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Future

Qu e St | ons A Agricultures

. Why is extension back on agenda & who are key actors and interests driving this?

. How have extension narratives changed over time & what is current dominant
framing of the debate? Are there alternatives, what are they + who is behind
them?

. Policy lessons from past reforms & how these changes affected
accountability/performance?

. How have MoA'’s roles evolved over time w/these reforms & how change in future?

. Where/which conditions ‘pluralistic extension systems’ have been effective on the
ground & where have political interests/competing agendas prevented it?

. Where/which conditions extensionists have been used as electoral politics tools to
mobilise and influence the rural vote & how this political role affected their ability
to play an effective developmental role (i.e. provision of public goods)?
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Structure

1. Innovation and (Agricultural) Innovation Systems
— A Farm is not always Firm
— Lost in Translation

2. Reforming the Reforms
— Lessons from the Past and Present

— The New Professionalist
— RICS

3. African Agriculture: Complexity and Contextualisation
— Typologies
— Different Actors
— Different Donors
— Different States



Future
AW Agricultures

Innovation

FAO Expert Consultation on Agricultural Innovation Systems and Family Farming
(19th-215t March 2012)

“It was argued that there is no need to open discussions on how to define innovation or
AlS, as there are internationally accepted definitions developed by the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), published in the Oslo Manual,
that are already being used to collect innovation-related data.”

World Bank (2012) Agricultural Innovation Systems: an investment sourcebook (p. 2)

“Innovation is the process by which individuals or organizations master and implement
the design and production of goods and services that are new to them, irrespective
of whether they are new to their competitors, their country, or the world.” (source:
World Bank, 2006)

World Bank (2006) Enhancing Agricultural Innovation: how to go beyond the
strengthening of research systems (p. xvii)

“Innovation is the process by which organisations ‘master and implement the design
and production of goods and services that are new to them, irrespective of whether
they are new to their competitors, their country, or the world” (Mytelka, 2000).
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Innovation

Mytelka (2000) Local Systems of innovation in a Globalised World Economy (p. 18)

“The process by which firms master and implement the design and production of
goods and services that are new to them, irrespective of whether or not they are
new to their competitors — domestic or foreign” (Ernst et al, 1998: 12-13)

Ernst et al (1998) Technological Capabilities in the Context of Export-Led Growth

“Our main concern is with factors influencing the innovative behaviour of firms in
late-industrialising nations” (12).

“We prefer a more mundane definition that reflects more adequately the
requirements of late industrialisation” (12). — innovation is thus defined as...

Oslo Manual

“Manual covers innovation in the business enterprise sector only” — particularly
manufacturing, construction, utilities, and marketed services.

“It deals with innovation at the level of the firm”
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World Bank (2012) Agricultural Innovation Systems: an investment sourcebook (p. 2)

“An innovation system is a network of organizations, enterprises, and individuals focused on
bringing new products, new processes, and new forms of organization into economic
use, together with the institutions and policies that affect their behavior and
performance.” (source: World Bank, 2006)

World Bank (2006) Enhancing Agricultural Innovation: how to go beyond the
strengthening of research systems (p. xiv)

“An innovation system can be defined as a network of organisations, enterprises, and
individuals focused on bringing new products, new processes, and new forms of
organisation into social and economic use, together with the institutions and policies
that affect their behaviour and performance.”

Mytelka (2000) Local Systems of innovation in a Globalised World Economy (p. 17)

“A system of innovation consists of a network of economic agents together with the
institutions and policies that influence their innovative behaviour and performance
(Lundvall, 1992; Nelson, 1993). As a conceptual framework it refers to a new
understanding of innovation as an interactive process in which enterprises in interaction
with each other and supported by institutions and organisations (...) play a key role in
bringing new products, new processes and new forms of organisation into economic
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Lundvall, 1992 / Nelson, 1993 / Freeman, 1995
National System of Innovation (East Asian Tigers)

Borrow from:

Lizt’s (1841) National System of Political Economy
and Hamilton’s (1791) Report on Manufactures
=> American System aka the American School

Government investments in infrastructure

Protecting industry through high tariffs and subsidies

National bank promoting productive rather than speculative enterprises
Economically independent and nationally self-sufficient
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ToT/T&V/GR:

ignored heterogeneity; complexity; orphan crops; easiest elite capture.
FSRE:

expensive; difficult to assess impact (anecdotal evidence, little hard data); not
trusted by commodity research; unable to cope with markets and
marketing issues; apolitical (outside larger policy frameworks).

FFS:

not substitute for extension; not cost-effective for ToT or simple messages; no
consensus on measurements; sustainability of FFS impacts; doesn’t work
in hostile/unsupportive frameworks.

CA:

competition for mulches; gender bias (labour); long-term benefits.

New ldeas as Religion (Guy Scott) T&V and CA



We nicknamed him "The Messiah" for the absolute certitude with which he propounded his
doctrine, and for his bulging brown eyes that seemed to be attempting to hypnotise us.

Daniel Benor was an Israeli extension officer who captured the imagination (and money) of
the World Bank when he developed T&V, which seemed to work wonders for small
farmer production in some parts of India in the 1980s.

The Bank was desperate for some magic wand to wave at "world hunger"; something that
would translate an intractable political and social problem into a matter of mere
technique that could be distributed across the world without reference to pesky local
variations. It pumped money into T&V in almost every underdeveloped country in the
world; Danny lent his charisma and his eyes, and the rest is history.

(-..)

Why should anyone change the habits of a lifetime on the basis of advice from a system
which is just one of many that have come - and then gone? Perhaps this is where the
religious bit comes in. An agricultural system needs the added force of faith if it is to
colonise sceptical minds and establish itself.

Let's assign our single wonder-farmer 80% of the credit for his own excellence, and give the
other 20% of the credit to the difference between CA and conventional tillage. Let us
also be very concerned for the apparently limited uptake of the CA message, since it is
failure to "sink in" that has sunk so many extension systems.

An unshaven young Englishman of clearly idealistic bent shouted at me It's all down to CA!
CA is the future! He called me a dinosaur and | swear, his eyes were even starting to
bulge like those of someone else | once knew.
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Lessons from the Present

Pluralistic Extension Systems

What does ‘Pluralistic’ mean to different actors?
From ‘Best practice’ to ‘Best fit’

— What is ‘Best’? Who decides?

The New Extensionist (Professionalist)
— Coordinator
— Facilitator
— Regulator

Chambers (1991) Outsider professionals — new roles: convenors, catalysts,
consultants, searchers, suppliers, tour operators

MBA — manager/double-keeping accountant
Traffic warden — trained as mechanic

RICS (Peterson, 2012)

Recognise, Improve, Change, Sustain
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Complexity
Typologies:

Farming Systems (Carloni, 2001)



Farming Systems

(Carloni, 2001)

Table I: Farming Systems of Sub-Saharan Africa'
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Agro-ecological
zone'!

Farming System

Land Area
(%0 of region)

Agric. Population
(% of region)

Various

Humid

Humid (Temperate)
Moist sub-humid

Dry sub-humid

Semi-arid

Arid

Various

Irrigated

Tree-Crop

Forest Based
Rice-Tree Crop
Highland Perennial

Highland Temperate Mixed
Root Crop

Cereal-Root Crop Mixed
Maize Mixed
Large Commercial and Smallholder

Agro-Pastoral Millet/Sorghum

Pastoral
Sparse (arid)

Coastal Arusanal Fishing
Urban Based

12

13
10

14
18

little

2

0k =1 O

little

Source: FAC data and knowledge.
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Complexity
Typologies:
Farming Systems (Carloni, 2001)

Endowments/Location and Syndromes (Collier and O’Connell, 2007)



Endowments and Location Wi hericsicures
(Collier & O’Connell, 2007)

Table 7. Frequency of svndromes by opportunity category.

Resource-

Coastal  Landlocked Rich Total
Distribution of people years
Percent 44.4 30.9 24.7 100
Frequency of Syndromes (% of country/vears) t
Regulatory 37.8 37.0 258 35.2
Redistributive 28.4 46.2 79.8 44.0
Intertemporal 15.1 4.8 46.7 18.2
State Breakdown 93 25.6 8.5 14.1
Syndrome Free 33.8 20.5 9.3 24.9

Notes: The table uses all observations for 48 African countries, from the year of independence to 2000.
‘Column sums exceed 100% because countries can exhibit multiple syndromes.
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Typologies:
Farming Systems (Carloni, 2001)
Endowments/Location and Syndromes (Collier and O’Connell, 2007)

Vulnerability and Agriculture (Zhang et al, 2007)



(Zhang et al, 2007)

Vulnerability

A

Table 7. A typology of agricultural risk and the role of agriculture in growth
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Resource-Rich

Non Resource-Rich

Coastal Inland
(1) (2) (3)
Low Nigeria Mozambigue Uganda
Togo Rwanda
(4 (5) (6)
Angola Benin Burkina Faso
Cameroon Ghana Burundi
Chad Guinea Bissau Cenftral African Republic
Congo Dem Rep Kenya Ethiopia
Asricultural Gabon Madagascar Malawi
R;;,k {(based Medium Guinea Mauritania Mali
on rainfall Liberia Senegal Niger
and growth Mauritania Somalia Swaziland
period) MNamibia South Africa Zimbabwe
Sao Tome and Principe Tanzania
Sierra Leone
Sudan
Zambia
€)] (8) (9)
. Botswana Cote d'Tvoire Lesotho
High e
Eritrea
Gambia

MNote: The county names in bold are included in the USAID Presidential “Initiative to End Hunger in Africa.” Several countries
are omitted due to a lack of rainfall data. A country is defined as having a low agricultural risk if the rainfall risk is below the
SSA sample median and the length of growth period is above the median. If a country scores higher than the median of rainfall
risk in the sample and lower than the median value of the length of growth period. it is classified as high agricultural risk. The
remaining countries are in the medium category.
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Typologies:

Farming Systems (Carloni, 2001)

Endowments/Location and Syndromes (Collier and O’Connell, 2007)
Vulnerability and Agriculture (Zhang et al, 2007)

State Capacity (Fennell, 2009; Hyden, 2009; Stewart & Brown, 2009)



State Capacity
(Fennell, 2009; Hyden, 2009; Stewart & Brown,
2009)

Diagram 2: Fragility Attributes and the Reach of Power

Authority Failure

Service Failure
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Legitimacy Failure

Capacity to Develop

Capacity to Respond

Case 1

Property rights reform
but not enforceable
Case 4

General agricultural sub-
sidies

Case 2

Irrigation, Electricity but
poor quality

Case 5

Fiscal Transfers but poor
transmission

Case 3

Land reform but elites
take over of land
Case &

Administrative strait-
jacketed safety nets

Source: Adapted from Stewart and Brown (2009) and Hyden (2009)
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Typologies:

Farming Systems (Carloni, 2001)

Endowments/Location and Syndromes (Collier and O’Connell, 2007)
Vulnerability and Agriculture (Zhang et al, 2007)

State Capacity (Fennell, 2009; Hyden, 2009; Stewart & Brown, 2009)

Technology-adopting (Hazell & Haddad, 2001)



Technology-adopting
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(Hazell & Haddad, 2001)

Table 5—Priorities for agricultural research to reduce national poverty by type of adopting region

Regional characteristics

Good infrastructure

Poor infrastructure

Surplus labor Scarce labor Surplus labor Scarce labor
Low High Llow High Low High Low High

Country setting potential potential potential potential potential potential potential potential
Middle-income country

Markets liberalized 1,2, 3,5 2,3,5, 8 1, 4,6 4,6 8 1,3, 57 3,58 1,467 4,6, 8

Markets not liberalized 1,2, 3,5 1,2,3,5 8 1, 4,6 1,468 1,3,5 7.9 1,3,5, 8 1,467, 9 1,4, 4 8
Low-income country

Markets liberalized 3,5 1,2,3,5 8 2,458 1,2,4,5 6,8 1,3,57.9 1,3, 579 11,4579 11,4579

Markets not liberalized 1,3,5%9 1,3,5,8,9 1,4,5 8,9 1,45 89 1,3,57.9 1,3,57.9 1,457,9 1,457°9

Pricrities for agricultural research:

1. Staple food production

2. High-value crops, trees and livestock
3. Employment intensive growth

4. Increased labeor productivity

5. Smallholder farms

&.
7
B
9

Medium and large farms

. Low externalinput farming
. High externakinput farming
. Mutritional content of foed staples
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Contextualisation

Different actors
- Islands of innovation (graduated sovereignty)



Diffusion of Innovations A heristtures
(Rogers, 1962)

2.5%

Innovators Early

Adopters Early Majority Late Majority Laggards
13.5% 34% 34% 16%
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Contextualisation

Different actors
- Islands of innovation (graduated sovereignty)

- Outside value chains (90% non-Block farmers/Kenya/Lead
farmers/CAHAs)

- Unpack ‘farmers’ and ‘private sector’

Size, quantity of/access to capital(s) — Economic, Social, Cultural
Farmers, Farmer Organisations, Smallholders

Private sector — businesses, consumers, NGOs

Different Donors

- Cgltures/ldeologies E

Market-based ideology Welfare ideology



European Political Spectrum  Wi§ Karicsicures
(Slomp, 2000)

LIBERTARIARN
"progressme’

anarchism

social ibaralism
consensative liberalism

social democracy

LEFT RIGHT
“prograssive” “conservalive"

Christian democracy

canservatism

COMIMmLniSnn fascism
ALITHORITARAMN

“conservative™
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Contextualisation

Different actors
- Islands of innovation (graduated sovereignty)

- Outside value chains (90% non-Block farmers/Kenya/Lead
farmers/CAHAS)

- Unpack ‘farmers’ and ‘private sector’

Size, quantity of/access to capital(s) — Economic, Social, Cultural
Farmers, Farmer Organisations, Smallholders

Private sector — businesses, consumers, NGOs

Different Donors

= Ofgdhiwesddgolefigig within donors

- Actors within actors (knowledge, educational background, ideologies,
attitudes,...)

- Legitimacy: demand-driven extension and demand-driven aid?
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Different States’ Goals

Poverty reduction;
Agricultural growth;
Employment creation;
Food security;

Rural development;...

Different States

Not how much, but what kind of State (Evans, 1995)

Normative (Anglophonic) debate about the State (Moore, 2012)

Non-existent programmatic political parties — Policy rarely dominant approach to

gathering votes (Poulton, 2011)

*Caveat — African States (Lonsdale, 1981; Bayart, 1989)

“Most Africans did not actually live in states until colonial rule fastened Leviathan's yoke upon

them. Indeed, the most distinctively African contribution to human history could be said to
have been precisely the civilized art of living fairly peaceably together not in states.”



