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1. Abstract

In the last five years the Crop Post-Harvest Progna (CPHP), a Department for
International Development-funded research programinas been challenging received
wisdom, and its own assumptions, about researaimpig, policy and management. The
old model — whereby researchers innovate and pagsfindings through various channels
until they reach the end-users — has been rephattada sophisticated understanding of
innovation. First, it involves far more than mereédgchnical change and, secondly, it is
more successful achieved in ‘coalitions.

Between 2003-2005 CPHP supported four coalitioriadia:

the Andhra Pradesh Sorghum Coalition;
Linking Tribals to Markets in Orissa,;

the Jabalpur Lac Coalition;

w0 DD PE

Institutional Learning and Change Coalition

A mixture of the coalitions themselves, a spediim of the fourth coalition (Institutional
Learning and Change) and the institute managin@_fPeP in South Asia (the Centre for
Research on Innovation and Science Policy — CRI&IPxontributed to learning across
these coalitions. These findings are presentechim report with an emphasis on the
importance of ten key ingredients:

1. Shared and complementary interes#dl the main partners agreed specific and
clear objectives for the project, so they werenaliking for the same outcomes.

2. Carefully chosen partnersdPartners were carefully chosen on the basis of thei
experience, expertise, and comparative advantage.

3. Learning from previous projectsProjects spent time before forming formal
collaborations examining the past and designingaggi would suit them best.

4. Clear roles At the beginning of the project the partners flgiragreed clear roles
for each member of the coalition, but a little flakty during the course of the
project where required.

5. External co-operationQOutside organisations were frequently involved played
an important role in the progress of coalitions.

6. Innovative championsteading individuals and organisations were impdrtfan
creating, promoting and guiding coalitions.



7. Coalition management techniqueSoalitions were managed well because they
designed strategies to prevent or resolve con#ictl avoid domination by one or
two of the partners.

8. Mutual respect and trustNon-adversarial, non-hierarchical relationshipsrev
developed and courteous and accommodating envintsmesated.

9. Frequent communicationregular communication between partners made the
running of the project smoother.

10.Focus on institutional innovation as well as teclagiacal change Coalitions did
not try to simply transfer their scientific innoi@ts from researchers to end-users,
but worked collaboratively on improving all aspediscluding the capacity, of
‘innovation systems’.



2. Introduction

All current Crop Post-Harvest Programim{€PHP) projects, including four in India, have
adopted a coalitions approach in their design aadagement. A critical innovation in
these projects is that as well as aiming for prordmenefits, they explore the institutional
and cultural processes of the project — documentiranges in approach, composition of
partnership groups, and ways of working. Institaéibhistories are an attempt to both
capture the richness of development and changeanwittistitutions and the insights that
they may provide to others. Histories also explive institutional development process
and the drivers and constraints that govern it ikathe triggers and process that cause
institutional innovation. They have been describsda record of key points and lessons
about the way institutional arrangements evolve dedelop over time to create more
effectively ways of achieving project goafs.’

The core of institutional histories is the conctratt institutional arrangements evolve and
develop over time to create more effective ways ashieving stated objectivés.
Institutional change involves more than peoplergaaisations.

organisationsare the physical entities — research laboratodes)panies, NGO'’s,
co-operative societies, universities — in whichwasg activities are organised.

institutions are the rules, norms or conventions and incentilvas govern the way
activities are undertaken, that is, what pattereisalsiour. For example, institutions
include national or international laws, the convamtof marriage or scientists and
economists setting research priorities.

Hall defines ‘institutional’ broadly to include thrales, norms and power structures within
which individuals and organisations operate (20p4rganisational change is when a
particular entity alters its policies or practicdsstitutional change occurs when a
convention changes: for example, NGOs or publi@oigations forming new partnerships
with private sector companies entails institutiothedelopment.

Institutional developments concern both explicitd amplicit “rules”. In 2002 CPHP
decided that 70% its projects must be led by nonddfanisations: that was an explicit
rule or institution. However, institutional developnt also concerns subtler and less
obvious changes in procedures, roles, practicespaniiers. Change can be unexpected
and unplanned. But whether planned or not, it yealWays generates learning. For

! The Crop Post-Harvest Programme is one of DFIB&arch programmes and is co-ordinated by Natural
Resources International in the UK and its regiaffites, including the Centre for Research on Iratmn

and Science Policy, Hyderabad.

2 A. Hall and C. Shambu Prasad, 2004, Institutiomatories as an approach to delivering institutiona
outputs of projects, in Partnerships for Innovaticeflection and lesson-learning from East Afri€xpp
Post-Harvest Programme East Africa, Nkoola Insthal Development Associates Limited, Kampala,
Uganda.

% For a detailed discussion of this see detailedudision of these concepts in Hall et al. 2002; lC2)03;

and Watts et al. 2003



example, a CPHP project in India found that thatlibst way to partner with organisations
that supported the agenda of the rural poor washmose organisations with values
common to their own (see Clark 2003). This meargndmg time getting to know
organisations and working at building trust rathdgran relying on contractual
arrangements.

CPHP and its South Asia office (managed by the 1€€efior Research on Innovation and
Science Policy [CRISP]) had already learned a gdeal about the role of institutional
change before these four projects were embarked. Utoits inception in 1995 CPHP’s
underlying assumption was that it was the roleesearchers (usually scientists) to develop
technologies and policies to resolve underlyingst@ints, and that mechanisms were in
place to diffuse these technologies to technologgral (whether farmers, consumers,
entrepreneurs, or policy makers). The adoptionhet¢ technologies would improve the
well-being of poor people. The institutional desigmplied:

1. scientists were the primary source of new knowledge

2. the relationship between research organisatiorffjsthn or extension agencies
and technology users was (and could be) orderedes#iglly so that knowledge
and resources could flow down the lineal chain;

3. that poverty reduction was the primary objectiveabbfthe agencies involved and
that it patterned their behaviour, approaches aidifes.

CPHP has since learnt that these assumptions wesalistic in three respects. First,
existing diffusion mechanisms do not always opeedtectively and there is often a need
to explore ways of creating such mechanisms as ghnesearch. Partnering with
organisations with the mandate, resources and tivesnto diffuse technology from the
outset — often intermediary organisations like N&Obut also companies and
entrepreneurs — was far more successful than meaglging over new technologies at the
end of the research stage. Secondly, while reseaganisations were the main source of
scientific knowledge, other organisations, partciyl technology users, were a source of
tacit knowledge of both a technical and managédatl (often generated through the
adaptation of knowledge to local circumstances).irdliyy while many research
organisations involved in projects professed tavbeking for farmers, few had an explicit
focus on the poor backed up with ways of testingepty relevance. The broadening of
partnership brought in some poverty orientated misgdions (usually, but not always,
NGOs), but also other organisations that, quitéitagtely, had no poverty focus at all,
(usually entrepreneurs). The programme respondedeigouraging its projects to
undertake more detailed livelihood and stakeholealysis to sharpen their focus on
benefiting poor people.

The CPHP programme revealed that to design a ssfateesearch programme questions
about institutional arrangements were as import@sttechnology innovation. These
guestions were about: how to get the right mixtfrpartners in order to work in ways that
combines the complementarities of tacit and sdienknowledge; how to create the
incentives and arrangements that link technologgrausvith sources of knowledge and
supportive services (for example markets and Qreditd how to develop what set of



incentives and arrangements that encourages jpatimn of organisations with a diversity
of agendas, but at the same time promotes theestteof the poor.

As a metaphor for this shift in orientation towaedsiore explicit emphasis on institutional
development CPHP made use of the concept of amvation system’. An innovation
system incorporates the patterns or groupings ofn@s and the activities and the
institutional arrangements that bring about teciinand socio-economic change. Thus,
innovation refers to more than technical change:

innovation is the creation, adaptation and use of new knoydeaf socio-economic
significance. It might involve new technology, mgement techniques, working
practices, cultural rules, or institutional arramgats.

invention is the creation of new technology.

An implication of the emphasis on institutional deapment is that projects are concerned
with capacity development to a much greater dedhea previously assumed and
recognised. The experience of CPHP projects sugdjdisat those that have the capacity to
continually innovate were more likely to reach thabjectives. This echoes the experience
of other initiatives. For example Hall observedttRaxibility and ‘innovation system’
capacity were key to achieving better impact in 8@wghum and Millet Improvement
Program (see table 1).

Table 1. Key features of the research management dntechnology promotion
approach, conventional agricultural research arrangments and of the SMIP task
networks

Institutional Conventional agricultural research SMIP task networks
features arrangements
Guiding agenda Scientific Developmental
Relationships Narrow, hierarchical Diverse, consultative
involved
Partners Scientists in other public agencies Ssitenentrepreneurs, and

development workers from the
public and private sectors

Selection of partners| Predetermined by institutionmales| Coalitions of interest
defined by the arrangement of th®etermined by the nature of
research system task, national institutional
context and skills, and
resources available

Role of partners Fixed. Predetermined by instinglo Flexible. Determined by thge
roles defined by the arrangement of theature  of task, national
research system institutional context and skills,

and resources available

Research priority Fixed. By scientists Consensual. By regiopal

setting stakeholders and by needs |of

task network

Work plans and Fixed at beginning of project Flexible, iterative

activities




Mandate for| Fixed by institutional norms of theNegotiated through coalitions

research/task research system of interest

approach adopted

Knowledge produced Technical/scientific Technicalkcientific  and
institutional

Indicators of| In scientific terms to other scientists In develgmin terms tq

performance donors. In terms of fulfilling
role in task network to other
partners

Responsibility for| Other agencies dedicated to extensi@MIP scientists and thejr

achieving impact and technology promotion partners in task networks

Capacity building Trained scientists and researCollective capacity of task

infrastructure networks, social capital,

partnership skills

(For further details see Hall 2004)

The design of the current portfolio of CPHP pragaeis influenced by this learning. In its
last phase CPHP specified that projects had teeatetin institutional outputs as well as
technical ones. The idea of holding workshops seuls institutional histories arose out of
the projects’ commitment to fulfil these instituti outputs. CPHP requested the South
Asia office to take a lead in working with the Eastican CPHP projects. The first
institutional history workshop was held in UgandaFHebruary 2004, facilitated by Andy
Hall and C. Shambu Prasad from the CPHP South&8ae, and its methodology formed
the basis for future workshops on the same thenedia in March and December 2004.
Projects were invited to interview each other aaflect on how they, as sympathetic
outsiders or critical insiders, made sense of tlogept's progress, coalition-building and
key findings. The cross interviewing revealed iagting differences in interpretation of
the past, a useful learning for all projects.

This document summarises the lessons that theyddar



3. Four case studies of Indian coalitions for devepment
The four projects ran from 2003-2005 and were Hevis:*
the Andhra Pradesh Sorghum Coalition;

Linking Tribals to Markets in Orissa,;
the Jabalpur Lac Coalition;

A

Institutional Learning and Change Coalition

CRISP facilitated cross-project learning. They oigad two workshops — or as they
became labelled ‘writeshops’, because the empkason writing institutional histories —
one in March 2004 and another in December 2005inQuhese two day events the
projects charted the history of their progresshvaibh emphasis on institutional innovation
and how the various organisations worked togethtder than the technical achievements,
and analysed the lessons that they had learnethelrsecond writeshop projects were
divided into pairs to interview each other abouwithindings. The institutional history of
each project was then presented by the paired isageon. The outsiders’ detached
perspectives shed light on each project, which thade it easier for each project to reflect
on and write up their own institutional history.idtthose histories that are presented here
as case studies of Indian coalitions for develogmen

3.1 Case study 1: the Andhra Pradesh Sorghum Coalin
3.1.1 Introduction

India is the second largest producer of sorghurthénworld after USA with around 11
million ha under its cultivation. Sorghum is grownrainy season (June-October) and in
post-rainy season (September — January). The ssmagon crop accounts for 37% of the
total crop area and contributes 65% of the totatipction. The demand for rainy season
sorghum grain for food use has declined over tharsygrimarily due to increased
production of rice and wheat and public policieattmake them more accessible to the
poor and low-income consumers. Thus, farmers aablarto sell surplus sorghum grain at
remunerative prices.

Small farmers with less than one-hectare land énsttmi-arid regions grow sorghum. The
lion share of sorghum cultivation is under subsisée farming. Sorghum production
underpins their livelihood strategy to meet thentvabjectives of food and feed for

* Their official titles were: (1) Exploring sorghuntilization opportunities through a research, indusnd
users coalition, in Andhra Pradesh; (2) Integratingrkets, products and partners: an action resdarch
explore and develop a management system for linkibgl communities to markets through value additi

in Orissa; (3) Developing coalitions approach ta ionber forest produce for better livelihoods obal
communities of Madhya Pradesh;; (4) Institutioredrhing and change coalition: a capacity developmen
approach to exploring and strengthening post-haimasvation systems in south Asia.
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livestock. However, after meeting their househotindnds, these farmers are unable to
dispose off the marketable surplus due to lack afketing networks to take advantage of
the potential demand for sorghum in non-food ug&Eny season sorghum is gaining

momentum for use in poultry feed as a potenti@ralitive to maize, whose production is

not able to meet the present growing demand. Emhguice use of rainy-season sorghum
in poultry feed rations and creation of sustainabkrketing linkages between sorghum

growers and poultry industry through innovativetitosional systems has assumed an
importance for ensuring sustainable supply to ihgusand assured incomes to poor

sorghum growing farmers.

Poultry in India developed significantly during tdkree decades. The annual growth rate
of layer is 10% while that of broilers is 15%. Tlhas placed enormous pressure on feed
resources. Andhra Pradesh is the largest poulagyming state accounting for one-third of
the egg and 18% of broiler production in India.der@ requirement of total compounded
poultry feed in the country is about 12 million tes yeal. Maize Zea may4d..) is the
main cereal feed ingredient, which constitutes 3% 3f poultry ration.

The non-availability of cost-effective feed ingredis is a major factor inhibiting the

growth of poultry industry. Maize gained the im@orte in poultry feed, but its low

availability and high cost are dwindling the prsfif poultry farming. The production of

maize in India is estimated to be about 10 milionnes year. Poultry consumes 30% of it.
To feed the anticipated poultry population by 202@ requirement of maize will be 31

million tonnes. In view of the shortage of maizel dluge requirement of feed for poultry
in the near future, it has become necessary tolae\aternative cereal feed ingredients
such as sorghum.

Maize is the principal energy source in poultryde8orghum is next important energy
source and is often included in poultry diets agki@rnate to maize but only in relatively
small quantities. The limited inclusion of sorghumpoultry feed and its relative low
status as a raw material is partly due to miscommep surrounding the crop such as the
level of tannins, mycotoxins in blackened sorghurairg energy levels, problems in
processing and lack of carotenoids for egg yolkn@gtation. There are recently improved
sorghum cultivars that are moderately resistargréon moulds and free from tannins but
this was not yet widely known in the marketplace.

With this background, a project was conceived \ithovel approach i.e., coalition of key

stakeholders, making all the stakeholders as partnght from the stage of objectives
formation.

11



3.1.2 Formation of the Coalition: shared and compimentary objectives

Sorghum poultry coalition grew out of a long-stargdpartnership between International
Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid TropiSRISAT) and the private sector.
ICRISAT played a nurturing role, often through infal networks, to the emerging
private seed industry and relied on them in turretgure that the new material they
developed reached farmers. The relationship pregdestill further in 2000. ICRISAT
signed an agreement with eight private sector seatpanies to develop sorghum hybrids
whereby each company makes a grant to ICRISAT aedstientists then make their
results available to all the companies in the cdnso. Thus the scene was set for a
broader institutional coalition to promote markgtiapportunities for sorghum farmers.
ICRISAT sorghum breeders and economists were athatethis crop had great potential,
especially because there was also a large, andaisiag, potential market demand for
rainy season sorghum in animal feed, especiallyp@aritry. Two previous CPHP-funded
projects (R7506 and R6687) identified this poténtad the two key constraints that
appeared to be holding back the promotion of raggson sorghum in poultry feed:

1. Poultry producers assumed that tannin and moulectfl the quality of rainy
season sorghum which would in turn reduce the hedithe birds,

2. The institutional links between the different stasdeler organisations (science
institutes, poultry feed manufacturers, poultry quoers and sorghum growers)
were weak.

Although these projects had established contadt wie private sector, they were not
working together as partners systematically, omfriie outset of the initiatives, so the
impact of these projects was limited.

In 2002 ICRISAT scientists with the help of a SpédProject Scientist at ICRISAT

seconded from Natural Resources Institute (UK),teviao concept note about developing
institutional linkages between different stakehodda sorghum production and marketing.
Scientists at ICRISAT were well aware of the ingtdnal constraints that had held back
previous projects. The careful selection of membrganizations relied on both long
experience and personal contacts. They did notertiie individuals that they knew into
the new coalition, but rather these contacts altbwem to find out easily and quickly
who would have appropriate expertise for the cmalitvithin those organizations. Doors
may have been more easily opened, and trust edtatlimore quickly, by use of these
personal networks.

A list of eleven organizations were drawn that nigtke part in the sorghum coalition and
then narrowed it down to four, (in addition to IGGAT): Acharya N G Ranga Agricultural
University (ANGRAU), Federation of Farmers Assowmat (FFA), Andhra Pradesh
poultry Federation (APPF), and Janaki Feeds.

Each coalition member had his or her own reasongofaing. The ANGRAU poultry
experts, and the ICRISAT seed breeders, were stagten forming links with farmers and

5 S. Ulrich Kleih et al., 2000.
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feed manufacturers to improve the uptake of thesearch outputs and findings. Like most
agricultural research institutes, in the past i@t relied heavily on academic publications
to disseminate their work to other institutes amdother agencies to transfer findings to
the end-users. They were anxious to work more lglagigh key stakeholder organisations
from the outset of this new initiative to make sthiat responsibility for all stages of the
work — planning, innovation, dissemination — weyafily shared by all. This strategy, they
felt, would maximise the impact on poverty reduatio

The sorghum farmers, represented by the FFA, saywdkential to increase the security of
their livelihoods. In recent years farmers had exéffl repeated droughts and low prices for
their produce. The coalition offered them oppottiesito grow higher yielding sorghum,
which is a less risky crop than maize becauseligs®n less rain. If there is an average
amount of rain, or a slight drought, sorghum widlually survive whereas maize may
easily fail. (Paddy was not a choice for those poairyland farmers with no irrigation).
Improved rainy season sorghum could provide bottdéo for animals — which was of
particular interest to women dairy farmers — ad aglfood for their own consumption. It
could potentially be sold for industrial use aslw8Ince the latter relied upon convincing
poultry feed manufacturers and poultry farmers gwmghum was as healthy for the birds
as maize, there was an element of risk. But endaighers judged that this risk was lower
than the prospect of growing crops that could berlytruined if the rains failed.

Initially the poultry feed manufacturers — JanalkieBls — were sceptical about 100%
replacement of maize with sorghum. They had alrdaeiyn replacing small amounts of
maize with sorghum in poultry feed, partly becatinselatter was cheaper but also because
maize was becoming scarce. They had not conductedtsic tests, and had doubts about
the nutritional value of replacing large quantities maize, so they kept the amounts
relatively small. They attended the early meetibgsause of their established contact with
ICRISAT. They had a high opinion of the value ofesce, and of ICRISAT scientists in
particular, because they had collaboratively dgwedba useful and cost-saving ‘ELISA
kit'" together for assessing mycotoxins in poultiged. But it was only when they
scrutinised the evidence that sorghum was as lyeathmaize that they saw the business
potential and participated fully in the project.

The APPF saw the potential benefits to its membérsie farmers produced their own
feed, then they would benefit from cheaper, morgleavailable sorghum. Or if they
bought it from Janaki Feeds, or other feed manufacs that followed suit, then they
would spend less on purchasing feed than they wibtheéy relied on maize for grain.

3.1.3 Project Objectives and Vision
The main objective of this project was the creatmin marketing opportunities by

developing sustainable economic linkages in sorgponitry feed chain through
innovative coalition systems.

13



The four outputs set for the project are:

Poultry feed formulations with sorghum cultivarsadable,
Formation of a sustainable farmer scientist inqustralition,
Technology access to the target groups acceleraed,
Understanding coalition system as a process.

PwpNPE

The scientists from ICRISAT took the initiative andnvened a meeting with potential

project partners in October 2002. They discussgedctizes and approach, agreeing to a
shared overall goal — to improve the livelihoodwséyg of poorer farmers — as well as sub-
goals that would meet the interests of each menobganization. They developed a

‘feeling of win-win situation for all the partners breeders seeking the dissemination of
their products to farmers, poultry scientists in@leping new poultry feed rations, farmers

looking for high productivity and high market vaJdeed manufacturers seeking for grain
in bulk quantities’. Then they met on four occasida discuss roles and responsibilities,
administration, communications and decision-makanry] the budget, culminating in the

development of a two-year plan.

The question of who should lead the coalition pkagbconsiderable debate. Since the key
beneficiaries were sorghum growing farmers, the Heh that they could lead the
coalition. ICRISAT did not press its own case totle convenors of the project but other
members favoured it, saying that, ICRISAT beingrgarnational organisation would be
more appropriate because they were neutral — thahat pushing for any particular
interest, but rather the success of the whole prejéransparent, and accountable.

The discussion was also able to identify the rcodesl responsibilities. A Steering
Committee was established to oversee the pouleg faals. Since the whole enterprise
depended upon buying of the outcomes by the potded manufacturers. Janaki Feeds
was chosen to be the convenor of the committee.

The coalition members discussed the advantagayingtto get the private seed industry
involved, but when approached they found their sasp was lukewarm initially. By the
second year, however, three seed companies ageeeellt new cultivars at a 50%
subsidized price as a way of promoting them amdwgtiting demand among farmers.

The clarity and appropriateness of roles — agreedly at the beginning of the project —
was recognized as an important ingredient of siscCHse monitoring plan, for example,
stipulated the precise responsibilities of eachngarorganization in relation to each other
as follows:

Defined roles of coalition partners:

International Crops Research Institute for Semi Arid Tropics (ICRISAT)

- Cultivars selection from existing sorghum cultivatstable for poultry feed
Multiplication of seed and distribution to partiaipt farmers through FFA
Networking of partners under one umbrella
Project implementation and monitoring

14



Acharya N G Ranga Agricultural University (ANGRAU)
Conducting poultry feed trials with sorghum as pipal cereal ingredient
Providing technical guidance on consumption andityuaf sorghum in poultry feeds
Improved cultivars production for the target areas

Federation of Farmers Associations (FFA); Represerthe interest of the farmers
Identify suitable sorghum growing areas
Disseminate the information to farmers about th@rowed sorghum varieties and
market opportunities
Foster effective linkages with end users

Andhra Pradesh Poultry Federation (APFF); Representthe interest of poultry
producers

Take the lead in interacting with poultry producers

Conduct/facilitate on-farm poultry feed trials ofaage scale in selected locations

Janaki Feeds; Represent the interests of feed maradturers
Prepare feed formulations using different propotiof sorghum poultry feed rations
Up-scale project findings after completion of patje

Sorghum Poultry Feed Coalition Building

rProcuring sorghum poultry feed

Poultry
growers

Liaising the
poultry feed trials

Improved cultivars

Sorghum
Procuring the /l;;ed Poultry Feed | Cultural practices |
sorghum grain manufacturers Coalition

Building Grain molds and
tannins,

micronutrients

| Manufacturing
poultry feed

Farmer
Federation
-+

Farmers

| Selection of
farmers

Production of

sorghum grain

Cultivars assessment
In poultry feed

Up-scaling the
| market chain

Improved cultivars

15



The chronology of important activities, and obséores about how the coalition moved to

achieve designated outputs in a specified timefrareedepicted in the table below:

KEYS MEETINGS OF COALITION

Date Nature of the meeting

October 2002 Discussion with coalition partnerfirtalise project plan

October 2002 Discussion with coalition partnerfirtalise project plan

November Discussion with coalition partners to finalise aij plan

2002 Preliminary poultry feed trials

February 2003  Detailed activities finalised witle fpartners

February 2003  Donor approval communicated & agreésneought with all partners

March2003 Milestones discussed and finalised wéitiners

May 2003 Monitoring and Evaluation training workghaf donor
May 2003 Formation of coalition Steering Committee

June 2003 Review meeting and study villages selected by toali
June-Nov 2003 Frequent visits to villages to give advice andniray
July 2003 Two partners visit ANGRAU experimentatgiation
September Two partners conduct meeting at Gangapur village
2003

October 2003 Review and planning workshop wittpaltners and seven farmers

October 2003 ICRISAT holds meetings with farmerd waisits sorghum fields

November Visit from donor’s representative to evaluate pesgr

2003

December 2003 Review meeting of coalition partners

December 2003 Surplus grain was procured from farmers and sugbefeed manufacture
for large-scale poultry trials and chemical anaysi

January 2004 Reports on trials received and mexfltpoultry feed trial presented
partners and poultry producers

March 2004 CPHP holds 2 day ‘writeshop’ for anaigsiheir institutional outputs

March 2004 Visit from donor’s representative to evaluate pesgr

March 2004 Hybrid sorghum seed procured from private sectardseompanies fo
distribution to farmers

May 2004 Review meeting of coalition partners agybrts for donor compiled

June 2004 ICRISAT visits ANGRAU experimentation station

June-Nov 2004 Frequent meetings in villages to give advice aathing

August 2004 Review meeting of coalition partnerd eeports for donor compiled
November Presentation of poultry feed trial results to parsn poultry farmers & media
2004 Second ‘writeshop’ held at ICRISAT on institutiormastories

to

=

3.1.4 Innovation

For all members this was their first experienceswth a broad-based coalition involving

different types of organisation (public, NGO, pteg and different skills and exper

tise
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(science, farming, commerce). All claimed that ooty had they learned from working as
a coalition but that collectively they had worket aa faster pace and achieved their
objectives more quickly than they could have ddnedrking separately. The ‘coalition
allowed members to capitalize on the synergies fadraring of skills from different
disciplines with each member playing his/her rol¢hie project’.

The method of testing the sorghum was refined bycthalition to meet the interests of all.
Four improved cultivars of sorghum were selected®RISAT and grain produced by
seventy-four farmers during the kharif (rainy segsbarvest of 2002 was analysed for
threshed grain mould severity and chemical trdike poultry feed efficiency of this grain
was assessed by ANGRAU. The tests on both layatsbarilers showed that sorghum
could entirely replace maize in poultry rationshwito ill effects when consumed by the
birds. Contrary to popular opinion, they demonsulathat when sorghum replaces maize
the level of tannins and toxins remain low.

Although DFID had initially resisted the argumerits the necessity of these tests,
different varieties produce different results, eyt were eventually persuaded that these
poultry feed trails were necessary. Also, the pguleed manufacturers felt that they
needed to see the results for themselves on thafispeultivars that ICRISAT were
hoping to promote. Significantly, these scientifiests were repeated, on the
recommendation of the Steering Committee, withigh#ly different method. In the first
ANGRAU test after the replacement of sorghum dedsnt levels — at 50%, 75% or 100%
— the scientists adjusted the energy content, astheir custom, so that it was equal in
each case. This would ensure that the experimesinetaffected by other variables, that
is, in this case energy content. But the poultrynirs and feed manufacturers, who do not
all have computers and so are not able to adjusggrevels as precisely, wanted to know
the effects without changing the energy contentinSbe second test ANGRAU agreed to
repeat the experiment with a simpler method (pgpdrt replacement of sorghum in
place of maize). A feed manufacturer's mill wasduse prepare the poultry feed rations
for the secondpart-by-part replacement trial’ In both cases the quality of feed was the
same as maize, and confidence in the results wasvad on all sides.

Although the results were favourable to sorghura ligiht colour of the skin of the broilers
was deemed a worry. It might deter consumers fronchasing them (but there remains
some disagreement about whether consumers mindANSBRAU thought of adding
Stylosanthes leaf meal to return at least 50% efyilow to the skin colour. This idea
came out of an earlier ICRISAT/ANGRAU project anésvone of several possibilities
(such as synthetic colouring or marigold) but wiassen because partners had supplies of
the Stylosanthes leaf meal. The experiments coadumh layer birds have also produced
similar results and were recently conveyed to ppularmers and feed manufacturers.
Another innovation to the methodology emerged ftbmpoultry farmers concern that the
tests should be valid for different breeds. At thamiggestion the tests were repeated on
another breed, and the preliminary results haviaisdemonstrated that sorghum appears
to be healthy for all. Even though ANGRAU had nbbught this necessary (because
previous research informed them that all breedsldvoeact the same way), this ensured
that poultry farmers had no doubts about the figslin
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Although hypothetical, it is probable that if th@entists had been working in isolation, the
poultry farmers and feed manufacturers would haaenhdess satisfied with the methods.
The testing would not have reflected their own pcas and concerns and they would not
have been in a position to make requests for adprss after the results had been
published. Innovation within the project does apgeahave been propelled by linkages
between people. Learning from past experience, aunthdifferent perspectives to give
rise to new, synthesised ideas, and what has tateul ¢creative imitatiorf, were all the
product of the exchange of knowledge and experibet@een individuals and groups.

3.1.5 Culture and Communication

The roles and responsibilities allocated to eacmbes organisation by the coalition as a
whole were both clear and appropriate to the task the interests of each stakeholder
organisation. As a result, the need for complexroomcation was kept to a minimum. It
was required for updates, decision-making about pghesent and future, reviewing
progress, and disseminating detailed results, bwtas not as necessary for exerting
pressure as it can be in advocacy coalitions. \serthe latter often rely on
communicating with a wider group, for example, tegsurise particular stakeholders to
change their practices, communication within theslition — which was mainly piloting
rather than disseminating ideas — remained laiigétynal.

The mode or channel of communication used by thghsmn coalition varied according to
context. Although regular communication was achielrg email and telephone, especially
for quick updates, straightforward decisions oaaging meetings, face-to-face discussion
was critical at certain points. It was only acadesmas a group who all relied heavily on
email; in all the other groups only certain indivadls used electronic communication very
regularly while others preferred the telephone. &dmad erratic or no access to the
Internet, another did not know how to use a compuaied a third was perpetually worried
about viruses. But the need for face-to-face dsionswas not merely the result of the
shortcomings of information and communication textbgies (ICTs); it was essential for
the process of consensual decision-making. Cognitnderstanding of different points of
view was vastly easier when people sat around la tather than communicated through
impersonal technology.

The culture of the coalition — created in part bhg tonsensus-building approach of the
ICRISAT convenors, but also nurtured by all coafitimembers — put a high value on
courtesy. Polite forms of address, showing congeatience and flexibility for each other,
seeking peaceful resolutions to problems rather theowing down aggressive challenges,
and following the customary rituals during morenfiat meetings, all contributed to this
culture. The “personal touch” in communication vaso important for sustaining good
relationships. This is much more easily achievedugh direct contact partly because non-
verbal communication plays such an important padonveying messages.

No stakeholder organisations or individuals soughtiominate or pressure each other.
When farmers found that the quality of the sorghhad improved as a result of using the

® Bell and Arnold as cited by Barnett (2004:1).
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new cultivars they increased their own consumpfidns, as well as low yields due to late
rains, led to insufficient supplies for the poulteged manufacturers. Rather than provoking
hostility within the coalition, the other stakehefdorganisations tried to bring more
farmers into the coalition and persuaded existirayvgrs to balance their short-term need
for food with their longer-term interest in estabing marketing links that will lead to
greater security in years when lower quality sorghs produced. It is the lower quality
sorghum that requires the new marketing opporemitoffered by poultry feed
manufacturers. The fact that the coalition membease a clear-shared interest in
increasing the production and sales of rainy seasorghum undoubtedly makes
communication between members harmonious. Theyatreealing with severe conflicts
of interest within the coalition or pressure frootside interest groups.

In conjunction with shared interests, and a non4ideering approach by all members, the
individuals who belong to the coalition all workcdameside in the same city (with one
exception: a scientist who is based two hours dawey). It is agreed that geographical
proximity makes a difference. It allowed frequengatings, at short notice if necessary,
with the minimum expenditure of time or other remms. The shared language and
identity of all coalition members have reducedpbgential for misunderstanding. All were

from the state of Andhra Pradesh, shared the saameefvork of references (cultural,

ecological, social, economic and political), andevéelugu speakers.

Informal communication or contact has been fountlda critical factor in the success of
many networks. Workshops during which results oé tphoultry feed trials were

disseminated (f9January 2004 at ICRISAT and' dovember 2004 at ANGRAU), may
have been as important in providing opportuniti@srhaking and consolidating links as
they were for conveying information. The ability mfo members of the coalition from

ICRISAT, to exchange information, and discuss tlestlways forward for the project,
were greatly enhanced by two forms of informal eetitsharing a lift to and from work

each day and smoking outside their office. Suclorimél discussion — without the
strictures of an agenda or any emphasis on foredbpnance — allowed for creative and
spontaneous thinking and consolidating relatiorsbgsed on trust.

The coalition developed its methods of researchregpond to the different types of
evidence required to convince different groups @bgde. The scientists and poultry feed
manufacturers required scientifically validatedutess while the farmers needed to see for
themselves. Farmers observed, “seeing is believiiigey ranked reliable sources of
information as follows: (1) seeing with their ownes, (2) other farmers’ reports, (3)
scientists’ reports, (4) trusted industrialists media outlets. The coalition conducted
experiments that could generate evidence to saisntists, but then also enabled some
farmers to see for themselves, others to learrcttréom the innovative farmers, and still
more to be alerted to the market potential of songhthrough media reports, workshops
and brochures in Telugu.

The coalition has been highly successful in fordings between different sectors (public
research institutes, farmers, and companies). irfandial profitability of growing new
varieties has been surveyed with positive resDitsing farmer meetings in the village, for
example when seeds were distributed, women havemgtbeen present but expressed
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their views and asked questions, especially comgnhe use of sorghum as fodder. As
the people usually responsible for dairy produgtiwomen have a stake in the fodder that
sorghum provides. They also contribute their labmuthe sorghum-production system
either as members of the farming household orlasul@rs. Furthermore, along with other
household members, they may also benefit from greatailability of sorghum for home
consumption. Women were not, howevermally represented in the coalition.

3.1.5 Management and Learning

The need for clear objectives is now a mantra fepehy all those with experience in
partnerships and networks. Members of the netwogknzore likely prosper if they have
thought through their objectives and strategy vedine. But not all members necessarily
share the same objectives because interests aftdlict as much as they converge. That
the sorghum coalition members had a driving shanéerest and solution in common
distinguishes it from many networks that are conedrabout a particular topic (such as,
transport) but cannot agree on how to tackle it eand find it difficult to move beyond
information sharing as a group. The sorghum coali$i shared interest at the level of
overall goal, and complementary interests expresisedigh outputs at the lower level,
allowed to work as a team. The decision-makingaseld on consensus building rather than
advocacy or campaigning.

The shared over-arching interest, and complemersialoyinterests, allowed the coalition
to develop a feeling of ‘win-win’ situation. This&iled the creation of incentives that
drew each member into the coalition but also kbptrt investing in it. These incentives
were primarily economic but not entirely. All coufzbtentially increase their financial

profit, or their economic security, if the coalticucceeded. But a more elusive gain in
social status possibly also encouraged participatio

Another aspect of planning that the coalition riglbok extremely seriously was selection
of partners. Echoed throughout all the literatunepartnership and networking, the good
choice of partners is certainly one of the keyecrin in the success of any collective
enterprise. It has been pointed out that it iseoett have a small number of dedicated
organisations in a network than dozens of marginaimmitted one.The coalition
followed this model as well as having a completaniership involved from start. The
inclusion of no additional members may have alsseéahe process: the small group of
organisations built up a cohesive way of workirgnirthe earliest planning stage.

Three other aspects of management contributedetsubcess of this coalition and appear
to be relevant to all types of networks:

1. All coalition members were involved in the negatats about how resources
would be divided between the members. The opersrasdransparency about the
budget was important for establishing trust;

2. The monitoring framework and plan made the roled @@sponsibilities for each
member appropriate and clear. Rather than havinstakeholders involved in all

" Creech and Willard (2001:59).
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activities, and thereby wasting their time and guidd the responsibilities were
logically divided so that each was only involvedenttheir expertise was needed
and/or their own interests were being met;

3. Members accommodated to each other’s practicesisnaed perceptions where
necessary. For example, ANGRAU agreed to condwtdhbts twice to take into
account the preferences of the private sector membe

3.1.6 Social Capital

Social Capital entails “trust” and “cooperation wetks”. As a form of capital, it is
possible to invest on it to save and to stock it i is possible to lose it, todnter
institutional collaboration and cooperation is raly important, it is crucial and a
prerequisite for maximising impact. The value ofiabcapital in improving the quality of
partnerships and increased net working has beehasiged by man¥In the case of the
coalition, the members recognised that buildingiadocapital was necessary for better
uptake of research products by the intended usersnalustry. The social capital formed
in the sorghum coalition also influenced the sealip efforts in technical and economic as
well as political aspects

Technical
+ Coalition preliminary efforts in establishing saisable linkages between farmers
associations (FFA, APPF), research institution®Rk(BAT, ANGRAU) and private
sector (Janaki Feeds) are successful. The experamt confidence attained by the
partners hopefully result in enhanced and widewagks for mutual benefit.

Economic

¢ Attempts to establish sustainable economic imdabes between sorghum farmers
and poultry feed manufacturers will reduce the agkigh price fluctuations in the
market both for the farmers and feed manufacturers.

# The market link between the producer and procesgbeliminate the middlemen
in market consequently a higher price for the fasvand lower price for the feed
manufacturer, which results in poultry feed costieli cheaper, enhancing the
competitive advantage of poultry industry.

Political
# The generic lessons from this project demonstatide government the required
inputs for providing the right policy environmentorf partnerships/
alliances/networks/coalitions.
+ This would enable policy makers to come out wikafic policies for the poultry
industry to improve its competitive advantage ovtirer regions/nations, while at
the same time benefiting the poor sorghum growers.

8 For example, Juan Sanchez, in his paper presantatinternational workshop in October 1999 helthe
World Bank, Washington, sponsored by CGIAR NGO Cottem and the Global Forum for Agricultural
Research, see section 4 for more details (San@#2).1
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3.1.6 Scaling-Up

In sorghum poultry coalition all the scaling up égpas referred by Uvin and Miller (2000)
(see box below) are relevant to at least one osgéion in the coalition.

Types of Scaling Up
Quantitative: a programme or an organisation expands its sizedreasing its membershi
base or constituency through increase in geograph or budgets
Functional: a community-based programme or a grassroots is@#on expands the number
and the type of its activities e.g. from agricudtypgroduction to health, nutrition, credit, training
literacy, etc.
Political: the organisation moves beyond service delivematds empowerment and change
in structural causes of under development. Thisllysinvolves active political involvemen
and the development of relations with the state.
Organisational: community based programme or grassroots orgaoigatincrease thei
organisational strength to improve the effectivenesfficiency and sustainability of thejr
activities. This is through diversifying fund soarancreasing level of self financing/ income
generation, assuring the enactment of public laisi earmarking entitlements within the
annual budgets for the programme, creating extelinés with other organisations, qr
improving internal management capacity of staff.

Soturce: Uvin P and Miller D 20(

As research organisations, ICRISAT and ANGRAU scgdeprimarily in terms of
functional and organisationalterms, i.e., the activity is increased to realise
anticipated benefits at end user level and by imipgthe management capacity of
staff.

FFA and APPF observguantitative and functional scaling up by increasing
membership size of the organisation and enhands@ativity base. They also
lobby for political scaling up.

Janaki Feeds: The private company moves beyondiceenelivery towards
empowerment by establishing direct market linkshwiarmers, eliminating the
middlemen in market chain who are taking maximurarstof price spread. This
ultimately leads to maximising of profits for theropany and enhanced returns for
the farmers. It looks more likaolitical scaling up.

As pointed by Paul Rigthe initial economic inter linkages establishedhis coalition
approach will be strengthened by:

1. Organising farmers themselves to achieve econoofiexale to produce
economically and profitably
2. Furthering linkages with other possible industnjizdtions

° Paul Rice, in his paper presented at an intemaliworkshop in October 1999 held at the World Bank
Washington, sponsored by CGIAR NGO Committee ard3tobal Forum for Agricultural Research,
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In fact this has been achieved since the projest saanpleted in March 2005. Until 2005
ANGRAU re-ran poultry feed experiments at the resjé poultry farmers, and ICRISAT
and the FFA have been responding to the farmeiests for improved seeds and
expanding the project to new areas in Andhra Prad&SRISAT has also formed
partnerships with ten organisations in India (Makatra), Thailand and China and
secured a grant of $1.5 million from the United iblas Common Fund for Commodities
to facilitate new coalitions on marketing sorghuma @earl millet in each place.

This new series of projects is designed to buildpast successes and redress various
weaknesses of the past. The Indian coalition mesnlvere aware of the need to influence
government to make sure their policies supportniiaeketing of sorghum, but while the
project was small they knew it would be difficult make an impression. With the scaling
up of initiative, they plan to involve governmenespecially at the district level in India —
making the most of the private sector’s participatbecause government listen more
readily to the well-organised industrial lobbieanhthey do to farmers. The project plan
has also innovated at the village level. Not onlill willages be organised into clusters,
with the Panchayat or village associations recgivgrants for storage facilities, but
women’s representation will be actively encourag#ftiile the project has already proved
that farmers, private sector companies, and seisntan increase the security of farmers’
livelihoods more effectively by doing research walition, this phase of expansion will
scale-up impact, influence the government, enswileisivity and test out coalitions in two
other Asian countries.

3.2 Case study 2: Coalition on Linking Tribals to Markets in Orissa

Institutional Development Enterprises, India (IDEBecame involved with the CPHP
programme in Himachal Pradesh, and decided to @dptedearning from that project to
other areas, and to experiment with the coalitippreach to innovation under the CPHP
umbrella. It chose Orissa for this because IDEI been involved in the state water sector
for some time and because it was a region, baselDBfis initial research before the
project started, where it was possible to improte tivelihoods of poor farmers
substantially through technological intervention.

The precise area in Orissa, Gajapati district, exentually selected because there was a
credible partner in the region, The Centre for Camity Development (CCD), with
whom IDEI had previously co-operated successfullyis gave IDEI, the initial member
of the coalition, its first partner.

A third member was required, however, and the falhgy set of criteria was drawn up for
which attributes should be possessed by the members

A managing partner that had prior experience ofkimgy with crop post harvest

interventions and had marketing skills. This manggpartner would co-ordinate
and network between the other project partners.
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A technical institution with a credible Crop PosarMest Department, that could
conduct trials, appraise technology and transfier ihe poor tribal community.

A grassroot level NGO that could mobilize resouraed address the needs of the
community of the area.

It was clear that IDEI filled the first role, andCD the third, but the coalition did not yet
possess a scientific member. However, a suitabltngrawas found in the Orissa
University of Agriculture and Technology (OUAT).

Having been the organisation that started the tiwaland constructed it, IDEI formed
what is known as an ‘innovation champion’. Espégianportant was the CEO, Mr.
Amitbha Sadangi, who promoted and drove the ideambre co-operative approach. This
role is an important one, because without orgaioisatwilling to go out and find possible
partners for development, it would be a much sloavet rarer process that such coalitions
are formed.

3.2.1 Members’ Profiles

International Development Enterprises, India (IDEI)IDEI has been promoting low-cost

and affordable irrigation technology to the smalbdamarginal farmers of Orissa since
1991. It had also, very recently and successfatiynpleted a crop post harvest project in
Himachal Pradesh on Tomato Packaging. This prdjadt established and experimented
with a type of “coalition approach” and IDEI wa®long for opportunities to replicate this

model in another project area and with new prggactners.

Centre for Community Development (CCDECD, a grass root local NGO of Gajapati
District, had already made some unsuccessful atgerrp addressing the livelihood
constraints of the poor tribals, through promotioh horticulture cultivation. It had,
however, recognized that the main constraintstti@community was facing in obtaining
better results for their produce were:

1. Absence of value addition options and of technécalertise.

2. Lack of linkages with high value markets for hauttare produce.

3. Lack of utilization of the existing government sopp(that is, technical expertise
available from the state level universities like A and resources from the
Horticulture Department. The little information thdid exist was not widely
enough disseminated)

Orissa University of Agriculture and Technology (OAT): This University had
developed several low-cost, user-friendly, mechathiand non-mechanized value addition
technologies in their laboratories. However, teishihology was not being utilized or tried
out with the actual users: the poor. OUAT, too, M@sking for avenues where their
technology and expertise could be utilized andt@yiroper use.

Thus, these three organizations were individualbylking for the same goals:

Target communitythe poor
Product Horticulture crops and Non-Timber Forestry Praal(iTFP)
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Need to utilize theiresourcef expertise, skills and technology

These similar interests were the main reasonshi@ithiree partners to come together. It
was also evident that partners needed to be likeledi and share the same values and
commitment to benefiting the community.

All three partners had had contact before due itogaevolved in agricultural development
in the same area, e.g. CCD had used IDEI pumps ijprojects and had helped OUAT in
its field trials of machinery. However, only IDER# been involved in a coalition based
project before and it was the initial partner whogmsed this method of innovation to the
other partners.

Although there was a rough idea from the beginmihgvhat roles needed to be filled, it
was only after the three partners were selectedstiexific accountabilities and tasks were
decided for each partner. They were:

Role of IDEI:

- Coordination with partner organisations for effeetimplementation of the project and
delivery of project outputs in time
Provide marketing support for marketing of valueded products, develop market
linkages and develop a system for sustainability
Conduct studies such as livelihood analysis, magketlysis, institutional analysis,
consumer survey etc for in-depth understandinghef livelihood system, market
dynamics, market potential for the value added pectsletc.
Monitoring the project progress, reporting and doeating

Role of CCD:
Establishing links between community and othergubpartners
Livelihood analysis
Awareness building on importance of value addiskitis
Organising the groups for training
Advocacy with the Government
Strengthening of Gajapati women'’s self help coopera

Role of OUAT:
Technology identification, appraisal and testing
Value added product development
Standardization of technologies
Technology trials in the field
Technology transfer to end users

The role specifications were mutually agreed ugdthough the roles were specified for
each partner organisation it was often necessargdoh to get involved in the others’
activities and play a different role. For examptegny times CCD accompanied IDEI to
different private sector players to explore markekage opportunities. This was
necessary because CCD was expected to initiatadinaty with the Self-Help Groups,
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viewing its role as an escort. Similarly it was esgary for OUAT to get feedback on a
consumer survey on pineapple slices because OUATr@guired to develop the product.
However, there were no significant role changes.

External co-operation:

The members of the coalition, although specificalyected to be able to fulfil the roles
required by the coalition, sometimes required thsistance of non-members for their
expertise or services. These included externaluibng agencies, companies with whom
commercial relationships could be formed and bodids technical expertise or specialist
information, as well as assorted suppliers of nateand services. The involvement of
these bodies was important as they provided atk swirsmall roles that the members of
the coalition could not. Without them, the projegbrogress would have been far slower
and less smooth. Although the coalition memberse\ilee vital players in the project, it

was important for the project’s success that it yweepared to look outside when it was
necessary.

Partner organisations’ benefits from project

This project added to CCD’s local standing withire ttcommunity, within which it has
long been active. For example CCD was able toaitéitintervention for establishing a
processing unit in the area which was a long-stapdiemand of the tribals. Similarly,
CCD had sufficient local standing to play the ad@crole, particularly with the district
level authorities.

IDEI's importance has been much increased by itsess with the CPHP experiments in
Himachal and Orissa, so that many organisations aywoach IDEI to get information
and ideas to replicate their models in other places

OUAT’s innovations as a knowledge centre were notmhighlighted earlier. After the
workshop on CPHP and by being a part of this ptpje@ny organisations have now
approached OUAT particularly for different post Vst technologies that could be
beneficial to area specific situations.

3.2.2 Institutional Arrangements

The coalition had a favourable environment in which work. Prior association of
coalition members, CCD’s long presence in the taagea and its influence with the target
community and OUAT’s willingness to apply its tedatal skills for the people’s
development were some of the favourable enablingr@amments for the effective and
successful functioning of the coalition. Also vitakre the wide range of meetings on
different social and official occasions, includiig following examples:

Regular informal meetings among the partner orgaioiss took place from time to
time. For example whenever Raju from CCD came talBimeswar, whatever the
reason, he made it a point to visit the IDEI offared discuss the project. Similarly
the IDEI representative visited OUAT several tineemonth to discuss technical
and administrative aspects of the project withedéht functionaries. The people
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involved in the project met beyond office hours ageen on holidays when
necessary.

Telephonic conversation and e-mails with CCD andAOWnd vice versa were a
matter of routine sometimes several times a days Was useful for passing on
important messages on time and ensured quick resgonmportant issues. Also,
important documents related to the project werereshavith them to ensure
transparency and trust.

Every three months a steering committee meetingistimg of all the partners was
organized to review the progress made on the i@seativities and plan for the next
three months. This forum provided an opportunity taike each partner into
confidence, and strengthen relationships and tash other. The irritants for the
partners were discussed and sorted out amicabiyexample on the first trial of the
technology while processing pineapple, guava, leratinthe processed products
fermented in the bottles and CCD questioned thditmhigy of technical experts from
OUAT. Both sides continued arguing until a steemognmittee meeting took place
where both partners were made to understand what weng. The absence of
sterilized bottles and an air-tight bottle sealngchine were the main reasons for
early fermentation and subsequently these wertieect

From the managing partner’'s side a minimum of twgits/to the partner organisation in a
month was ensured to have transparency and an stmaging of the work outputs.
Immediate solutions could be decided for specifabfems without waiting till the meeting.
For example OUAT wanted to get some stainless stetdrs, which were not available in
Bhubaneswar, but IDEI's office in Kolkata meantttthee design and production of the cutters
could be done in there by the IDEI Area Manager.

IDEI posted one Area Manager/Field Officer at tieddflevel to closely monitor and guide
project activities and to interact with the tridatmers regularly. This provided CCD with
moral support and the farmers with a feeling thai/tare not alone to solve their problems.
Several rounds of discussions in villages while deating livelihood, marketing and
institutional analysis provided an opportunity tadarstand their situation, make them
understand the project purpose and carry thentoagdhe project process.

Arrangements were also made to organize the tespwpdransfer trainings or the value
addition trials in the field. This helped OUAT taderstand the users’ perspective on
technology. In one case, OUAT had prepared peréachples of Osmo-Dehydrated
pineapple slices and Ready to Serve Drinks (RTS}han lab and all partners were
confident that this could be easily transferredriioals. However, during training it was
realised that what seemed easy in the lab, in &alted environment, was difficult to
replicate in the fields, without sophisticated rastents and minimal infrastructure. They
were compelled to think about thaility of a technologyfor the common person. Thus
during the next phase of training, care was taketransfer skills for a technology that
could be easily replicated and practiced by thieatrivomen. It was also arranged for
exposure of the tribal growers to a technical togi like OUAT to understand the
facilities and the importance of hygiene and théhmas of working within a laboratory.
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3.2.3 Coalition management

How was the project planned and managed as a coatin?

Besides the dialogue between the farmers and #igi@o, two rounds of visits to the project

area were organized in order to assess the pilasitigation, interact with the farmers, and

understand the tribals livelihood systems. Theitoalmembers then needed to plan and
design the project and were given an opportunitgdoso by participating in the project

formulation workshop organized at ICRISAT, Hydemba

Each participating organisation was requested tasage their role, the specific activities
they intended to implement and the budget requintsn&ubsequently representatives of the
partners met together to critically assess theaelee of the activities and the justification of
the budget and having reached a consensus, thesat@nd the budgets were finalized.

A calendar of activities with details of individuadirtner responsibilities and output delivery
was prepared from the very beginning. This provieéedugh clarity on their roles and
responsibility. A stakeholder-monitoring table vedso prepared mentioning the general role
of the partners and their specific monitoring rewsailities. During another workshop
organised by CRISP, the concepts and experiencgsopect management principles from
the partners of other coalitions helped the Omgsap learn about how to make the coalition
approach work effectively. After attending thisrldag-sharing workshop in Hyderabad in
March '04 the coalition members became even morivated as the project was perceived
to have shown significant results in a short sgame.

Decision-making, budgeting and relationships

All partners agreed to develop quarterly activitgns and review them in every quarterly
meeting, plan the activity for the subsequent gquaahd prepare a budget requisition. Each
partner organisation submitted the programme ptamgawith the financial requisition for the
release of the fund. The partner organisation sugnitted the budget utilization certificate
on the earlier fund received. Any change of stsategplanning or execution of activities was
discussed among the partners. Some decisions sumhthe value addition trials were taken
jointly.

There were no major differences or conflicts tHécded the functioning of the coalition.
However the example of the first trial by OUAT ahe resultant damage is explained above,
All such issues were amicably sorted out duringsteering committee meetings.

The coalition adopted mechanisms to avoid dominagcany member. Each participant was
given an opportunity to speak in the meetings gnebtation each organisation was allowed
to regulate the proceedings of the meeting. Eactngratried to involve the others in its
activities, for example an IDEI representative agpanied the OUAT team to
Parlakhemundi for technology transfer and trial @dAT was taken to visit fruit processing
units in Bhubaneswar to understand the packagiddatiling systems. Better understanding
of each other's activities meant that no partnes wiapendant on another and meant
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domination was less likely. IDEI, as the managiagtneer, did not impose anything on the
partners against their will.

The individual representatives from the partner anigptions maintained personal
relationships with each other. This developed dube fact that all partners worked together
and needed each other's help in discharging re#iplitiss and delivering outputs. The
relationships established in this project were alseful outside it, for example CCD
requested IDEI to arrange a technology demonstratmmpletely unrelated to this project
because the organisations had now formed close ties

3.2.4 Learning mechanisms in the coalition

The learning mechanisms in the coalition evolvedha process of working together,
implementing different activities and applying less and principles from previous work.
The research component included analysis of thaitiwods of tribal growers, market
analysis of value added products, and instituti@aralysis to find out the social capital
base of the tribal growers. The findings helped ¢belition members to enhance their
knowledge on the livelihood of the tribals, and tharket dynamics of the horticulture
produces, and were shared with the partner orgaomnsa

Initially, the project was focusing only on pinedgBut on the completion of the analysis,
other crops with distress sale also emerged eckfrjit, turmeric, custard apple, cashew
apple, guava, citrus, etc. Thus, the next phasactities was dependent on the results
that emerged from this study. This study had alslpdd in rapport-building with the
community and creating confidence among the propeembers. It was realized how
important it is to make the community aware of pluepose of the study and make sure it
address their concerns.

The use of trial and error was agreed to have bapaortant to the project. Value addition
trials with different horticulture produce were gad out which enabled the partners to
assess the potential of each product and decidehwdroducts they would develop and
propagate further. Similarly on the marketing frobbth private and Govt. owned
processing units were tried, and the coalition alale to pick those that worked best. Trial
and error meant avoiding any serious failures dlmivad the coalition to select the best
solutions. In the process the partners adoptegrineiple of flexibility to choose external

partners, which made the project much smoother.n\eveloping ready to serve drinks,
manufacturers of packaging, bottles and labels exdd be found from outside the
coalition.

Partners’ willingness to make and face up to mesalwas an important element in the
smooth and amicable functioning of the coalitioalléwing the spoiling of the first batch
of processed products due to fermentation, thatwamf both OUAT and CCD, who
initially blamed one another, to admit that theyl Hmth contributed through neglect of
certain responsibilities was vital to the quick atean resolution of the dispute.
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3.2.5 Ways of working

The coalition adopted the principle of delegatiegponsibility and accountability to its
partners. They enjoyed the freedom to take dedsmonthe execution of activities although
all members preferred to discuss with each othewutih e-malils, telephone or individually
before implementing any decision.

There were occasionally problems with finding megtiimes agreeable to all partners and
problems due to the distance between partnersthieutoalition did not face any major
constraints on its functioning.

By being in the coalition and agreeing to certaim@ples of working together the partner
organisations had to adapt their own working pcasti Particularly for OUAT as a
government owned institution it was difficult to plement certain principles like an
immediate response to a demand for output. Howemer interesting lesson the partners
discovered was that the persons who were assoaciatedthe project worked informally
within a formal organisation to deliver outputs.r example the technical staff of OUAT
worked beyond normal hours or on holidays to getpimeapple processed since they knew
that the product is perishable. A decision by dn@technical staff to procure the pineapple
from Parlakhemundi without waiting for approvalaseflection of commitment to deliver
outputs that may not be possible when operatingpinvithe constraints of government
machinery.

One of the big challenges that the coalition faceals coordination among partner

organisations and ensuring out put delivery in tiffilee managing partner IDEI played a
significant role in this regard by co-coordinatwgh individual members, pre-empting the

partners’ responsibilities and output delivery,nplig in advance and above all taking all
partners into confidence which could only be pdesilue to the good relations between the
coalition members.

Various changes in the practices within individoiglanisations became necessary:
All organisations developed a belief in more fietoly more knowledge about the field
situation and implementing projects that help therpOUAT subsequently decided to
explore ways and means to test and demonstraitis glbst harvest technologies in the
field before finally disseminating them. There is@nmitment among the scientists of
OUAT to develop user friendly and affordable tedbgees based on farmer’s
perspective of technology and their uses. IDEI alsuided to intensify its field
interventions to effect changes and benefit the.poo
There was wider appreciation and adoption of doabt by other departments in the
OUAT.
All the three core partners are currently lookiog more field related projects to be
implemented for the poor.
OMFED - being the Govt. owned organisation — preteto work with the SHGs rather
than the individual farmers and agreed to give Bsa% margin to the SHG. The present
Managing Director now gives more emphasis on tleeyement of produce for SHGs
through NGOs within the state of Orissa and naifrautside. This is a good sign for
replication of our model in other NGO areas.
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Seeing the successful functioning of the coaligffiort, the government has sanctioned
cold storage and other infrastructure facilitiesbo created with the financial help of
DRDA involving SHGs and the local NGO in the implemtation process.

With the benefit of hindsight the coalition memblsntified things that they would have
been done differently:
As value addition to horticulture produce and treekat linkage activities were the major
activities of the project, a coalition partner sashOMFED (that has a commitment to
poverty reduction in the state of Orissa), couldehiaeen carried in the coalition from the
very beginning.
The technology searches and development could hese done simultaneously instead
of consecutively.
With a better time frame of say three to four ye#re tasks and outcomes would have
been accomplished more systematically.

3.2.6 Outcomes

Following this successful coalition project, the @@nd the University are more receptive
to similar projects and the partners have been ablenplement the learning and the
experiences of this project in other areas of thaperation. The Gajapati district
administration appreciated the coalition’s achiegata and the model of intervention and
is now trying to find ways to replicate the modal other areas. Furthermore, other
departments of OUAT are now thinking of action eesé projects that involve the poor
through designing and disseminating technology theets the needs of the people, and
these departments are also more open to beingvedah coalition projects.

The concept of value addition to horticulture progllhas had a good response from NGOs,
government authorities, consumers and entreprendims Government of Orissa has
introduced a new act — the Orissa Self Help CodperaAct — in order to lead SHGs
towards self- sustainability and the Ministry ofdéoProcessing, Government of India, has
also invited the entrepreneurs/NGOs of Orissa tmecdorward to undertake fruit
processing as a commercial activity.

The coalition produced with valuable findings suaeh technologies for adoption, the
unique method of project implementation, the ppies and lessons of working in a
coalition etc. It organized a state level workshmpglisseminate the findings of the project
among the policy makers belonging to multiple sexto

Based on this successful experiment, the parthenddvrecommend that government,
private and NGO bodies adopt the policy of workthgough others particularly with a
coalition approach, applying successful princi@ed lessons for replication of this model
in other area-specific situations.
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3.2.7 Institutional Innovations and Lessons

All partners and other organisations that were @ata with each other over the life of the
project realized the benefits of working togetherpartnerships; they expect to use these
principles to guide their future projects. AlthougDEl had had a similar experience in
Himachal, it was a new experience for the coaliitgmbers to make use of complimentary
skills to the benefit of the whole. This helpednthie many ways in terms of broadening their
knowledge base and understanding the approach dizimay resources and expertise from
multiple sources for a common objective. The midifgs of the coalition were:

The nature of relationship was critical as it fothtbe basis on which the project
would go ahead smoothly. Trust, mutual respectsinaded commitment to poverty
reduction of the tribals were key factors.

Timely coordination by the managing partners arkihtapartners into confidence
at each level was important. The project steerimgroittee meeting and informal
meetings with the partners, the personnel involaedvork places and homes,
sharing of documents and sending mails made itifpless

Equal sharing of accountability and responsibiitghin the project. For example
each of the core partners took up assigned redpbinss as per decision taken in
the steering committee meeting without hesitatibwas not just the responsibility
of the managing partner.

Regular and frank discussions amongst the partredped in building trust and in
gauging the expectations of each partner.

Each partner organisation recognized the strenfjtheoothers. In particular, the
strength of the local partner was recognized awndpted further by the other two
on the understanding it was critical to the sustiility of the project. For example,
all interactions were routed through CCD as thewldaontinue to work in the
local area even after the project.

After the workshop on CPHP in Bhubaneswar the toalipartners were trying to

develop a network of like-minded organisations ins€a to promote the post
harvest innovations by streamlining the ways andmaeof exchanging resources
and expertise.

While working in the project contacts and relatioips were developed with
twenty-three other organisations, constituting isieav set of relationships and
social capital that were created by the project.

Partners learnt the importance of developing adidgtand low-cost technologies
that could be used not just in the labs but equalycessfully by farmers with few
resources. The original plan, tested in OUAT labsproduce Osmo-dehydrated
pineapple slices turned out to be impractical mfibld, and the project had to look
for other value-addition methods.

Frequent interactions with experts and technicatitutions like OUAT, Central
Institute of Plastics Engineering and TechnologyP&T) or food-processing
plants like M/s Aaren Foods, M/s Mamta Agro-Foollds Sabita Foods etc and
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food product marketing firms like M/s Jagannath &hemdising Pvt. Ltd., have
increased the knowledge base of the partners. Teadhdetails such as the need to
sweeten fruit drinks for the Indian market, and coercially popular varieties of
pineapple would not otherwise have been knowneqtrtners.

The importance of innovating not just technolodicalut within the context of the
market surrounding the farmers was a very impotssgon. Finding niche markets
suitable for exploitation (e.g. dehydrated pineapphnd finding ways of
dramatically increasing the value of the hortictétproduce (e.g. by not selling de-
seeded tamarind to India but exporting it with liedp of Aaren Foods Pvt. Ltd. at
a greater price) were very important in the sucoésise project.

It was necessary to prevent the community raidgy texpectations too high, as
the developments of the project were not goinghiange their lives suddenly, and
each new process they learnt was only one step.

Although Livelihoods Analysis was the key respoiigipof IDEI and CCD, there
is a possibility that the involvement of OUAT couldve enhanced OUAT's skills
and could have helped the University in designinigriventions for their other
projects. Also, feedback between partners at thily stage could have meant that
the problems of hygiene during value addition trags might not have occurred.
Involvement of all partners in key activities wasther important lesson

Three studies have been carried out in this projéuty are:

1. livelihood analysis study,

2. institutional study (to study the impact of the oragovernment and non-
government institutions on the livelihood system),

3. market study (for assessing the varieties and veturnf the main
Horticulture produces and spices, the dynamichiénlocal market, district
level-Secondary Markets and Tertiary high-value ke, major forms of
the available processed food products, both braadeldunbranded in and
around the project area).

These efforts have helped the project partnersntterstand the sector and area
better, but more importantly, also have enabledanthe intervene in a way that
really helps the community. An important lesson weening the importance of
thorough research before initiating interventions

Advantages of Coalition

Partners are able to utilize each other’s skillscqalition expands the networking
capacities of individual organizations.

The accountability towards each other and towabhds groject outcome increases
when multiple partners are involved in the project.

Based on the experiences of working on such atmwalproject, partners can keep
working with each other even when the project ends.

Flexibility to increase or decrease the number aftrers or stakeholders in the
project based on the needs of the project. Alse,rthes of the partners might be
changing in the course of the project. Howeveis itifficult to provide the same
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flexibility to the core team members. Thus, theilestion before the initiation of the
project is very crucial.

Disadvantages of Coalition

With considerable geographical distances, coordinamongst multiple partners gets
difficult. The frequencies of contacts are not atevaufficient and the presence of all
partners at same time can be difficult.

It is easier to work with people who have prior emence of working on such
coalition projects. They understand the nuancekeotoalition (like on-time reporting
from multiple partners, understanding the imporéaatcoordination, accommodating
other partners’ interests, etc) and cooperate douogly.

Partners sometimes get so engrossed in execugngrdject activities that they give
little thought to the overall purpose of the projec

The responsibility of monitoring and reporting $atin the managing partner only. The
other partners miss out by being less involvedhe@sé processes.

Managing a coalition is like managing the playe@ram orchestra where each player is
expected to play the role with seriousness andesiyc Any slackness by any one
disrupts the team effort to produce the outcomes Phinciple applies to working in
the coalition.

A system should be available, where the partnezsabte to judge themselves and
each other within the coalition. Partners should di#e to review their roles
continuously and should be able to ascertain iir tinterests matching those of the
community.

Due to the bureaucratic set-up within governmegtnizations, effort and time can
be wasted in achieving results. Also, the actualjgot participants from such
organizations very often have no decision-makingabdity or control over the
outcomes. This should not limit, however, the m#tion of resources, skill and
expertise available within the government departsien

All the partners involved in this project gainedifful experiences and were affected in
many ways. In the process of project implementatiew relationships were developed
with different organisations and individuals haviagsets and expertise to support the
endeavour in the interest of the poor tribal gravdihe context in which we worked for
the benefit of a vulnerable section of people até@ the special attention of different
people and partners. This represented a substantedtment in social capital that did not
exist before.

CCD, being the local level NGO partner having pnoixy with the people, expressed
satisfaction about the fulfilment of their longstiing dream to initiate interventions in the
rural marketing front for the benefit of the poabal growers. They learnt a great deal
about a commercial approach to improving livelih®od

OUAT, the technical partner was very much lab dadnbut this project provided them

with the opportunity to get ideas from the fielddarealize the grower’s perspective on
technology requirements. They experimented andl thiard to develop appropriate and
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user-friendly technologies that were accepted alupted easily, and now are prepared to
work alongside NGOs for pro-poor ends.

It was interesting to see that the tribal womenwgns organized in SHGs developed
confidence in acquiring value addition skills andeging into markets. For the first time

the tribal women sat in the exhibition stall in ttstrict level Gajapati Festival, interacted
with the customers and handled the sale of valueddroducts. The formation of

Gajapati Women Self Help cooperative Ltd is thetfstep towards to strengthening their
confidence and an effort in sustaining value addiind market linkage activities. There is
full participation of men folk in this since theylav them to enter into this venture and
cooperate with the partner organisations.

The project contributed significantly to the sedtoterms of innovation of user friendly and
low cost technologies befitting the needs of thewgrs and the processors. They have
adopted the technologies for adding value to tleyme for getting higher return. Different
forms of value added products atiek technologies being in place, private sectoygra
showed interest in initiating business with the pg@wers. Due to the project intervention
the demand for the produce increased which ultijwatsulted in a price hike of the produce
benefiting the poor growers. The linkage estabtlsngh OMFED and M/s Arren for regular
supply of the value added produces is a breakthr@amgl means that the interests of the
growers and regular income has been protectediwonie of different organisations such as
the technical organisations, intermediaries, greyeublic and private processors and other
market players have been established and coordindtee system in place will be
coordinated at a later stage by the federationhef growers. Therefore, this sector is
becoming more pro poor and has left a sustainatp@dt on the lives of poor people in the
region.

3.3 Case study 3: the Jabalpur Lac Coalition

3.3.1 Introduction

This coalition on non-timber forest produce (NTFPnovations for better tribal
livelihoods developed new ways of working. How amlay these emerged, and what was
learned by the project, will be explained and asedlyin this section.

Two distinguishing features of this project are) (ts focus on NTFP with a
gathering/collecting mode of access to the ‘forestduce/commodity as opposed to the
cultivating/harvesting mode that is seen in ottagri-horticultural’ post-harvest projects,
and (ii) its ‘coalition’ approach to understandiagd addressing the livelihoods problems
in the NTFP sub-sector, where the tribals have owtrol over the yield or quality of
produce till it is collected and processed (agaifike agri-horticultural projects where
post-harvest processing and marketing often didtate the crop is cultivated/harvested
etc.).
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3.3.2 Purpose

In the context of the South Asia CPHP investigatingtitutional and methodological
changes in development projects, this project agexl the hypothesis that the
acknowledgement, acceptance and uptake of instiaitiessons indicates how sustainable
the products of an innovation system will be. Thiespnce or absence of institutional
learning can be used as a litmus test to assessabidity and sustainability of an entire
innovation system. This was tested through a cas®y of the Jabalpur NTFP coalition
project, addressing the following questions:

1. Can each institutional innovation be identifiedoba@ing linked with a particular one
of the project’s technical innovations?

2. Did these institutional innovations facilitate ornable the technological
innovations? If so, how?

3. Has the project coalition noticed these institugiomnovations/changes? If yes,
what have they done to sustain and document thes&itional changes?

4. How were the lessons learnt? Can some specificsypres or processes be
identified that helped the institutional lesson8 &vident in changed behaviour,
arrangements, relationships, rules or norms)

5. Does the project coalition accept or feel ownergliifhese institutional changes or
are they seen as temporary institutional arrangesrenserve a specific (NTFP)
project

6. Does institutional learning take place even if estoesort to old institutional
arrangements after a particular coalition projecampleted?

7. Are there particular features of a project that banused as a guide by which to
predict if the institutional learning and refornsttmulates will be sustained?

8. How can innovation policy sustain these instituibichange processes? What
existing aspects of R&D and innovation policy ahaltenged by these institutional
changes and how can they be reformed to supportstiséainability of such
changes?

To answer these questions the method used wassgro@eing within a case study to
analyse and understand how decisions and processdsed and changed during the
project duration.

3.3.3 Context of the Jabalpur NTFP coalition

The project started in April 2003 and ended in Deloer 2004. It was located in one of the
poorest districts in the State of Madhya Pradeabalpur, and focused on the Kundam
block of the district, a predominantly tribal area.

Technologically and institutionally, this projestibcated in a context where there are poor
tribal populations eking out a living from the a@ation and marketing of NTFP. While the
processing options do exist, they are used raretywlant of both technological and
institutional support/facilities. Previous attempas bringing processing technologies to
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these tribal communities have often left them wath overload of technological options
with little or no change in the institutional argeaments that can get them access to:

these technologies (and their locally suitable &atams)

finance and other infrastructural facilities neeggso make the technologies work
the scale (volume) of produce needed for operating

the mutual trust and norms required for collecgvatquiring or sharing any of
these technologies

market processes (like bargaining with the locdllection agent/ middleman for a
better price, storage facilities to wait for thaleseason sales to begin)

The context is one where there is an obvious laickechnological and institutional
arrangements that go hand-in-hand, one enablingtiner, to ensure sustainable tribal
livelihoods. This project proposed to understargl ltical systems of produce collection,
processing and marketing, so as to bring both #whnological and institutional
arrangements that will ensure better livelihooda for these tribal villages.

3.3.4 Its Partners

This project coalition consists of five key partsehe tribal households represented by the
women’s SHGs in the tribal villages, the Mahatmana State Institute of Rural
Development, the NGO Tarun Sanskar, the Tropicale$toResearch Institute and
Livelihood Solutions Pvt. Ltd.

While the four key partners were part of the caalitright from the project formulation
stage, the tribal SHGs come into the project scersra later stage when Tarun Sanskar
and Livelihood Solutions selected them throughraestung process, following a study of
existing SHGs in the block. Thus selected by thesepartners for their (a) tribal focus,
(b) poverty focus, (c) gender focus, and (d) finahdiscipline, the tribal women’s SHGs
were the hand picked partner in this coalition.sTWas in contrast to the voluntary self-
assessment that each of the other partners cautdaefore they joined the coalition. What
is noteworthy in the case analysis that followkasv the women’s SHGs transformed the
entire coalition, demanding new and more inputsratiinking by the four initial partners.

The four key partners were:

Mahatma Gandhi State Institute of Rural Development (MGSIRD) — is an
autonomous institute to analyze, design and catalltemerging training needs of the
Rural Development department as well as the elaegecsentatives of Panchayat Raj. Its
mandate is to train those involved in rural deveiept, conduct evaluations and
monitoring of on-going projects and schemes, toreearch in concerned areas and
identify potential for integrated development, adlvas feed analytical reports back to the
Department. The Institute sees itself as “an acadamm of the department, fulfilling the
role of a think tank.”
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Tropical Forest Research Institute (TFRI) — is an institute manned by officers of the
Indian Forest Service (IFS). It is under the Ind@auncil of Forestry Research and
Education, and was founded as in 1988 though #id §itation in Jabalpur did exist as a
unit under the Forest Research Institute in Dehradu has the mandate to conduct
research on forestry in the States of M.P., MalmrasChattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Orissa,
covering much of the hills of Gondwana and the Wayh and Satpura ranges. The
mandate is scientific and technological.

Tarun Sanskar — is an NGO committed to tribal development inalpbr and Mandla
districts of M.P., working in the area for over twecades It holds a development vision,
where the ‘rejuvenation of a village community iasbd on the principles of self-
sufficiency, equity and distributive justice andlwgrincipled governance.” TS has vast
field experience and good social networks in thieatr areas, due to its previous
programmes. These include community organizationlfding establishment of SHGSs),
sustainable livelihoods (including NTFPs), gendepewerment, integrated environment
management, youth voluntary projects, communitytheand education, rural markets and
retailing, biofertilizers, and trainings offered rfoseveral rural/tribal development
functionaries of the panchayats and other NGOs.

Livelihood Solutions — is a relatively new, private development corawy firm, with
expertise in the promotion and marketing of runaduoicts. Its mission is to identify and
market ‘powerful’ products that can sustain rureélihoods and ecosystems and cater to
market demands. Personnel in LS are equipped with Years of experience diverse
rural/tribal regions and livelihood problems. (Thpartner has gone through major
organizational changes, with changes in organimatigtructure and internal operations.
Since July 2004, it is called Livelihood Servicem)d has become an individual
consultancy firm).

3.3.5 History of the Project

The project evolved from a visit made by the Cowathr and Systems Manager of CPHP
South Asia to Jabalpur in 2002. The visit was prddyy suggestions from Guru Naik

(Livelihood Solutions), whose previous experiengthwhe tomato box innovation system

had been documented and analyzed by the CPHP cbhsteam. The specific suggestion
made was that the NTFP based tribal livelihoodssemed a case of post harvest
disorganization in the forestry sector. A seriest@etings with MGSIRD, TS, and LS

revealed that although there were some good orgmis (such as the XIDAS that was
trying to help these tribal people), the NTFP baseslihoods were marked by poor and

dated technologies, seasonal distress sale ottadlgproduce, poor infrastructure (storage,
transport, etc.), exploitation and vicious circtégoverty for the tribal people. The CPHP
team identified the need for and scope to buildaliton among various actors in the
region and the potential of such a coalition toitievith CPHP’s agenda of focusing on

poverty reduction and strengthening the delivepeats of post harvest innovation.

The next meeting, a month after the CPHP SA \asitong the potential partners was held
in MGSIRD where XIDAS, TS and LS decided that tlveyld develop a project proposal
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together. TFRI, SFRI, and JNKVV were potential pars along with the CBOs, which
had not yet been identified. The tentative projeetm then went to the PMF workshop
(October 2002) with a rough draft of its proposatievelop its project memorandum, and
committed to producing an institutional output tcdment its own ways of working.) The
project team finally chose its coalition memberd amrk started in January 2003.
Discussions about selecting the appropriate CBOpattner with the team led to the
decision to focus on SHGs on account of the loeahayship, gender implications, and
control over livelihoods that would make them aatlie partner. The SHGs were selected
from among a list of SHGs that had been develop#dinvolvement of the TS field staff.
The shortlisting done by LS went from over 200 SH&420, to 35, with whom both TS
and LS had detailed discussions. Then there wasoslist of 19 SHGs, and after a
meeting among the coalition members and furthelyasisaby LS, the number came down
to 8; finally a group of 4 SHGs were selected asngas in the coalition.

In the meanwhile the project coalition was seamghior and interacting with several
potential options for the right type of NTFP intention to be made. Mahua was a natural
first choice — it could interact effectively witlegeral points in the livelihoods system of
the tribal households. The coalition discussedomgtisuch as extraction of organic colour
from Palash flowers, Teju flower colour, Baibaraxatives but it was decided to focus on
lac, despite a significant case of failure of la¢he area.

3.3.6 Mahua and lac — specific post-harvest interméions

For mahua the technical interventions as envisagetie coalition had to begin with clean

collection practices, dust free drying, safe andistnoe free storage and the market
practices to enable a better and more sustainabteamie from mahua. The last was the
most visible innovation in the case of mahua, sihmeeSHGs rejected all the suggestions
for clean collection of mahua because the pricedihce between clean mahua (collected
on muslin spread under the tree and dried dus} &ie@ mahua with a bit of dust and dirt

was not worth the effort involved. The SHGs arduet dust free drying is only important

if making mahua kishmish or other value added pectgl(such as osmotically dehydrated
mahua flowers). But for that to be possible, theGSHclaimed they needed better
infrastructure, more resources, and better tradécts.

After assessing different ways of traditional st@athe coalition recommended that
storage in traditional structures in individual Bebolds could be reinforced by lining the

storage compartment with polythene lining and pagkip the top (as is traditionally done)

with the mud packs. In April 2004, no polytheneetkecould be supplied to the SHGs — so
that moisture free lining was not done for thatrigearop.

The community storage infrastructure identifiedttha important innovation the project
could have made was grounded for want of intraitoal conviction (over whether the
community storage warehouses were the best optioatiming of decisions (by the time
the ground work was done for these structuresyillegers had other things like mahua
collection/wheat harvest to attend to), and resmumnsobilization (TFRI which is
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responsible for the technical investments did etg¢ase the funds in time due to internal
rules or norms).

The SHGs also sent their women (in all about 4thein) to training at the MGSIRD and a
few active members for training at the Chindwaraining centre. The provision of
working capital and the market management intergaatusing this capital have resulted
in the SHGs gaining strength, overcoming their deleace on the local trader, and being
able to dictate the price. This was despite a f&Ben prices created by the local traders
to discourage the SHGs from their scale advantagedsmarket practices institutionally
supported by banks and NGOs like TS.

The earlier failure of an attempt by DRDA in Jahalp introduce lac taught these actors
(TFRI, TS, and LS) important lessons about:

1. the intricate linkage between lac cultivation temlogy and the processes that
could facilitate these technologies,

2. timely harvesting and quality of brood lac — whitieant that skills for harvesting
and transporting the brood in time had to be emksworea reliable supplier with
these skills brought into the picture,

3. safe and timely inoculation, which meant that pesaining nets/bags had to be
procured, from which only the lac insect larvae lWdoascape leaving the pests
behind in the bag — thus giving a head start ferléinvae to establish themselves on
the tender shoots,

4. the need to ensure that the tender shoots are readypruning of the palash trees
well before the inoculation is done, helping the @Hto do the pruning and
identification of the trees pruned,

5. appropriate arrangements for financing the broax teansport costs, technical
training.

An important innovation for lac is the inoculation perenniabrhar (pigeon pea) trees to
substitute for palash trees. Experiments in TFRI ather lac research institutes have
revealed that these perennial arhar trees are d lgost for lac insects and also offer a
good crop for the tribal households. TFRI arranfpgdhe procurement of these perennial
arhar seeds from Aurangabad and Bilaspur.

In October 2003 the coalition did the first pruniagd inoculation of lac in these villages,
and had to arrange for the supply of brood lacc&ithen a small harvest and another
round of pruning and inoculation occurred in Aphilne 2004. The field visit in July
revealed clear establishment of lac colonies omhallpalash trees inoculated. The role of
TFRI in this successful introduction of lac hereegdeyond their technical expertise:
TFRI researchers and staff went through a longodeof training and interacting with the
tribal people to enable them to prune the treesculate the brood lac and harvest it
themselves.

3.3.7 Institutional changes associated with the mala and lac interventions
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The principal institutional innovations revolvedand the inclusion of the SHGs in the
coalition. Initially, it was necessary for the SH®#o were then unfamiliar with any of
the other coalition members, to be introduced theme so that they could be equal non-
hierarchical partners. Interviews about their rolehe project were held in July 2004 to
aid this process took place. Each original memben tfound it had to re-orient its
specialisations so that they could interact with 8HGs and deal effectively with the
problems that the tribal people faced and the Ski@sighted. For instance, the MGSIRD
had to present itself as a mentor, a figure that wadturally acceptable, facilitating the
working of the coalition members, besides condgcits own training programmes for
these SHG women. For the organization, the chargen ftraining officers and
development workers to working with illiterate tlbwomen unfamiliar with urban
facilities and practices demanded some significhanges in teaching methods. TFRI had
to turn away from its research arena as it hadskiits to help the SHG members learn to
prune palash trees, inoculate lac, and even nuthkerees — an input for record keeping
and ownership that the SHG needed (which wouldhage in the conventional scheme of
events been part of the TFRI mandate).

Another change in the project coalition was reldtedeeper issues of responsibilities and
decision-making. When the SHGs were given theirkimgy capital (Rs.75,000 per SHG),
TS arranged for the SHGs to enter into a bond twigm as a condition for withdrawing
money from their accounts. LS disagreed with thie,rasking TS to operate on trust
between itself and the SHGs instead of throughnéract or bond. But the bank demanded
it as a measure of good practice, and also acdoiligto have a responsible NGO vouch
that the withdrawal was put to good use). Thus yedemand the SHG had for working
capital allocation had to be given to TS as a psapadlhis was then discussed among both
the SHG members and TS, and when both signed thardepapers, then this amount was
released by the bank. Each SHG has been givend#t everthiness of only Rs. 5,000
though the amount was given to them as workingtahfo the SHGs did have a valid
complaint about the timely release of funds — is ttase ‘our own funds’ they remind us.
In Mehdan, for instance, the SHG could withdrawyoRk. 15,000, though they needed
more working capital to procure mahua from otheudeholds and villages (because of all
these procedural delays). This working capital vedsrned to the account when the mahua
stocked in April-May had been sold off completednd profit allocated among SHG
members (after deducting the amounts borrowed 8bis funds by the members during
the lean season).

As a result of empowerment training the SHGs in NRESbecame highly articulate: they
came up with a detailed plan for local trade intg@svest produce and they can operate
on their own without dependence on any shopkeepadsjlemen, or petty traders in the
area. These women mastered issues of scale andstoutk the need for better
management skills and better community facilitidge (community storage structure to
begin with) to exploit scope in post-harvest ogerat through value-addition, timely sale,
identifying the right buyers, etc. They develope@dd records of meetings, debates about
issues, especially any conflict or difference oinggn expressed and discussed. Their
demands for better management practices have leh@®S to reconsider their strategies
about capacity building at the local SHG level Juging:
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more exposure Visits to other successful SHGs mepITFP marketing, enabling
effective linkages or some sort of federalisation,

bringing and sustaining expertise (like TFRI) fantnuous hand holding till the
SHGs master the techniques and institutional requents (for lac and also for
other NTFP),

introducing some more interactive learning sessiamgd discussions in the next
training at MGSIRD,

training some of these SHG office bearers in pusiheech and articulation of long
term sustainability questions.

Differences in work culture were apparent — esplgceanong partners like TS and TFRI
(where administrative permission was required for major allocation within the project)
— when the decision was to be made about constgucibmmunity storage structures.
These storage structures were a demand made ISHGs, and other villagers, for whom
lack of proper storage infrastructure was a mayalihood constraint. They wanted these
community storage facilities to be used for Maharad for several other NTFP items that
the tribal SHGs could collect, process, store amaaket to the right customers and at the
right time/season to fetch a good price. Thesecttres, they argued, could also provide
space necessary for SHG activities, includimghua kishmisimaking or other processing
activities for which they had been trained by thd> Migyan Sabha in Chindwara
(sponsored and facilitated by the project coalitemmd TS and LS in particular).

3.3.8 Changes in roles during the programmme
The work and financial responsibilities developsdalows:

MGSIRD as managing partner retained the projectagament funds and disbursed the
funds earmarked for community work to TS for teclhisupport to TFRI and for
market/product development to LS. But after thédfiork started in the tribal villages,
with the participation of the women’'s SHGs, theraswa change in roles and
accountabilities.

The TS field staff who had worked with these vidagbefore the project on other
livelihood concerns, health projects etc, now haddéfine their role as building the
community participation in the project. This incadl articulation of NTFP related
problems, ensuring that the SHGs functioned wedfenmanaged well, and continued to
trust the project coalition. All technical problemgre originally to be addressed by TFRI
but the neat compartments of ‘community based/saetak’ and ‘technological work’
broke down when it was clear that technologicausohs, such as a bin-lining and
construction of community storage bins, would nefgossible without TFRI working with
the community and without TS and LS getting invdime the land, community and legal
issues of building the storage.

Once lac was identified as the ideal NTFP thatadea promoted in these villages, TFRI's

scientists (forest officers from the IFS) set ontirctensive field visits, helping and training
the SHG members with numbering of trees (which ating to TFRI was not their job in
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the compartmentalized role of technology supplyunpg operations, and inoculation.
Later TFRI expertise was also employed in identiybest pest management practices and
sources of the pest free inoculation nets.

LS, which had been assigned the product developmettmarketing role, soon found

itself discussing and participating in several otbemponents of this innovation chain,

some which had little to do with marketing. Once 8HGs were given their initial support

of working capital, LS and TS helped develop prap&ing of minutes at SHG meetings,

helped the field staff to lead the discussionspared the legal ground (in one case getting
land allocated by the Sarpanch), contracted masmus found necessary labour for

constructing community storage structures. HoweVERI needed internal administrative

clearance for expenses above a certain limit, &at delayed the final decision on the

construction.

The debates between coalition members also revebbdwhen considering financial
allocations among partners, one needed to takeuatcd the way funds were distributed
within each organisation so as to prevent delaysh(gs the one that affected the release
of funds for community storage).

3.4 Case study 4: Institutional Learning and Changé&oalition

3.4.1 Background

The project follows an earlier CPHP funded prdjetiat used a conceptual framework of
innovation systems to look at emerging partnershipsagricultural research and

development (R&D). Useful insights on partnerskapd their policy implications emerged

through case studies and were disseminated buinjbect of this project on the potential

stakeholders has been limited. The project tearizeeathat there was a need for a
different approach to this problem of understandamgl promoting effective innovation

systems in the post-harvest sector.

CPHP South Asia’s new portfolio of four projectopted this new approach of working
through coalitions. The Institutional Learning a&ddange (ILAC) project was one of these
four projects, where the objective was to enable-gwor technological as well as
institutional changes in the post-harvest sectod &ming the lessons from these
innovations to other stakeholders in the sectol.tidé projects were designed carefully
over a period of four-six months — through the &ptcote to full proposal stage — to
bring multiple actors and agencies into a coalitioode at the earliest stage possible. The
CPHP management participated actively during tbisnétive stage of the projects, with
field visits, meetings, emails, discussions ovégieone, comments on written proposals
(parts thereof), and even with new contacts. Allrfprojects were expected to provide

10 R-7502: Optimizing institutional arrangements émmand driven post-harvest research, delivery,kepta
and impact on the livelihoods of the poor througblf and private sector partnerships.
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both technical outputs and institutional outputae®f the technical outputs of the ILAC
project was the documentation and analysis of therahree CPHP projects.

To develop this new approach to understanding astdblshing pro-poor innovation
systems in the post-harvest sector, ILAC planned to

1. Gather evidence through case studies about projeatshave tried a coalition
approach, and others that have not,

2. Facilitate one post harvest institute in the coutdrbuild and sustain an effective
coalition and in the process learn the processdsretitutional changes that take
place,

3. Improve the capacity of actors in the post hargestor to appreciate and apply
systems concepts and a coalition approach in Wik,

4. Develop a community of practice ,

5. Document, analyze and refine the processes thrtheyhachieved the above.

The last was considered essential because theopeeproject brought a significant change
in the ways of working within the project team,vesll as amongst the wider community
of researchers/learners, the project could notucaghese changes in ways that influenced
others to follow their example. This was a clearaflal to successful post-harvest research
projects where technological advances were achibuédommunication strategies were
lacking. It was clear from the previous cases sidhat technological innovations went
hand-in-hand with, or were even facilitated by itusional innovations, but the latter were
never analysed or documented by the actors. Thasu@al component of this ILAC
project was to explicitly document, analyse andprte these ‘process’ insights.

We used an interactive way of doing policy researather than identifying a “problem”,
we were trying to understand “ways of learning” Rether it was about a problem,
problem contexts, solutions, differences or changes assumption underlying the ILAC
project, as established by the team’s previousarebe was that that those who had
developed new different ways of working do bettaed achieve better impacts. The
specific aim was to explore how different/new/maatifways of working were found. We
knew that having a rough road map/approach thdtdeelp us learrfrom andwith other
innovation clusters was more important than havangool proof and pilot tested
methodology.

3.4.2 The ILAC coalition: formation

Three of the partners in the previous project waaetners in this coalition. During a
discussion following the concept note stage, thentedecided to expand the coalition, and
network with a wider range of stakeholders, to lbeeonore effective. Critical reflection
and an external review of the previous project atae the importance of including people
(a) already working on institutions and institu@rreforms in the agricultural R&D
system, and (b) with institutional knowledge angermence of working with private and
NGO sector. Two new members joined the team, bolllmorators in previous work. The
issues of the extent of cohesion and complemestalig that would be created within this
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coalition were explicitly discussed in April 200R.was recognized during the planning
stage that the project would demand:

flexibility in operation; an institutional featutbat was not available in the public
sector research organizations in India

a good deal of critical reflection and incorporatiof lessons into the project
process; the intellectual capacity for which waailable within the coalition.

To facilitate the administrative aspects of thejggband to lead the technical elements of
the project, the coalition appointed a ‘managentegm’, which started work in September
2003. The members of the coalition shared intelkdctcuriosity and development
concerns, but had no denominators/affiliations ammon: — national (Indian, British,
etc.), regional (South, East, etc.), caste (differand unknown in detail), professional
status (Dean, Vice Chancellor, junior scientistyciblinary (science policy, economics,
management), or organizational (public, private QNG

The coalition had to deal with major shifts withiis membership: one member left his post
in Kenya and reduced his inputs to reading, camgctre-working drafts, developing
contacts with African post-harvest/rural innovatigystems and contributing to capacity
development workshops. Another decided to leavealridr a position at the United
Nations University, Institute for New Technologig@$NU/INTECH) in Maastricht. Since
this member had been the driving force behind CRifiH,this project in particular, it was
decided that a new institutional arrangement wasdeé to ensure continuity and
effectiveness of CPHP management. The Centre feed&eh on Innovation and Science
Policy (CRISP) was created. The ILAC project degehdpon the support and suggestions
of CRISP’s first Director, (who was also a leadeasher in the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research ILAC projectéded in ICRISAT). Other adjustments
— such as incorporating two new case studies @atosdialogue and the medicinal plants
study) into this project — ensured that CPHP wonltt lose any opportunities in
institutional learning. A third member then shifteda more senior and intensive position
in a new organization which made it necessary tocentrate all project management
responsibility onto the other member of the projeehagement team. He received support
from the only other regular India-based membehefdoalition.

The team expanded to include new researchers dnactina British consultant who had
expressed an interest in working with this teamirofovation policy researchers), a
programme manager with a herbal medicine comparBh.®. student at JNU with an
understanding of innovation systems, and a reseassbciate at the National Centre for
Agricultural Economics and Policy Research with exxige in networks). Informally,
through discussions on innovation clusters, capatstvelopment workshops and related
systems work on natural resources, disaster maragemr gender, several other
organizations and individuals became drawn indyertto the wider network that the
ILAC project was embedded in. These included: — Bepartment of Science and
Technology, Central Plantation Crops Researchtirteti Central Institute of Post Harvest
Engineering and Technology, Technology Informatigesign Endeavour, Centre for
Community Development, Orissa University of Agricué and Technology, ICRISAT
(plant breeding research), Acharya NG Rao AgricaltuUniversity, International
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Development Enterprises (India), Indian Lac Redednstitute, International Livestock
Research Institute, Shellac Export Promotion Cdu@gntral Institute of Medicinal and
Aromatic Plants, National Botanical Research Ilogit Tamil Nadu Agricultural

University, Institute of Rural Management, AnandapBlet India, and Indo-Canadian
Environment Facility.

In the next section we shall explore how the diraat indirect participation of these
individuals and organizations helped and shapegrbessses within the ILAC project.

3.4.3 The first phase: learning about learning

In the ILAC project learning to learn was not mastebut engaged in through a series of
processes and practices. As has been recognizsatliar work (see chapter on ILAC in
Hall et al, 2004); that there is no one way to iinsbnal learning and institutional
innovations (also the case with technological iratmns). Each innovation experience and
accompanying learning processes are context (8page and culture) specific.

It is worth reiterating that the learning experiesavithin the ILAC project are perceived
at two levels: — (i) within the project coalitioand (ii) within the larger community of
research projects and innovation clusters thatlit#C coalition worked with. In the
narrative that follows we have tried to highlightth. But there is an intermingling of
causal explanations here between process innogatvermade and the lessons we learnt.
Sometimes the former were dictated by the latter @ntimes the latter resulted from the
trials and errors that led us to the former. Atene of this narrative we present the crucial
practices and processes that helped us and the otfaditions/groups/organizations/
individuals with us (i) learn institutional lessoremd (ii) acknowledge and analyze that
learning.

From the earliest planning stage it was cleartthathree projects under CPHP South Asia
— all given a mandate to carefully observe andyaealheir own learning processes — had
difficulty in understanding that they were to capttheir own ‘learning’ experiences. They
had all the attributes of good coalitions: — compdatary skills, some personal/previous
association/familiarity among the members, a goeal of trust within the coalition, and
relatively non-hierarchical and flexible operatibstyles. But members within them still
viewed the poor farmers/women'’s self-help grougists as the beneficiaries and, thereby,
the ones that had ‘to learn’ to utilize the newhtemlogies or practices that the project
would offer or develop with the beneficiaries. Ewewards the end of the projects, it was
difficult to convince these coalitions that all mieens are learning and are beneficiaries so
are changing or evolving continuously towards Wepterformance levels. This need to
convince the other coalitions about the need fatitutional learning was a crucial
omnipresent defining context for the ILAC project.

It was during the first CPHP ‘write shop’ held inakéh 2004, an event designed to
facilitate the process of learning from the indittnal lessons of the project, that the ILAC
team seriously reflected upon its ways of workimgl &iow they needed to be modified.
For the first time the project was asked to prodaickaft institutional output. It was clear
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that this project could not provide an institutiboatput in the same format as the other
CPHP projects because the technical content gbrihject was process documentation and
analysis itself. The institutional output was thdtical self reflection, documentation,
analysis and promotion of the process insights lgghtto achieving the technical inputs.
The project team agreed that there are two outpatghe project would be providing:

1. Technical output: an institutional understanding, analysis, docuigm and
dissemination of how other post harvest coalitiongork, including
training/learning and networking

2. Institutional output: how our project worked as a policy coalition thiave the
above technical output

The key discussion was whether the project wasingegs commitments in terms of what
it has achieved by March 2004. It had certainlyoagglished a fair amount: the coalition
had reviewing and synthesized experiences noutistital learning and change; initiated a
‘lac sector dialogue’ and prepared for a stakehold@kshop on the subject; identified lac
sector and CIPHET-DPIP MP as partners for intevacpolicy research and discussed
lessons with stakeholders; conducted research aficmal plant initiatives; drafted on
institutional history of an institution involved post-harvest operations (TIDE); and begun
preliminary research into the other CPHP projecid aetworked with them. It had not,
however, begun consciously documenting and anay#s own processes or ways of
working and learning. When the team sat duringMlaech 2004 writeshop and studied its
fieldnotes, emails, papers, and notes on conversatnd meetings, the first analysis of
processes was tentative and incomplete. The qusstibat needed to be asked to
understand (i) whether and how institutional leagnihad taken place, and (ii) how
coalitions were or could enable others to learrmfrtheir own learning experiences
(including ILAC project) were listed by the team: —

What are the critical issues addressed by the emrmmv system/ project and what
were the defining contexts or critical factors thet to identification of / work on
these issues? Who was the initiator of this caalitind this work? And how did
the initiator(s) learn about/ experience this cengad need for work?

What is the composition of this coalition and howswit formed? Explain basic
terms or rules or unstated arrangements that ddfieecoalition? (say local
language, same caste (upper caste/dalit), womemedition, same discipline,
environmental expertise/commitment). How has thaliton evolved or changed
over time?

How were the activities of the coalition decidetéseed? And how did the
coalition interact with (on what terms) other asforganizations involved in these
activities or contexts?

What are the established practices and processt inoalition? What were the
practices or processes that changed during thisgier

Were there specific practices/processes changedietbar adopted to achieve
certain technical ends or as an impact of somenteahoutcomes? How are these
practices different now, within the coalition comga to the period before the
coalition was formed?
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To what extent and how do the poor participatdherdoalition? What criteria does
the coalition use to check that the innovationsgamruinely pro-poor?

Has the project coalition noticed these institulomnovations/changes? If yes,
what have they done to sustain these institutiohahges? In other words, can the
institutional lessons be documented, as lessonstlbg each one of the partners in
the coalition, about changes in or in the behaviotir(a) their partners, (b)
themselves, and (c) their relationships with otkepartners/non-partners- and their
processes (of decision-making, implementing, etc..)

How were the lessons learnt? Can some specifisyres, conflicts, contentions or
processes be identified that helped/triggered risétutional lesson (as evident in
changed behaviour, arrangements, relationshipssrat norms)? If there were
conflicts, how were they resolved?

Does the project coalition own or accept theseituiginal changes (new
processes/practices/? Or are they seen as tempostitytional arrangements to
serve a specific (NTFP) project? In other wordsaiws it (some indicators or
thumb rules) that will tell us whether these indtdnal changes and lessons are
sustainable?

Will institutional learning take place even if atoresort to old institutional
arrangements after a particular coalition projectcompleted? What are the
indicators that tell us whether institutional chasgffected by this coalition will
become ‘habits’ or rules/norms/conventions withinéeg these actors, or remain
one-off events?

What has the coalition done to promote these ungiital lessons (ways to change
practices, influence or induce change in partngawizations, build capacities for
flexibility or responsiveness, etc.)?

The ILAC coalition used this as a tentative listgolestions, modifying and adapting them
to address the issues in each project coalitianravation cluster it studied. While this set
a base for our case studies on institutional leginthe process insights for capacity
development and networking were not clear to us §etne of the processes underlying
the decision-making deserved further scrutiny, ttem decided. For example, they
examined their own reasons for venturing into an@aship with CIPHET-DPIP (MP): one
of the project partners knew DPIP officials, aneéryene agreed that the committed and
interested Director of CIPHET was definitely an eddadvantage. What was lacking in
this experiment was a broader context— the sodaliural factors in which this
partnership could take place, especially in M.P.aMehile we decided to explore the
possibility of linking one of the Krishi Vigyan Kena (KVK) with an organisation having
a post harvest expertise and initiating an actithigt could bring these two organisations
together. It was partly these two examples thaudinb the team’s attention to how little
they felt they knew about networking practices,eesly with an explicit evolutionary
innovation systems perspective.

3.4.4 The second phase: processes that enable leagn

This phase entailed responses to various chandks project.
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re-working the project management

allocating work to consultants

identifying and building a relationship with an emsion organization to conduct a

capacity development workshop as part of the iotem policy research

4. organizing the project’'s capacity development wbdgs including the
identification of participants

5. building the partnership between a post-harvestares organization and the

poverty eradication programme in M.P.

wN e

Meanwhile, as far as the research and capacitylaf@went were concerned the ILAC
coalition carried out three case studies abouititgtnal learning in the three CPHP case
studies and three non-CPHP case studies (TIDE, HRLahd the lac sector). They
conducted an institutional history on 1IM(A)’s ftuand vegetable unit, engaged in capacity
development (e.g., with CapNet India, and with KYé4€ulty, organized in and hosted by
CPCRI- KVK, in collaboration with TIDE and NCAP) dnfacilitated links between
various organizations (including CIPHET, CIAE [Bfap and the members of the
‘Learning Forum’ of the MPRLP; TIDE and CPCRI). ThEAC embarked on a training
programme about the innovation systems conceptaaldwork and case studies. They
conceived this capacity development workshop asutuah learning exercise, building a
common ground or wavelength among the partnergégents using the inputs from
various angles to develop the content. In the extion we discuss the processes we
adopted to achieve these technical outputs.

3.4.5 Process insights:

Coalition — practices and policies

This was a coalition with a strong internal agendaat of developing and improving the
application of innovation systems framework andrapphes to agricultural and rural
development problems. Since we were scattered s¢hes globe, good communication
and transparent decision making processes wergattocmaintain the cohesion of the
coalition. So at the very outset within our projecperationalrules to encourage
transparency and collective deliberations in atlisiens were agreed to avoid asymmetries
in information flow and learning. This led the dtiah to adoptvarious practices

Copying all e-mails regarding project matters tacahlition members
Frequent meetings among all partners based in India

Sharing important literature

Debating and contesting ideas in the literaturd wespect to field experience
Sharing field notes/drafts for comments and nedoiaiv-up

Shared understanding about lead responsibilitidsaathorship and credit

Ensuring that differences in organizational culsu(mternational research centre,
NGO, University, agricultural research council, usttial research council)
associated with each member in the coalition wowldinterfere with progress
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Facing a disagreement or conflict head on — ackedgvhg its root cause and
working together politely (without bringing persénego or other personality
problems to interfere with the process of confhesolution) to address the root
cause

Exploring opportunities within each of the diffetesrganizations to generate an
ambience for the uptake of lessons or joint leaynwith the project

Consciously exploiting verbal communication chasreehd engaging directly and
effectively with actors at different levels of pdsirvest systems during the project
phase (as compared to previous commitments toghubhidings)

Almost all these practices and processes emergeddgh open discussions drawing from
previous experience. Some of these practices ialeomed the way the coalition interacted
with other networks or innovation clusters. Constegrbal and written communication
with these other networks was an important proeessid that was as much a research
output as a research process in this project.

Discussion about the nature of outputs also inftednthe way the coalition worked. The
idea of another theoretical paper on how the intiona systems literature should take
better account of development was vetoed by thditiomaas yet another academic
exercise. To impact on policy or practice in depéeilg countries, the coalition knew it had
to concentrate on enabling the acceptance and futbe annovation systems concepts in
agricultural and rural development initiatives, jitilbesearch institutes and policy making
or other planning activities.

The coalition was asked in early 2004 about confesolution. Due to its loose and open
organizational format and management style, noredmerged. It was recognized that
any situation within the coalition that would nagaly affect the work — the planning or
operationalization of any part of the work — woblel likely to lead to conflict. In the case
of ILAC, it was only when they reached a patch addnagement problems (especially
travel decisions, meetings, and re-imbursementsitidsvthese expenses) over a period of
four months (April — July 2004) that conflict had be seriously considered. The root
cause was outside the coalition, but the innovatemuired to solve it was internal: the
member managing technical issues also took on ashmative/financial responsibilities
and set up the necessary accounting procedures. Was only one example of the
importance of recognizing the need for changin@lexible actor roles within a coalition,
partly to resolve conflicts or ensure progressdisb to ensure opportunities for learning
new skills or expanding contacts.

Some of the best practices for institutional legrihat we would like to highlight — based
on our own ‘internal’ experience within the coaliti— are:

1. Coalition formation:
a. based on trust
b. previous knowledge or interaction between membelssh
c. individual rather than organizational links inspp@nmitment
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2. Caoalition functioning:

a. Flexibility

b. Changing roles of actors — create the space for it

c. Clear responsibility

d. Open communication — especially about targets aeli@ot achieved
e. Frequent communication— stay in touch

f. Timely response

Effective response — find alternatives, take ovews work

° «Q

Mature response — never judge/ jump to conclushassily

Freedom of operation within the targets set

j. Willing support from members and management

k. Feedback to the coalition — from other networkditoas/ local contexts
3. Coalition evolution:

a. Co-evolution — acknowledge personal professionalg(allowing personal
goals to integrate with coalition goals as mucp@ssible)

b. Enable assessment of current and emerging sitsatiomaintain a ‘view
from a distance’

Document changes (practices, decisions) and anadiamally

d. Acknowledge and communicate lessons learned —ectbatspace and time
for learning

e. Seek ways of addressing weaknesses/ find diffevags of working

A weakness in the coalition — the absence of arisadv committee or board — led
members to asking senior colleagues and other gsiofieal associates from a wide range
of organizations for help, suggestions, contactsoorective mechanisms. Members had to
rely heavily on their own capabilities and resosr@nd be willing to learn new capacities,
but, with the benefit of hindsight, an advisorysture would have been useful.

Various principles about working with, and enablihgarning in, other coalitions/
organizations/networks were developed through ttepss (i) observe, document and
analyse every new/modified process, relationshipetice or policy; (i) ask what led to
this change and acknowledge the lessons that magylbd to it or lessons that have come
about because of it. While the coalition was awhe¢ change can be negative, or even
damaging, these were principles that enabled positearning and change, that is,
progressive according to innovation systems cateri

3.4.6 Principles to enable learning:

51



1. Reflect upon and draw from previous experiencelgssons:

Whether it is in the selection of case studies antner organizations it is best to reflect
upon their previous experiences and existing skiitshe planning stage itself, the project
team identified research, capacity development amtivorking as the three major
interacting components within the project. Casedist and innovation clusters were
selected, based on documentation and analysisistirex post harvest organizations and
projects, with the following criteria: pro-poor, dhacoalitions of partners, and show
changing roles of different partners. Innovatiosteyns criteria were applied so that, for
instance, building the partnership between TIDE &RCRI (KVK) was the crucial
enabling mechanism for addressing the lack of pastnps. This allowed CPCRI to learn
about market constraints and the social contextsabfnology, which it did not previously
have the capacity to do. Previous contacts andarksnand prior work experience of the
coalition members facilitated the selection. Sonasec studies or organizations we
suggested were rejected within the coalition onugds of past rigidities or levels of
mistrust.

2. Build a common ground: explain and explore

One of the major operational strategies adoptedth®y team during the case study
interviews was to explain the innovation systenasniework within which this study was
located. As an organizational foundation for botie tcase studies and capacity
development workshops, this kind of explanation waery useful for the
organizations/actors involved to understand andathipe with questions posed by the
coalition. It helped us understand their responseganizational culture, and linkages as
well as our objective of promoting networking amomgtors within post-harvest
innovation systems.

This activity was time consuming, but the effortoigild a common ground has significant
pay offs. It lays the foundation for a good relaship and appropriate communication
strategies during the assignment/project. For examphen the ILAC team brought
together several actors involved in marketing tabds poverty reduction at a workshop,
they witnessed this process. The key partners -ET{@n NGO working with energy
efficient technologies) and the KVK of CPCRI (a palsector technology transfer agency
attached to a major research centre working ontgimm crops) made it clear in their
subsequent joint concept note how they innovatée. dvolution of the concept note tells
us an interesting story about how the common gromasd built, the nature and tone of
explaining the role of ‘process innovations’ and tare with which lines are drawn. Doing
something as alien to the existing culture of smeeas getting an NGO to partner with and
enable learning in a major public sector reseanstitute requires careful preparation.

3. Be self-reflective: admit that we are learning

During year 1 the rationale for the title of theject —‘institutional learning and change’
and not just ‘interactive policy research’'— becoewen clearer: the latter was just an
approach whereas the former was a wider social @edondly, and more crucial to the
learning experience, the team shared a commitmentinstitutional learning’, an
acknowledgement that they were unsure about howaddress the issue, and a
dissatisfaction with the explanations given abohywearning’ had built into or attempted
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by other organizations (development agencies, relsearganizations, Ministries, ett).
but had never really achieved the evolutionary eisp®f institutional learning that
innovation systems demanded.

Thirdly, the expected output — the larger socialgeraised questions. One was put during
a Seminar at IFPRI (February 2003): what was tlfferénce between institutional and
organisational learning? How could ‘institutionahtning’ enable better and more socially
relevant impacts of science, for example to CGIARN ‘organisational learning’? Two
answers were presented; one was based on conwninstitutional economics theory
whereby ‘institutions’ are rules and norms and argations are the structures governed by
these rules, emphasizing the need to change owargrcules of the game rather than
merely restructuring of projects/programmes/orgatnins. This did not convince the
audience at the seminar (mainly scientists and@uoasts from SPIA and IFPRI) or even
the team. The second answer was that within thevetion systems framework,
institutional learning implies that there is leargibeyond the organization, among several
actors involved in the innovation processes.

This learning would include organizational learnirgut would demand learning and
evolving with other components of the innovatiosteyn. For the project team this answer
(though implied in the interactive policy reseaagproach adopted by the project) brought
a clarity that was missing until then. Institutibm@arning was about understandingw
learning takes place in the system; the rules omer patterns of behaviour across the
system — the components in, levels of, relatiorshipong actors in the innovation system
as well as between the innovation system and gocidtvelopment of capacities for
learning and for enabling learning takes place &the system when institutional learning
takes place.

This clarity brought some tension into the teamspeeially about how to go about
achieving this ambitious goal. But with hindsightan be said that the idea that had been
nurtured throughout this project was that learngmgcesses are crucial and have to be
institutional — i.e., system-wide (or at least anogs of system-wide implications) if
changes are to be made in the system (be it bletethoods or poverty reduction or
improved ecosystems). This lesson also has immlitatfor the transparency that a
coalition maintains with its partner organizationdividuals: a coalition has to convince
its partners that it is also learning and strategiee chosen, tried and found suitable or
unsuitable.

4. Do away with hierarchies:

The ILAC team consciously decided to do away witrdrchies, and in the process found
that in a room with a few people who can commueicaithout being conscious of
hierarchies, better communication takes place. IBeare willing to listen and to talk. This
was a lesson brought from the team’s experientkeolifeless conformity of public sector
research organizations. In these research bureaesrahe faceless “Doctor saab” (the

| earning has been included explicitly as an olbjecin the evaluation departments say, in SIDA, DFI
ECHO, etc. There are also “Lessons Learned UnitsSrganizations like DPA, DHA, and DPKO. OXFAM
has a “Gender and Learning Unit” and even the Wdhkhk has ‘Learning Group on Participatory
Development’.
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name being used for scientists as most of them Havtrate degrees) identity conferred
on scientists, sterilized them from interactingeefively with the messy "un-doctored"
rural masses inhabiting the social contexts in thiteir science and technology was
meant to work. In the capacity development workslwwganized by the team, the
participants, each one of them a special actonimaovation cluster or research coalition,
were all called “Fellows.” The use of the title DoProfessor was avoided and all of the
team, who lectured, led or facilitated discussicars]j presented case studies — all were
Fellows. This was an initial signal given to alf@pants that the workshop was meant to
learn together and help bring changes in our systémmovation system or research and
development coalition. The lack of hierarchy alsalded the participants in the workshop
to challenge each other, enhance the ability te @kicism without rancour, and argue
together as a group.

During the workshop suggestions from the participawere welcomed. One of the
suggestions — more time for group activities arstuksions — was implemented right from
the second day of the eight day workshop. It wase dliscovered that non-hierarchical
group formation helps people take the others alantpeir coalition. It also makes them
acknowledge problems — or lessons — e.g. how ontev@mMmembers of their group feel
differently about the issues. For example, in akivy group preparing ‘checklists to
document habits and practices in the innovatiosteh/ the group’s presentation made by
one member highlighted that one member in our grbejeved that it is difficult to
understand whether democratic decision-making gs®Eseexist in an organization without
actually observing how a few decisions are actualpde. So asking the actors in the
innovation system to tell us about habits duringre/two day field visit may not be
enough.

5. Communicate with clarity: learn with others

The other process we adopted was to identify amdjliogether actors/organizations that
have complementary skills but have never interaeigd each other, though they belong
to the same post harvest innovation system. Feaines: IDE (India)-CTD; TIDE-CPCRI-
Kudumbasree; and CIPHET-DPIP (MP). Again, it wasilevlmeflecting through notes
made during discussions (especially the CIPHET mget field visits, and the H.P
workshop of April 2003) that we explored the pramss (some of them unconscious /
intuitive) we used to bring these actors togetiére first was that we had in our earlier
encounters with these actors, recorded their pahtissatisfaction or weaknesses in one
particular area. While there could be several acteho could perhaps have filled or
provided these technological or marketing or otimetitutional voids, it was bringing
together the right kind of or the best ‘fit' parteethat would enable them to continue
working together (even after the duration of ourtipalar project). That judgment about
the right partners came from some of these inforonahtuitive assessments that we had
done:

Of the actor's commitment to pro-poor innovationsl @elivery mechanisms;

About the actor’'s assurance or level of confideimcéhe special skills they had
(without feeling threatened by the involvement tfess);

About the general spirit of ‘taking people alonigat each actor expressed — instead
of taking over — sharing the contacts/networksféture/ technical skills they knew
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would benefit the other actor. (The latter we nedievas much more evident in the
CPCRI staff we interacted with, with whom we help&DE cement a good
working relationship — given that TIDE had triedlea to make contacts/working
relationships with CPCRI and failed, it was obviguse right kind of people and
their attitudes that mattered);

Their attitude that formal agreements could conter la take the due course and
time — but work in the field was to be given imnaddipriority/ attention. (Both the
TIDE-CPCRI and IDE (India)-CTD linkages we enablel/e initiated work in the
field together based on a common understanding teaghed among individual
actors — the formal paper work about how and whatl lof collaboration etc.
continues, especially in the former case).

Reflecting on our discussions with each of the oizitions, we discovered that we had
evolved a functional and stable working relatiopshwithin the coalition that could
empathize with (and even laugh at) disparaging respagoistic statements and loaded
claims made by some individuals/organizations. €hastances do offer lessons that can
be a thumb-rule to test the maturity of the caatitand the ability of the coalition to learn
from them. The latter, that the coalition membeasehbeen learning, is evident when
some of the members discuss/reflect on their resgsodistress or tendency to repartee
accusingly or fire a salvo) to such situations thoe their earlier work. The coalition
recognizes this as an important learning experience

6. Enable lessons from less favourable outputs:

Every opportunity to learn must be utilized by gwalition. This includes lessons drawn
from successes as well as failures/potential digts/i A delay or failure to achieve a target
despite trying is a situation that offers lessonsis important to acknowledge and learn
from these. Learning in our coalition came from tleday in arranging the CIPHET-DPIP
(MP) meeting as well as the Lac Sector Dialogueplasned by the coalition discussions
in Ludhiana and Ranchi. What is important is toomuze that our ‘facilitated institutional
learning and change exercise’ work dealt with peaghld issues beyond one person or
group or one organization. We learnt that promotmgpvation systems concepts among
relevant stakeholders necessitates dealing withethigencies and rigidities of several
actors/organizations. What is crucial is the plagnfor the next step (given that two
proposed activities did not work out in time or wed out differently from our initial
plan). In our case studies of CPHP projects as a®lin the FRLHT case (medicinal
plants), the lac sector, the fuel efficient drydtere was evidence of major lessons the
actors had drawn from their own failures to achitaets set at the beginning of the
project. But in some of the cases there was aneaattempt to hide or camouflage these
non-achievements, and in the lac sector especvadlyfound that not acknowledging
shortcomings had led the organizations in the seotmistrust and even deride the other’s
achievements.

7. Learning abilities and coalitions evolve with larning space/time:

A crucial lesson we have deduced from the interagqtolicy research is that there must be
a consciously created space and time for learnihg. questions brought by this lesson
concern how to build lasting learning platforms an organization and in the wider
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innovation system. Even TIDE, an organization whimsgitutional innovations we have
documented and analysed resists the idea thagit isternal job to create the space and
time for institutional learning. But we discoverttt in their functioning they actually do
devote time and space for learning. The cashewepsitg experiment initiated with
womens SHGs in Kasargode, using fuel efficient ceviand processing training from
BAIF-supported women’s groups in Maharashtra, dear example of regular feedback
mechanisms, reporting procedures, continuous hatding (during the project/ till the
unit attains breakeven production levels), that HIBas built into the work time of its
staff.

A platform for learning is a necessary conditiorr feuccessful technological and
institutional innovations. In our examples of casadies we found that this platform was
available in most of the public (science or poliey)d private sector (sales or equipment
manufacturing) partnerships mediated through/byil @eciety organizations, political
parties, community based enterprises (like the anerterprise groups under the poverty
eradication programmes). These learning platforrtengl beyond the immediate public-
private partnerships, transforming the basic rolshs of technology generation,
development, dissemination and utilization. In arténg community the focus is on
operationalizing systems thinking, building trudla@oorations and effective partnerships
between actors in a complex innovation system (Eist 1998).

This recognition of complexity is a crucial inphat a learning platform can provide. The
relationships we decided to build for our trainipgogrammes and the facilitated
institutional learning and change exercise workhet these need sustained efforts which
are often beyond the ability of one person or graithin an organization. We have found
identification of a single individual (a focus ontgy point) an ideal way to initiate a
partnership/coalition. Though that is the way tartsthe work, we need to ensure that
relationships are built across the organizatioar-fstance, the transfer of one person (our
key contact in the organization) will not delay disrupt work. (There has been some
discussion amongst us about identifying weak ligsagnd strong/lasting linkages. The
coalition does not have an answer yet, but recegnilaat the question itself points to an
important lesson.) Should there be a lasting poinstrument/institutional arrangement
that provides an incentive to build learning platis to ensure that organizations with
complementary skills can come together and havesdhaccountabilities and functional
arrangements? How does each organization or ingavidivolved in an innovation system
become a learning organization in itself.

8. Be open minded — learn from unexpected outcomes:

Another lesson documented is that of an unexpeopd/outcome. A coalition must find
the time/resources to help or relate to other afoganizations that have already a sense
of involvement or ownership with the coalition. Bleeare important social capital assets
that must be built. For example an unexpected owcwas a demand from one of the
actors from the previous CPHP project (tomato boxhn Indian Institute of Management,
Ahmedabad (IIMA) for inputs on improving a propasghe [IMA team has now taken up
some of the innovation systems lessons from tleglreg interactions with the CPHP team-
IDE (India) and has now come up with a new projecpromote safe and healthy urban
vegetable production and marketing. While the b@ylpe an important technical item in
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their old project, the IIMA team has been regulariieracting with the ILAC coalition
about the institutional aspects of their projeal about how to facilitate the participation
of vegetable producers groups, local vendors orketsr credit/transport agents, etc.
Despite initial misgivings about the ILAC coalitisntime schedule and resources, the
coalition has corresponded with, helped revisionthe project proposal, helped make
essential contacts and cross checking with oth&rglgroups doing similar work in
Gujarat, made visits to this [IMA, and has promisedher help with institutional inputs.
Some other opportunities identified with other astorganizations have brought home to
this coalition the message that the ability to oespto a request (particularly from actors
who have known the coalition members) is an impdriadicator of credibility and
strength of the coalition.

Besides this, the ILAC coalition has made contiimg to the CG system’s ILAC
initiative launched in 2003. Other unexpected systeutcomes that we did not expect are
evident in the relationship we helped build betwé2g(India) and CTD, between TIDE
and BAIF, between APEDA and TIDE, between ILAC pajCRISP and the
International Livestock Research Institute as welbetween CCD (Orissa) and TIDE.

9. Promote institutional learning through/for effedive innovation systems:

This is still a chicken-and-egg question to us. $i&ted this project with the conviction
that institutional learning is essential to buifteetive innovation systems. But towards the
end of the project we discovered several actorgpomants in dynamic and effective and
evolving innovation systems who learn intuitivelydadid not even acknowledge that they
are actively engaged in institutional learning. Wave tried to explain that our purpose in
studying institutional learning is not to explorevhpeople engage in ‘learning by doing.’
Our purpose is to highlight processes or princifites$ others can take up and follow, from
cases where institutional learning is evident aasl led to successful innovation systems.
Our purpose is to help potential innovation systemsd spending the time and resources
in re-inventing the wheel.

Some important lessons come out of the learningga®es in successful innovation
systems. First and foremost, learning took placsuiccessful cases of rural development
because of ‘initiatives that came from differentii@s — a range of outsiders and insiders’
(villagers). These people had ‘deep respect forctpmbilities of the people whose lives
they hoped to help improve’ and they sought andndousome kind of ‘key
constituency/agency/research organization/developni@epartment/NGO to spearhead
the innovation system — the new technologies, negarozational formats and new
opportunities.” There were ‘certain hybrid organiaaal formats’ — quasi-public-private,
quasi NGO-public sector movement that enabled timesavations. Finally the common
denominator was ‘the process of institution buiddiftom below,” where institutional
innovations were crucial at initial stages and beeaccepted operating procedures later.
If these observations that perfectly fit the innima systems criteria have been made
before, and the importance of learning highlightsal what is new about our work?

Our project and this institutional output enabléseos to observe their own processes and

use that observation to deal with others/their neag in innovation systems and
accompanying learning opportunities. How did padrget together? How did they learn
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together? We have emphasized that each (potemtia)yation cluster/initiator needs to
explore these questions to understand how theyfaaitate institutional learning in
innovation systems. Some essential steps (thoughinnthe same order) to facilitate
learning approaches (Fisk, et al, 1998), creatsaming platform and enable meaningful
rural innovations through learning (Hall et al, 2D@re:

Identify people who can build partnershipsThere are several people in both
conventional/mainstream and alternative organinafgroups, who are creating
alternatives to currently accepted ways of doinghamking. This highlights the
importance of innovation systems involving the tigkople. If successful they can
begin as a small group of individuals and beconieaaning community where
experiences are shared, learning catalysed andjelzatelerated.

Help them build the relationships The message here is to build linkages
between/among complementary pools of knowledgeféigspéexperience/
views/rituals/etc. Building relationships acrosdiverse spectrum gives the group a
greater chance to “leverage change.”

Encourage systems thinking The actors/organizations who are party to the
learning experiment have to see themselves awp#re system of rural problems
and try to learn from local components/actors m $lgstem. Multiple perspectives
in a diverse group of actors often force the grmumaintain a systems perspective.

Build strong and organic relationship with the matonstituency(ies) H the
learning group/community has a broad collaborabase representing a diversity
of ideas and cultures, the constituency most atemwill naturally be involved.
But the learning community has to make an efforatbculate its purpose and
methods to the key constituency — in agricultur&DRt might be ICAR institutes,
SAUs or NGOs.

Facilitate partnerships— Find means for farmers, agricultural scientiatsd
extension workers to partner with existing commysbiased organizations with a
similar/common purpose or mission.

Explore and expand the relationship with the doremmd policy makers- ensuring
that management will buy into the lessons learanhding agencies in a learning
community experiment as part of a wider innovatisgstem addressing
(technological and institutional innovations fodyal livelihoods, they are part of
the learning community.

Document and cultivate all outcomesincluding new rules, new projects, new
funding mechanisms/incentives etc.. facilitatedtbg learning community. This

will enable the learning community explain ‘how’ethnnovations were actually

achieved/evolved. Others do not have to re-inveatitheel.

Develop an evaluation culture to document the project while it is on-going and
also to use this self reflexive evaluation to core guide the project process.

Successful innovation systems and the learningoagpes central to these systems often
started off as a small project — a pilot effort experiment in the margin, away from
routine research conduct. It was openness and dagikreconceived notions and ideas
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about what the rural problems are that forms theumg rule for all the institutional
learning we have observed. To be involved in thinaghic learning approach
public/private and civil society organizations slibue-design their personnel policy,
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms, and intemmahdates to enable the emergence of
learning communities appropriate to each context.

On a quasi-personal-professional note, we mustthddthis ILAC coalition has been

extremely innovative in re-designing their own @sdional practices and contexts to
enable their own learning and further participaiiomnovation systems.
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4. Reflections

A coalition is the process in which distinct/independent entissitutions/partners work
together for the common goal with synergistic dffdéor a successful coalition, the
partners need to have:

Common goal

Clarity of roles and responsibilities

Ability to articulate their problems and prospects
Empathetic ability to fit themselves in broaderemtjve
Enthusiasm to work in groups and sharing the syeerg

Although it is clear that blueprints for developilegrning capacity are counterproductive,
certain lessons can be drawn from across thesestiadies:

1. Shared and complementary interestsAll the main partners agreed specific and
clear objectives for the project, so they werewalrking for the same outcomes.
These shared interests were a major element of vbaght the partners together,
and they meant that the partners could work in @pmrative manner without
conflict over what was desired from the project.tihie Andhra Pradesh sorghum
coalition, there were also commercial partners, sghmterests lay not solely in
poverty reduction but in using the outcomes of @mject to commercial
advantage. These interests, although not identicdiose of other partners, were
complementary, as the same activities led to satisin of both groups.

2. Carefully chosen partners Partners were carefully chosen by the groups
originally conceiving the projects, on the basiswbfat interests were shared, what
contributions were needed from partners and whddcbast provide these, and
also previous experience of the groups involvedas$ found that involving groups
with different types of expertise, from academian+governmental organisations,
private commerce and local associations, all of whwve the potential to make
development projects more effective. Such broaditemabuilding reduced the
risk of producing research that was ineffectiveelsaadopted or unsuitable for its
intended end-users. It allows the whole to beneéin the skills and varying
comparative advantage of each organisation or iichaal.

3. Clear roles At the beginning of the project the partners dediclear roles for
each member of the coalition, which were mutuallyead. Although partners
sometimes found they had to be flexible and to gtside their set roles (for
example, involving themselves in each other's spheif activity), fundamental
role changes were rare. Initially setting out distitasks for the partners was
agreed to have been beneficial in terms of efficyeand good relations within the
project.

4. External co-operation: Outside organisations were frequently involved,hsas
commercial organisations for their expertise inegtan area, or stakeholders in a
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specific aspect of the project. These groups wetenecessarily members of the
coalition but were important in the smooth progi@ssand effective action of the
project.

5. Innovative champions ICRISAT in Andhra Pradesh and IDEI in Orissa both
played the role of ‘innovation champion’ throughiar progressive methodology
was promulgated. Single organisations, and evemgetie, consensus-building
individuals within them, who take on board coalitimeas and take an active role
in creating coalitions are an important method $mreading this successful
approach to development.

6. Coalition management techniqueslt was not simply assumed that once formed,
the coalition would automatically work harmonioysgnd various methods were
used for management of the coalition. These westgded to prevent conflict,
domination by one or two of the partners and ewdhtuhe best outcome for all
involved. They included allowing all members to &pat each meeting, alternating
which organisation chaired and set out the agemdanfeetings, and having
members set out plans of spending and activityefmh quarter, which were then
discussed before being finalised, as well as reguieetings of a steering
committee and visits between partners.

7. Social capital, mutual respect and trust By working for a common goal and
building a network, rather than being in a lineavelopment process in which one
group attempts to pressure another into adoptintewa idea, the relationships
between members were less adversarial. This alloiwedhe development of
informal personal relationships and the fostering @ courteous and
accommodating environment amongst the coalition begs This greatly aided
the success and efficiency of projects, and helgsdlve any disputes that did
occur. These developments would not have beenlgessithout frequent contact
between partners, not just by telephone or e-maifdre-to-face meetings.

8. Frequent communicationn regular communication between partners made the
running of the project smoother, since all partiese informed about what their
associates were doing, and what the state of tlogeqdir was as a whole.
Communication was facilitated by the good relatiops between partners who did
not feel so much that they had to present new imédion to their colleagues so
formally and were able to discuss their views nmagenly.

9. Learning from previous projects. Projects were actively interested in learning
from the successes and failures of previous pjertd spent time before forming
formal collaborations examining which approach wdosiiit them best, and how to
deal with challenges specific to their own progragsnn the structures governing
their coalitions.

10.Focus on institutional innovation as well as techriogical change Successful

projects took a wide view of the ways in which thegre able to achieve their
objectives. This principally consisted of not coirfig themselves to attempting to
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simply transfer their scientific innovations fromats to farms. The lac coalition

realised that joint capacity building with SHGs vessential to the sustainability of
the project. Managing the relationships between bemof the Orissa coalition

was clearly as important as any technical chantyeshe case of the sorghum
coalition although farmers might be willing to adoggw crops, those crops might
not be useful in the market without changes in dttdudes of those buying the
crops. Farmers simply adopted the mould-resistamiins scientists were

advocating, actual poverty reduction would havenb®eimal. However, scientists

also took care to demonstrate to other parts ofintkgtutional system, such as
poultry farmers and feed manufacturers, that tloesps could be used safely for
food, which created a new market for poor sorghwmmeérs. It also put the

producers directly in touch with the buyers, sd thealers were gradually reducing
in importance, further reducing the farmers’ poyeithese are examples of how
scientific research can only be effective in redgcpoverty if it responds to the
economic, institutional, political and social coxtte

These lessons may not be relevant to all initigtivethey may be especially pertinent to
coalitions aiming to make better use of sciencetanldnology. So how do they differ from
other types of network? Various ‘policy networksiie been identified in research on
knowledge utilisation and policy-making rangingrfropolicy communities’, with access
to privileged information and decision-making, mlvocacy coalitions’ that share beliefs
and aim to change policy. These ‘coalitions’ aretworks’ in the sense that the
participants have voluntarily entered into the edilve, they also remain part of
autonomous organisations, and they come togettiemédual or joint activitied? As a
group of organisations with different values antkiiests, the coalitions could also be
labelled ‘issue networkS* alternatively, as distinct but related organisasi including
private companies in one case, who have come tegethimprove their performance or
position, it might be categorised as ‘strategi@maties.** Although such labels are only of
limited use, they can be helpful in exploring hoiffetent types of network or coalition
will require different strategies for successfuhawation, learning, communication and
impact on poverty reduction.

At the same time, some lessons about improvinglitiles between organisations are
generic. Analysis into the relationship betweeneagsh and policy-making/practice
concluded that certain principles were common kmetiworks, partnerships or coalitions.
Initiatives are more likely to lead to impact ornvpaty reduction if:

1. Context:Stakeholders have clear idea of the purpose opdnmership and plan a
strategy that responds to the political and instihal set up, end-users’ needs and
pressures, and the ‘windows of opportunity’.

2. Evidence: The key messages are credible and convincing. adgiisition of
knowledge, the way it is substantiated, and itsgméation and dissemination, will
all affect whether it leaves a lasting impressiord a&hanges people ideas or
behavior.

12 Church et al, (2002:14).
13 Crewe and Young (2002:16).
14 Creech and Willard (2001:84).
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3. Links: appropriate links, alliances and chains of legaiim are created between
beneficiaries, researchers, NGOs, policy-makersodiner stakeholders.

These are all characteristics of these coalitiartsits clear that the process is still more
complex and involved other critical ingredientseTdoalitions are ‘systems of innovation’

in action (as described by Hall et’8), and are characterised by some shared and some
complementary interests, flexibility, and mutuahreing. The literature on systems of
innovation indicates that understanding successfttherships requires an investigation of
(a) the triggers that lead to innovation, (b) tlecess of collective learning, innovation,
and ‘creative imitation’, (c) organisational cukyrand (d) the quality of management of
the collective.

The private sector literature on strategic alli@naad networks reveals that 60 % fail or
under-perform in part because relationships betwsetners were not built carefully in
advancé’. The care with which the coalitions were formethstantiates this point very
clearly. They also confirm that coalition-building a highly complicated process of
interlocking social, political and economic relatships between institutions, groups and
individuals. The importance of understanding relaghips between stakeholders, rather
than the transfer of knowledge or technical innmraias if it can be isolated from its
social context is clear throughout. One aspechisfthat plainly has huge significance, but
does not adequate attention from researchersyss tacross the literature, either in the
development field or the organisational developmgatature, all agree that trust is of
paramount importance when examining the netwonkfdf It is this area that deserves far
greater scrutiny from researchers.

15 Crewe and Young, 2002.

18 Lundwall 1992, and Hall et al. 2004.
7 Creech and Willard (2001:58).

18 Church et al. (2002:24).
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