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Abstract

Platforms and fora to facilitate innovation and iroped livelihoods at the local level are
currently being implemented in Southern Africa unithg Zimbabwe and yet the institutional
and livelihood performance of such platforms aret nmderstood. Using Conservation
Agriculture Innovation Platforms in Gwanda Distrias a case study, this study investigates the
institutional and livelihood outcomes of these folahs. Data for this study were gathered
through observation over six months in three wastishe district. Interviews were conducted
with key figures including traditional leaders, &dcchampions of development, extension and
civil society staff. Multiple Focus Group Discusssovere also held in all three sites. Secondary
data which include project reports by participatingngovernmental organizations and minutes
of platform meetings were also utilized. Challengasountered included language difficulties
especially in Sotho speaking households. This wasteracted by seeking clarity on issues from
multi-lingual informants. The study observes thatltiple stakeholders hold differing
perceptions towards Conservation Agriculture Innova Platforms, affecting their
participation in the platform and its related agtigs. The study also established that existing
institutions are affected and respond differentlythe advent of the platform. Further, the
livelihood outcomes of the platform are not yetlvpebnounced owing to the propensity of
platform activities to compete with already estsiiéid livelihoods. In conclusion, the study notes
that activities in the innovation platform are umiiieed by self interest and profit maximization
as actors seek to make the most out of the pregasituation. The observed self-serving actions
by people and organizations at various scales ssigge theoretical point, namely that people
have individuality and at the heart political.

Key Words: Conservation Agriculture, Innovation Platforms,tingions, Livelihoods.
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CHAPTER 1

1.0 Introduction

Institutions and platforms for rural developmenvédeen introduced in Africa by both the
modern state and civil society (Berthoud, 2001)likéntraditional development models which
adopted a largely linear technology generationsfiemadoption model, contemporary focus is
on an inclusive mutually beneficial model of dewetent through innovation platforms
(Tenywa et al, 2011; Heemskerk and Wennink, 200ik&hadzoi et al, 2012). Innovation
platforms (IPs) are networks of actors involvedhe creation and use of new knowledge and
technologies (Fatunbi, 2012). These systems aextdd towards including and developing
local people through an interactive and multi-sketder process. Conservation agriculture
(CA), the practice of minimal land tillage combinedith a permanent cover of organic matter
and crop rotation is being promoted by governmeritgg organizations and research institutes
in Southern Africa’s arid areas. It is envisage@d @mnacea to soil degradation reportedly arising
from ‘primitive’ farming practices (Baudron et €2011), climate variability which has seen
increased frequency of droughts (Mabiza, 2013) labdur bottlenecks emanating from high
rates of migration among vulnerable households ékssbn and Giller, 2012; Derpsch and

Friedrich, 2009(b)).

Conceptually, an innovation platform is a voluntaoalition of cognate actors and organizations
coming together to share and create knowledge ocarea of common interest (Tenywa et al,
2011, Sanginga et al, 2008). IPs emanate fromrtheviation systems concept. They entail the
practical implementation of the agricultural inntga systems concept, a concept which says

innovations can be learnt and diffused ( Spielm200)5; Van Rooyen and Homann, 2010;



Filipe, 2010). Having been motivated by a commoenth or concern, these actors and
organizations of diverse professional, economicicspolitical and ideological backgrounds use
such diversity to formulate and proffer solutiomsthe identified problem for mutual benefit

(Anandajayasekeram, 2011; Agwu et al 2008).

The innovation systems approach, the latest ineaes of knowledge gathering and
dissemination approaches (see Tenywa et al, 20ha} revised the diffusion of innovations
paradigm spearheaded by Rogers (1983; 1995). iffusf innovations entails the transfer of
innovations through a certain channel over a peobtime from the innovator to the adopter
(Orr, 2003; Rogers, 1995). However, with innovatiptatforms emphasis is placed on
participation and partnership which ensures thabwations are collective and do not necessarily
flow from one source as is the case with diffusadrinnovations (Van Rooyen and Homann,
2009; Waters-Bayer et al, 2005). For purposeshsf $tudy, an innovation is a new idea or
method introduced with a view to improving the @m&ssituation. It involves ways of knowing

that are new and novel.

In respect of CA, this is an idealized way of manggarming systems to achieve sustained
productivity for the benefit of improved food seityrwhile preserving and enhancing the
environment (Derpsch, 2008; FAO REOSA, 2011). Tleeevariations in the definition of CA
but its defining principles are limited or low sdiisturbance, permanent organic soil cover or
mulch and diversified crop rotation (Giller et 2009). Partly on account of huge funding from
donors in Europe and USA, CA is gaining promineatfleover the world as evidenced by
adoption levels(from an 45 million hectares in 1,99% now being practiced on approximately
105 million hectares worldwide) ( Derpsch, 2008;bail, 2011). CA platforms are therefore

allied arenas where the multitude of civil socieigganizations, extension staff, farmers,
2



researchers and other actors converge to sharewvagpknowledge and innovations on the
practice of conservation agriculture within a parar locality. The platforms are, presumably,
non-linear with actors dynamically interacting. §htonvergence of different actors in the
platforms is at variance with the traditional &sx’ or ‘transfer of technology’ model of
agricultural knowledge generation and disseminatidrich is essentially top-down (Filipe,
2010) and which is now concluded as a failed sysgenerating poverty and degradation at a

micro scale.

Even if some are discovering them now, innovaptaiforms are, arguably, not new in Africa
in general and Zimbabwe in particular. In fact whas only changed over the years is their
designation and who espouses them. Notwithstandimgervations by Scoones and others
against immutable colonial agriculture policy, agtiural knowledge dissemination in
Zimbabwe and indeed the African region has beengihg ever since the onset of colonialism
(Ranger, 1999, Baudron et al 2011). Colonial adshiaiors set up institutions through which
European ways of farming were ideologically diffds@/oluntarily the compulsively) to the

‘native’ communities (Baudron et al, 2011).

These agricultural institutions started long back dolonial period and farmers clubs;

demonstration groups, cooperatives etc surviveraying relics (lbid). In these farmer clubs

and demonstration groups championed by colonisg stehite farmers and missionaries, farmers
were grouped together and underwent transformatiomodern farming practices under the
auspices of Emery Alvord’'s demonstration and Magtarmer programmes (Baudron et al,
2011; Sadomba, 1999) to become elite or masterefanirhe state recognized successful
farmers, awarding them with certificates, symbeoégalia including badges, crowns and hats

upon which were colorfully inscribed the virtues ‘afodern farming’ (Mtisi, 2002).  Such
3



successful farmers were designed to assist exterdfecers and workers in the diffusion of
innovative practices to farmers considered backwaygically modernization of agriculture, as
emphasized in these institutions, included comraétcansformation of subsistence agriculture
both at the level of agricultural method (such amteuring and crop rotation), crop

specialization and management.

Today and as a result of neoliberal thinking emivag the reduced role of the state in
development processes, NGOs now (implicitly) take tole of government in agriculture
(Berthoud, 2001; Andersson and Giller, 2012). @&uod on PRA, these are now broadly
propagating what they consider to be innovationtf@s. In theory the NGOs, target
vulnerable households in the innovation platforimsytinitiate (Manji and O’Coill, 2002; FAO

REOSA, 2011). IPs are varied, but of interest ts ttudy are Conservation Agriculture

Innovation Platforms (CAIPS).

CA is currently being tried in many semi arid pastZimbabwe (Baudron et al, 2011) including
the general study area of Matabeleland South wiaenéall is little (ranging from 400-450mm),

and is less able to sustain rain fed or conventiorg production (Love et al, 2005, Mupangwa
et al, 2008). It is also being practiced among kbokls without labour for a variety of reasons
including, migration of productive labour, incapation through ill health, old age among others
(Mazvimavi and Twomlow, 2008; Nyagumbo, 2008; FAD10). There may be variations but
often it is a particular NGO funding the settingdahe running of a CA innovation platform,

usually for a specific duration coinciding with @nfling cycle. As in the case of state driven
agricultural knowledge generation and disseminaiistitutions, the tenuous assumption is that

CA platforms will enable vulnerable farmers to irope their agriculture and livelihoods.



There are general assumptions underlying the iottboh of CA innovation platforms in rural
areas. The first is that rural farmers hold goot@gtions of and believe in these CA platforms
(presumably by virtue of them being NGO initiat¢Biipe, 2010). In other words it is assumed
that farmers value CA ahead of other practicesthatithey hold it in high esteem against other
multitudes of platforms. The second assumptiahas these conservation agriculture platforms
are being well received by farmers as reflectedheyincreasing land under CA (Derpsch and
Friedrich, 2009a; 2009b). It is thought farmers abandoning old practices in favour of CA.
Thirdly it is assumed that these CA innovation folahs will result in new institutional
arrangements and reorganization of mutual bertefits farmers (Van Rooyen & Homman Kee-
Tui, 2010). The fourth assumption, one favourednmgt NGOs, is that the rural livelihoods will
improve as a result of introduction of these CAowveattion platforms (Filipe, 2010). However, is
it always the case that the introduction of consgown agriculture innovation platforms will lead

to those above stated assumptions?

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Rural farmers today are struggling to irk out sunstble livelihoods owing to poor production
methods coupled with insufficient inputs, poor sahd harsh climatic conditions among other
diverse constraints. States, with the support af state actors, are increasingly supporting
innovative processes of doing and learning aguceltamong the rural ‘poor’. One such
innovation is Conservation Agriculture Innovatioratforms, a process organizing once
independent farmers, marketers, extensioninsts, NG@put suppliers, researchers and other
agriculture stakeholders into collectives for pug® of shared learning and mutual assistance.

The institutional and livelihood outcomes and perfance of such platforms as well as how
5



these are perceived and appropriated by individa&ldocal scales are matters not fully

understood by scholars, hence this study which Gsemnda’s three wards as case study.

1.3 Aim of the study

The aim of the study is to investigate the insitiodl and livelihood outcomes of innovation
platforms. Conservation agriculture-based innovagitatforms were used in this particular
study. The study attempts to assess the bendditaticrue to different stakeholders following

their participation in the platforms.

1.3.1 Research Objectives

This study is on institutional and livelihood dynamof Conservation Agriculture Innovation

Platforms. More specifically the objectives of gtady are:

1. Establish smallholders perception and adoptioncofiservation agriculture based
innovation platforms;

2. Assess the influence of conservation agricultureovation platforms on rural
institutions and institutional processes;

3. Investigate the contribution of innovation platfarto rural livelihoods and

4. Explore available ways of managing and coordinapilagform activities.

1.4 Key Research Questions

In order to respond adequately to the foregoingahjes the study considered the following

critical research questions:



1. What power dynamics obtain in the formatmal operation of Innovation Platforms? How

do these power dynamics play out in day to dayacteons of actors?

2. What institutional changes result from thegasses of innovation platform operations?

3. How are livelihoods of rural communities chadgnd how do IP-based livelihoods compete

or conflict with traditional or existent livelihos@

4. What strategies are adopted in trying to betinage IPs and the way they operate?

1.5 Research Hypothesis

In this study it is hypothesized that while peopdde part in Conservation Agriculture

Innovation Platforms and while they show interesassociated activities, frequently reasons for
doing so deviate from what is formally agreedha projects and related activities. Reasons for
continued patrticipation are essentially individsadi and pragmatic. This is the hypothesis that

will guide this research.

1.6 Justification of the study

This study is timely and can be justified from tangles. First, to researchers it is not clear
whether CA innovation platforms have an impact amalrlivelihoods (Twomlow et al, 2008). It
is not known, in particular, whether conservatignieulture platforms result in increased range
of livelihoods outcomes, income, and opportunifi@s the vulnerable groupings in semi arid
contexts (FAO REOSA, 2010). This study seeks totrdmrte towards a clarification of this
matter providing alternative explanations of howawmation platforms influence rural livelihoods

and institutions.



Secondly, and from a knowledge and theoretical tpoinview, it is not clear what the

institutional implications have been for propaggticonservation agriculture platforms. The
study attempts to outline how and why institutioaalaingements (such as traditional leadership
and tenure regimes) have changed owing to the patipa as well as acceptance of

conservation agriculture platforms within the locammunities.

1.7 Theoretical Framework

The study is guided by the assumption that actwdg/idually making up society, are always
self- interested and enterprising. This assumpsanformed by Transactional Theory, traceable
to Malinowski and his legion of students includiBgrth (1970) and Bailey (1973) and other
adherents of transactionalism like Blau (1964), @mdater (1989). Barth (1970, 1990) argued
that the individual’s interests were central totilmsional operations and accordingly they will

direct their activities towards those points whsgem most profitable to them.

For Bailey (1973), the individual's interests lehtn to contest for his ideas to influence

proceedings in a social group context. He furthrgues that actors from different backgrounds
engage in constant negotiation as they try to tiae% ideas accepted by their counterparts. Blau
(1964) argues that social exchange is underlinepdwer differentials and actors with access to
highly valued resources exert their power on othersave their ideas accepted. For Blau, the
process of status differences between and amonggairidng parties results in some having more
power and influence over others. Such power andiante (usually deriving from superior

access and control of material and non materiauregs) culminates in relations of patronage

among transacting parties.



From this theoretical tradition it is hypothesizéh@t actors who include the state, NGOs and
smallholders have situated but often conflictinigiasts which they try to satisfy. In particular, i
is hypothesized that when various actors, includamgallholders are brought together for
development, especially in rural settings, theydtém direct the development process towards
their individual and institutional aspirations. $tetudy utilized these innovative transactionalist
ideas to analyze relations among the state, NG@ssarallholders in CA platforms, how they
manipulate resources and relations to best suit ¥aeied aspirations and its implications for

rural livelihoods and institutions.

1.8 Chapter Synopsis

The thesis is divided into six distinct but intemoected which are broken down as below.
Chapter 1 introduces the study giving a backgrotmndhe issues to be investigated. It also
presents a statement of the problem to be invéstigas well as the objectives research
guestions and justification of the study. An atténgolocate the study within a transactional

theory is also made

Chapter 2 is concerned with a systematic reviewetdvant literature. This chapter looks at
global, regional and local literature on IPs and. CFhe review also explores transactionalism
that is inherent in the development arena. Thigeveis done with a view to exposing the gaps

left out by existing literature as well as to dirdee research in terms of plugging the identified

gaps.

Chapter 3 explores methodological issues in theares. Research design, research methods
employed as well as ethical considerations areudssd in this section. Being anthropological,

the research adopts a qualitative outlook wherpuyposive sampling was used in the selection



of the study sites as well as the research paatit§p The research utilizes participant
observation, key informant interviews, focus gralipcussions and unstructured interviews to
gather data. Research ethics which form an impbttaead in all research are also discussed
with particular emphasis being put on seeking attthto conduct study as well as undertaking
to protect the identities of research subjectsuphomaintaining high levels of confidentiality as

well as deploying pseudonyms to protect the intg@rfi research respondents.

Chapter 4 presents results for the study. It dsesishe perceptions of and decisions to either
join CA and IPs among farmers in Ntalale, Mtshab&zd Manama wards. It outlines that
farmers’ preference in whether to be part and patéPs or to abandon after having joined
them is mediated by a multiplicity of considerasothey make. The perceptions of other
stakeholders such as representatives of governohgpartments, NGOs and private sector

enterprises are also explored in this section.

Continuing data presentation, Chapter 5 explores itfstitutional outcomes of Innovation
Platforms. The chapter notes that there are divarsgtutional outcomes arising from the
introduction of CAIPs. It is noted that IPs culmiman institutional change and fortification
simultaneously. Some institutions were found tedeservative and resistant to IPs while others
embraced IPs and there gained mileage throughiasagcwith IPs. Some institutions like land

tenure changed in view of the introduction of CAIPs

Chapter 6 which concludes the data presentatiokslad the contribution of IPs to rural
livelihoods in Gwanda. Considering that InnovatiBratforms are often touted as holding
potential to improve livelihoods where they arecassfully set up, this section assesses whether

livelihoods improved following the introduction CR$ in the study area. Other livelihood
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sources (and how they compete or complement ligetls around IPs) are also considered in
this section. Chapter 7 summarizes, concludes am$ gecommendations from the study. All

this is organized around the objectives of theaede
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CHAPTER 2

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews literature on innovation @atis, especially those relating to Conservation
Agriculture. It starts by considering the scholavigws on Conservation Agriculture and its
significance for improved production especially fmall holders. Second to be reviewed is
literature pertaining to the views of scholars teitfprms in general and more specifically about
innovation platforms. Thirdly is a discussion on awhliterature says about stakeholder
perceptions towards CA and innovation platformsasT& followed by a review of what scholars
note about adoption of CA and formulation of inmbwa platforms. The contribution of

platforms to rural livelihoods and the institutibreutcomes of innovation platforms are also
considered in the review. Key issues emerging fromovation platform discourse is discussed.

In the final analysis, the purpose of this workliscussed in view of the preceding review.

The introduction of new technologies brings to thee a wide variety of actions and reactions
which may affect the proper functioning of the teclogy. These various actions exhibited by
outsiders and locals alike are influenced in Igyge by a plethora of considerations the various
actors make. Players in the development arenathavgactional considerations to make in view
of the new interventions made. The said transaatioonsiderations influence the way in which

actors will eventually relate with each other aadhe given technology or intervention. By and

large, different actors are bent on achieving maxmmileage from a given technology through

strategically positioning themselves and manipotag given intervention to benefit more than

other concerned parties in the transactions.
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2.2 Conservation Agriculture and its significance for improved production

Conservation agriculture started in the 1930s m lthnited States of America and spread to
South America, Canada, Australia and other devetppountries while a paltry 3.9 percent of
the technology is practiced in the rest of the d@Deprsch, 2008). Currently, an estimated 105
million hectares of arable land are under Consamaigriculture (Derpsch and Friedrich 2009).

Small scale adoption of Conservation Agriculturdimsited, possibly owing to a plethora of

factors including the technical nature of most Geiventions (Giller et al 2009) as well as
competing demands for available crop residues whighused as supplementary stock feed

(Vanlauwe et al, 2014).

Lately, Conservation Agriculture components havenbi@troduced to small scale farmers in Sub
Saharan Africa through an alliance of governmeNt®) Governmental Organizations (NGOs),
donors and research organizations (Andersson ahdr,G2012; Mazvimavi and Towmlow,

2008; Nyagumbo, 2008; Haggblade and Tembo, 2000#.technology (especially hand hoe
basin digging which is popular among resource-pacal farmers) has also been received with
mixed feelings among small scale farmers who fe#t it is laborious (Andersson et al, Undated;
Haggblade and Tembo, 2003). However CA seems toghming credence especially among
large scale farmers, arguably, for its high yiel@ganlauwe et al, 2014) and also due to its
ability to conserve water and soils unlike convemél farming practices like plowing which

have become notorious for causing environmentaladizgion (Dubreil, 2011).

It is further stated that CA is becoming populaiSub Saharan Africa because it is believed to
increase soil and water use efficiency (Baudronalet2011(a); Twomlow et al, 2008).
Comparisons of CA and conventional farming showeat taverage yields from the former

increased by between 15 and 75 percent among sowé farming households in Zimbabwe
13



(Mazvimavi and Twomlow, 2008). However, the adoptaf CA is not only influenced by the

biophysical conditions mentioned earlier on, agehse other underlying political, social and
economic factors to be considered. Furthermorendes have multiple objectives such as
catering to the feeding of livestock which also énaa bearing on their decision to adopt

Conservation Agriculture (Mazvimavi and Twomlow, @pg Vanlauwe et al, 2014).

2.3 CAlPs and adoption

Technology adoption is mediated by a variety of siderations that farmers make before
eventually deciding on adopting or not. Leeuwis 020 notes that adoption of a given

technology in a locality is often influenced by wipin leader(s) who are usually well educated,
financially stable, command local respect, possadsr network connections with individuals

beyond his locality as well as leading an activeiadife locally. Owing to the fact that they

command respect in their localities opinion leag®ay a critical role in the adoption of given

technologies. Leeuwis (2004: 286) further statas dipinion leaders may,

...act as (agricultural) information brokers with theutside world and... they
(selectively) bring in and interpret informationofn elsewhere and communicate this

(again selectively) with other members of their oamity.

They may also,

...serve as experiential experts ...influential ia@hg people’s norms and and values or

play a role in legitimizing or disapproving parties changes.

While farmer decision to adopt or not adopt CA amither technologies arises from a

consideration of prevailing ecological and socioreamic conditions in their locality (Andersson
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et al, 2011; Nkala et al, 2011) the same farmese mlake transactional considerations of the
benefits likely to accrue to them as well. Many dsntechnologies that enhance one’s socio
political and economic standing are adopted. Intmiostances among Sub Saharan small
holders, adoption is not so much a result of ithmécal efficiency but the social mileage one

gets riding on it (Doss, 2003).

Moreover, the fact that CA is regarded as an isde technology requiring wholesale adoption
makes adoption difficult for small scale farmerscdugse their socio economic condition or
ecological circumstances may affect their abiliyadopt the technology (Nkala et al, 2011).
Hobbs (2007) further notes that farmer decisionsadopt CA are mostly taken following

evaluation of duration of the period of waiting faeaningful returns from the technology which
is normally in the range of 3 to 7 years. Farmessaily opt to disadopt because the waiting
period is rather too long. Similarly, Mazvimavi afdomlow (2008) note that the requirement
for pesticides and herbicides meant for controlimgeds during the first to the third year of

adoption force farmers, especially small holdergliscard the technology.

Farmer decisions to participate usually derive ftbie opportunities and benefits they are likely
to realize which come with membership in CAIPS. kade et al (2012) note that improved
market opportunities arising along the value clsoarred farmers to join platforms. The same
can be said for cotton, groundnuts, banana, pirleapyul coffee platforms in Malawi, Cameroon

and Eastern Africa respectively (ibid)

2.4 Innovation Platforms and rural livelihoods

The contribution of agriculture to improved ruralelihoods in Sub Saharan Africa is

insignificant and insufficiently exploited today twi most small scale farmers locked in a
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‘poverty abyss’ (Tenywa et al, 2011). Efforts amny instituted to upgrade agriculture from

being a mere subsistence endeavor for small saateefs. Owing to persistent dry spells, erratic
rains and other biophysical challenges affectinglrareas especially in Sub Saharan Africa,
farmers are being encouraged to innovate if theytarwithstand these natural and human-
instigated challenges (CIAT, 2009). To that endhimlogies such as Conservation Agriculture
along with high breed seed and livestock varieti@stinue to be disserminated to small scale
farmers with a view to improving their livelihoog¥owmlow et al, 2008; Van Rooyen and

Homann, 2008; Filipe, 2010).

Lately, Innovation Platforms have been presentgubasible avenues through which farmers can
improve their food security and livelihoods (FAR2009). The impact of innovation platforms
on rural livelihoods can be immediate, intermed@téong term. Gildemacher et al (2011), state
that the impacts of IPs vary basing on the conastion and for which the platform was
formulated. Outcomes of Innovation Platforms foratdarmers in Sub Saharan Africa include,
but are not limited to: improved stakeholder orgation, conflict resolution, more and improved
business opportunities, problem solving, resouraed material synergies, identification of new

opportunities as well as policy advocacy (Gildeneaadt al, 2011).

As noted above, some scholars say the benefitBaite immediate. This is the point made by
Gildemacher et al (2011) who state that these inmedbenefits include more market
opportunities and business deals for farmers as dgbe connected to other players in the value
chain who include input dealers, traders, marketemscessors among others. Using cases of
livestock platforms van Rooyen and Homann ( 2008102 show that livestock innovation
platforms have improved the livelihoods of locatnf@rs in Mozambique, Zimbabwe and

Namibia through improved markets.
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Similarly, in Tanzania poultry farmers’ livelihoodsave received an immediate boost due to
improved markets. Mugittu and Jube (2011) show hfanmers’ livelihoods improved
immediately as a result of the poultry innovatidatform in rural Tanzania. One farmer sold an
average of 200 chickens a year making a profitbofuda US$ 600.00 annually which goes a long
way in improving their livelihoods. Fatunbi (2018ptes that about 5000 farmers in Uganda
realized an 80% income boon through innovationf@iat instigated product innovations while
in Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) the incomeabbut 2500 farmers improved by 200%

through the same initiative.

The benefits can be long term basing on the comiyadider consideration. For instance,
farmers participating in horticulture or poultryeamore likely to experience improvement in
their livelihoods earlier than those specializingdielayed return platforms. Other scholars say
the benefits are intermediate as they foster imgmounstitutional and organizational
performance. This leads to improved coordinationl @mhances the capacity of platform

members (see Nederlof and Pyburn, 2012).

Because diverse organizations are brought togetheéhe platform, more cooperation and
coordination is realized amongst the various staekirs. For example, the Conservation
Agriculture platform in Monze district, Zambia bight together local farmers, government
departments, input suppliers, NGOs, media housek ather stakeholders who had been
operating in isolation from others. Van der Leeaét(2011) note that such coalescing of
stakeholders results in improved performance forsalkeholders which generally improves
development. The same can be said for the vegefaldtudied by Nyikahadzoi et al (2012) in
Thyolo, Malawi where farmer’s earnings improvedngigantly following the establishment of

the platform to facilitate proper marketing of puoé from small scale farmers.
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However while the above may be used as pointetisetguccess or not of innovation platforms,
it has proven difficult to attach an economic vakleethe impact of innovation platforms.
Gildemacher et al, (2011) state that it is diffictd measure ‘economic growth’ or assess
‘livelihoods improvements’ because of the multiglicof (diverse) actors involved in the

platform.

2.5 Institutional outcomes of | nnovation Platforms

Institutional processes are critical in influencihgw farmers could use new technologies to
improve their livelihoods (Fatunbi, 2012; Nyikahadzt al 2012). Traditional and modern

institutions constitute the starting point for attyange (including innovation-instigated change)
occurring in the society (Broekhuyse, 1991). Bat®9(l) argues that farmers as members of
associative institutions based on gender, generakimship among others are constrained by
such institutions to act as they do. For Dore (300tal traditional institutions responsible for

the management of common property resources héluernice on how small scale farmers relate

to new innovations.

In outlining the importance of institutions in econic development North (1990) underscored
the importance of transactional considerationsgtitutional processes, emphasizing that actors
are more likely to partake in development initiagvfollowing consideration of the benefits
against the costs. Fatunbi (2012) notes that utigtital bottlenecks existing in a given setting
may hinder the realization of full benefits froomawly introduced technology. Nyikahadzoi et
al, further decry the failure to upscale local imatons in sub Saharan Africa owing to a myriad
of institutional barriers which may be at play irgi@en setting. They state th&Many local
innovations could not be scaled up largely becao$einstitutional related constraints.”

(2012:92). Institutions therefore play a criticalerin the design and successful up scaling of any
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technology, foreign or local (Ibid). Just like withther innovations, the proper functioning of
Innovation Platforms may be jeopardized if due atgrsition is not granted to the institutional

environment in which they have been set up.

Most recently the Agricultural Innovation SystemAl§) approach has become a more
fashionable approach in agricultural research anetldpment (Spielman, 2005; Rajalahti et al,
2008). AIS entails the convergence of diverse pkayeho share ideas in order to formulate new
ideas. It fosters linkages among different stakedwsl (farmers, researchers, extension staff,
marketers etc) as well as cooperation as theyotigome up with new and mutually rewarding

ideas.

While existing literature on linear, holistic andnbvation system approaches to agriculture
development has tried to outline the transfornmatd agriculture research and development,
little has been written about the transactionahtiehs taking place among various actors who
have been implored to combine forces in agricult@search and development. This study,
instead, attempts to analyse the institutional @gees influencing new agricultural innovations

with particular reference to Conservation Agrictdgtinnovation Platforms.

2.6 Transactionalism in devel opment and I nnovation platforms

Innovation Platforms as we know them today areoalyet of the Innovation Systems framework
(Van Rooyen and Homann, 2009). The innovation systkamework is still relatively new in
the study of developing country agriculture systeand has been variably defined ( See for
example, Agwu et al, 2008; Rajalahti et al, 200®jenan, 2005). In general terms, an
innovation system can be understood as an inteeatdarning and knowledge sharing process

whereby organizations, enterprises and individake share experiences and compare ideas in
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order to come up with new dynamic, and innovatideas which are put into use for
development.

More specifically, an Agricultural Innovation Syste(AlS) is defined asa collaborative
arrangement bringing together several organizatiamsking toward technological, managerial,
organizational, and institutional change in agritule (Anandajayasekeram, 2011:7). The
innovation system approach facilitates innovatiesign, dissemination and adoption which are
interactive and not unilinear or unidirectional lehalso recognizing the role of social and

economic institutions which determine multiple €laglder interactions (Ibid).

As earlier noted and in line with Bailey’'s (1960arsactional perspective, actors in the rural
development arena engage in development with a teesnhancing their position ahead of the
overall goal of the development as well as the goal position of other actors they are engaged
with. Simply put, society is typified by many acddrabouring dissimilar motivations (Mararike,
1995; Dzingirai, 1993). Politicians, locals, NG@enors and many others hold and champion
divergent motivations and aspirations. Peasantdesrhave for long been presented as being at
the receiving end of the whims of development tiacers and the state at large, however
Barker's (1989) study of peasant farmer-state auons has proven otherwise. The peasant
farmers in Barker's case have come up with waysegfstering their displeasure with certain
actions of the state in their interactions. Thegre\go to the extent of invoking different
strategies that enhance their position where tleey shortchanged by the state. Farmers were
noted to maintain good relations with the stateairbid to access ‘free’ inputs but they
subsequently went on to create and sustain alteenatarketing channels that fetched them

more lucrative prices compared to those offeredthie boards.
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In a similar vein, Dzingirai’'s (1993) study of peas-state relations in Chivi, Masvingo notes
that while appearing vulnerable to and at the mefdye state, peasants acted more out of their
self interest than ignorance as widely believede Tecisions by peasants were noted to be
rational and well calculated to ensure they beeéfirom each encounter with the state. On
account of the above, farmers should not be treatedewed as entirely helpless and suffering
deprivation for they are calculative and manipwkatand almost always realize their ambitions

from their supposed deprived position.

Mararike’s (1995) study of pre-cooperative groupddanicaland province revealed that people
maintained their membership of the group and ppdted actively therein after receiving or in

anticipation of receiving personal material bergefithey also maintained membership in the
group if they felt that the group could and wouidisy their personal desires which therefore
goes to show that actors are driven by their paisaspirations more than anything else.
However they are quick to:.pull out of a group unless they believe that treug meets their

expectations, or will do so at some point in futur@bid: 79).

In counteracting the domineering disposition of th&ate in state-peasant relations in
development interventions, peasants have devisaihgastrategies that enhance their position
while still appearing under the control of the stand other overbearing development
institutions. Barnett’s (1987) study of tenant watee strategies on the Gezira irrigation scheme
shows how tenant farmers devised informal strasegieusing officially allocated water to
irrigate the official cotton crop while also sergitheir food crops. The tenants even went to the
extent of meticulously reciting the officigkid or open planirrigation methods but in practice

they never used such to irrigate their plots.
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Natural resource management is also characteriged ultiplicity of stakeholders. These
stakeholders are not necessarily homogenous and ubeally hold diverse interests and
perceptions concerning the use of the said ressulMatimukuru-Maravanyika’s (2010) study
of forest resource use in the Mafungautsi statestareveals that locals held differing interests in
a given resource which in turn influenced the wagytrelated to each other. For instance, some
locals were more interested in bee keeping thaarbror thatching grass. At the end of the day
individual forest preservation initiatives refledtehe different aspirations of the diverse

stakeholders in the area.

Transactional considerations are not made by p&aséome as representatives of the state and
other development actors strategically positiommbelves to enhance their standing through
exploiting the prevailing situation to their bertezingirai (1993) aptly captures this scenario
when he notes that some official decisions andastare carried out with a view to broadening
an individual's personal profile and not necesgashhance the overall outcome of the
development interventions. He notes that extensfbaials for instance make decisions aimed
at furthering their personal mileage more than inglghe development cause itself. Similarly,
Jiggins (1988) states that in receiving donor fogdiecipient governments do not look to the
development interventions the donations serve ley tiew the resources as a means to buy
political influence. On the other hand members @bperatives that are aid recipients receive
individual benefits from the donor at the expenisthe cooperative. Mararike (1995) identifies a
group which he calls théstrategic elites’who through their privileged socio-economic and
political standing use organizations and institasioneant for development as launch pads to
kick start their political career. Under the guisk rural development they champion their
political ambitions. These individuals are saidh@ve been personalizing institutions which
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generate resources. One illustrative case he astat of a local member of parliament (MP)
who was a member of the provincial developmentragdvianicaland Development Association
(MDA) but mobilized some villagers to form a rivate-cooperative group as well as a rival
development engine, the Buhera Development AssogigdBDA). All this was done with an

implicit aim of wresting control of resources awiaym legitimate development institutions and
use the same for their own personal political emdesa (Ibid). The development literature
reviewed above points to a scenario where the phelstakeholders involved in development
strive to make the most for themselves out of gaticular development intervention. | now

turn to an analysis of Innovation Platforms andrtbeerall contribution to development.

Comprehension of the innovation systems is relbtiwédespread but little is known pertaining
to the way Innovation Platforms work practicallydan theory (Nederlof et al, 2011). The way
Innovation Platforms are designed is such thaewbfit players interface and interact as they
engage in dialogue over the product for which thetf@rm was designed. These include
livestock (Van Rooyen and Homann, 2009; 2010) anvhréety of cash crops (groundnuts,
coffee, cotton, garlick, pineapples, soybean ad aslother marketable vegetables and fruits)

(Nederlof et al, 2011; Adekunle et al 2012).

Innovation platforms are handy to small scale fasme that they afford them easy access to
other actors in a product value chain. IPs helmaday with bottlenecks in communication as
well as improving marketing of agricultural produdsy improving productivity through
infrastructure rehabilitation (Van Rooyen and HomaR008). Homann’s (2008) study of goat
production in southwestern Zimbabwe underscorescéntrality of IPs in improving goat
productivity and marketing. Similarly Filipe’s (201 study of two livestock Innovation

platforms in Chicualacuala and Changara, Mozambigweals the importance of stakeholder
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interaction in the production and sale of livesto€kis is because farmers, traders and other
actors in the livestock value chains are allowedlhare their concerns and identify common
solutions to the problems affecting them. The ligek IPs also encourage small scale farmers to

commercialize and realize more profits from the sdltheir products.

While innovation platforms ideally provide a winfwsituation and build trust among actors
along the value chain (FARA, 2009; Nokoe et al,?0it is undeniable that some actors stand to
benefit more than others in the IP. Fatunbi (2042)y notes that parties to the IP maintain
interest in the platform because they, Have a contribution and benefits which sustainrthei
interest and continued participation(Fatunbi 2012: 10)}However, little has been written about
the differential benefits likely to accrue to théfetent members of the platform. Also
considering the calculative and transactional matirhuman kind it is most likely that different
members of the platform engage in activities or imalate the platform to best suit their

individual aspirations.

2.7 Key issuesarising

From the foregoing review, two interesting issuesea These are institutional constraint on
innovations as well as transactional consideratiorgle by stakeholders as they commit to
development in general and operating in innovatmatforms respectively. Institutional
constraints have a bearing on how on adoptioncaling and simultaneously out scaling of new
innovations which limits potential for developmerue cognizance of these institutional
constraints is required if innovation platforms &webe productive. Stakeholders are driven by
transactional considerations to partake in devetynif their ambitions and aspirations appear

to be neglected they are bound to participate tessbe platform.
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2.8 Chapter Summary
This chapter has considered literature related ¢ms€rvation Agriculture and Innovation

Platforms locally regionally and globally. It hass@ looked at transactionalism underlying
technology adoption as well as the livelihood oates of farmer participation in innovation
platforms. Lastly transactionalism in developmend é&nnovation Platforms and issues arising

were discussed. The ensuing chapter describesdti®dology employed in the study.
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CHAPTER 3

3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The preceding sections, Chapter 1 and 2 formedréisearch problem, together with the
justification for it. The research stands out as atempt to understand the sociological
dimensions of innovation platforms through contehufeamework for knowledge sharing to
improve farmers’ situation. Such an attempt is intgoat, not least because it does contribute to a
better understanding of a process that can leadctrange in farmers’ situation. In this chapter
the thesis focuses on the very critical process©y@n data collection was both conceived and
operationalised. By presenting the proceduresisdtudy it is hoped that a better judgment on
how the study contributes to knowledge is realiZeda thesis must minimally do this (Babbie
2001). This section therefore considers the metlogittal approach, research methods, selection
of target population and research sites. It staytfooking at the research methodology chosen
followed by the research instruments selected,rgasmn of study area and reason for selection

of the particular areas.

3.1 Gwanda-brief description

Gwanda district falls within Matebeleland South\ypnee to the south-west of Zimbabwe. It was
established in August 1897 and was then known asdfdani and the administrative center was
known as Manzinyama before being renamed GwandeB@2 (Fleming, 1984). Initially the
district was regarded as an extension of Matobtriclidater becoming a standalone district
called Tuli-Manzinyama, Tuli-Gwanda and eventu&anda (National Archives of Rhodesia,
1969) The importance of the district and its adstmitive center became more pronounce

following discoveries of gold in surrounding areagsh as West Nicholson, Fort Rickson as well
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as in Insiza nearby (Fleming 1984) Gold depositganfing sizes still remain today and they are
exploited both at commercial and small scale le(®labiza, 2013). Most small scale mines in
the district are run on patronage lines with ‘bigmhdelegating responsibility to ‘runners’ to

preside over the day to day running of the miné& Big men are either present or domiciled in
places far from the district. The district bord®stswana to the south and is close to South
Africa with Beit Bridge district in between to thsouth west. There is a combined 24
administrative wards in Gwanda district each pregidver and represented in council by an

elected councillor.

The district falls within the Mzingwane catchmerdrth of the expansive and ecologically
variable Limpopo river basin. The Mzingwane catchtme divided into four sub catchments
namely Shashe, Mwenezi, Upper Mzigwane and LowerziMpwane (Munamati and
Nyagumbo, 2010). Gwanda district and the southamh @f the district which constitutes the
bigger part of the research area, falls within thmgper Mzingwane sub catchment. The district
straddles agro ecological regions IV and V respebti and is therefore prone to incessant
droughts owing to the low and erratic rains it rees. Scholarship is divided on the average
amount of rainfall received annually with some pgaggdt below 300mm per annum (see Ncube
et al, 2012; Mate, 2009), while others put it amu00 to 650mm (see Ncube et al, 2012;
Munamati and Nyagumbo, 2010; Munamati, 2005; Lovale2005).Since colonial times the
district's boundaries are constantly mutating watiministrative boundaries overlapping with
hydrological boundaries for instance. Traditionehders in the area are also always debating
over the extent of their areas of jurisdiction heyt allege encroachment by others into their

areas.
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One thing scholars are generally agreed on howessdrat the district is susceptible to incessant
droughts occurring generally once in three yeamsven more frequently. This has turned out to
be a long standing and difficult to counter problefhe district has experienced insufficient

water supplies for human, livestock and crop condion. Fleming (1984) notes that challenges
of water scarcity in the district were existenteve the early days of colonial occupation of the
area. She states that due to acute water scamctheidistrict in the 1900s one mining concern
made use of the newly built railway line to trangpwmater from Umzingwane river to West

Nicholson. The water was used for crushing andrtreat of ore at the mine. This distressed
scenario is further graphically captured in a 1@%®respondence between the then Native
Commissioner for Gwanda, a Mr JCW Cramer, and treviRcial Native Commissioner at

Bulawayo. On 11 February 1952 he wrote thus:

| have to report severe drought conditions in tl&tkern portion of the Tuli Special
Native Area(Modern day Gwanda South)o rain has fallen in this area since early
November with the result that grazing has been d¢et@ly depleted and most of the wells
and boreholes have become exhausted. The situatiothis area is becoming

desperate..[Emphasis Mine] (Native Commissioner’s File S283R&tional Archives).

Having provided a general background to the distrinow turn to a description of the specific

study sites indicated on the map below.
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Figure 3.4.1 Map of the study area, Gwanda District
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This study is organized around three study sitasyaty Ntalale Ward 11, Manama Ward 17 and

Mtshabezi/Enyandeni Ward 5.

3.1.1 Ntalale Ward 11

In 2002this ward had 947 households and a population ofita#577 people, 2078 being men
and 2499 women (Zimstat, 2004). Currently the waas 1079 households, a total population of
4593 with 2115 being men and 2478 being women (#tn2012). The ward forms part of chief
Mathe’s area of jurisdiction. The area also hagihea and village heads responsible for its day

to day administration.

This ward was serviced by the Gwanda-based Luth&awelopment Services (LDS), a
humanitarian wing of the Lutheran church with furglfrom the church and the international
donor community. The organization supports a vamdtlivelihoods projects including Mavula
Green Project, a community garden project, comrguranking services as well as Conservation
Agriculture. There are between 20 and 30 housestillisictive in the ward though the majority
has withdrawn. The NGO concluded its CA activitieghe district in 2008. Ntalale therefore
represents a good case for analysis of livelihogaslitical structure and institutional

arrangements in CA platforms even after the NGQthdvawal.

3.1.2 Manama Ward 17

A long term missionary work area, Manama is paldidy attractive to NGOs as evidenced by
the multiplicity of NGOs operating there at a pautar point in time. At the time of conducting
the researches there were six NGOs active in thel.wehese were implementing projects
ranging from para-veterinary training, cattle fattgy and goat pass-on project-ORAP, Hlekweni
Trust, Care International and World Vision; watarntesting-ICRISAT, communal gardens;
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natural resources management- SAFIRE, water gomeenaand of course conservation
agriculture-Practical Action; Moriti Oa Schaba. $heprojects brought together multiple
stakeholders, for example the livestock projectsught in ICRISAT, Veterinary department,
agro-chemical suppliers, abattoir operators as aglthe farmers themselves. The area falls
under the jurisdiction of chief Marupi and his stdinate headmen and village heads as well as

an elected councillor who represents the ward imcib.

During the 2002 national census, the ward had 28@&holds comprising 2823 males and 3505
females (Zimstat, 2004).The total population fa tard in 2012 was 5971 with 2741 males and
3230 females respectively. Households increasdd®®3 and the average household size is 4.7
(Zimstat, 2012). Considering the respect they caminin the villages, CA farmers are,
arguably, now powerful and it was interesting tweistigate whether this power derived from

involvement with the CA platforms alone or has bbetstered by such.

3.1.3 Enyandeni/Mtshabezi Ward 5

The ward falls under the jurisdiction of chief M&auand there are several headmen and village
heads that help the chief in traditionally govegnthe area. Since the ward is a resettlement
ward (following the villagised resettlement model the first decade of Zimbabwean
independence, [see also Moore, 2005]) there ishenddyer of authority in the form of Village
Chairmen. These often compete for authority with thllage heads and headmen. Elected
councillors who are representatives of the locaéharnty also lead and represent the ward often

in competition with traditional leadership instituts.

The least populated of the three wards in 2002,0V8anad 257 households and a population of

1444 people 662 males and 782 fem@Emstat, 2004) Currently the total population for the
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ward has declined slightly to 1295, with 628 med 867 women respectively (Zimstat, 2012).
The population is attributable to an upsurge inalrurban as well as foreign destination
migration. The households currently stand at 28% van average household size of 4.5.
Enyandeni is also a recipient of multiple donotiatives including Operation Joseph a River of
Life Conservation Agriculture and food securitytiaiive. World Vision has also been active in
the ward, similarly promoting CA. The NGOs work @pndent of each other. Some dynamic
socio-economic issues are therefore brought irgarel relief and the likely outcome of such a

scenario for rural livelihoods and institutionataargements was therefore investigated.

3.2 Methodological approach

Being anthropological, the research uses a quaBtatesearch methodology, a preferred
approach that captures the attitudes, feelingsvaihees of the research participants from their
own frames of reference or in their social settvwgh minor distortion to the data (Burgess,
1982; Leedy, 1997). Scholars that have utilized rifethod locally include, Robins’s (1994)
study of land management in Matabeleland Cleav&G90) study of water use in Nkayi;
Dzingirai, (1993) in his study of peasent statatiehs in Masvingo; Mate, (2009) in her study of
youth sexualities and consumerism in rural Gwarldararike, (1995) in his study of pre

cooperatives in Manicaland in the early 1990s anahgrs.

It is phenomenological because it approaches ydatim the view point of those who construct
it. Such an actor oriented approach allows theareber to capture first hand, the respondents’
views on CA innovation platforms and how they iefhge livelihoods. While the formative

influence of positivism in the social sciencesnsleniable (Hughes and Sharrock, 1997), it
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should also be borne in mind that its obsessioh Vgitientism’ and ‘value freedom’ limit the
propensity of the researcher to elicit rich quéktdata. Cognate data gathering techniques used
are, observation, key informant and in depth ineswe; focus group discussions (FGDs) and

secondary data sources and they are discussethihlmdow (section 3.4).

3.3 Sdlection of target population

The three cases around which the research is aeghiaire picked purposively or judgmentally
basing on the unique characteristics they possk&hware discussed below. The same purposive
sampling is also used in the selection of the nedpnts. This choice is informed by the
realization that purposive sampling allows the aesieer to use prior knowledge to select his/her
sample (Cochran, 1977). So, prior knowledge oni@pants and non-participants in CA
innovation platforms was used to select respondertise three research sites discussed below.
About 5 non CAIP member households, 5 former GAigeholds and 5 CAIP member
households were selected per ward. Local opiniaddes, NGO and government officials were

also selected basing on their importance in addahge to the study.

3.4 Data gathering techniques

3.4.1 Participant observation

The researcher employed this method especiallyOfgective 1. This involves the researcher
residing in the area of study for relatively longripds of time taking part in the day to day
activities of the community while observing in dethe social organization of the society and
matters of interest to his research. The technigemf started in Anthropology and was
popularized by Malinowski and his students inclgdidarth, Bailey, Kenyatta among others

(Lewis, 1976; Agar 1986). Much change has takeoepla fieldwork and there are many who
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shrug from seeing it as a rite of passage. Unlikestjonnaires, valorized for their standardized
and objective style of gathering data (Carter antliamson, 1996) as well as ‘reliability and

validity’ (Adams and Cox, 2008) and interviews, eh&tion gives the researcher first hand
information of activities and behavior in their nal settings (Berg 2007). | resided with the

communities practicing CA during summer seasonithathen the CA activities are in motion.

The researcher observed conservation platformsingnd relations obtaining in households
and in community in the areas of Ntalale, Enyandem Manama for varying periods of time
ranging from a fortnight to a whole month betweemgAst 2011 and July 2013. In Ntalale |
stayed at the home of Mthatheho, the chairpersoilafula Green Project. In Enyandeni the
Mililo family, a family enthusiastic in CA, accommad me on my visits. Mlilo was an elderly
man but he had great enthusiasm for CA to suchkemethat he would spend the whole day at
the CA plot toiling away. He would even have hisdkfast and lunch at the plot. In Manama |
found multiple researchers staying with the mathaand gatekeeper, Mama Magaya who was
very accommodative and supportive. Her passiotCfdhad seen her being invited to places as

far away as Manicaland and Mashonaland East torirkpawledge to other farmers.

My involvement with these communities saw me pgrétng in day to day activities such as
borehole repairs in Manama, livestock dipping aratew fetching in Enyandeni. As well as
attending funerals in Ntalale. Through observing livelihood strategies being employed by
innovators and non innovators alike, | gained asigimt into whether and how innovation
platforms foster improved livelihoods in rural commnities. Through engaging with farmers at
their homesteads, in the fiel@masimini)and at irrigation sites and community gardensso al
managed to observe institutional transformatioearrangements and power dynamics possibly

necessitated by propagation of CA platforms. lipaldrly endeavored to observe new relations
34



emanating from tenure arrangements following intiichn of CA innovation platforms both at
the household and community levels. This is coeststith the first and third objectives of the

research.

Even as | speak highly of the method as it genérdiféerent and critical data, | remain sensitive
to its flaws as it related to me. Residents of Maaaand Ntalale are predominantly Sotho-
speaking with Ndebele being used especially in cersmand public situations (see for example
Mate 2009: 82). | should say while | had elementemynmand of the latter | was not very

competent with the former. | relied in large part the interpretations of my field assistants
Brighton and Tsebiso and | believe I lost critizcabrmation in the process of translation from
Sotho or Ndebele by the assistants. Thus | am theeobservation | made, especially in
situations where Sotho was the medium of communitcain turn distorted data as critical

Anthropologists say. To counteract this short cgnlrconsulted key informants and technocrats
who were conversant with English and Shona to y¢hé accounts and explanations given by

my research assistants

3.4.2 Interviews

The researcher employed this method especiallyCbjective 2. This research also used
interviews to gather information on CA innovatiolatforms. In particular, the researcher used

key informant interviews and in depth interviews.

() Key informant interviews

These are interviews that are conducted with inldiais who possess substantial knowledge on
the topic at hand. The method itself can be trdomd Malinowski’'s masterpiecArgonauts of
the Western Pacifiand Mead’s seminaloming of Age in Samaaho used it with impressive
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effects (DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). Regdrds ‘opinion leaders’(Kvale, 2004),

‘elites’ (Derman, 1990), ‘stars’ (Berg 1989) or tgkeepers’ (Adams and Cox, 2008), key
informants are individuals who are deemed to knawarthan other members of the community
by virtue of their technical expertise, age, positiin society etc (Berg 1989). The key
informants for this research included but were limatted to the, two local chiefs, headmen,
councillors, village heads and champion farmertooal focal person. In addition, bureaucrats
were engaged. Agricultural extension and NGO fadfiters were interviewed on the technical
aspects of CA platforms while traditional auth@stiwere interviewed on the influence of CA
platforms on local level institutions. Further, thbampion farmers were interviewed on the
livelihood implications of CA platforms (See Appeéxd for a checklist of interview questions

posed to Key Informants).

(i) In depth interviews

These are partially guided but detailed discussimid between the researcher and respondent
(Cohen and Crabtree, 2006: DiCicco-Bloom and Ce&ht2006). Prior to conducting the
interviews, | noted down the questions | wantedgsk which | then used as a guide in enquiring
about phenomena under study. That they are in dep#ns that they allow for discussion to be
broad while at the same time allowing the researtthdirect his enquiries to topics of interest to
him (Horton, Macve and Struyven, 2004). They welso auseful in that they allowed the
researcher to probe and follow up on answers giieich enriched the outputs. In one of the
interviews the man of the house professed his nanticppation in CA activities ‘due to
‘deteriorating health’. On further probing, the mand his wife revealed that men in the area

were not interested in crop production but theyested their energies in animal husbandry
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which they believed was more profitable than CAisTdtenario above points to the importance

of probing in in-depth interviews as it helps tanigrhidden issues to the fore.

The researcher held semi structured interviews @hplatform members and non members so
as to get varied and diverse explanations of hasy fberceive it. Through these interviews
innovating and non innovating communal farmers’ cpptions of CA platforms were
investigated. Respondents were strategically guidgutesent their perceptions on and reception

of civil society led innovation platforms. Thisdsnsistent with the second objective

The researcher is aware of the difficulties of timsthod at least in closed society where this
might constrain response. In Gwanda, women do @oit %o be seen in public with single men,
especially strangers, so it is possible some csivars to allay suspicions and ridicule from other
members of the community. In some cases womernrdid me or avoided enduring discussions,
a problem highlighted by Derman (1990). In ordeoltain buy-in from the female respondents,
| was accompanied by my assistants who were knawthé locals. | also tried to engage in

conversations with the women in the company ofrthnzile relatives.

3.4.3 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

The researcher employed this method especiallyOlgective 3. Popularized by the ‘Farmer
First group, FGDs are group meetings where peaplesimilar or different backgrounds
converge and discuss a topic at hand. The reseaochmoderator is essential for ‘providing
direction’ to the discussion through directing debaspecially when it tends to drift from the
core of the topic at hand. He or she also promdi@egue among discussants through probing

and facilitating responses during the discussioibl{§ 1997; Sagoe, 2012). They are handy in
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that they allow for participants to proffer theirews especially where people of different

genders, age, social status etc discuss. Derm&0@) 1@tes that some people especially women
in rural conservative settings in developing coiesiras a result of custom, are not always
comfortable discussing or opening up to strangerthé absence of other people. Hence the

FGDs were convenient in that they made them fdel sand contribute unhindered.

The researcher held three FGDs with combined grafpgnovating and non innovating
farmers, men and women to determine their perceptiand responses to CA innovation
platforms. The first FGD was held in Enyandeni dildé homestead with a group of four men
and seven women of varying ages who were membe@Aofiroups to discuss the perceived
contribution of CA to rural livelihoods. In Ntalafere men and five women converged under a
tree at Mhene Bulamba nutrition garden and disclise implications of CAIPs on institutions
in the area. For Manama, the discussion was hdiluatbane dip tank with a group of thirteen

participants, eight of whom were female and fivdema

The challenge with FGDs in all three sites was thatso-called lead farmers appeared to be
taking the lead even in the discussions in thege®denying others chance to contribute to the
discussion. Ordinary group members would alwayd veaithe lead farmer to respond before
they could ‘chip in’ with their contributions. In say, this muffled the views of other
participants. However the researcher tried as maghpossible to provide opportunities to
everyone to participate in the discussions. Allsame, the discussions were eye opening for the
researcher for hidden gender dynamics of innovagilatforms came out clearly during the

course of the discussions.
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3.3.4 Secondary sources

The reservations of how they may hide a politidalhreent aside, secondary sources are used
extensively in research (Law, 2005). They arerreteto as secondary because they were
prepared for purposes different from those of thdysbut they still speak to the requirements of
the study at hand. This study made use of a widietyaof secondary sources. | made use of
archival data from the National Archives of Zimbabvo trace the history of Gwanda district
from its establishment to date. Of particular iagrto me was the ecological as well the socio-
political conditions prevailing in the area at difént times. In Manama | used NGO end-of-
project reports, In Ntalale | utilized coordinatoos focal persons’ reports, In Enyandeni | made
use of minutes of platform meetings, farmer recamis farm diaries etc. Emphasis was on those
sources directly linked to the CA platforms andrfar initiative. Secondary sources helped the
researcher to track the contribution of CA platferte improved livelihoods. This entailed
assessing pre CA platform data and current datiy tand analyze livelihoods before during and

after the introduction of civil society brokered @fatforms in line with the third objective.

However this particular data gathering strategy wa$ without a myriad of frustrating
shortcomings and glitches prominent being bureaigchettlenecks particularly in NGOs and
government departments, like many anthropologisigking in rural development. To mind
comes Moore’s account of the difficulties he endeted at the hands of state bureaucrats when
he sought permission and clearance to carry ouethisography in Kaerezi area of Nyanga
district. So cumbersome was the process that hecheely on colleagues ‘with connections’ to
facilitate his clearance (Moore, 2005). In the cafsene of the NGOs, | was instructed to make a
formal request for access to project reports (thnoletters of request to the regional offices)

after which | was made to shuttle between officesHarare and Bulawayo explaining the
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purpose of the research as well as undertakingaetst theniin bad light' as one official
emphasized to me. As aptly put forward by MooreO80 these bureaucrats shuffled me from
office to office as a way of reaffirming their ‘seneignties and territories’ to me (lbid: 26).
Accordingly, | settled for secondary informatioratithe NGOs themselves felt would not be
incriminating, because that was the practical thiogdo. Such information did not always
capture the essence of the institutional procestésining in the platforms. End of project
reports for instance did not capture the underlypaiitics playing out in the CA and IP
groupings (for the obvious reason of charming dehget observation pointed to the occurrence

of such.

3.5 Ethical considerations

Ethics in research (especially in rural setting® aften glossed over leading to a myriad of
challenges for both the researcher and the ressatghcts themselves (Derman 1990). In order
to conform to the ethics of research, the researsbhaght prior consent from all intended

respondents. A formal request to conduct reseaeshaivculated to all office bearers in Gwanda
and clearance was sought from the local leadewrdehngaging their subjects. This was done
through district-wide introductory visits carriedtan August and September 2011. During the
introductory visits | introduced myself to the AGHEX provincial and district leadership,

District Administrator’s office, several heads obvgrnment departments, Gwanda RDC
leadership, chiefs; headmen and village heads lhssvether local opinion leaders. The purpose
and broad aims of the research were spelt outl ttoaterned authorities in order to gain their

trust and cooperation.
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Having undergone a period of state-instigated wicde the people of Matabeleland are still
particular about the motives of strangers in tlaega and they will go to any lengths to try to
‘protect’ themselves from strangers. One particufeident comes to mind, on one of our
earliest visits to Ntalale we lost our way in thaz®a of dirt roads in the area until we met some
old man who after trying to explain ourselves and purpose in the area gave us what turned
out to be very wrong directions. The directions lsdout of his village into the adjoining ward!
On reflection, 1 am convinced the man was not paldirly comfortable entertaining strangers
hence his misdirecting us. Against such a backgtafrsuspicion and apprehension exhibited
by locals it became imperative to protect the rasisl of Matabeleland who have suffered ethnic
based violence from the state (Alexander, 2000herefore concealed all information and
sources that may be used against the local peaApleecommended by van der Geest (2003) and
for the purposes of confidentiality pseudonyms @sed throughout the research to protect the

identity of the respondents.

3.6 Chapter summary
This chapter discussed research design, samplatg,gathering techniques as well as the actual

process of gathering data. Challenges encounteredgdthe data gathering process along with
research ethics were also considered. The followiragpter presents findings of the study related

to the first objective of the study.
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CHAPTER 4

4.0 STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS OF CONSERVATION AGRICUL TURE

INNOVATION PLATFORMS

4.1 Introduction

There are several stakeholders involved in Consierva\griculture and Innovation Platforms
and these include: farmers, traditional and loeaters, extension officers, Non Governmental
Organizations, research organizations and researchnedia organizations, product marketers
among several other interested parties (Van derdiesd 2011, Nederlof and Pyburn, 2012).
Each actor involved in a given technology or inrtava from its promoters to its recipients and
even non-recipients, best views it in their owmfes of reference in order to suit their own
aspirations or ideas. Andersson and Giller (201R2)discussing processes of Conservation
Agriculture (CA) for example, note that promotioi GA has been championed by..a
conglomerate of faith-based, science-based anayaliganizations.”(2012:1). These all hold
different expectations. In a similar way, innovatiplatforms also bring together a cross section
of players from diverse backgrounds and represgimliffierent interests. In fact, the more actors
there are in an IP, the more divergent will be rthaews of it (Van der lee et al 2011).
Furthermore, technology adoption decisions aresimplistic but dynamic as they involve an
evaluation of a multiplicity of real and/or imagahspinoffs likely to arise when one decides on
adoption, disadoption or non adoption (Doss, 208&8keholder decisions on whether to adopt,
not adopt or disadopt a given technology is theeefofluenced by such things as, age gender,
socio-economic status of targeted households alsasdbiophysical conditions of the targeted

area.
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This chapter looks at the stakeholder perceptimasaaloption of CAIPs in Gwanda District. It

argues that these perceptions and adoption aegge part influenced by the individual interests
of the actors involved. The chapter is arrangedoflews: the second section characterizes
adopters, disadopters and non adopters, it alslorespfactors that influence their perceptions
and decisions on whether to adopt or disadopt. third section looks at other stakeholder

perceptions while the fourth and final section dgses and concludes.

4.2 Who are the adopters?

Adoption literature defines adopters as farmers @&tiopt a technology relating to agriculture
(Rogers 1983). Adopters invest so much time anduregs in it (Diederen et al 2003). In this
chapter, CA adopters are those farmers who havetedl@and continue using the CA technology
ever since its inception by government departmangsartnership with local and international
NGOs. Such farmers, who are always few, see thenpat of such a technology in improving
the quality and quantity of their crop hence tloginstant and consistent use of the technology.
Demographic profiles gleaned from platform and Clup registers in Gwanda reveal that
adopters are mostly the elderly (55 years and gbdwe majority of these adopters were the
well to do and influential members of the communi®ne prominent adopter from Humbane
village, Manama Ward with a modern brick house feraner teacher who had taught in urban
areas before moving to rural Gwanda. She has all foer children staying and working in
neighboring South Africa . She is also the locage head, facilitator for several NGO projects
in the area according to the head of the NGO opeyat the area. Most villagers relied on her in
times of need and worked in her fields in retunnfémd. One of her neighbors testified that:
‘Umama (Mother) assists us with food almost evegryin return we help her with the

basin preparation and other farm activities.’
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In Ntalale B village, Ward 11, the prominent adwps a seasoned traveller and ‘multi-linguist’
who speaks six local languages including thos&espan the high veldt the exposure of which
may have influenced his high regard for crop préidacand new externally-driven agricultural
innovations . He was also a former extension offieaving worked in the colonial government
and meat inspector with 26 years experience. Heahdaerd of 80 cattle, about 60 goats and
close to 40 sheep. He was also the chairpersothéolocal gardening project, as well as local
church leader. His three children are also base8oumth Africa and remitted regularly to the
family. All these characteristics, presumably, pléio the farmer and other individuals like him)
some prestige as well as authority which serveua®iocy in interaction with other stakeholders
in the platform. Farmers in this area are generadit at liberty to disclose their exact numbers
of livestock. Such reluctance may be attributabléheir strategy of fitting NGO set criteria of

beneficiary selection.

For Mtshabezi, Enyandeni (Village 5), the local mheent adopter was a reverend who had
travelled through West Africa and Spain and stagetie USA for several years before and had
trained as a teacher while the wife was a retiegistered nurse. The farmer still enjoys lots of
financial and material support from local and fgreibased associates some of which he
channels to his farming activities. Their childnerere very educated and also constantly sent
them remittances. This is consistent with obs@watmade by Giller et al (2009) as well as
Nkala et al (2011) who note that the relatively iWgacommunal farmers are more likely to
adopt new technologies compared to the less endéaveters. These farmers are more willing
to adopt new technologies as their stock of wealtitjial influence and external support from

friends, relatives and children in formal employmant as a hedge against uncertainties that
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may arise due to unsuccessful technology adoplioshort these farmers are less risk averse

compared to the poorer farmers.

These adopters eventually act as role models arobsato other farmers and their plots were
used by extension and NGO staff for extension pep@s demonstration plots where other ‘late
adopters’ learn the technology, for instance in &aa Ward 17 Goholi village, Mrs Mafu’'s
plot was used as a demonstration plot for maizecdiner CA crops by SAFIRE. The fact that
the plots of mostly successful farmers are purpdgipicked by extension staff for use as
demonstration plots implies that these farmersaffilmded more prestige and first preference in

accessing inputs which makes them loyal to the teelynology and its proponents.

Previous researches on gender and adoption ofudtgrizl technologies show that men are better
adopters than females with female headed househotdsdopting at all or partially adopting in
comparison to male headed households (Doss, 208BjtuiNet al, 2011).Limited adoption
among women and female headed households in SureBahAfrica is also attributable to the
marginal position they occupy in society as wellfew decision making chances. However,
demographic profiles gleaned from CA group regsstevealed that there are more female than
male adopters of CA technology across the threeareh sites in Gwanda. Such over
representation of female farmers as adopters maytheutable to the general belief that women
are responsible for subsistence farming while matesexpected to be concentrated in off and
nonfarm activities. Moreover southern Zimbabwe I(iding Gwanda district) is characterized
by extensive migration of middle aged male housgmémbers to neighboring South Africa

and Botswana in search of employment ( Mabiza320&vera and Zinyama, 2002). It is also
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imperative that Innovation Platforms be gender is@asin order to allow women who are
mostly marginalized to partake fully and benefanfr participating in the platform (Makini et al,

2013).

4.3 What they said about CAIP

That adopters value CAIPs highly is undeniables thiseen in what they say. A lead farmer

from Manama ward Goholi village, Mr Mhlongwa, said:

‘CAIPs are very beneficial to farmers. | now hawdter access to inputs, expert advice

as well as encouragement from other platform member
Mrs Nkomo of Village 3 Enyandeni Ward noted that,

‘Conservation agriculture is good we get to hatvess through it.’
While NaSthabile of Ntalale A village, Ntalale rered:

‘CA groups are helpful as we learn and teach eattieionew ideas which improves our

yields and understanding of farming.’

It would appear that they value CAIPs becauséhefiienefits they bring into their lives. One

farmer, Mr Ncube, of Humbane village Manama, staied:

‘Even in the driest of seasons | can still affoodharvest something as opposed to those
who have not adopted the technology. Moreover, omgarns pertaining to the crop
always have an answer from members of the platfainm may possess better knowledge

about the crop production and tending.’
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When one examines the issue of benefits accruirigrtoers from CA it is clear the farmers are
not entirely inventing. Mr Ncube reported that met2006/2007 season he harvested about
fifteen 50 kilogram bags of maize while Johnsonrt@gghbor who had used conventional means
of farming got about five bags. Such positive pptioms motivated adopters to continue with

the technology even after NGOs had pulled outlithal three sites.

4.4 Disadopters

In literature disadopters are farmers that arendisanted with a given technology after having
tried it out (Rogers 1983, 2003). In the contexCéf in Gwanda, these are farmers who initially

adopted the technology but abandoned it later.di$edlopting farmers regard CA as useless:

Mzoli a middle aged farmer from Manama sarcastjaamarked:

‘This technology they are introducing is uselessfdct, it is hopeless and it is like a

cloud bearing no rain, impressive at first but gipainting at the end.)

In Village 5 Enyandeni, Phineas chose to do piggeny gardening ahead of CA and he had no

kind words for CA. He stated that:

‘CA is of no use; | wasted my time all those gdaying worthless things.’

Landa from Ntalali A. village also regarded it @dueless, saying:

‘My friend, | was dreaming when | thought CA woultprove my yields. | have seen

that it cannot help us.
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4.5 Reasons for disenchantment

Some of the farmers viewed the technology as lalhaensive compared to the exaggerated
benefits promised with its introduction. In desgridp the burdensome nature of CA Mzoli

compared adopting the technology with indirectivsey a jail term. He said:

‘CA is like serving a jail term (where you don’tyeafreedom and perform hard labour under

strenuous conditions) because of too much workvedan it.’

Others saw it as stressful: Phineas from Mtshadsdi

‘Attending regular group meetings, the requirem@nionitor CA plots daily and having

extension and NGO staff on your doorstep everysiagevision) is stressful.’

Others saw CA technology as unsuitable arguingttiet region was not conducive to practice

it. Landa from Ntalale said:

‘| quit after realizing that there was insufficientulch in the area. | ended up literally
fighting my neighbours and chasing after donkeyd eattle for mulch. The soils are
sandy with little capacity to hold water for lon&mall grains are actually more

profitable than maize in this area.’

Other farmers saw it as a threat to social ordeeyTsaw it as causing strife and tension in the
community. They cited internal power struggles e tCA group as the reason for their

disadoption. Phineas further said:

‘I don’t have anything to do with CA because oulage and the group in which | was had
people who were power hungry and always wantecetteders of the group even when they

had failed. | could not continue to be part of tkahfusion hence my resignation.’
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It was revealed in a discussion with the incumb@At group chairperson that the farmer in
guestion was now using his influence as a villdg@rcnan to sabotage the activities of the CA
group by, for instance instructing other villagessattend the servicing of the borehole on a day

when the CA chairperson had called for a meeting.

The disadopters also had problems with the wayhiithvextension and NGO staff treated them
in terms of adhering to CA principles and their dtions in the CAIPs. Landa, Phineas and
Mzoli all complained of being denied the chance lte creative and inventive in the

implementation of CAIP processes. Landa said:

| left CA because each time | interacted with tli&Nguys they treated me like a kid who
does not know anything about farming yet | havenlsbmng it all my life. | think | even

know better than some of these young NGO guys @rhe to teach and supervise us!

The arguments raised by the various disadopterscamepelling considering that in other
contexts CAIPs have been abandoned for their stiteageeraries (see for example Andersson et

al, 2011), as well as unsuitability of the bioplkgéconditions in which CA is being promoted.

4.6 Non-adopters

In literature non adopters are usually people wigorat attracted to a new technology (Rogers
1983). They are also known as laggards (Deidereai, &003). With regards to CA, these are
farmers who have not adopted the CA technology dmdot participate in IP activities. In
Gwanda most of these farmers seem to be very posoaally marginalized to participate in
CAIP activities or they have other more lucratiméerests to pursue. Other non adopters were

terminally ill and incapacitated to partake in C&tiaties. A further category of non adopters is
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that of people who saw no value in practicing faxgnand chose to engage in activities like gold

panning and cattle husbandry.

Disregarding those scorning and not adopting it iferlimited viability, non adopters are
generally farmers on the margins where conditiorakenit difficult for them to adopt. This
category constitutes a greater number of non adgérmers in all the three study wards while
those who are well off or pursuing other livelihsosburces outside farming and CA are also

generally present across all the three wards.

4.7 What non-adopters said about CAlPs

The poor non-adopters viewed the CAIPs as good dadried the selection criteria as
discriminatory and unfair to them. They allegedategm in the selection of participants. One of

the respondents Philani of Village 3 Enyandeni:said

‘The NGO and AGRITEX staff look at who you aredlecing. They pick people on the

basis of who they like.’

NaFiso from Manama also felt that the selectioteda was unfair to ordinary farmers like her.

She said:

‘I think we have been sidelined from these projéetsause my family is poor and my
husband is not an influential person in the comryurdiwould have wanted to take part

in the project but it seems it is for the rich amell connected’

These claims may be true considering that poor Ipempmost instances are not connected

politically and therefore experience great sociargmalization at the hands of society.
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Furthermore these non adopting farmers complairidzbimg sidelined by NGO and extension

staff owing to their perceived incapacity and baakimess. In this regard, Philani said:

‘I have never been visited by NGO or extensiorf gtafmy fields despite the fact that |
need their teachings just like anyone else invHliage. These guys view us as doomed to
failure and do not make any effort to teach us fewming techniques such as CA. They
actually have their favourites in this village th#tey invite to training and visit

regularly. | think that is not fair.’

Those who were terminally ill applauded the CAIRg &ttributed their non adoption to their

illnesses. Dalubuhle, an arthritis patient from hétisezi said:

‘I would have loved to participate in CAIPs but leamot adopted because of this

permanent illness (arthritis)’

The iliness is severe and contradicts the busystreduous schedule of CAIPs where one spends
a lot of time at the demo plot, platform meetintir fields or colleagues’ fields learning or

helping out.

In Ntalali B village Judith a tuberculosis patiergver adopted the technology and opted for

illicit beer brewing ahead of CAIPs because ofilidrealth. She said:

‘The demands of these CAIPs are very high and | éguld not cope with them given my
ill health, but even the sick like me still wantdat hence my choice of beer brewing

which is less demanding.’

Some of the well off people who were non adoptegued they had enough resources and

needed no extra resources (seed, fertilizers dret ahplements) from the NGO. One of the rich
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non adopters from Goholi vilage Manama Ward owaddling station, a grocery shop, a huge
herd of cattle. goats and sheep. Another rich farmkeembelihle of Goholi village, Manama
said:

‘I did not join CAIPs because it is for those thawvé problems in accessing resources

like seed and draft power.’

In Ntalale, Moyo, a local farmer who owned a grimgiimill, store and about 100 herd of cattle

said:

‘Much as this CAIP thing of yours sounds good Indb have time to pursue it as | have
more pressing issues to attend at the shop henceegigion not to join it.Such claims
are sensible considering that some of the welfasfhers rely on nonfarm and off farm activities
for survival. The claims are also valid given tlia¢se farmers have other channels to pursue
interests contrary to other categories of farmere arguably want to gain influence and prestige

through the innovation platform.

4.8 Private and public sector stakeholders

Besides farmers who are targets of a given teclgyolprivate and public institutions are
represented on innovation platforms (Van der leE12@CORAF/WECARD, 2012). These other
stakeholders have perceptions towards a given odogm which are driven by a number of
professional and strategic considerations. Thesgepgons are often played out in the way the
organizations participate in the platforms and they considered below. Majority of NGO and
research officers try as much as possible to ptabeir technologies of interest as ideal and

necessary even in situations where they have bsmmte be irrelevant. For NGOs, the need to
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post good results to their funders makes them gliowing reviews of otherwise inappropriate

technologies.

4.9 Views of AGRITEX extension staff

As a state agency this organization is mandated gabrdinating agricultural activities in the
district. The DAEO with assistance from supervisargl ward extension workers go around
training farmers. The extension staff said CAIPsildobe helpful but considering that the
initiatives to set them up were short-lived medrdttnot much benefit is derived from such

innovations. The DAEO blamed NGOs for sideliningrthand said:

‘The CAIP initiatives are not going to be of muchéfé to the farmer because the initiative is

often short-lived, besides the NGOs shun us yéhae the farmers better.’

Another extension officer stationed at Gwanda effi€Charles, noted that:

‘New technologies often require three to four yemsthem to start paying off to the
farmers but the paradox is that most NGO projects \vaound up in the third year of
inception leaving the farmers without guidance asdistance. What this means is that
farmers are exposed to new interventions every f@mars without being allowed to

establish how viable the previous intervention ey

A ward extension worker from Mtshabezi, Julianandéated the fragmented approach to CA

dissemination and IP setting up which was adopyetthéd NGOs. She noted that:

‘Initiators Of CAIPs are competing for clientele ang the farmers in the process
delivering a half-baked cake to the beneficiariést me, it is a waste of resources and
time’
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It is possible these claims and allegations sigtefysion possibly arising from jealous between
government extensioninsts and NGOs. The tensi@esras stakeholders encroach into each
other's mandate. Moreover, the tension comes fraotusionist approaches adopted by each
stakeholder in the IP which ironically is not imdi with the dictates of prototype IPs which
require cooperation and mutual understanding anpantners. NGOs often sidelined extension
staff in all CAIPs which hurts the farmers ultimigtebecause once the NGOs withdraw
government extension staff that remain behind altectant to work with the farmers for having
been initially sidelined. In general NGOs preserdeatharrative of success perhaps because they

gained from such initiative.

4.10 NGO representatives

Non Governmental Organizations have taken a ledaderpromotion of rural-based agricultural
initiatives. They often collaborate with other ldgdbased partners in the dissemination of these
innovations. There are six international and fagaal NGOs promoting CA in Gwanda district.
These are: SAFIRE, Practical Action, Lutheran Depeient Services, Care International, World
Vision, ZIMPRO, Dabane Trust, ORAP, Hlekweni, andridl Oa Sechaba. These NGOs have
come and promoted the technology in wards of ttiedice. NGO representatives were generally
optimistic about the usefulness of CAIPs for thenomnities. One representative noted that the
farmers practicing CA and patrticipating in CAIPsnested more than those still practicing
conventional farming. These NGOs however adoptaeghtyt different strategies in the
promotion of CA activities. A case in hand is tb&World Vision and Practical Action whereby
the former distributed food items like mealie-maadpking oil and beans as well as farming
implements and inputs while the latter providedrizng implements, seed, fertilizers and fencing

material. These different incentive strategies weruential on farmer perceptions and
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adoptions of CA. Overall, NGOs seem to be happybse CA (and IPs) give them a semblance
of control over farmers. This is seen in the wagythelate with farmers and line ministry staff.
Their power also presumably derives from the vasburces they command and distribute

amongst participating farmers.

411 Local leaders

Traditional and other local leaders in the studyaainclude chiefs, headmen; village heads,
councilors and local elders or opinion leaders.yTherve as an entry port for change agents
intending to operate in their areas of jurisdictidinese traditional leaders are also used to
mobilize communities to participate in new actedtiand constitute an indispensable resource for
NGOs intending to introduce new innovations in araa For Gwanda, local leaders like
councilors played a coordinative role in helping ®&5reach out to farmers. Perceptions of these
traditional and other local leaders are as vargethase of other stakeholders discussed above.
Such perceptions are, arguably, influenced by thécipated and/or real influence of the
innovation on the leaders’ hold on power in theietycas well as the benefits likely to accrue

from participating in CAIPs.

Local leaders’ perceptions were divided. Some leafidt that the introduction of CA brought
with it a lot of problems as land use patternststlif One village head in Mnyabetsi Village,
Manama Ward, Mr Nare, argued that the innovatieightened tensions among farmers as they
tried to protect their CA plots from encroachmentlikestock in search of stover which served
as mulch see Chapter 5 for a discussion of ingtitat changes instigated by CAIPS). The
emerging land use patterns were ironical in thatlevine CA adopters proclaimed exclusive
tenure over their individual plots as a way of sgiiarding their plots, they drove their livestock

to others’ plots hence raising tensions with comityumembers not practicing CA.
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Other traditional leaders felt threatened by netherity structures emerging as a result of these
CAIPs. The CAIPs bestowed power upon previouslygrtegs individuals and they posed a real
and/or imagined threat to hitherto established polases. Out of uncertainty and jealous
established leaders even went to the extent obdiaging their constituents from partaking in
CA activities as a way of keeping in check the remhority structures. At Mtshabezi one CA
platform chairman Mdala Dube reported that his éesklip in CA activities was being
‘sabotagedby the local village chairman because he waspaot of the platform. Mdala Dube
narrated how on several occasions the village ohauld call for an urgent meeting just to
scuttle the platform’s planned activities. On thikeen hand the village chair argued that the CA
groups had giveftoo much power”’to some locals resulting in them challenging ththarity

of ‘official’ leaders.

However, other leaders perceived the CAIPs to Inelde initiative that brought farmers and
other stakeholders together while also promotinguaduunderstanding among new and old
leaders. One ‘deputy councilor for ward 17 Manan, Maligazana argued that CAIPs
encouraged unity among the farmers and stakeholliexiso turned out that these leaders were
supportive of and cooperative with those NGOs taate them substantial allowances while not

cooperating with those regarded as poorly financed.

NGO facilitation allowances ranged from as low a&S$l0 to US$35 per day and traditional
leaders are said to have cooperated with the tbptging’ NGOs in mobilizing communities.
Extension staff were also found to be willing to rwawith those NGOs which gave them
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‘reasonable’ Travel and Subsistence (T&S) allowanthe leaders would go to the extent of
encouraging their people to join initiatives ofte@mn NGOs ahead of others. To that end it may
be reasonable to argue that the perceptions ofelsatbwards new innovations may not
necessarily be premised on the significance ofsthé innovation in the lives of the people but

on their perceived usefulness in enhancing theividual aspirations.

Other traditional leaders felt hard done by the Wa\P interventions were introduced in their
areas of jurisdiction as NGOs by-passed them irmptbeess of beneficiary selection and actual
implementation of the project. They argued thas¢h€AIP interventions were presented by the
NGOs as epitomies of liberation and freedom fromdau for rural communities experiencing
perennial droughts but in actual fact these intetieas were enslaving these farmers in a way.

Chief Masuku remarked that:

‘These CAIPs are not in any way liberating. Theg ar new form of slavery for the
farmers. The only difference with the slavery ofgldack is that the current slavery is
voluntary. Conservation Agriculture for me is syymmous with slavery in its worst form.

If I had my way | would discourage my people famopting it!’

Chief Marupi who is still in his late teens alsdt that the people in his area are not benefitting
much besides the inputs that came with CAIPs inirifiel stages of the interventions. He felt
that they were not being adequately allowed thenochato present what people in their
constituencies really required to uplift their lilods. This assertion from the two chiefs is
somehow valid considering that traditional leadeetured in CAIP activities as ex-oficio and

not full participants thereby limiting their coritition to the platforms’ outputs
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4.12 Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the varied perceptielashy stakeholders towards the Conservation
Agriculture based Innovation Platforms. It has lelished that peoples’ perceptions are molded
by the experiences they have in the platform. Reeplr stakeholder experiences also influence
the decision to continue in the platform or disadamd discard the technology all together. The
chapter has revealed that the underlying currecyatioption or not are the transactional
considerations people make prior to making thegiletito adopt or not. In the final analysis we
can note that the development arena is populatetaigholders driven by self interest and may
discard a given technology or not participate latesl fora if they consider their interests to be
negated. The next chapter is a presentation ofnfgsdrelating to the second objective of the

study.
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CHAPTER 5

5.0 THE INFLUENCE OF CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE INNOV ATION

PLATFORMS ON INSTITUTIONS IN GWANDA

5.1 Introduction

In the rural areas the introduction of new innomasi or technologies particularly in the field of
agriculture brings with it new institutions. In sengases existing ones take new forms, what
Cleaver (2001) terms institutional bricolage. Heesm it can also be the case that old
institutions disappear altogether (CORAF/WECARD120Chereni, 2007). The institutional
transformation that arises emanates from two distsources; firstly, institutional change is
externally driven with outside forces transformittgem (institutions) to suit dominant or
prevalent interests. Secondly, institutions chasggogenously adapting and remaining relevant
to the current situation. Kingston and Caballerd0@ also note that institutional change may
occur as a result of political and evolutionaryqasses internally or externally derived. In line
with the above propositions, it can be argued thatintroduction of Conservation Agriculture
Innovation Platforms culminates in changed ingtngl arrangements often with far reaching

consequences in the affected areas.

As discussed in the preceding chapters, the proae$B formation is characterized by the
congregation of players of diverse backgrounds, amdhat account, who are bound to hold
variant ideologies. Because Innovation Platformgesas “...grounds and pillars for multi-level,
multi-stakeholder interactions...” their “...formatioils a dynamic, highly context specific
process..that may necessitate institutional reformulatiofiTenywa et al 2011:118 [emphasis

mine]). The diversity of backgrounds therefore msdates a reformulation of associational
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relationships obtaining amongst these institutiorend other interested actors

(CORAF/WECARD, 2012).

This chapter sets out to discuss the second obgeofithe research which sought to assess the
influence of Conservation Agriculture IPs on runastitutions and institutional processes. It
further sought to analyze the institutional charthes arise as a result of the establishment of IPs
in rural settings. It looks at whether and how CAiRfluence institutional formation and change.
The chapter attempts to answer the question of hehdahe institutional metamorphosis and
resultant proliferation as observed and discussqateceding chapters is attributable entirely to
the advent of IPs or there are other extenuatiogifa with a bearing on the institutional changes

noted.

This chapter is arranged following a four-point escia of what is likely to happen when new
innovations are introduced, these are outlined vbel&irstly, the introduction of new
technologies nullifies or cancels out existing itagibns, secondly new technologies strengthen
existing institutions, thirdly introduction of netechnologies brings with it new institutions,
lastly when new technologies are introduced natutginal change occurs and the status quo
remains. After an exploration of the above schetin@,next section explores the institutional
changes arising in the three research sites fatigwhe introduction of CA and formation of IPs.
The chapter also looks at the implications of thanges on social organization in the area and

lastly it concludes and attempts to theoreticatlyade the chapter
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(i) Institutional change and nullification

In order to populate the framework above | now ttorthe issue of institutional change and
nullification since it is the more perverse of tbleanges wrought by CA. It is clear from
available data that CA nullifies existing institiis. By this | mean that it erases established

practices of using and relating to land. Now weegiwee cases to support the above assertion.

An established practice in Gwanda is the openingoijigommons to allow supplementary
grazing for livestock during the winter seasonduling harvesting of crops. Ideally livestock is
allowed access to stover or crop residues strewasache fieldsgmasimin) in the aftermath of

harvests starting around April to the onset of tlies in October or November. However, CA
reverses this, coming up with a new range of prastiorganized around individualizing the

commons.

Firstly, CA encouraged farmers to tightly fence tféir properties. In some instances farmers
used brush or thickets as did Mr Banda who usezkeks slashed from the commons. The fence
itself was so thick and thorny trees were mostlgdus fencing off the fields, presumably to

make it impossible for livestock to breach it.
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Figure 5.1:Thicket fenced CA plotSource:Fieldwork (2012).

In the same village Mr Mlilo double fenced his phath barbed wire on the outside and thickets
on the inside. The barbed wire was double strandraimforced with wood and metal droppers.
Not only did he fence the plot but he also regylarspected the fence to identify where animals

had the potential of encroaching into the plot.
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Figure 5.2: Farmer inspecting his double feced CA p&ﬂurce:ieldork (2012).

Clearly these two cases suggest the new tenuaatipe brought about by CA to prevent the use
of commons especially by CA farmers protectingrtipdots from communal access. Sometimes
the new practice of individualization may take then of hiding commons from the public eye
and public use. The first example is found in Gokhidlage, Manama where Mr Phiri hid stover
in a huge tree behind his homestead. Even neighbesho could see it could not access it as

they had done over the years.

The same pattern of concealing commons which waxeak with the past was also evident in
Fumukwe village, Manama where a CA farmer Mrs Nackstover in a structure next to her
bedroom. Not only did she conceal the stover bet Isdrricaded the structure so that no one

could have access to it and no other livestockdcohblnce on it.
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Figure 5.3: Stover stowed away from livestock’s reaBlource Fieldwork (2012)

Farmers practicing CA never run short of excusesigtfy their new practices. Some say it is
the only way of ensuring that they have the retglisiop residues to serve as mulch necessary
for continued fertility and maximum moisture refent on their CA plots. Latter on in the
chapter, | shall describe some of the implicatipadicularly conflicts arising from this practice.
These two examples demonstrate a new practiceaniidaring on common property which ten
years ago did not exist. The next section lookshatinfluence of new technologies on the

emergence of new institutions.

(i) New technologies and the emergence of new iitations

Change and nullification as discussed above do nemtessarily leave a vacuum in the
institutional set up but culminates in the estdintient of new institutions. This section looks at

the new institutions formed following the adoptiohnew technologies. These new institutions
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arise as a result of the introduction of new tetbgies in an area. The same can be said for
Gwanda following the introduction of CA and IPs.eThew institutions were established with
the explicit purpose of overseeing the CAIP adggitincluding soil and water management,

input distribution and training of farmers.

The first example of newly formed institutions e tPlatform Committee (PC) whose mandate is
the coordination of IP activities which include Isand water conservation, seed and fertilizer
distribution, training of new CA farmers, manageiefh demonstration plots. Previously
AGRITEX extension officers were responsible foratetl issues like crop cultivation, livestock
production crop inspection. The Department of NatiResources was responsible for soil and
water preservation while Master Farmer training wees responsibility of Zimbabwe Farmers’
Union (ZFU). For example the platform in Mtshabeiflage 3 was led by Mr Bhebhe since the
inception of CA in the area. In Ntalale the implertieg NGO (Lutheran Development Services)
bestowed the responsibility of the coordinatiomplaftform activities on the committee led by Mr
Zondi. The CA committee in Manama had women asrpheon and committee members

respectively. The committee was led by Mrs Ranthgna

Another newly established institution are what nilgé referred to as institutions of agricultural
excellence. These institutions are responsibl@ifoviding farmers with excellence. Examples of
these include the Local Champions of Developmer@d). as exemplified in Manama by
Skhanyisiwe, a middle aged widow who received meadognition from fellow CA farmers and
other villagers for her new found role. A variafitiois was the Local Drivers of Change (LDC)

as exemplified by Mthatheho a former extension wodnd local church leader. LDCs or LCDs
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are therefore farmers deemed by the NGO and othplementing partners to be innovative,

successful and with potential to impart their CAverences to other farmers.

The following are some of the traits that qualifyfaamer to be designated an LCD/LDC:
accessibility to other farmers, willingness to ablbbrate with development initiators and other
farmers, willingness to train other farmers, apaten of cultural and social context of local
farmers, upholding active farmer participation dedrning by doing etc (Practical Action
Annual Project Report, 2010).These functions weaditionally found among so-called farmers
and disserminated by AGRITEX extension workers &mtiner representative organizations
(Zimbabwe Farmers Union ZFU). These institutionsamee influential in society through the
recognition they got from implementing partners aodal ordinary farmers alike. The
incumbent enjoys the responsibilities and privikegéhich come with this as well as an active
role in the distribution of resources like hoestilieers, seed, t-shirts and hats as well as

selection of beneficiaries.

The implications of these new institutions of newumbents and traditional office bearers are
note worthy. Firstly the new institutions bestowygo on the new incumbents through improved
access to resources and prestige. They use sumlrees to wield power even over traditionally
dominant institutions like village leaders. Thisesident in the case of Skhanyisiwe who could
easily mobilize the whole village for a meetingfeat which traditional leaders were failing to
equal. It is also evident that these new institgiwere able to use their positions to draw further
authority to themselves. In Manama the leader masred the location of a demonstration plot
in her field. In Ntalale Mthatheho became influahtto such an extent that he was even
approached by fellow villagers to mediate in domeestisputes. This was formerly the

responsibility of the village head and headmen.
66



(iii) Institutional reinforcement through new technologies

While it has generally been proven that the intotiden of new technologies leads to change,
nullification and even formation of new institutgnt should also be appreciated that the process
of technology introduction also in some way straegs or buoys up existing institutions. In the
case of CA and IPs in Gwanda it was establishetdvthde the majority of institutions changed
or lost currency others thrived. For that reasboan be noted that similar institutions across the
district experienced change, albeit contextually.some instances, local traditional leaders lost
their influence in the day to day running of lo@dfairs while similar institutions elsewhere

became more powerful.

Traditional leadership institutions (village heads@ an example of institutions that have been
reinvigorated by the introduction of CA and IPsllage heads that have opted to partake in CA
and IP activities as active and not as ex-officiemmbers have bolstered their social and
economic standing. Village heads, headmen and dtarechave traditionally been mandated
with responsibility for land administration and piisal, resolving land and boundaries,
beneficiaries selection, distribution of resour@ss well as mediating in domestic disputes
However, owing to lesser material resources beiaglemavailable to them, their authority in
their areas of jurisdiction waned. The village hdad Mamsisi village Ntalale, Mr Maligwa
remarked that in the last decade or so locals e&dpegouths in his area had lost respect for the
office of the village head preferring to seek guicka from nontraditional institutions. The same

can be noted for traditional leaders in Manamaltghabezi.
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With the advent of CAIPs traditional leaders’ auttyohas been reinvigorated. They are now
able to mobilize their constituencies for meetingsng to their renewed power. In Manama CA
and other general village meetings were well atenidllowing invites sent out by the village
head. Similarly, in Mtshabezi and Ntalale implenmegtNGOs and AGRITEX extension
workers acknowledged that they enlisted the sesvidethe village leaders to gather people for
weekly and other meetings. Clearly, the village dse@an now strategically deploy their
reinforced authority to mobilize villagers theocatly for CA and even more practically for

political purposes. This point is demonstrated dlgiothree examples discussed below.

The first example is in Manama ward where the gédlahead for Fumukwe village Mrs
Magamba has been an influential and active memitreqplatform in the village in spite of her
advanced age. The village head has ridden on batiplatform membership and traditional
office to maneuver between fellow platform membeand other villagers under her jurisdiction.
Secondly, in Mamsisi village, Ntalale the villagead Mr Maligwana relies on platform
resources to execute his traditional duties whidtude settling of disputes in the village. Lastly
in Mtshabezi the village chairman Mr Nyathi alsobiiaed the community for other non CA
activities like borehole repairs through the CAupimg. The next section looks at how new

technologies have not necessarily led to a chamgeei status quo.

(iv)New technologies and the maintenance of the $t&s quo

Some institutions do not necessarily change asuwtref the introduction of new technologies.
In this section | intend to discuss how and why ititeoduction of new technologies may not

necessarily culminate in any institutional charmyeross the three research sites the introduction
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of CA and IPs has not brought about significantng/es in some of the prevailing institutional

arrangements.

In some cases the introduction of CA and IPs hdassigmificantly changed conventional crop
production systems in the three wards. This is enged by the huge number of households
continuing to do crop production despite havingngal CA groups. Caleb the extension officer
for Ntalale noted that in Mavula area the numbefaainers practicing CA declined from about
40 at inception to about 8 in 2012. It is paradakibat although farmers could recite what CA
was, how it was supposed to be carried out and é@eedefining principles they were not
practicing it anymore. A visit to the main fields Ntalale Manama and Mtshabezi showed that
farmers were doing more conventional than CA fagniMulamuli a middle aged farmer from
Magaya village, Manama was skeptical about CA desghowing great understanding of the
principles of C A. His fields did not have any esidte of CA activity taking place in spite of his
vast knowledge of the technique. To that end, tutstns behind conventional crop production
have not changed with the introduction of CA and. IBvidence from the three sites show that

farmers have bigger plots devoted to conventior@mng compared to CA plotggntshopd.

It is possible that the farmers were driven by sirdeto tap into the ‘careless’ resources being
splashed around by CA-promoting NGOs without nearlgsabandoning their conventional

farming institutions. This can be further evidentgdthe high rates of disadoption of CA across
the district after NGO withdrawal of incentives.rRaostance, in Enyandeni farmers practiced
CA concurrently with conventional farming as theyght access to food hand outs from World

Vision. In Ntalale the number of households praicgcCA plummeted from about 40 to between
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5 and 8 households following the withdrawal seedkpdertilizers and other inputs by LDS.
Huge numbers of households also reported revettirapnventional farming in Manama at the
end Practical Action and SAFIRE projects in 2010 2012 respectively. Having discussed the
four pointers in technology and institutional chanthe following section turns to a broader
discussion of the implications of the technologwratpe on institutions. First to be discussed is
the conflict that arises due to the change andificalion of institutions owing to the

introduction of CAIPs.

5.2 Ingtitutional nullification and conflict among farmers

The change in tenurial arrangements resulting ftioenintroduction of CA leads to both overt
and covert conflict especially among adopters amdl adopters. Most often this conflict arises
from the partial privatization of commons by farmqracticing CA. Below are three cases of
conflict associated with the practice of CA. Fysih Manama farmers excluded other people’s
livestock from accessing their own plots which mked the hostility of non adopters who
believed in stover as common property. This cult@dan a harsh exchange of words and

conflict between the two groups. Melusi a non Carfer from Manama protested thus:

These CA people are selfish, you see them plab#iggtover in a tree for use as mulch
but their livestock compete for stover with oursaur plots. It is unfair because they
benefit from ustbiroughdriving their livestock into non CA plots which aopen for
livestock in winte) yet they do not share their crops with[amphasis mine]They know
full well that livestock supplement their grazitgaugh stover yet they choose to reserve

their stover for igantshopo which does not bringamegful yields at the end of the day.
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Mulamuli the CA farmer, in counteraction to the @gation by non CA farmers, argued that their
counterparts were lazy and are not able to joingg®ups hence their jealousy. On being further
probed about where he thought his own livestoclsoored stover as supplement if he drove his
and those of neighbours off the plots he was eeaand argued that the livestock could do

without stover as supplementary feed, a point gdlyarefuted by most non CA farmers.

During field work | was informed that non adoptensce drove CA adopters’ livestock from
their plots. In Ntalale these tensions were exeiegliby incidents of fence destruction and
attacks on livestock deemed to be straying intadaoed plots during winter. Tshinga the
headman for the area mediated regularly in casestaxtks on livestock. He also heard seasonal
cases of burnt down fences. The headman notedtehaions went high in the area during
winter, with people accusing each other of desimnabf fences, opening of gates to let livestock
destroy crops or consume stover. However, in Manardal not come across cases where
farmers threatened to attack or drive away livdstoelonging to adopters if ever they strayed
into their plots. The CA farmers accuse non CA famsrfor all these problems. For their part,

non adopters accused adopters of anti-social pescéispecially cordoning commons.

The third case involves the village chairman foldge 3 Enyandeni who noted that CA groups
in his area were folding up. According to him thesare was due to the problem of destruction
of fences, and heightened competition for stovee Village leadership in Enyandeni confirmed
receiving reports of sabotage against CA activitigsnon CA farmers. His monthly register of

cases showed the high frequency of stover-basdtiatom September 2012 such cases topped
up to 8 with an average of 2 cases per month beingrded. Because stover is scarce, CA

farmers and livestock have been observed to confpetthe little that is available. Livestock
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which forms a key livelihood source in this semdadistrict unnecessarily starve in the dry

season simply because stover is now being stowag B use in CA plots.

5.4 Conflict and competition emanating from emergence of new institutions around CAIPs

Owing to the advent of new institutions brought @bby the introduction of CA in the study
area there is a heightened incidence of institatia@onflict and competition in all the three
wards. This is especially because the new ingtitgtiake over the duty and mandate of existing
traditional institutions. The institution of excatice, the LCD/LDC (discussed in the second part
of the schema), became the centre of hostility betwtraditional leaders and LCD/LDCs. As
earlier stated, the responsibilities and otherileges that come with this office were formerly a
preserve of traditional leaders (village headsdhesn and councillors). These traditional leaders
were not comfortable and did not take lightly tce tidea of newly emerging institutions
‘competing for clientele’ with them. In Manama titamhal leaders did everything within their

power to scuttle the activities of these new instins as discussed in Box 5.1 below.

72



Box 5.1: Seed distribution stand-off in Manama

NGO X (not real name) which has been implementidg i€ Manama ward since 20
encountered problems wheneth distributed seed at the homestead of a lead eiarmheg
problem arose when one local leader in conjunctrath the village head disrupted the s¢
distribution, apparently because the local leadgrstvanted it distributed at their preferrg
distribution point. The local leadership accused the NGAd fiicers of causing divisions
the area through their CA projects. They furthecused the NGO of unilaterally picking
beneficiaries without their (local leaders’) knowfge. The leaders also felhat the newl

elected platform chairperson (a woman) was alsovetting their authority by not consulti

them regularly. The platform leader in turn arguiét by virtue of the traditional leaders

being active members of the CAIP she was not axtable to them but to the platform meml
and the NGO. Tempers only subsided when the villegel and his associates received §

packs and fertilizers from the NGO.

In Enyandeni friction was noted to abound betwdmn\tillage Chairman and the platform. The
latter complained that the former was foiling pladnCA activities, running parallel village

activities in a bid to dissuade farmers from fudbrticipating in CA activities. He remarked:

Some of us in this village are not happy to seerstideveloping and they can do

anything to make sure their neighbour fails.

He recalled one incident where the Village Chairmastructed villagers to attend a
‘compulsory’ borehole maintenance meeting when glaform chairperson had called for a

meeting earlier. In the third instance, in Ntalslhatheho intimated that traditional leaders were
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not enthusiastic about CA and he suspected thelg dmuinciting people to abandon CA. It is
possible that people had their own reasons forddrang CA. Indeed, the decision to drop CA
was often a private matter not a function of ireign. That Mthatheho chose to blame the local

leadership represents a tension of struggle.

5.5 Chapter Summary
The chapter presented the institutional outcomeasnafvation platforms. A four tier trajectory of

institutional outcomes was outlined. In the firgesario existing institutions were nullified

following the introduction of CA and IPs. Tenureopesses were changed in the study area. In
the second trajectory new institutions were esshblli as a result of the advent of new
innovations and related platforms. Thirdly, exigtimstitutions that were receptive of changes
were galvanized as they rode on the resourcesafailn the platform and associated with the
technology. In the fourth and final trajectory tlséatus quo remained. The institutional

implications of all this has been noted to be donfind competition among farmers and other

related stakeholders. The next chapter considerbviélihood outcomes CAIPs.
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CHAPTER 6

6.0 THE INFLUENCE OF CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE INNOVATION

PLATFORMSON RURAL LIVELIHOODS

6.1 Introduction

Previous chapters have looked at stakeholder pgonospand adoption of CAIPs (Chapter 4) and
influence of CAIPs on rural institutions (Chaptgr b this chapter, | examine the last of my
objectives which sought to assess the role of CAlRstaining or maintaining sustainable rural
livelihoods in Gwanda. Central to the assessmetitdsassumption that innovations and IPs in
particular are introduced with the express viewngbroving the agro-based livelihoods of rural
farmers in the developing world. Evidence from otlfes across Africa has shown a marked
improvement in the livelihoods of implementing coomities (Nederlof et al 2011, Van Rooyen
and Homann 2009). Livelihoods are defined as tresgssion of material and social assets which
are deployed to attain a means of living. Livelile@an be sustainable or otherwise. In keeping
with the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA) @hambers and Chambers (1992),
sustainable livelihoods carry potential to affottke tindividual comfortable and long term
sustenance which does not do harm to the environn@m the other hand, the opposite of
sustainable livelihoods is undesirable owing tgpitspensity to deny the individual meaningful

existence. However SLA is only an ideal which maydifficult to realize in real life.

With a diverse basket of livelihood sources fromiclihto tap for survival, smallholders often
consider the long term sustainability of a giverelihood source before they decide to pursue
the same or not. It is against this background pleaple in Gwanda have varied views on the

importance of CAIPs as a viable livelihood souReevalent livelihood strategies in south
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western Zimbabwe include but are not limited to lénsaale gold prospecting, livestock
production, poultry production, irrigation, pettgramodity trading among others (See Mabiza,
2013). The conclusion from the chapter seems tthaeCA has contradictory implications on

livelihoods, supporting them in one situation andiermining them in another.

The structure of this chapter follows this sequeeetion 2 enumerates the dominant livelihood
sources as well as assessing the contribution ofdXAese livelihoods. Section 3 considers the
stakeholder rating of livelihood sources includi@A and IPs as alternatives for rural

livelihoods. Section 4 concludes.

6.2 Livelihood sourcesin Gwanda

Livestock production is a widespread livelihood meuacross the three research sites. Most
farmers in Ntalale, Manama and Mtshabezi ownede;ajbats, sheep and other small livestock
which they occasionally sold to buyers from withimd outside the district. An average size goat
could fetch about $US50 on a good market day whieast could fetch about $US200 or more
depending on size. Farmers therefore relied smamtly on livestock sales as a livelihood
source.

However, owing to the dry conditions prevailingtire area farmers lost a lot of their livestock
which succumbed to starvation. Magwaliba from Gokdlage, Manama noted that over the
past three years he lost about 15 herd of catetddack of water and grazing. To avert this
problem he has been buying supplementary feedthércattle. Each 50kg bag of feeds costs
$11. Sunduza from Nyambi village, Ntalale explaiidt he lost about 18 cattle due to the
drought conditions in the past years. He saveddh®ining herd through the practicelagisa

whereby he drives his cattle to far off places viagitter pastures usually at other people’s farms.
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Melusi from Village 5 Mtshabezi stated that his Wehoattle herd succumbed to drought and he
currently remains with one donkey and a few gddeslamented that he is finding it difficult to
send his children to school following the loss @ key livelihood source- cattle. A few farmers
were also involved in poultry projects, rearing pignd chickens for sale to locals and
institutions like Manama and Mtshabezi missionsisThowever turned out to be a preserve of

well off farmers who could afford to buy feeds fbe chickens and the pigs.

CA and related IPs do not contribute much to liektbased livelihoods in Gwanda owing to a
range of factors chief among them being the cdanéirising between CA and livestock. The
requirement for preservation of stover in CA resutt farmers driving livestock away from CA
plots. As discussed in the preceding chapter, h@#led to tensions especially among CA and
non CA farmers over the movement of livestock iG# plots. Even at the household level,
men (with greater interest in livestock) were aderheads with their female counterparts (with

a keen interest in CA). To support this, three sase described below.

In the first case in Enyandeni at the Shaba horadstbe husband claimed to be too old to go
into the fields but was very active when it camedsing livestock. So his disregard for CA and
related institutions made him feign infirmity sotasbe excused from partaking in it. Elsewhere
in Ntalale, MaKhumalo of Mamsisi village claim#tht her husband was ill and could not help
in the CA plots but it latter turned the husbanefg@ired livestock production and was an active
member of a local cattle pen fattening scheme wdige devoting much time to conventional

crop production.
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Secondly and as earlier noted in Chapter 5, teasaoa high between CA and no CA farmers in
all the three wards. CA farmers accused non CA dasnof not properly looking after their
livestock leading to them encroaching into ‘progelctCA plots. In a similar vein, the latter
accuse the former of being selfish and driving aaag even attacking livestock that stray into
CA plots. The tensions have also led to thicketésnerected by CA farmers being burnt down,
allegedly, by the non CA farmers (See Chapter 5rfore detail on CA-non CA farmer tensions

in Gwanda).

In the third and final case, a middle aged farmerM&fu from Manama dismissed CA and its
promoters as time consuming and too taxing on bsylschedule, He was particularly not
amused by what he viewed as the nagging enquifig&SAopromoters whom he accused of
always being at farmers’ door steps. The secondrdorhlivelihood source in the study area is

irrigation and small gardens, they are discusséuibe

Irrigation and gardening are also viable livelihagations being pursued by villagers in the three
research sites. Irrigation was mostly done on gemdive basis while individual households set
up small gardens adjacent to streams. Two irrigagithemes are in operation in Ntalale, namely
Mhene-Bulamba irrigation scheme and Pelele irriyatscheme. Both schemes were initiated
and are sponsored by Pro Africa, a local NGO. TlONassists local farmers with the setting up
of schemes and provision of inputs. They also egnplgricultural extension workers dedicated
to advising farmers on crop choices and other propluction issues in the schemes. These are

complimented by AGRITEX extension staff who alseate part of their time to the schemes.
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Mhene-Bulamba scheme draws water from Bulamba dadnfarmers currently working the
scheme claim that they are under-capacitated tyg @uilize water from the dam since it can
irrigate a bigger piece of land than is currentiyuse. There are about 50 households holding
plots in the scheme. The households grow a vaoetyops including sugar beans, wheat, maize
and vegetables both for consumption and for sakl@irrigation scheme was set up following
the amalgamation of small household gardens inelg plot to enable the laying of irrigation
canals. They created irrigable blocks which weentbubdivided equally amongst contributing
households (households whose gardens were amak@mdthe scheme draws water from
Pelele weir. However water from the weir is notfisignt to irrigate crops throughout the year
and the NGO drilled boreholes around the schema frutnich supplementary water is drawn.
The irrigation committee decides on crop choice @tdtion of responsibility for canal opening
and other matters affecting the scheme. Crops grakenfor consumption and commercial

purposes.

Small bucket irrigated gardens are also the orfigheoday in Ntalale, Manama and Mtshabezi.
All households in the study area own vegetable eyadf varying sizes. These gardens supply
relish for household consumption while in some sabkese tending bigger gardens and having
better access to sufficient water for irrigationuadly earn a bit of income from the sale of their
produce. In Mavula village, Ntalale a group of abtmn households have come together and set
up the Mavula Green Project a vegetable productienture. They produce vegetable for

consumption and for sale. However the project iadb&ampered by lack of a consistent water

supply.
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NGOs have also drilled boreholes and supplied fenoaterial and inputs for the establishment
of community nutrition gardens wherein the memlzgrhe community work in the garden and
give the produce to orphans, the elderly and thmitally ill. An example of such nutrition
gardens is the Ntalale Bulamba nutrition gardendéeh by the embassy of France in
collaboration with UNDP and a local NGO Moriti o@chaba. Owing to scarcity of water,
irrigation and gardening are not very reliable liiveod sources. For those relying on boreholes
and pumps for irrigation the challenge lies in ¢ant breaking down of boreholes and pumps

and lack of funds to purchase consumables for lobesland pumps.

The contribution of Ca to irrigation and gardeniagmplicit. Farmers are taking the knowledge
they gained from CA and applying to their irrigatiplots and gardens. Concepts like moisture
preservation which are key in CA are being impleteénn gardens and plots. Ncube from
acknowledged that the benefit he derived from CA wee potential of the technique to limit
moisture stress through applying mulch. Below igiaure of his winter maize crop mulched

using stover and grass just like in CA.
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Source:Fieldwork (2012).

Other farmers chose to adopt plant basins chaistoteof CA in their gardens. In Ntalale, Mrs
Nare who vehemently denied being labeled a CA faracknowledged borrowing the idea of
plant basins for its potential tb..hold water for the plants.”It can therefore be noted that
farmers have selectively adopted CA techniqueswiogek for them and discarded others which

may not be beneficial to their garden projects.

However beyond this, CA cannot be said to be of mpasitive significance to gardening and
irrigation especially in view of its busy itinerarlfarmers engaged in irrigation schemes in the
study area noted that their irrigation plots densghohaximum and undivided devotion such that
they could not commit to the equally busy itinerafyCA. Brighton a plot holder at Pelele
irrigation scheme compared his irrigation outpud #mat realized by CA farmers and argued that
he was better off concentrating on irrigation baseaut was more profitable than CA. In
Manama, Mghumeni a middle aged small garden owrgered that he did not see much benefit

from participating in CA considering that a farngeindependence and innovativeness is ignored
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in line with sticking to CA principles. He arguetiat CA farmers were under constant
surveillance from the promoting NGO staff and otlpdmtform members checking on their

progress or lack of it.

Petty commaodity production, a combination of go&hping, petty commodity trading and other
less established livelihood sources also contribtethe upkeep of people in Gwanda, Though
not very reliable owing to the limited reservestioé mineral in the area, gold panning was
especially practiced by youths in Ntalale and MaaaMost youth especially herd boys do gold
panning while they are herding livestock along msven the area. Youths also preferred gold
panning for its quick and high returns compareaotteer livelihood sources which took long to
give meaningful returns. Due to its illegality lésavere less interested in discussing about gold
panning, especially with ‘stranger’. For that reastowas difficult to establish the actual extent

to which gold panning provided a livelihood sourtéhe three wards.

Petty commodity trading which is mostly a presasf/@omen is another livelihood source in the
study area. Women from Ntalale engaged in pettetet the local shopping centres and even in
Gwanda town. They traded in garden produce, and beafts produced by household members.
Not all households are engaged in petty commodagiing though. Sipho a married woman
from Village 3 Enyandeni stated that she engageeity commodity trading to supplement her
husband’s salary since it is mostly insufficientcater for all the household needs. She sales

mostly vegetables from the household garden asasedecond hand clothes.

6.3 Stakeholder livelihood ranking

Farmers were asked to proffer their views on tigaiBtance of the multiple livelihood sources

they had identified ranking the contribution of teme to household food security and income.
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Each identified livelihood source was rated oua @ossible score of 20 points.

scores for two three farmers in Ntalale Manamalbdtshabezi.

Table 6.1 Household livelihoods scoring: Enyandeni

Below are matrix

Livelihood Source Contribution to food | Contribution to | Total out of
Security out of 20 Household income| 40
out of 20
Livestock sales 15 18 33
Vegetable Gardening 12 15 27
Remittances 9 10 19
Piggery 12 5 17
Poultry 6 0
Conservation Agriculture 4 0 4
Table 6.2 Household livelihoods scoring: Manama
Livelihood Source Contribution to food | Contribution to | Total out of
Security out of 20 Household income| 40
out of 20
Livestock sales 17 15 32
Formal Employment 16 15 31
Conservation Agriculture 15 12 27
Vegetable gardening 13 10 23
Vending/trading 10 10 20
Remittances 7 6 13
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Table 6.3 Household livelihoods scoring: Ntalale

Livelihood Activity Contribution to food | Contribution to | Total out

Security out of 20 Household income| of 40

out of 20

Livestock sales 4 0 4
Irrigation/Vegetable Gardening 12 15 27
Remittances 10 10 20
Piggery 12 5 17
Poultry 6 0
Conservation Agriculture 4 0 4

In all three rankings livestock production was itfeed to be the most viable contributor to
household food security as well as household incdmgation and vegetable gardening were
also noted to contribute significantly to livelitesand food security in all the three sites. The
contribution of Conservation Agriculture to livetibds and food security was minimal
considering that it was ranked lowly by all thremubeholds. Remittances constituted a regular
livelihood source as most households reported lgaaimigrant or tow sending remittances back

home.

6.4 Conservation Agriculture and dynamization of livelihoods
Conservation Agriculture can be seen to be cortiniguo the dynamization of rural livelihoods

in Gwanda. This is evidenced by its contributiondtfferent facets of sustainable. Firstly, CA
has contributed to the acquisition of househol@tasand livestock. In Mtshabezi, Banda stated
that he had been able to buy a scotch cart, wiasbw and ox drawn plough following the sale
of his harvest. In Manama Maligwana reported hawogght two donkeys for draught purposes

and goats after realizing some profits from his &Ap. In the third case, Maluwa of Ntalale

84



managed to buy a bicycle, solar panel and telavisai during the season he harvested and sold

10 by 90kg bags of maize.

CA has also contributed to sustainable livelihoausnstances where households have sent
children to school and accessed other essentiahlsservices like hospitals using money
realized from the sale of crops harvested. Skhamgjsa builder’'s wife from Manama stated that
in the 2009 to 2010 season she managed to payihearg school children’s fees using proceeds
from CA. In another case Ma Ncube from Mtshabeml sae used the proceeds from CA to
finance part of her husband’s medical bill. In Buka village, Ntalale, Ngwenya harvested 7 by

50kg bags of maize which he sold and assisteddmbew to obtain travel documents.

Conversely, in other households in Gwanda therattant of sustainable livelihoods through CA
in Gwanda is doubtful especially in view of the loanking it received from some of the farmers
across the three sites .The fact that more houdelawk abandoning it is testimony that CA is
contributing little to the livelihoods of rural caonunities in Gwanda. Ncube from Mtshabezi
noted that CA is failing to improve the livelihoodEfarmers because it is being practiced on a
small scale and is also affected by the dry sgediracteristic of south western Zimbabwe in
general. For Ntalale, Mthatheho argued that thdyeaithdrawal of input and technical support
by NGOs resulted in farmers failing to realize méidm it. Most NGOs withdrew their support

in the third or fourth year of project inception evhfarmers are not yet self sufficient

More over the contribution of CA to sustainablesliioods in Gwanda was made difficult by the
fact that it competed for resources and time witirerestablished livelihood sources. Most male
household members preferred committing their time @nergy to livestock compared to CA. In

one case in Mtshabezi at the Shaba homesteadusiaind claimed to be too old to go into the
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fields but was very active when it came to dosimgstock. MaKhumalo from Ntalale claimed

that her husband was ill and could not help in @# plots but it latter turned the husband
preferred livestock production and was an activember of a local cattle pen fattening
scheme. The contribution of CA to livelihoods ims®households was less tangible as family

members shunned it in preference of other livelthsources.

6.5 Chapter summary
This chapter has looked at the livelihood outcoofegSonservation Agriculture based innovation

platforms. The chapter began by outlining the Ih@bd sources prevalent in the study and these
included livestock production, gold panning, gaidgrand irrigation, regional migration as well
as petty commodity trading. Livelihoods were alanked according to importance in the study
area. The contribution of CA to the sustainabibfyexisting livelihoods was also established
across the three study sites. The chapter thabwellprovides a summary, conclusion and

recommendations for the entire study.

86



CHAPTER 7

7.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

7.1 Introduction
The foremost aim of this research has been to wbsand analyze the institutional and

livelihood processes arising from the operationnoiovation platforms and in particular those
premised on Conservation Agriculture. This chajgepresenting a summary of the findings,
conclusions and recommendations. A summary ofitltenfgs of the research shall be presented
in view of the key objectives of the research. Ts$hall be followed by a consideration of the

conclusions drawn from the findings followed byaetnendations for further research.

7.2 Summary
The first objective of the research sought to dagersmallholders and other stakeholders’

perceptions and adoption of Conservation Agriceltbased innovation platforms. In line with
the objective, the research established that theremultiple categories of farmers and their
status in terms of adoption. For analytical purgodgee categories were identified, and these
are: adopters, disadopters and non adopters. idteditegory is seized with the CAIP activities,
talking and practicing CA. The second category &lenup of quitters, abandoning the platform
and technology for a variety of reasons. The tlomtegory are largely sceptics, composed of
people who have not made effort to embrace thentdoyy, again as a result of a variety of

reasons.

Farmer perceptions were influenced in large pgriatioption status as well as the strategic
considerations of the various stakeholders inval\admers active in the platforms argued that

CAIPs are the way to go probably because of thefiisraccruing to them. Non-adopting and by
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implication non-platform stakeholders had contragrceptions to those held by adopters or
platform members. At the organizational level, oigations with less material and financial
resources (mostly government departments) arealdgge and influential in day to day platform
activities compared to the resource rich stakehsl@fmostly NGOs and private enterprises) (see
Nyamwanza et al, forthcoming for detailed discuskidhis is consistent with Doss’s (2003)
contention that technology adoption is not as sengdl it appears. Rather, before one commits to
adopting a new technology they carry out a ‘costei€ analysis of the likely outcome of their
adoption. The findings also confirm Rogers’s (19@Sgertion that innovations diffuse in a
dynamic and complex not linear and simplistic wag.that end, stakeholders are motivated by

Barth’s transactional considerations of ‘self iet&t and ‘profit maximization’ (Patel, 2007).

Farmers’ decisions to adopt CA and partake in liviies in Gwanda are also influenced by
factors such as socio-economic standing, age andegeGenerally, well to do members with a
history of formal education and employment tookG#f and joined IPs. The elderly prevailed in
CAIP activities compared to youths. In terms of dmmas a determinant of adoption, females
dominated in CA groups as well as activity in tHatform which is contrary to the views of
some scholars on gender and technology adoptioo,asmue for men’s stronger propensity to

adopt than women in Africa (Doss, 2003; Ndiritagt2011).

While some studies on IPs in Sub Saharan Africagea picture of general equality of
standing in the functioning of the platforms (see éxample Nederloff and Pyburn, 2012,
Tenywa et al, 2011), Gwanda material reflects diffiee in influence among stakeholders. Civil

society organizations play the roles of broker atoordinator of the IP with government and
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other institutions of authority being less vocalAs such, perceptions of less influential

stakeholders towards the technology and the pfaganay not always be supportive.

In terms of Objective Two which sought to consitlee influence of conservation agriculture
innovation platforms on rural institutions and ihgional processes, the research fairly
established that local institutions change follagvthe introduction of the CAIPs. The research
established four probable institutional trajectsremanating largely from the introduction of
new technologies. The likely trajectories are fighition of existing institutions, strengthening
of existing institutions, emergence of new insidns as well as no institutional change or

maintenance of status quo. | will take these iastihal outcomes in sequence.

In view of the first trajectory, the research eftlted that institutions governing resource use
change due to the new technological innovatiorothiced. In the case study, communal tenure
was in some instances revised following the adop@@ by some farmers and simultaneous
disadoption by others. CA requires prolonged exctusse of CA plots as farmers try to adhere
to the key principles of the technology such ascamuktention and basin preservation. CAIP
members in Gwanda often drove away livestock frbeirtfields while insisting that their own
roaming livestock move around freely. This invalyabulminated in conflict or tension in the
village. Such conflicts and tension took the forfmatiacks on ‘straying’ livestock as well as
burning down of brush fences surrounding CA plogsalggrieved non participants. More so,
social networks especially the family also undemsme changes as a result of CA and IPs.
This is especially more pronounced in situationgmhousehold interests were ‘split’ between

adoption and disadoption. As a result of thesassptioperation waned.
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In view of the third route, new institutions wem@rhed as a result of the introduction of new
technologies. These included platform committeesdated with the running of IP activities.

Institutions of ‘agricultural excellence’ emerged & similar way and served the purpose of
imparting good practices of farming on farmers. iBgon the recognition they received from
other stakeholders in the platform and communita@e, these institutions assumed popularity.
Not surprisingly, such new institutions attractedgcion and competition from hitherto existing

institutions, often culminating in broader institutal instability in the area.

With respect to the third likely scenario, the sgsé established that traditional institutions fare
differently following the introduction of CAIPs ithe study area. Village heads and other
traditional office bearers who have embraced CA artiake in CAIPs have seen a rise in stock
in their influence in their areas of jurisdictio@n the other hand, those that have shunned the

technology feel threatened and therefore resistydo stifle activities related to the CAIP.

Basing on the prestige and resources they accam NGO sponsored CA activities, some
village heads are more influential than they wermrpto participating in CA innovation
platforms. Village heads such as in Manama acead farmers for the CA group hence serving
as motivators for other farmers to participate iAIR activities. In a similar vein, the
responsibility for the distribution of CA inputs érfood handouts also retain an element of

influence over village activities for the traditerieaders.

On the contrary, conservative traditional leadeh® lave resisted the technology continue to

feel threatened (authority wise) by the introductmf CAIPs. Ordinary farmers active in CA
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platforms in Gwanda have become factolocal leaders by virtue of the authority gainedha
platform. The so called lead or champion farmeesvaewed by traditional authorities as threats
to their authority. Some female platform memberd &ad farmers mandated with the daily
running of the said platform now wield some inflaerthey do not possess outside the platform
and have taken over in distribution of inputs fastance which is formerly a preserve of
traditional leaders. Such gender empowerment throwgmen’s increased participation in
innovation platform activity is consistent with Maket al (2013) who argue that a sustainable
innovation platform is one that is sensitive andponsive to gender disparities obtaining

especially in rural Sub Saharan Africa.

For the fourth institutional scenario, the studyablished that conventional farming institutions
are still in operation despite the adoption CA awdablishment of IPs in the study area.
Livestock management institutions have also nohghd due to CA technology introduction or
establishment of new innovation platform-based itnsbns. Clearly, the outcomes of the
institutional processes arising from CAIPs are diggranging from conflict and competition to
duplication of roles and institutional functionseés Nyamwanza et al, 2011, for a detailed

discussion).

With regards to the third and final objective, whisought to investigate the contributions of
innovation platforms to rural livelihoods, the rasgh unearthed the dominant livelihood
sources, even though illegal in some cases. Tke&Hood sources include, but are not limited to,
livestock production, gold panning, petty commodigding, gardening and regional migration.

The research found that the contribution of CAI®sSni some instances lower than the other
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livelihoods strategies stated above. The controutif CAIPs to improve livestock production is
limited owing to the perceived competition for resmes between CA and livestock. The
incongruencies were also evident in crop-livestoakipetition for stover which further divided
household members along gender lines with men ynpstiferring livestock activities ahead of

CA.

In the case of gardening and irrigation, CAIPs aoé making much contribution other than
helping farmers with new skills. Some farmers hsgkectively adopted specific components of
CA technology in a bid to improve their gardenirgntures. Practices like mulching and crop
basins are in wide use among farmers practicindegang. Livelihood ranking exercises carried
out with households in the three study sites shothiatlon average CA scored less than other
livelihood sources. Livestock production was ndiedbe the most preferred livelihood source in
all the study sites. CA on the other hand was rdhé&ely and such low ranking is attributable to
conditions which are not very conducive for Conaéipbn Agriculture. | now turn to the

conclusion, below.

7.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, if livestock production is the pmeésl option, how then are we to interpret two
things- (i) Why NGOs are pushing CA and IPs? (iilny\some people are participating still, in
spite of this? These are the two questions | watddress linking them to theoretical concerns

underlining this study.

In response to the first question, it would appdat NGO and state stakeholders are pushing

this as an attempt to tap ‘careless resourcesyghdistributed by donors. While these sources of
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funding were generous in times past and there wagemnwhich followed people. Nowadays it
is the reverse, there are very few donors. It evdfore likely that the NGOs stick to these

discredited CAIPs hoping to tap these resources.

These stakeholders in turn use the so-calledessebsources to control local peasants who are
reliant on them for goods and services. In otherd@@ patron-client relationship is established
and maintained through resource manipulation. €higclusion is consistent with observations
by Barth (1990), Bailey (1973) and Cheater (198} individuals use resources to control
others. In his recent paper, Barth (1990) showes imdividuals in society attempt to control

each other through resource use.

The above proposition is consistent with Bailey6@Pwho notes that organizations and/or
individuals holding political office strive to cawl the flow of resources to their constituency as
a way of trying to control people’s behaviour arahtact. Like politicians who deploy both
normative and pragmatic strategies to manipulaté @maintain control over their followers,
NGOs in the study area have been shown to usercesoat their disposal to maintain control
over other stakeholders in CA and IPs. Mararike9g)9also recounts that politicians in
Manicaland participated in MDA activities for thehancement of their individual political

career rather than the common development goal.

That stakeholders participate in development itivis for transactional/strategic purposes is
undeniable. Bailey’s (1960) study Kbnd and Oriya caste group interactions in Orissa would

indicate that such control allows for possibilities further resource control and ultimately
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enhance control over other less endowed stakel®ldier notes that to gain control over each
other theKonds and Oriyas would manipulate resources such as land and lal&imilarly,

Cheater, (1989) alludes to the manipulation andofiiltural symbols as a way of maintaining
individual interests and influence. Even locabple have local interests and the study of CA in
Gwanda seems to amplify this to a practical exéent these individual interests are competitive

and positive.

In response to the second enquiry, it would apgé&skeholders maintain interest and remain
attached to CA and IP based institutions becausesdid institutions still speak to their extra-
routine needs and aspirations. These aspirations beasocial, economic or even political.
Theoretically this is consistent with Blau (1964havnotes that institutions continue to survive
only if they are still serving a real and practigairpose. CA and IP based institutions are in
terms of their intended purpose hopeless, but useterms of the extra curricula opportunities

they provide.

It is also consistent with Bailey’'s recent conatusithat people only stay in institutions when
they provide for their basic needs. Dzingirai (1P83s also reached at the same conclusion,
showing how peasants in south western Zimbabwk &tistate instigated agrarian institutions
only because they are allowed to gain access t® gaources. For him, peasants are calculative

and strategic in their interactions with the std®jelopment agents and other outsiders.

Thus to conclude, CA and IPs do provide opportasitd control people at the local level. They

allow for government and NGOs to have a reach erptople in the countryside and to use the
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same for own narrow interests. But it also emethgasthese same institutions do provide some
platform for local people to exploit outsiders @hd resources they represent. Thus from seeing
small holders or peasants in the development coagexnarginalised and weak, | have come to
regard them as strategic manipulators of a kinth¢pidvantage of new agrarian institutions and

resources that are introduced in their local castdxow turn to the recommendations.

7.4 Recommendations

Away from abstract and theoretical concerns, itnigerative that | make some recommendations

for practical purposes. The recommendations amaipezl on the objectives of the research.

7.4.1 Fostering common understanding among stakeholders

The first objective of the research sought to aatlthe perspectives of stakeholders towards
conservation agriculture inn ovation platforms. Tasearch revealed that the many stakeholders
that populate the platform hold divergent viewstba efficacy of the platform. The result of
such divergence of views is conflict and competitamong farmers and other stakeholders
alike. In light of this, the study recommends taatommon understanding needs to be fostered
among platform brokers and other stakeholdersderdior unity of purpose to be achieved. Due
consideration also needs to be given to the coatidim of the activities of NGOs and

government in CA and platform activities.

7.4.2Awareness of existing institutions

The second objective of the research sought tooexphe institutional outcomes of CAIPs in
Gwanda. The institutional outcomes of innovatioatfoirms bordered both on the negative and
the positive. The research established that in dostances existing institutions got nullified as

the platform took shape. In light of this, it icoenmended that during the process of setting up
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innovation platforms actors should be aware oftexgsnstitutions and how their performance is
likely to be affected by the platform. Effort neetts be made also to ensure that newly
established institutions do not upset or appedret@ompeting with existing ones. This can be
ensured through acknowledging the existence ofethastitutions prior to setting up the

platforms.

7.4.3 Livelihood complimentarity

The third objective of the study sought to evalubtecontribution of CAIPs to rural livelihoods.
There are several livelihoods strategies in theyst@rea which include livestock production
gardening among others. This research found out ittelead of complementing existing
livelihood sources CA and IP activities often sedrttebe competing or even disrupting existing
livelihood sources. The obvious recommendationhet tivelihoods CA and IPs should be
promoted in such a way that they do not appear tliegy are competing for resources with
existing livelihood strategies. In short there eed for new livelihood sources to complement
existing livelihood sources. Realisation of thissbwill go a long way in promoting the vision
and spirit of ZIMASSET (Zimbabwe Agenda for Susédile Socio Economic Transformation),
especially the Food Security and Nutrition Clustdrich aims to achieve a self-sufficient and

food-surplus economy.

The study further recommends more research onrtieegses that keep institutions operational
even after exhausting their intended function. Moeeds to be established on what influences
stakeholders to abandon the said institutions dk agewhat would have kept them attached

following the dissolution of material benefits tleatticed them in the first place.
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Multi-commodity and multipurpose platforms should bstablished in order to avert tensions
that may arise through the promotion of one comiyaa in the case of CA based platforms.
Farmer aspirations also need to be established farithe setting up of a platform so that they
feel a sense of ownership of the initiative. Thas @e achieved through broad based stakeholder
consultation prior to the setting up of the saidtfjorm n order to capture the needs and

requirements of the targeted farmers.
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Appendix 1: Letter of request for access to projecinformation-SAFIRE

Aoy
O L P L
S [cass

29™ August 2012

Ms A Mutengwa
SAFIRE

Box BE398
Belvedere, Harare
Dear Madam

RE: REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO ACCESS PROJECT DOCUMENTATION ON
CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE IN GWANDA DISTRICT

| am a Master of Philosophy, Applied Social Science student at the University of Zimbabwe and
I am currently carrying out research on institutional processes in Conservation Agriculture in
Gwanda District under the Challenge Programme on Water and Food, Water Governance in the
Limpopo Basin Project. I am working in three wards which are Wards 5, 11 and 17 and your
organization has been working in ward 17.

I am therefore kindly requesting for permission to access and use the documentation generated
by your organization. Documents of interest to me include project inception reports, monthly or
mid-term reports, end of project reports, minutes of meetings with farmers, reports written by the
farmers as well as any other documentation related to Conservation Agriculture in Gwanda
district.

I wish to assure you that this information that I seek will be used solely for academic purposes
and I will undertake to keep it as confidential as may be required by your organization.

Please feel free to liaise with my supervisors should you want to clarify some issues. They are
Professor V Dzingirai and Doctor BB Mukamuri who can be contacted on the following numbers
04 307134 during hours.

Here is hoping to get a favorable response from you
}H;&Sg'lccrely

—_—

Owen Nyamwanza

CENTRE FOR APPLIED
SOCIAL SCIENCES

UNIVERSITY OF ZIMBABWE

PO Box MP 167

Mount Pleasant

Harare

Zimbabwe

Tel: +263-4-303211 ext. 1340
Direct Lines: +263-4-303306/7

Fax: +263-4-307134

email: cass@cass.uz.ac.Iw

110



Appendix 2: Guiding questions on Conservation Agrialture, Institutions and Innovation
Platforms

* How do locals perceive Conservation Agriculture?

* What factors may be likely to influence such diéieces in perception?

» Does the Innovation Platform impart knowledge @ksholders?

» Does the Innovation Platform culminate changingtiehs among stakeholders?
» Is there a shift in relations between producersahdr players?

» Are there any noticeable tensions and conflictsragrar between platform members?
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