seed is a central message conveyed to farmersin IPM FFS, but farmers do not dway's
have access to hedthy planting materid. Since 1998, potato and sweetpotato FFS that focus on
production of hedthy planting materids have been pilot-tested in Nepd (potatoes) and the
Philippines (sweetpotatoes). The underlying god of these efforts was to use the learning plots to
st up farmer experiments on hedthy seed production and to propaggte planting materids. Inthe
case of Nepd, farmers set asde a portion of the learning plot where seed multiplication was
undertaken using pathogen-tested tubers and/or true potato seed (TPS) obtained from the Potato
Development Program of the Department of Agriculture (DoA). In the case of the Philippines,
farmers st up net houses, usng locdly avallable materias, where planting materias of
sweetpotato are multiplied using tissue-cultured mother plants obtained from the nearby Tarlac
Coallege of Agriculture (TCA). The FFS curriculum for seed propagation needed some mgor
adaptations, induding 1) adjugting the timing and frequency of sessonsto coincide with the
critical growth stages and gppearance of disease symptoms, 2) conducting aseries of FFS (2-3
subsequent seasons) with the same group to encompass the full cycle of seed propagation and
ortfarm maintenance, and 3) planting poteto in learning plots not only for experimentation and
obsarvation, but with the god of multiplying the seed and digtributing these to farmer

participants at the end of the season. For sweetpotato seed FFS, adaptations to the curriculum
induded 1) the use of “learning net houses’ in addition to the experimental and observation plots
in the open fidd, 2) afocus on vine production for multiplying planting materids instead of root
production asin atypica sweetpotato ICM FFS, and 3) learning methods and tools to help
farmers visudize concepts such as vector, pathogen and hogts.

A mgor lesson derived from the Nepd experienceis that where FFS is widened to seed
production, socid and inditutiona arrangements need to be put in place, in order to ensure a
more eguitable access to and sharing of the seed produced (Campilan, 2002). In subsequent FFS,
the facilitators and farmer participants have made sure that thisis a key negotiation point during
the preparatory meeting for an FFS. Meanwhile in the Philippines, the cost of setting up net
houses was a mgor issue during the FFS. To meet the technica requirements set by the scientists
while recognizing the resource limitations of farmers, alow-cost net house design has evolved
after experimenting with various loca congtruction materids and smplified designs. It was aso
redlized that an FFS for producing hedthy planting materials is a necessary but not sufficient
step toward successful management of sweetpotato diseases. Planting materias obtained from
the FFS net houses were observed to have become virus-infected as early as the first season of
planting in the fidd. A fdlow-up FFS on ICM has since then been developed in order for
farmers, who were earlier trained in planting materids production, to subsequently learn
practices for maintaining crop health so that the sweetpotato fields could serve as source of
healthy planting materids for subsequent seasons.

The FFS-for-community-led-r esear ch approach for potato systems

CIP—FAO IPM Globd IPM Fadility collaboration in Ecuador have emphasized multi-
inditutional and collaborative moddities. Both F-S and CIAL methodologies have been used as



means to enabling development practitioners and their organizations to progress from
ingrumenta moddities to more interactive gpproaches to community development. More
recently, partners have been working with the FFS to develop linkages with the agrifood chain
and to influence public policy. Smilarly, sveetpotato fidd schoolsin Asaand Africaare
touching on many of these issues (marketing mechaniams, sweetpotato in the livelihood sysem,
sf-financing mechaniams, sustained farmer experimentation), athough they were less
specificaly organized only for that purpose, and therefore have been reported as part of the
previous gpproach.

A centrd theme for Latin Americais rgpid economic liberdization, which in practicd terms has
come to mean government restructuring (decentrdization) and privatization of resource
ownership and management. This process commonly has been referred to as economic and
politicad ‘modernization’. Beginning in the 1980's, internationa development agencies
encouraged economic Sabilization, privatization, and liberdization throughout Latin Americato
promote commodity exports and economic globdization. In the early 1990's, the Andean
countries responded with new laws with names that included an arrangement of the following
condructs. structurd adjustment, decentrdization, agricultural and forestry modernization and
srengthening municipdities. Boliviawas able to shgpe this around the concept of ‘ popular
participation’, though the origina economic mechanisms of decentrdization and privatization
remained unchanged.

In response, efforts to establish and maintain nationd |PM programs, for example, must be
competible with the new and emerging inditutiond framework. The theoretical implications in
terms of knowledge systems and their outcomes as well as changing roles of key actors, such as
governments (municipdities MAG), action agencies (NGOs, CBOs), research indtitutions
(NARs univerdties, CGIARs) and increasingly private indudtry, are profound. FFS has helped to
shape this re-inditutionalization towards community-based structures, but the chalenges are
meany and the work has only begun.

FFSin Ecuador have relied largely on off -the-shelf technologies rather than technology
development, and further built on the foundation of existing farming practice and worked with
farmersto develop opportunities for the future. One very rdlevant example is the recent work
with wachu rozado (in Quichua and Spanigh, literdly "cut furrow™), a pre Coombian tillage
system where potato is grown under folded grass sod. Initia research on the system has shown
that it is both highly productive and resource conserving — a rare combination.

About 20 percent of FFS participantsin Northern Ecuador continue to use wachu rozado and
produce about 21 T/ha, which is the present average in Carchi and about three times the average
in other parts of the country. During the design of FFS, farmers stated that wachu rozado
required about one third less fertilizers and pedticides than potato under conventiond tillage.
Furthermore, farmers said that the systlem prevented soil erosion, which was agreed to by soil
stientists. Nevertheless, despite much promise, the sysem isin sharp decline,

Even though FFS have deternined that wachu rozado requires about one third less work than
doing totd tillage by hand, recent access to tractors coupled with totd tillage mentdity have
literally plowed under this promising system. Feld Schools are working with farmers to improve
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wachu rozado, through combining past know-how with modern technologies. For example, FFS
have been tegting animd traction and tractor implements to fold sod and decrease both
mechanized and hand |abor requirements (the system only requires one pass with a tractor, rather
than three or four aswith total tillage). Farmers are dso looking a more efficient waysto apply
synthetic fertilizers and pesticides, taking advantage of the unique mulching environment. In

early plots, FFS have been able to maintain production with 50 percent less externd inputs.
Scientists from INIAP, the nationa research service, recently began a project to degpen
undergtanding of the wachu rozado system and to build on the empirica results of the FFS.

FFSin Ecuador have dso been invalved in aresearch initidive to influence government policy
on pedticides. FFS members and their families have been participated in along-term sudy to
understand pegticide effects on human hedth, farm productivity and the environment. Findings
in one location have been darming, with eighty percent of products used World Hedth
Organization Hazard Category | agro-chemicals. Overuse and cardess management of pesticides
were found to contribute to severe human hedth effects, including poisonings (171/200,000),
dermatitis (48% of gpplicators), pigmentation disorders (25% of gpplicators), and severe neuro-
psychologica effects (peripherd nerve damage, abnorma deep tendon reflexes and
coordination). Between direct medication costs and recovery, farmerslogt the equivaent of six
days of work when recovering from a poisoning. Mortdity due to pesticides was among the
highest reported (21/100,000).

FFS helped to organize a series of community, provincid and nationd forato inform public of
the gtuaion. This hasinduded a nationd televison program in which a FFS demondtrated its
dternatives to decreasing pesticide use. The group is presently working the FAO and the
Pesticide Action Network to eventudly eiminate the sde and distribution of highly toxic
products.

Rether than operate asingle large project, the Ecuadorian initiative brings together funding from
multiple sources to build anationd program, incdluding various projects focusing on potato
sysems as wdl as on-going project resources of NGO and CBO partners. The project has been
progressing through a series of sages of maturity, achieving learning and organizationa
objectives, asit establishes afinancid base. Each inditution, in particular the NGOs, has
invested & times sgnificant human and materid resources. As aresult, progress may be dow,
but it is built upon a broad and diverse ingtitutiond base. Mativation and organizationd
commitment appears to beincreasing at exponentia rates.

Presently, the program is testing sdf -financing mechanism, based on the modd developed by the
FAO Globd IPM Facility in East Africa. Farmer facilitators have been paid by keeping a portion
of the harvest from FFS learning plots. Nevertheless, this gpproach has caused problems, as
facilitator and participants tend to be less interested in testing ideas that could potentialy harm
production. Partners are currently searching for dternative means to participant or community
financing of the FFS process.
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Table 1. Characterization of the different approachesin the use of the farmer field school at CIP

Approach Focus of Main objective of the FFS Use of platforms by project phase
activities— Phase
Country* Innovative | Development | Farmer learn-
technical of learning ing, adaptive
research model research
1. PR-FFS Potato IDM — Applied research on varieties
PE, BO, UG, and fungicide management
ET,BD, CH Development of FFS model
Farmer education
2. FFSwith Potato Development of FFS mode!
some PR production Adaptive research on
and post- varieties
harvest — Farmer education
BO, EC
3. FFS after Swestpotato Farmer education, enhanced
PR and potato with skill and platform
IPM/ICM — development for adaptive
IA, VN, PH, research
CH, UG, KE
4. FFSfor Potato pro- Strengthen devel opment
community- | duction and intervention
led research | post-harvest Strengthen farmer-led,
—-EC,BO community based innovation

Platform led

by others

Conventional
research

\ERGE)
industries

Conventional

research

FFS/Com-
munity | PM

Conventional
research

* |A = Indonesia; VN = Vietnam; PH = Philippines; CH = China; N
Ethiopia; BD = Bangladesh; EC = Ecuador; FRT = farmer researcher team

E = Nepd; UG = Uganda; KE = Kenya; BO = Balivia; PE = Peru; ET =



Thefour approaches. strengths and weaknesses

Although the choice for a certain gpproach of FFS utilization and the way it was operationdized
has mostly been the result of decisions by individua coordineting scientists considering location-
specific conditions, loca team capacities and persond convictions, we will make an atenpt here
to compare the gpproaches and analyze their strengths and weaknesses. Table 1 provides an
overview and characterization of the four approaches to FFS utilization applied a CIP. In
addition to the main (dthough not dways sole) purpose that the FFS was expected to serve, the
table shows during what phases in the research and development cycle the FFS was gpplied and
how that was complemented by processes or outputs of other platforms. A full research and
development cyde, as gpplied by most CIP projects reported here, is roughly divided into five
phases:
- A needs and opportunity assessment phase
A research phase during which technologica innovations are developed; thisimplies basic
and gpplied research the outcomes of which are information and technology components
(Innovative technicd research phasein Table 1)
A development phase during which learning modds and mechanisms are developed, in these
cases based on the FFS principles. This phase implies trandation of technicd guiddinesinto
learning activities, preparation of modules and a curriculum, and fidd-testing of protocols
(Development of learning mode phasein Table 1)
An extenson and implementation phase during which farmers have accessto learning
opportunities and fidd-test, adapt and practice what they have learned in their own fidds.
This phaseimplies scding up and out of CIP-led efforts (Farmer learning, adaptive research
phesein Teble 1)
A monitoring and evauation phase, both & the levd of internd monitoring and evauation of
research and development efforts, as well asimpact assessment of extenson and
implementation activities

Table 1 only rdates to the second, third and fourth phases, which are those where FFS has been
relevant as amgor platform for conducting the activities. The platforms applied during or
contributing to these three phases are digtinguished between ClIP-led plaforms (listed on the left
and represented by gray boxes), and platforms led by other projects or organizations that FFS
have linked with or used outputs from (listed on the right and represented by black boxes). The
shading of boxes across the research and devel opment phases visudizes what objectives the
various platforms under the five gpproaches fulfilled, and how these platforms were mutudly
linked within aset of activities.

The PRFFS approach served three objectives reflecting the three research and devel opment
phases a the same time, while aso tgpping on outcomes of conventiona research activities done
elsawhere. Innovative research in the PR FFS was limited to the devel opment of new
information about the interaction between resstance, environment and disease management,
which proved useful for both researchers and farmers. The more straightforward variety
evauation and fungicide management trids done by farmersrather fulfilled learning and
adaptive research purposes. Where over time FFS scaed up and implementation was taken over
by extengon programs, gradudly a shift has taken place to FFSfully for farmer learning and
adaptive research. Some initid PRFFS groups in Peru, however, have specidized in research
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activities and continue to test control components for late blight. For CIP researchers this
provides an interesting opportunity for collectively conducting trids with farmers on new late
blight management components, such as smple decision support systems relating to combined
resstance and fungicide use.

The FFS-with-some-PR approach mainly served the purpose of providing opportunities to
farmers for adaptive research on varieties and learning. Learning content drew heavily on
outcomes of research done dsawhere, and on linkswith CIALs. Whilgt farmerslearned alot
about late blight and its management on the learning field they did not gpparently adapt the
strategy which was proposad by the research indtitution to locd conditions or improve oniit in
any meaningful way. Where FFS had a strong focus on post-harvest issues, they have mainly
served to educate farmers and better link them to markets and industries. Thisinvolved some
farmer research, for example on storage management, and links with CIALs have provided a
complementary sat of plaformsfor farmersto collectively work on improvement of their potato
enterprise.

Although experimentation in these FFS did accur, in practice no sgnificant participatory

research could be said to have taken place. Why did this hgppen? The Strategy is a complex
composite technology regarded by the researchers who developed it as “finished” rather than a
“prototype’. OntheIPM learning parcel farmers gpplied the whole Strategy againgt locd

practice. There was no possihility to vary the strategy across the parcel or over timeto
understand the way in which any of its components affected the overal strategy. Furthermore the
strategy had been deveoped in multiple locations over anumber of cropping seesons. Significant
farmer tegting of the strategy would similarly require multiple locations and reseerch over

severd seasons with different seasond incidence of late blight. No sgnificant PR took place
because the Sngle season single community FFS was too locdized a platform to make it

possble. Farmers had as much on their plate as they could manage smply to improve ther
understanding of late blight and the use of fungicides. Expecting them to engage in meaningful

PR under these circumstances was never reasonable. PR in the case of more complex technology
and difficult to understand problems requires prior training in the technology itself and research
methodology. In the case of participatory variety selection the mgor varigble across trestments,
the varieties themsdves, is much easer to understand. This explains the success of the FFSin PR
with participatory variety seection and itslimited progress with integrated management of late
blight.

The FFS-after-PR approach has been part of projects that have a clearly phased structure, with
development of technica content separated from, prior to, and facilitated through a different
platform than FFS development. The farmer researcher teamsin Indonesia made quick and
focusad research possible, which was needed because not many off-the shelf technologies were
available to tackle the condraints in sweetpotato and poteto under prevailing conditions. The
other countries could benefit from the outcomes. Farmer researchers have been heavily involved
in FFS development as well, and hence contributed strongly to connecting technology

deve opment and FFS deved opment phases. For large-scde implementation of FFS, the project
only estallished the mechanism and provided backstopping, monitoring and evauation to pilot
cydes, after which the project was phased over to extenson organizations.
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A grength of this gpproach is that the route that was taken through partly overlgpping phases
from needs assessment to phasing over to extenson organization, has been dear to the whole
team dl the way, and as aresult everyone srole was dear during the various phases.
Additiondly, the participatory research process has been of high quality and genuindy
participatory, because farmers are trained on experimental methodologies, asssted throughout
the research process, and heavily involved in agenda setting, planning, implementation and
andysis. PR in the FFSis limited to adaptive research activities, and sedom contributes to
generdion of an innovation. A weakness of the approach has been that as soon as activitiesare
phased over to extenson organizations, one has no longer control over intengty, direction and
qudity of follow-up activities. Particularly the qudity of experimenta methodology taught to
farmers has nat dway's been good, leading to limited farmer experimentation in their own fidds
aterwards. To maintain qudity and improve farmer experimentation, longer term guidance of
trainers and FFS farmers would be needed.

The FFS-with -community-led-research approach mainly fulfills the purpose of farmer capacity
building, with an initid, dear focus on a cropping system but serving much higher gods. When
aming a sustainable agriculturd development this should be the find god for each intervention,
however it may be asked who should preferably lead such aninitiative. An IARC taking the lead
in such work has the advantage of direct linkages with research activities and access to the latest
research outputs. On the other hand, IARCs are not yet structured and geared towards the
implementations of large development programs.

Conclusions

The previous sections have daborated on how the FFS has been used in CIP-led research and
development activities, and how these FFS were linked to other platforms. Four different
gpproaches to the use of FFS were diginguished. Whereas dl gpproaches have provided
opportunities for farmersto learn, in an experientia way, about production and post-harvest
issues in potato and sweetpotato systems, they mainly differed in the gpplication and nature of
participatory research in the fidd school. In addition to the experientia learning experiments
contributing to farmer knowledge generation but not to the generation of new, public knowledge,
in most FFS covered under the four gpproaches farmers have become engaged in adaptive
research activities. These experiments served to fied-test and fine-tune information or
technologies meade available to the farmers through the FFS. Only in some cases, where there has
been subgtantid involvement of researchers, the FFS has provided a platform for research of a
more gpplied, innovaive nature. Intensve reseercher involvement, however, tendsto limit

scaing up. Another differentiating characterigtic of the four gpproachesisfound in the extent to
which linkages between FFS and other platforms for farmer research, such as CIALs and farmer
researcher teams, were established and capitaized upon.

Each of the approaches has its merits and weaknesses and there is no single best approach.
Choice of aplaform for acertain activity should be done based on dearly stated objectives and
andyds of the context to support that platform. Asfar as possible, not to raise fa se expectations,
these objectives should be specified and agreed upon with the participating farmers and their
expectations need to be made explicit. They should be dear about whether they areinvolved in
an activity serving learning or research purposes, or both. Particularly for those activities mainly
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sarving research objectives, the applicability of the research output for farmer practice needsto
be dearly discussed with participating farmers, so as not to raise fa se expectations.

The various field experiences, and the opportunity to write this paper and do amore andytic
comparison, provided severd vauable indgghts. A mgor lesson we learned is that doing
participatory research and organizing farmer learning activities is a chicken and egg Situation.
Good PR requires prior learning, whereas designing good learning activities requires prior PR to
have a s0lid technica base. This dilemmawas tackled in the FFS-after-PR approach through the
phased project implementation and linkages with other PR platforms, whereas FFS primarily
served afarmer training purpose. In the PR-FFS and FFS-with-some-PR gpproaches, the
dilemma expressed itsdlf in scale, in that FFS events with more PR were conducted on asmdler
scae and at increasing scale PR began to be limited to adaptive reseerch activities. The FFS-
with-community-led-research gpproach mainly drew from exigting, conventiond research
outcomes and encouraged farmers to further conduct adaptive research. When designing a
project activity, it is critica to think about how learning activities and PR are brought together
under the specific circumstances of the project area. Extracting from the CIP experiences, this
could be within asngle joint platform, across two platforms which exis smultaneoudy, or
through two platforms which are developed one after the other. There may be more possible
options. Whatever strategy is chasen, it would anyway be beneficid to look carefully a what
other platforms dready exist and think about linkage activities and mechanisms It isaso
necessaty to assess what the employment of a certain platform implies for both individud
participating farmers and researchers and the organizations the various partners represents, with
regard to capacity, commitments and expected outputs. More empiricaly based work on what
works, what doesn't, and why or why not, with regard to platforms to employ for farmer
participatory reseerch and learning, objectives to fulfill, and linkages among platform to
encourage, is needed and would provide an interesting area of research.
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