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Abstract 

Participatory approaches have been applied in agricultural research in Vietnam for a 

few decades. The approaches have not become a common practice yet, although they 

have been shown in certain circumstances to enhance research outcomes. This study 

looks into the application of participatory communication strategies in an agricultural 

research project and how it contributed to the success of the projects in the Vietnamese 

situation. Evidence of the study was taken from an on-going project funded by ACIAR in 

the north-western highlands of Vietnam, where participatory research and 

communication approaches have been applied for four years (2009-2013). Findings were 

obtained by analysing the participation of farmers who were directly involved in the 

research, their interaction with scientists, and the outcomes of this process. Data were 

collected using a qualitative approach through literature review, photovoice, and semi-

structured interviews. The data were then analysed, using Neef and Neubert’s (2011) 

analytical framework of six dimensions: project type, research approach, researcher’s 

characteristics, interaction between researchers and other stakeholders, stakeholders’ 

characteristics, and their benefits. The study concludes that applying a participatory 

approach, it is constructive for scientists to better understand and acknowledge farmers’ 

needs and preferences so that appropriate technologies can be developed that benefit 

farmers via long-term practice change. However, real participation is affected by the 

readiness of not only project implementers (both scientists and farmers), but also project 

designers and approvers for embracing farmers’ participation in the research process, as 

well as support from local government for the research results’ dissemination. 

Appropriate levels of participation will vary depending on the specific contexts, 

knowledge of farmers, willingness to be involved in decision making, and its application 

should be flexibly adapted to optimise its outcomes. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

1.1 Background to the research problem 

Vietna ’s e ono i  de elop ent has a hie ed si nifi ant res lts o er the last few 

decades. From being a poor country with a long-term food-deficit in the 1980s, Vietnam 

has in recent years become a lower middle income country (World Bank, 2011). The 

agricultural sector, in particular, has seen tremendous achievements, causing Vietnam to 

become one of the world’s leading exporters for rice, coffee and seafood. Nevertheless, 

rural areas, where 70% of the population reside, produce only about 20% of the GDP 

(World Bank, 2011). There is a great contrast between rural and urban living conditions 

and incomes. People in urban areas have earned about twice the amount earned by those 

in rural areas in recent years (GSO, 2010). 

In an effort to reduce poverty and narrow the urban-rural gap, the Vietnamese 

government has carried out many national development programs. For example, Program 

30A and Program 135 for poor locations nationwide (Vietnamese Government, 2007, 

2008); or a re ent si nifi ant in est ent in the “New   ral” pro ra  (MPI, 2013); or 

support for long-term projects funded by international organizations and NGOs, such as 

FAO, World Vision and Oxfam, etc. in rural areas. While funding is important, 

approaches to ensure aid effectiveness have also been attracting much attention. Greater 

focus on the needs of local people has been embraced to a considerable extent.  

The ter s “parti ipation” and “parti ipatory  o   ni ation” ha e been debated and 

increasingly used by international organizations in development initiatives since the 

1980s (De Campos Guimarães, 2009). In the 1990s, the Government of Vietnam 

expressed its intention to invest more into the agricultural sector by increasing the budget 

for MARD and announcing an intention to introduce participatory approaches into its 

research and extension system (Geppert, Dang, & Buchenrieder, 2002). In a more recent 

effort, the Government has been promoting the link among farmers-entrepreneurs-

scientists-policymakers (Can, Tu, & Sanh, 2011). However, the long-term existence of 

the top-down government decision-making culture was considered a barrier to slow down 

these initiatives. Recent work by A. Neef et al. (2007) noted that although a large number 

of research activities carried out by the national research institutions in Vietnam was in 
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the form of on-farm experiments, the participation of farmers in these experiments were 

still limited.  

Amongst a wide range of collaborative research projects funded by foreign donors in 

Vietnam, the Uplands Program funded by the German government from the early 2000s 

until 2012 (see A. Neef, 2008; A. Neef et al., 2007; A. Neef & Neubert, 2011) was often 

used as a case study to examine participatory approaches. In research to measure cost-

benefit effectiveness of traditional agricultural research by applying participatory 

elements, A. Neef (2008, p. 588)  on l des that “participatory approaches can inform 

conventional agricultural research in a cost-effective way by widening the scope of site-

specific experimental set-ups, by supporting the scaling up of micro-level data, and by 

highlighting farmers' specific constraints in early stages of the innovation process”. 

However, to date there has not been an empirical evaluation of how the participatory 

approaches work in the agricultural research programs, funded by other donors, such as 

the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR), CIRAD and 

JICA in Vietnam.  

Particularly for ACIAR in Vietnam, application of participatory approaches in 

agricultural research programs has not been a common practice.  An inventory of 20 

projects currently funded by ACIAR shows that 50% of them are characterized as applied 

and adaptive research, where improved technology is aiming at adoption by farmers for 

practice change. Only 25% of these projects claim to use participatory approaches for at 

least one or two activities (ACIAR, 2013a). However, to date whether participatory 

approaches support the innovation and strengthen ownership of smallholder farmers, and 

what are the best strategies to apply the participatory approaches effectively, probably 

still remain as questions for those who are working in the ACIAR Vietnam program.  

While one of A  A ’s stated ai s is to in rease in o es of s allholders thro  h its 

research in Vietnam (ACIAR, 2013b) understanding farmers needs to provide appropriate 

technology is essential. Participatory approaches applied in a number of ACIAR projects 

may bring positive effects for smallholder farmers. However, there has not been any 

evaluation on this matter.   

This study examines what the key elements of a participatory research for development 

approach are that tend to lead to better impacts of ACIAR projects in Vietnam and how 
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these elements should and could be internalized in ACIAR project design. The approach 

to achieve this purpose is done by investigating a current project that has applied 

participatory research and communication methods throughout all project phases over a 

period of four years (2009-2013).  

1.2 Aim, objectives and research questions 

The aim of this study is to understand what elements of participatory communication and 

participatory research are beneficial for ACIAR funded projects in Vietnam. By reference 

to an ongoing project, the objectives are: 

1. To understand how participatory approach has been applied within an 

agricultural research project supported by ACIAR; 

2. To analyse what effects the participatory approach has had on the practices of 

Vietnamese farmers and scientists within the selected project;  

3. To assess the influence of the participatory approach on the Vietnamese partner 

organisations; and 

4. To provide recommendations on the application of participatory 

communication mechanisms in project design for future projects funded by 

ACIAR in Vietnam as well as its partner institutions. 

Research questions have been framed to reflect the study objectives and are as follows: 

RQ1:  To what extent and by what means have participatory approaches been applied 

in an agricultural research project currently funded by ACIAR in Vietnam? 

RQ2:  What effect have participatory approaches had on the practices of farmers and 

scientists within the project? 

RQ3:  What importance do Vietnamese project partners give to the participatory 

approach applied in the project? 

RQ4:  What effect have the participatory approaches had on the research planning and       

management practices of the partner institutions? 

  



 12 

1.3 Scope of the study 

This study used a case of an on-going project funded by ACIAR in Vietnam. Farmers and 

researchers who were involved in the field experiments in one of the five project sites 

were approached for primary data collection. The study site is located in Pieng Sang 

village, Phieng Luong commune, Moc Chau district, Son La province. Detailed 

descriptions of the case study and methods for data collection are presented in chapter 3.  

Ethical considerations 

The study complied with the ethical regulations for social science research of the 

University of Queensland. An ethical clearance form was approved by the School of 

Journalism and Communication before the investigator collected data through interviews. 

The research purpose and requirements to participants were clearly explained to make 

sure their participation was voluntary and that they understood that they could withdraw 

from the research at any time. A consent form was presented to each participant, and the 

parti ipant’s written a ree ent was obtained before he or she parti ipated in the resear h. 

Limitations of the study 

The research conducted has some limitations. First, it is a single case and may not be 

representative of all ACIAR projects in Vietnam. Second, the research was carried out in 

a short timeframe. This time frame prevented the researcher from revisiting the project at 

its final stage in December 2013.  Additional insights would have arisen if such a visit 

had been possible.   

Brief outline of the chapters 

This thesis consists of six chapters. Following this Introduction, Chapter two elaborates 

on the theoretical framework pertaining to the problem and which serves as a foundation 

for analysis of the collected data. Chapter three contains the research methodology. 

Research findings are presented in chapter four. Chapter five critically discusses the 

research findings. The last chapter of the thesis provides conclusions and 

recommendations. 
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Chapter 2: The theoretical framework  

2.1 Participatory communication and research - main traditions 

Development communication has attracted much attention from theorists concerned about 

developing countries since the early twentieth century after World War II. For a long 

time, the linear diffusion model of innovation held sway. However, from the 1970s there 

emerged the concept of participation as a reaction/response to the negative impacts 

resulting from top-down development approaches (Servaes, 1999; Waisbord, 2001). 

The participatory theories have advanced with the works of many scholars. The initial 

concepts of Paulo Freire to engage people in communication process (Melkote & Steeves, 

2001) and of Jurgen Habermas in active listening (Jacobson & Kolluri, 1999) were 

elaborated into a number of concepts, such as “pse do  ers s  en ine” participation; 

participation as “a  eans” or “an end”; or concepts from the “instit tional perspe ti e” 

and the “social movement perspe ti e” (see Tufte & Mefalopulos, 2009; White, 1994). 

The participatory conception views development from the perspective of an involvement 

process for change, recognizing  “both so ial and  aterial ad an e ent”, and enhances 

“e  ality and freedo ” for the majority of people (Rogers, 1976, p. 225). It places 

i portan e on lo al people’s ownership of the development goals (Sparks, 2007) and 

equal position in the negotiation for their long-term change (Melkote & Steeves, 2001). 

Theories of development communication should be defined. However, an agreed 

definition is elusive in the literature. Waisbord (2001) groups existing definitions into two 

broad sets. One set centres on information in the communication process, involving 

media tools to motivate and enhance the participation of people, at the grassroots of 

development activities. In the other set, people are seen as the core of a communication 

process, with local people being empowered to own their development agenda. 

This latter ‘people-centred’ concept is also reflected in the definition by Hellin et al. 

(2008, p.81) of participatory agricultural research, which they describe as “a syste ati  

dialogue between farmers and scientists to solve problems related to agriculture, and 

 lti ately to in rease the i pa t of a ri  lt ral resear h”. In this approach farmers have 

become increasingly involved in, and have demonstrated their key roles in enhancing 

research outcomes and impacts (Hellin, Bellon, Badstue, Dixon, & La Rovere, 2008). 
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However, participation may be perceived differently in the views of different 

stakeholders in the dialogue. This is also the case for Vietnam. 

For poor farmers, although interaction with researchers could be an incentive for them to 

parti ipate, they tend to prioritise “tan ible profits” for i  ediate in o e (Van de Fliert, 

2010). A common practice of being paid for lunch, transportation, or compensation for 

time to attend meetings makes the incentives for true participation of farmers difficult to 

determine in Vietnam.  

For many scientists, research with participation of farmers is viewed as defective, non-

scientific and unsuitable (Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995). Scientists often act in a superior 

 anner as “tea hers” to far ers (Chambers, 2005). This often creates an unequal 

relationship between farmers and scientists. 

At resear h instit tions, ‘parti ipation’  ay be  sed as a ‘ a i  word’ to attra t finan ial 

support for research proposals. When a proposal is approved, the supervisor of that 

research group may rely on more junior staff who work on the field to carry out the 

research, and active participation may fail to occur (Van de Fliert, 2010).  

Certain types of research are not suited to farmer participation. For example, it would be 

 ore pra ti al to ha e far ers’ in ol e ent in field experi ents rather than the resear h 

activities related to laboratory work. Johnson et al. (2004); Lilja and Dixon (2008); and 

van Asten et al. (2009) cited by (A. Neef & Neubert, 2011) indicate that participatory 

methods are mainly applied in certain stages of agricultural research, where innovations 

aim at adoption of some specific user groups. 

In short, the participatory communication in agricultural research for development 

involves dialogue between farmers and scientists willing to collaborate in the research, 

where farmers are increasingly empowered to own the research outcomes and actively 

adapt and use the new technology or idea to make change in their community. However, 

the level of participation depends heavily on key stakeholders involved. Additionally, the 

nature of research may also affect the participation. The levels and dimensions of 

participation are now discussed.  
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2.2 Typologies and dimensions of participation 

Types of participation captured by analysts provide a guide for application as well as for 

reflection and evaluation of participation in the development practices. According to A. 

Neef and Neubert (2011), most of the participatory research typologies originated from 

Arnstein’s (1969) participation ladder, which describes the eight levels of citizen 

participation. The lowest of the eight levels is manipulation (no participation from 

citizen), and the highest level is the citizen control (the highest degree of citizen 

participation) (Arnstein, 1969). Similarly, Pretty’s (1995) typology scaled from the 

lowest level of manipulative and passive participation to the highest level of interactive 

and self-mobilization, emphasizing the active involvement and ownership of local 

stakeholders in development projects and programs. 

In terms of participatory agricultural research, although there have been different 

participation typologies developed (Ashby, 1996; Biggs, 1989; Lambrou, 2001; Lilja & 

Ashby, 1999) for a number of contexts, they hold a common point, a combination of the 

core value of participation theory in empowerment (of local stakeholders) and stages of 

technology research in planning, implementation and evaluation. Lilja and Ashby’s 

(1999) typology addresses the   estion “Who makes decisions at what stage of the 

resear h pro ess” (Johnson, Lilja, & Ashby, 2003, pp. 3-4) with the five participation 

levels as below: 

(1) Conventional (no farmer participation): scientists make the decisions alone without 

organized communication with farmers. 

(2) Consultative (functional participation): scientists make the decisions alone, but with 

or anized  o   ni ation with far ers. S ientists know abo t far ers’ opinions, 

preferences, and priorities through organized one-way communication with them. 

Scientists may or may not let this information affect their decisions. Decisions are not 

made with farmers nor delegated to them. 

(3) Collaborative (empowering participation): decision-making authority is shared 

between farmers and scientists, and involves organized communication among them. 

S ientists and far ers know abo t one another’s opinions, preferen es, and priorities 

through organized two-way communication. The decisions are made jointly; neither 
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scientists nor farmers make them on their own. No party has a right to revoke the shared 

decision. 

(4) Collegial (empowering participation): farmers make the decisions collectively in a 

group process or through individual farmers who are involved in organized 

communication with scientists. Farmers know about scientists’ opinions, preferen es, 

proposals, and priorities through organized one-way communication. Farmers may or 

may not let this information affect their decision. 

(5) Farmer experimentation (no researcher participation): farmers make the decisions 

individually or in a group without organized communication with scientists. 

In a more recent work, A. Neef and Neubert (2011) pointed out the shortcomings of these 

linear typologies  for not reflecting the diversity and dynamics of agricultural research 

projects. They suggested a new framework for reflection and decision making in 

participatory agricultural research, after testing and applying it in the collaborative 

research projects in Vietnam and Thailand under the Uplands Program funded by German 

Research Foundation, the National Research Council of Thailand, and the Vietnamese 

Ministry of Science and Technology. 

Aiming at optimizing the use of participatory approaches in agricultural research, the 

framework allows a deep and specific focus on interaction between key stakeholders 

(farmers and scientists) (A. Neef & Neubert, 2011). The six recommended dimensions of 

the framework are: I) project type, II) research approach, III) resear her’s  hara teristi s, 

IV) interaction between researchers and other stakeholders, V) stakeholders’ 

characteristics, and VI) stakeholders’ benefits as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Six dimensions of participation in research. Source: (A. Neef & Neubert, 2011, 

p. 5) 

2.3 Analytical framework for this study 

In the current study, these six dimensions of A. Neef and Neubert (2011) are used as an 

analytical framework to examine the participation of key stakeholders in the case study 

project. In the analysis, the first two dimensions are combined and the key stakeholders 

were defined as farmers (or farmer-researchers) and scientists (or scientist-researchers). 

In order to distinguish farmer-researchers and other farmers, the latter are referred to as 

‘ordinary farmers’. Details of the six dimensions adopted from A. Neef and Neubert 

(2011, pp. 183-190) are explained below:    

Project type and research approach 

The level of participation of farmers may depend on research type, objectives, potential 

users and beneficiaries, risks and institutional setting of the research. Farmers have more 

opportunities to participate in the activities related to field experiments than laboratory 

research or than research with high risks of disease spread.  

 

Research approaches, including methodology, epistemology, planning and protocol, 

which may widen or narrow pathways for absorbing local knowledge and including 

participation of farmers. Systematic rather than mono-disciplinary; constructivistic rather 

than positivistic views would allow more participation. A flexible research plan is 
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considered more suited to this type of study as it enables better integration of farmers and 

other key stakeholders’ feedback into the research cycles. 

Scientists’ characteristics 

This dimension refers to scientists’ experience, attitude, and capability with participation, 

as well as their view on other key stakeholders, including farmers, local leaders and so 

on. 

 

Interaction between scientists and farmers 

This dimension refers to the level of participation of the key stakeholders, regarding: who 

controls and makes decisions; who contributes to the generation of knowledge; and what 

type, frequency and intensity of interaction as well as incentives are for participation. 

 

Farmers’ characteristics 

This is similar to ‘scientists’  hara teristi s’, but now relating to participation experience, 

attitude and capability of farmers. Far ers’ perception of project and of scientists is also 

examined. 

 

Benefits of farmers and scientists 

The perceived benefits, including innovations, improvement in practices, knowledge and 

awareness, improvement in skills, empowerment and improvement of livelihoods are 

considered for each group. 

The reasons for using these dimensions as an analytical framework are: 

 They provide a multi-dimensional picture, picking up the dynamics and principles of both 

participation and research in agricultural research projects (A. Neef & Neubert, 2011); 

 They have been tested with agricultural research projects in the Highlands regions of 

Vietnam (A. Neef & Neubert, 2011), which is one of the focal geographic areas for 

ACIAR currently (ACIAR, 2013b); 

 The framework has been successfully applied in two other research programs in Africa 

(BIORA Africa, Future Okavango) funded by the German Government (Neef, 2013). All 

of these programs were funded by ODA (as in the current study); and   

 The framework has been well received by academic peers (Neef, 2013; Neubert, 2013). 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Chapter 3 elaborates on the methodology used to find answer for the research questions. 

The nature of the case study is described. Data sources and methods of collection are 

presented.   

3.1 Description of the case study 

The case selected for this study was an on-going research project funded by ACIAR in 

the north-western highlands of Vietnam (see figure 2 in appendix 1), titled “  pro ed 

market engagement for sustainable upland production systems in the north-western 

hi hlands of Vietna ” ( ode: AGB/2008/002), or si ply referred to as the North West 

Project (NWP). Participatory research and communication methods had been applied in 

this project (ACIAR, 2012b). It was a trans disciplinary research project, examining 

better farming practices and improved market engagement for smallholder producers of 

maize-based and temperate-fruit-based farming systems in Son La and Lai Chau 

provinces. The field experiments were located in five sites where a number of different 

ethnic groups resided: Thai, Hmong, Dao and Kinh people, each with its own language 

and culture (see table 1 in appendix 1). The Vietnamese and Australian scientists 

involved were from different institutions with different backgrounds, including soil 

quality, plant protection, agribusiness and communication sciences. The research was 

conducted during the final year of the project, which was planned to conclude by 

December 2013. The final year project activities mainly focused on a pilot rollout to a 

larger group of local farmers through demonstration of improved practices and farmer 

field schools. Key stakeholders of the project included scientists and farmers, who were 

directly involved in the research process. The positions and relationships of the project 

stakeholders are discussed in appendix 2. 

Given the time limitation, empirical research focused only on one project site, which was 

located at Pieng Sang village, Phieng Luong commune, Moc Chau district, Son La 

province. The study looked at the communication process of the key stakeholders at this 

site, particularly communication (and the effects of this communication process) between 

farmers, and the far ers’ interaction with scientist-researchers, extension officers and 

with ordinary farmers in the village.  
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3.2 Data collection methods 

3.2.1 Review of project document and reports 

The project documents of the NWP, including more than 1000 pages of the project 

proposal and annual reports from 2010 to 2013, were reviewed to explore the 

communication intention, processes and results as documented by the project team. The 

findings from this part of the research mostly provided answers for RQ1, and RQ2: 

RQ1: “To what extent and by what means have participatory approaches been applied in 

an agricultural research project currently funded by ACIAR in Vietnam? And 

RQ2: “What effe t ha e parti ipatory approa hes had on the resear h pra ti es of 

Vietnamese farmers and scientists within the proje t?” 

3.2.2 Photovoice  

The photovoice methodology applied in this study was participatory, using photos to 

generate first-hand information from the targeted farmers. The photovoice aimed to 

address the sa e   estions as in  Q1 and  Q2, b t fro  the far ers’ perspe ti e. The 

method was chosen for the followin  reasons: 1) it is s itable for “  lnerable and less 

literate  ro p” [Lia p tton , 2007,  ited by (Lennie & Tacchi, 2013, p. 136)]; 2) the 

method can be useful to generate a dialogue and obtain knowledge from the targeted 

group (Wang & Burris, 1997), and the photovoice approach was successfully applied to 

study the oyster industry in the Eyre Peninsula, South Australia (Pierce & Robinson, 

2013) and to access an ACIAR project in Vietnam (Pierce, 2012).   

The photovoice was conducted with all six participating farmers in Pieng Sang village, 

who had been involved directly in the NWP’s experi ents on  aize and fr it based 

systems. Given that the farmers had taken a large number of photos during the project 

life, these photos were used instead of asking the famer-researchers to take new photos. 

The author reviewed more than 1,500 photos taken by the farmers, field scientists and 

project coordinators from the field experiments, workshops, and meetings to select 150 

photos as input for the photovoice albums. The photo selection was based on activities of 

the farmers, which were mentioned in the project document; on interviews with project 
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staff; and on the research questions. Priority was given to the photos taken in Pieng Sang 

village, showing the faces and describing the activities of the targeted farmers. 

The Pieng Sang village is about 25 km South of Moc Chau town and is home to 121 

households, mostly from the Dao ethnic group. Main crops of the villagers are maize, 

plum, canna, and tea, although the area and income of each crop vary for each household. 

Out of the six participants, four worked on plum experiments, one worked on both maize 

and plum based systems. The last one works on maize experiment, but only for about a 

year in the first half of the project. Three of them previously or are currently holding 

village leading positions and one was the team leader of the plum group under the NWP 

research. All speak Vietnamese fluently.  

Table 2: Demographic data of farmer-researchers: 

Farmers Age Gender Ethnicity Education Designation Main crops 

(by income) 

Research 

areas 

f1 58 Male Dao 5/12 Farmer Tea, maize, 

canna 

Maize 

f2 47 Male Dao 9/12 Village leader Maize, tea, 

canna, plum 

Plum 

f3 43 Male Dao 5/12 Team leader (of 

plum farmers 

under NWP) 

Maize, plum, 

canna, tea 

Plum 

f4 44 Male Dao 5/12 Farmer Maize, plum, 

tea, canna 

Plum 

f5 53 Male Dao 9/12 Village deputy 

leader 

Maize, tea, 

canna, plum 

Plum 

f6 53 Male Dao 9/12 Former village 

leader 

Maize, plum, 

canna, tea 

Maize & 

plum 

Note: Main crops order is arranged according to income receive by farmers. The first 

listed is the best income crop for the household. 

Each of the six participants received the same set of 150 colour printed photos and a 30-

page album to produce their own photovoice album. On each page, there was a space for 

a photo and its caption, and five statement sentences to prompt the participants about 

topi s of the sele ted photo, in l din : far er’s a ti ities  nder the proje t; far ers’ 

 o   ni ation to  arry o t the assi ned resear h; far er’s  ontrib tion to the proje t; 

and far er’s pra ti es before and after the proje t. A sample of a completed photovoice 

album is in appendix 3.  
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After explaining about the research purpose and getting agreement from all participants, 

the investigator left the village for three days and then returned to collect the photovoice 

albums. This process was not a simple one, but involved a long conversation, exploring 

the activities of each farmer under the project and information around the photos he 

selected. The investigator stayed overnight in a Dao family, who were relatives of a 

farmer-researcher in the village, which helped find out how the information from the 

project was communicated to ordinary farmers in the community. 

3.2.3 Semi-structured interviews 

The semi-structured interview was employed to obtain empirical information from two 

sub-groups: 1) field scientists, the extension officer, as well as the project facilitator, who 

assisted with translation, development of communication materials and organisation of 

field visits; and 2) managers of the partner research institutes and project coordinator.  

Unlike the farmers, members of these groups had adequate language skills and social 

experience to express their opinions in depth.  

A total of 17 participants who had been working with, or at least visiting experiments and 

had a relationship with the farmer-researchers in Pieng Sang village were invited to 

participate in interviews. Among them were 11 from group 1 (see previous paragraph), 

including nine field researchers (for soil and crop management and value chain 

experiments), one project translator and assistant, and one extension officer. The 

extension officer and translator were also acting as field researchers in this case because 

they were involved in the research process. The six interviewees of the group 2 were at 

managerial positions of the partner research institutes and/or senior scientists, who 

supervised field scientists at Pieng Sang village and coordinated the collaborative 

research activities. The list of interviewees is in appendix 4.  

Two interview guides were tailored to suit each of these groups, integrating 23 sub-

questions related to RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ4. The investigator conducted the 

interviews through face-to-face meetings, except for two cases, which had to be done by 

email. Questions were revised after the first interview. A sample of the interview guides 

is in appendix 5.  

Findings were relevant to the four research questions; howe er, the e phasis of  ro p 2’s 

members (who have higher position in the research institutes and spend less time on the 
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field compared to the field scientists) was on the RQ3 and RQ4: 

RQ3: “What i portan e do proje t partners  i e to the parti ipatory approa h applied in 

A  A  proje ts?” and  

RQ4: “What effe ts ha e the parti ipatory approaches applied had on the research 

plannin  and  ana e ent pra ti es of the partner instit tions?” 

3.3 Data analysis  

Data for analysis was captured from the project documents, photovoice albums with 

farmers, interviews and discussion with the targeted groups of the project team, as well as 

field notes and observation made by the author. The collected data was processed and 

analysed, from the perspective of the six dimensions referred to in Chapter 2. Findings 

from the document review, photovoice and interview were then compared.  

All interview records were transcribed and coded according to the sub-topics. For 

exa ple,  nder the far ers’  hara teristi s, the s b-topics were: (1) Farmers are very 

active and open to share their opinions about the research (what do and don't work on the 

farms); (2) Farmers like hard-working researchers and appreciate the presence of 

researchers in the village; (3) Fruit farmers showed interest in maize and attended 

meetings with maize farmers; (4) Farmers feel more comfortable to share their opinion at 

their living places (e.g. in their field or kitchen); (5) Farmers are not active in picking up 

new technologies because of their knowledge and language limitation; (6) Fruit farmers 

think fruit fly control difficult and need helps from researchers; (7) Mulching needs much 

labour and has problem in mice; (8) Farmers viewed components as separate projects. 

The analysis was done manually with the assistance of Microsoft Word and Microsoft 

Excel. Photos and narratives were used to illustrate the data where appropriate.  

For the data collected in Vietnamese language, only the parts used for illustration of this 

report were translated into English.   
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Chapter 4: Research findings 

This chapter presents findings from the review of the NWP documents, photovoice, and 

interviews. The findings were arranged in the order of Neef and Neubert’s (2011) six 

dimensions. 

4.1 Review of the project documents 

The documents under review were the project proposal and annual reports from 2010 to 

2013. Findings of the review are as below: 

Project type and research approach 

This adaptive research project aimed to produce improved technologies for land and crop 

management, and value chain models to bring sustainable benefits for small farmers, 

working on maize and temperate fruit based systems in Son La and Lai Chau provinces. 

Potential users of the research outcomes were smallholder farmers living in the North-

western region. However, as in any research, scientist researchers also benefited from the 

research findings. 

The project was funded by ACIAR and involved a number of different research 

institutions from both Vietnam and Australia. The project location was within the 

prioritized region of the Vietnamese Government and ACIAR program in Vietnam. The 

annual reports mentioned that the project was supported by almost all local governments, 

except one village in Lai Chau province. 

Holistic, systematic approaches were clearly seen in the project documents. The methods 

used emphasised a combination of research on soil and crops; and production and value 

chains. Except for a part of soil research activities that occurred in a laboratory, most of 

the data were generated from on-farm experiments on far ers’ fields, and the overall 

research plan was developed with the input of farmers. The four-year project period 

consisted of four continuous learning cycles. Although the first cycle was merely 

diagnostic, where the researchers intended to learn what the conditions and concerns from 

far ers’ perspe ti e were (the Proje t proposal), the Participatory Needs and Opportunity 

Analysis (PNOA) served as a basis for further research planning and farmers were really 

heard (Annual report 2010). The research plan was flexibly adjusted every year at the 
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“ efle tion and Plannin ” workshops, where related researchers and farmers actively 

discussed issues, and far ers’ feedba k was a knowled ed and responded to. E. . “Site 

selection has been done with negotiation between farmers and scientists” (Ann al report 

2010) or “Feedba k fro   o   nities had a  ajor infl en e on the design of 

experi ents in 2012” (Ann al report 2012). 

There were a number of communication mechanisms set  p for obtainin  far ers’ 

feedback and for discussing among researchers. They were interviews, workshops, focus 

group discussion, action learning cycles with participatory technology development trials 

and de onstration in far ers’ fields. Farmer-researchers were actively involved in the 

farming scenarios analysis series run in 2012, where farmers expressed their 

understanding on the reality, feasibility of the research results. Participatory Monitoring 

and Evaluation (PM&E) was a regular activity, which used all components to get 

feedback from key stakeholders involved in the project.  Focus groups discussions and 

annual “ efle tion and Plannin ” workshops were  sed for information sharing, progress 

evaluating and research designing  among researchers (Annual report 2011, 2012, and 

2013). 

Scientists’ characteristics 

Some of the scientist researchers/managers had experience in working with participatory 

approaches before joining the project, such as some UQ and PPRI staff. Many others had 

worked with communities before. During the project, scientists’ interest and  apa ity in 

communicating with farmers was assessed (Annual report 2010). There was evidence that 

scientists increasingly listened to farmers and responded to their feedback (Annual report 

2012).  

Scientists considered farmers as research partners and committed to problem solving 

through analysing the needs from farmers and responding to their feedback. From 

initially not fully understanding farmers rationale in not attempting to correct soil erosion, 

scientists subsequently became aware that farmers had higher shorter-term priorities and 

concerns about economic profits from their fields. One of the important follow-up 

activities of the project was economic analysis. Following this, feedback from farmers 

also contributed strongly to the forming of the research plan. In the maize-based team: 

experi ents were desi ned based on far ers’   rrent pra ti es and added external inp ts 
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rather than using purely top-down scientific recommendations. Additionally, based on 

farmers needs, PPRI carried out a pest control workshop for farmers, despite the activity 

not being included in the PP  ’s ann al plan (Annual report 2012). 

Farmer and scientist interaction 

The annual reports between 2010 and 2013 indicated that farmers and scientists were 

actively involved in the research process, including diagnostic study, scenario analysis, 

technical experiments on farms, study tours, and PM&E.  

Frequency of interaction within the fruit-based group was higher than the maize-based 

group as the presence at experimental site (e.g. Pieng Sang village) of scientists occurred 

more frequently (Annual report 2012). 

The control of the research and decision making shifted focus from year to year. In the 

first year, the project team was optimistic about the project ownership by the local 

far ers. The report  entioned that “Fro  the ne otiation pro ess, far ers took 

ownership of the overall experiments in their fields, which provides a solid foundation for 

f rther  ollaboration and de elop ent of s alin   p” (Annual report 2010). Additionally, 

the same report pointed out that the support from local government was very important 

and “ n all  ases, politi al  onsideration see  to ha e infl en ed the final de ision”. 

From the second year onward, there were two different levels of participation and 

ownership for maize-based and fruit-based systems. 

For maize-based: Farmers contributed to the generation of innovations as their feedback 

increasingly became a determinant of field experiment protocols and conclusion.  

For fruit-base: Although the Annual report of 2013 emphasised the effectiveness of 

PM&E and mentioned that farmers actively participated and even attracted the attention 

of ordinary farmers, there was not any evidence about specific feedback from 

farmers/consumers that affected the design of the following learning cycles. 

Farmers’ characteristics 

There were no data about farmers experience with previous projects, or how scientists 

were viewed by farmers. However, their active involvement indicated that they supported 

the research, although there was no clear evidence about their particular incentives for 
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participation in the reports.  n so e pla es, lan  a e  aps and far ers’ low education 

and the habit of relyin  on  o ern ent’s assistan e were  onsidered barriers for far ers’ 

interaction in the research (Annual report 2010 and 2013). 

Farmers’ benefits 

Innovation/improved technical packages: 

For maize-based system: There were some potential technical packages, including: 

improved models of maize-maize, pumpkin-maize, maize-soybean, and maize-legumes 

systems; and mulching and mini terracing practices on steep slopes (Annual report 2013).  

For fruit-based system: introduced orchard management package for plum, which 

increased productivity (three times higher than farmers practice) and reduced impacts on 

the environment by reducing chemical spray for the orchard; newly established peach 

orchard in Giang Ma; and improved post harvest practices for plum farmers in Ban On 

(Annual report 2013). 

Improved knowledge and awareness:  

Farmers understood the effectiveness of the mulching method, but expressed concern 

about pest damage as a reason for low support for this practice (Annual report 2013). 

They also understood soil erosion was a long-term issue and that what they were doing 

would affect the next generation. Almost all farmers, who were asked under the scenario 

analysis, wanted to change practices in 10-15 years for soil preservation. 

Empowerment and social capital 

An empowerment effect was noted on individuals in some project sites through the 

diagnostic study (Annual report 2010), and active involvement as farmer-researchers 

(Annual report 2011). Farmers became important influencers for research design (Annual 

report 2012), had good relationships with other key stakeholders and the far ers’ 

activities in the research attracted interests from the ordinary farmers in communities 

(Annual report 2013).  

Scientists’ benefits 



 28 

Scientists benefited from training workshops on value chain research skills, soil and crop 

research methodologies, scenario analysis and PM&E (Annual report 2011). Their 

improved research skills was noted, such as significant improvement in the ability of 

young staff to facilitate participatory research, develop and implement research protocols, 

and collect, manage and analyse data (Annual report 2012) or “  pro ed  apa ity of staff 

and local officers in approa hin /workin  with ethni   inority far ers”; “ han ed 

approach of scientists and extension officers toward implementing agricultural projects, 

based on needs of far ers and  arket opport nities” (Annual report 2013, p23). 

4.2 The photovoice study 

The same set of 150 pictures was handed to the six farmers, and some of these were 

selected by most of the farmers. Captions for those photos were often under the same 

topic but with slightly different narratives. Farmers tended to choose the photos where 

their own faces were shown. Far ers’   otes are  oded fro  f1 to f6 for far ers n  ber 

1 to farmer number 6 (see table 2, p.22). 

Project type and research approach 

A large number of photos shown that experiments were designed on farmers land and 

there were opportunities for farmers to provide feedback. Some farmers indicated that 

they took photos and used them to tell others about the research activities.  

  

Meeting in the village house. We were instructed to 

develop annual plan. We gave our opinions (f6). 

We met in the village house to carry out annual 

plan. PPRI presented a plan. I followed instructions 

of the team leader and scientists. I did provide 

opinions in the meetings (f2). 

Scientists arranged experiment plots, my family 

planted maize, peanut and soybean. There was a 

control plot, other plots followed instruction of the 

scientists (f6).  
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I usually took photo of the research activities carried out by farmers and sent to researchers for reporting. I 

did it any time we were working in the farms (f6). 

I sometimes took photos of plum progress in my orchard (f2) 

 

Scientists’ characteristics  

Previous experiences with participation by the scientists were not determined. However, 

the ways of interaction taken by scientists, such as having meetings around a fire, sharing 

a lunch with farmers or even staying with farmers demonstrated a great level of 

commitment and respect to local customs. Scientists’ listening and responding to farmers 

was presented and confirmed in the photos. 

  

Scientist came and asked me about the growth of 

maize. I said that intercropped maize was bigger, 

higher and cobs were also bigger (f1). 

I am discussing with scientists about planting and 

mulching practices. In the first year, rodents ate 

maize because we did mulching right after sowing. 

In the second year, I decided to do differently, 

waiting for maize to grow before mulching. Mr Oleg 

agreed with me that maize grew better (f6). 
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I am suggesting sowing three plants of pumpkin, as a 

triangle in a hole. Scientists agreed this is good (f6). 

Sometimes I had opinions in the meetings around fire 

(f4). 

 

Farmer and scientist interaction 

The in ol e ent of far ers in the resear h pro ess, intera tion’s type, fre  en y and 

intensity were frequently revealed. Farmers contributed their knowledge. Some captions 

showed that the control of research and centre of decision-making position rested with 

scientists. There was no evidence on how input materials (investment resources and 

payment) for the research were arranged.  

  

Mr Nam asked us not to burn the field after 

harvesting, keep residue as fertilizer for the next crop 

(1). 

Mulching keeps warmth, holds fertilizer but difficult 

to find materials around. We sometimes need to go 

far and it is labour consuming. I gave feedback to 

scientists, but kept doing all steps as instructed to see 

the effectiveness of the practice (f5). 
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Twice every year Mr Oleg and Madam Sen visited 

and discussed with us. Mr Chien, the group leader 

actively organized the meetings (f6). 

Once a year we met with scientists about results, 

outstanding issues and were consulted for planning 

for the following year (f5). 

 

 

We returned from the field, sitting around the fire and talked about plum trees, discussing about the 

changes that we observed (f2). 

We discussed with scientists about plum management. It is easier to give opinions when sitting in the 

kitchen rather than in the meeting hall, where there are many people and have to speak correctly (f3). 

Mr Chi instructed us how to prune plum trees. After cutting we talked about our working day (f4). 

Returning from orchard, we sit down to talk about our day with the scientist. We all talked about what we 

understood then combined into steps for plum orchard management. Mr Chi asked to know how much we 

learnt and what he should keep showing/training to us (f5). 

Returning from orchard, we discussed about practices. I usually encourage other farmers to support the 

project (f6). 

 

Farmers’ characteristics  

Farmers appreciated field scientists’ a ti ities and see ed to ha e a close relationship 

with them. Project coordinators were also mentioned through different photos and 

 aptions. “Far ers are b sy” was not  entioned    h dire tly, b t  on erns abo t 

labo r  ay be interpreted as ti e and  oney  onstraints for far ers’ participation. They 
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understood the advantages of the introduced practices, had positive comments about 

them, and knew how to use these practices. However, time, labour and availability of 

other inputs, including money, appropriate chemical and mulching materials made 

farmers think twice when they wanted to do mulching for maize, pruning and to use good 

pest control chemicals for plum.  

Farmers became close to the field scientists and appreciated their visits, which showed in 

different photos and captions:  

  

Mr Hai going with five of us to spray fly bait for 

plums (f2). 

In the project I often communicated with Mr Hai 

about pest control. He stayed here to instruct us (f4). 

Mr Hai showed us how to spray for plums with the 

whole-hearted and understandable ways. Without 

him and if he did not stay with us, we did not know 

how to do (f6). 

He was here continuously to carry out the plum 

management with us (f5). 

Mr Chi and Hai having lunch with our group every 

time after we finished the field activities. We 

chitchatted to understand more about one another 

(f3). 

We talked about experiments to see whether they 

were effective or not (f4). 

PP  ’s scientists came and provided techniques for 

plum management (f2). 

Having lunch with Mr Chi and Hai while 

exchanging ideas about progress of the project (f6). 

Every time Mr Chi came, we had lunch together and 

discussed about what have been done during the day 

(f5). 
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Mr Phuong came about once a month to visit the trial, 

instructed for maize planting, intercropping and 

weeding. His was enthusiastic and his way was easy 

for us to understand (f6). 

“  dis  ssed with Mr Nam every one or two 

months. When it was closer to harvesting time, 

we met every 15 days then met other farmers to 

dis  ss experi ent res lts” (f1).  

 

 

 

Every year Mr Oleg came two-three times to meet with our group. Scientists Chi or Hai chaired the meeting. 

We discussed what have been done and kept working on the outstanding tasks (f3). 

We discussed the results with Mr Oleg and Madam Sen (f4). 
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Constraints to adopt introduced techniques were seen in labour allocation, time, money 

and availability of other input materials: 

  

Maize with mulching provided higher productivity. 

Although this practice is good, it takes lots of 

labour. I am busy and cannot do (f1). 

I will do mulching for plum, but not for maize 

be a se   don’t ha e eno  h labo r and   l hin  

materials (f6).  

 

 

 

  

Pruning is good for plum, making trees younger, but 

I am busy so only can cut the remaining trees of my 

orchard in the next few years (f3). 

Mulching is a bit difficult for me because there are 

not enough materials around and not enough labour 

to do it (f5). 
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  will perhaps do sprayin  b t won’t  se the sa e  he i al as pro ided by the scientists. I am afraid it 

will not be the correct one as instructed by the scientist because I could not learn much about it. I will 

use regular chemicals only (f5). 

After proje t,   will keep sprayin  for pl  s, b t   don’t ha e the fly bait, so   will  se only the 

chemicals that available in Moc Chau (f6). 
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Farmers’ benefits  

The farmers who were involved in the projects understood the improved practices, knew 

how to apply them, and started to think about what things do and don’t work for their 

farms.  

For maize farmers, the practices they were thinking of using were zero tillage and 

intercropping. They did not want to apply mulching on maize for lacking of mulching 

materials and labour. 

  

On sloping land I will not plough any more, only 

clear the field, spray herbicide and sow maize (f1). 

In the maize field, I will rotate and intercrop with 

pumpkin and rice bean, and use residue as fertilizer 

(f6). 

Plum farmers saw the benefits of pruning, using fertilizers, and mulching and said they 

were planning to use them: 

  

After the project, I will prune other trees in my 

orchard (f2). 

I am busy so I will do pruning after few years (f3). 

After the proje t, we will do pr nin  for o r fa ily’s 

trees and for nei hbo rs’ who need it (f6). 

I will cut 20 trees every year until the whole orchard 

is done (f4). 

I will prune my orchard in the upcoming years. 

Pruning is good. However, I only can do for my 

orchard, but not for others in the village (f5). 
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Fertilizer must be applied to harvest plum (f5). 

I will use 300kg of NPK per year for plum. I will cover 

fertilizer after applying to avoid washing away or 

damaging by chucks (f4). 

After the project, I will apply fertilizer as 

instructed (f6). 

 

  

I will do mulching for plum (f6). 

 

After the project, I will spray for plum (f5 & f6). 
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4.3 The semi-structured interview 

Perspectives of the scientists, who participated in the interviews, are presented in the 

below findings.  espondents’ opinions are coded from r1 to r17 (for researcher number 1 

to researcher number 17) as presented in the list of interviewees (see appendix 4).   

Project type and research approach 

The respondents thought that participatory approach was necessary for this project 

because it ensured practice change (r2), expansion (r3, r5), and sustainability (r5, r9, & 

r10) and touched the difficult issue of sloping land preservation. The latter was not the 

first priority of the targeted farmers.    

The project received support from local government. The support was for enlarging the 

area of fruit orchards, and expanding the intensification models under maize-based 

system in Lai Chau province. There was a comment that the Son La authority also 

supported the outcomes of the projects, but it was not clear on which system or treatment. 

Most of the respondents agreed that when a project has done something that local 

government was interested in, it would be easy to receive support for expansion and make 

a real change. Some respondents emphasised that it did not matter how much farmers 

love the project, if the provincial government and MARD were opposed to it, this would 

be a major obstacle. Some also suggested that the local governments should provide 

policy to encourage farmers to apply improved practices for soil preservation; otherwise 

farmers would always want to pursue economic profits rather than prevent land-

degradation.  

All junior scientists expressed that the communication tools available in the project such 

as Scenario Analysis and PM&E allowed them to interact with farmers more easily and 

much deeper compared to other projects that they involved. Almost all scientists 

emphasised the effectiveness of the diagnostic study, using PNOA in the project. Some 

respondents mentioned about the website <taybacxanh.net> , which was developed for 

online documents and for researchers to exchange information. However, not many of 

them used the website. Instead, they preferred emails, phone calls and group discussions. 

The reflection and planning workshops with small groups were preferred to the plenary 

ones. Half of the senior scientists commented that, the annual plenary planning 
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workshops need a stronger coordination to have an active collaboration among 

components (r3, r5, r6).   

The collaboration was evaluated as “ ood” or “abo e a era e”, espe ially by indi id als 

and within small groups, e.g. among scientists of one institute, or among scientists, 

farmers, extension officers under a respective discipline. Almost all respondents thought 

that project members had a high willingness to cooperate and developed very good 

relationships after working for the project. There was prompt feedback from the project 

management team for questions from the field teams. However, the cooperation between 

the research institutes was not very close and even made some farmers confused and they 

thought that each of the components was a separate project (r8, r14). In particular, the 

value chain group had been mentioned as the most isolated component (r3, r6, r14). Some 

mentioned reasons for the perceived outcome were: the funding mechanism, which 

allowed each partner institute to receive financial support directly from UQ and thereby 

reduced collaboration (r3, r6); technical coordination capability, which was not very good 

in facilitating a shared action plan (r6); and high mutation of staff in some groups (r16).     

Scientists’ characteristics 

About one third of the scientist respondents claimed to have used participatory 

approaches previously. The other two thirds admitted that this was the first time they had 

applied participatory research methods, although they had worked with adaptive research 

before, involving farmers and extension officers. However, in most of those cases, 

farmers and extension officers did not join until the last stage of research and did not 

implement all parts of the research process as they did in this project. 

Scientists considered participation as a  sef l  hannel to  nderstand far ers’ needs, 

which helped them to select suitable technologies and design appropriate experiments. 

The approach was especially effective as it was applied among ethnic minority groups, 

who were considered less active in learning new technology compared to the Kinh people 

(r9) and because one of the objectives were for long-term benefits from soil preservation, 

which was harder for farmers to see than short-term benefits (r3).   

Although some respondents thought that the participatory approach was the most 

important aspect, the others agreed that a participatory approach was good, but not 

enough to succeed in agricultural research. Those who considered the participatory 
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approach to be the most important aspect explained that, it was essential to maximize 

participation of farmers at the diagnostic study stage, so that scientists could learn about 

reality of farmers, their true problems, and adjust the research agenda. Those who did not 

think the participatory approach the most important aspect, indicated some other 

elements, such as human resources, technology, and financial availability as well as 

support of the local government to the project. 

Improvement in scientists’ attit de and the way of workin  with farmers was noted by 

respondents. At the beginning stage, some of the scientists were interested only in yield 

(r1, r10), or did not feel comfortable to ask questions, showing a “learnin ” or “listenin ” 

attitude to farmers (r1, r2, r10). However, their skills of working with farmers improved 

significantly during the project, which allowed the participation of farmers and led to an 

appropriate selection of improved practices, harmonizing the economic priority and soil 

preservation purposes. Nonetheless, the level of openness and ability to equally 

communicate with farmers varied, depending on individuals. 

Farmer and scientist interaction 

There were two tendencies in the interactions between scientists and farmers: 

For the fruit group, participatory communication was applied to  nderstand far ers’ 

needs, which helped scientists select an appropriate package of technology and attempt to 

transfer it to farmers. However, during the research process, the scientists devoted much 

time, even three to four months, living with farmers and working with them on 

experi ents. Far ers re ei ed “hands-on” trainin  on or hard  ana e ent te hni  es, 

such as pruning, mulching, applying fertilizer, and using pest control methods for fruit 

trees. Describing the way of working with farmers by the fruit group, a researcher said: 

“In the situation of Vietnam, when scientists kept suggesting but farmers were not able to 

respond – it is very difficult! Sometimes new things need top-down. Technology should 

use top-down approach. And farmers’ needs/requirements should be obtained by bottom-

up approach. We should not use bottom-up all the time. Technical intervention to plum 

trees needs top-down. Top-down is not always bad, likewise, bottom-up is not always 

good” (r4). 

For the maize-based group, farmers were actively involved in the whole process of 

research, from diagnostic study to find out farmers needs to design, implement and assess 
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the experi ents. Far ers’ feedba k was in orporated into the new resear h plans. 

“Feedback from experiments was a basis to evaluate whether they were successful or not 

and to develop new plans for the following research” (r10). “The project was adjusted as 

per farmers’ opinions and was much different from year 1 to year 4” (r17).    

Among a number of tools to communicate with farmers, scientists highly appreciated the 

Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E) system. Almost all respondents agreed 

that PM&E was a useful platform for scientists to ha e insi hts abo t far ers’ reality, 

and also for farmers to communicate with scientists. However, about 40% of respondents 

thought PM&E was time consuming and some suggested that PM&E meetings should be 

scheduled together with experimental activities and frequent meetings should be more 

flexible. 

In many cases, there were equal conversations between farmers and scientists, and 

decisions were made when both sides agreed (r8, r9, r13). Depending on topics, farmers 

often decided what trees or what varieties should be used in the next research (r10), and 

scientists decided on the research protocols (r3). 

About 35% of respondents were concerned about genuine incentives for farmers 

participation in the research. They agreed that there were two main reasons. The first one 

was the benefits they received from financial assistance for experiment input costs 

provided by the project. The second and much stronger reason was the real profits they 

hoped to receive from the fields by applying new technology.    

Farmers’ characteristics 

Majority (about three quarter) of respondents agreed that most of the farmers actively 

participated in the research. Although the level of interest and involvement varied, 

depending on which ethnic group they belonged to (e.g. Thai and Kinh people were often 

 ore a ti e than  ao and H’Mon ), their skills in working with scientists improved. 

Farmers were very open to talk about what did and did not work in the project. The 

meetings on maize research often attracted attention of the fruit farmers and even 

ordinary farmers in the villages. 

More than half of respondents expressed that farmers liked hard-working scientists and 

highly appreciated those who spend time on the field experiments. Some respondents 
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indicated that although some scientists were quite top-down in their orientation, farmers 

still liked them and felt comfortable to work with them, provided that these scientists 

showed their  o  it ent and  ained far ers’ tr st.  

However, there were also some reasons, which red  ed far ers’ interest in the resear h 

proje ts. The first reason  a e fro  far ers’ side, in l din  li itation in their lan  a e 

ability and knowledge. The second common reason was from complicated or troublesome 

practices, including pest control methods for fruit trees, rodent control on maize farms, 

and high labour cost in the mulching technique. 

Farmers’ benefits 

The  iews on far ers’ benefits were different between two  ro ps. The senior scientists 

expressed their concerns that farmers did not receive much from the project because the 

project duration  was too short for them to commence introduction of the new and 

complicated techniques, such as pest control for plums and peaches: “Benefit for them is 

a question. For nice and red plum, you need to really do fruit fly control. Without PPRI, 

they will not continue doing that. Too complex, can’t remember. Book keeping: with 

PPRI there they do, without PPRI: they don’t. I don’t think they will continue with fruit 

fly control. When project stop they will stop” (r1). In the maize-based system, although 

farmers were introduced to simpler techniques, these improved practices were not strong 

enough to address the land-degradation issue if farmers kept cultivating on a steep slope: 

“data collected showed that with the methods they have tried, it cannot solve the problem 

of erosion in Vietnam. I think the slope they are cultivating is too much for maize 

production” (r2). 

Unlike the senior scientists, the field scientists were quite positive that capacity building 

for farmers had good results, especially in enhancing awareness toward conservation 

agriculture: 

“At first, farmers did not understand, but now they do not burn grass any more. There 

was a change in their awareness, step by step” (r17).  

“Farmers, who participated in the project activities understood very well the negative 

effects of traditional practices for maize and became aware the importance of practices 

toward conservation agriculture” (r12). 
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Nonetheless, all scientists were confident that farmers would apply pruning and use 

fertilizer for fruit trees; apply intensification, intercropping and zero tillage for the maize-

based system.  

Scientists’ benefits 

Most of the respondents highly appreciated the participatory approach, particularly the 

PM&E used in the project. For senior scientists/managers, they found that the approach 

was  sef l for learnin  abo t far ers’ reality: “If we don’t have the participatory things? 

We would know much less. The things I see are more beneficial for us than for farmers. 

We understand farmers’ reality, then can suggest technology more appropriately” (r1). 

For young scientists, they learnt a new way of working with farmers and wanted to apply 

the approach in their future research. Capacity building opportunity was very high, 

especially for scientists and students from TBU, and a number of local officers from 

extension or plant protection services, who were involved as scientists in the project. 

Many of them commented that the project provided an opportunity for strengthening and 

widening their network, which was also very useful for their future work. 

“Capacity building model is good in the project and I want to apply it into my work in the 

future” (r5).  

“I learnt how to develop research plans and appreciated the capacity building activities 

here” (r12).  

“I learnt how to do participatory research” (r7, r8, r9, r10). “I want to learn more about 

PM&E, it is really useful” (r16).  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

This chapter discusses further points related to participation practices in the project; 

benefits to local officers and ordinary farmers; and possibility of applying a participatory 

approach in the future research. The discussion is illustrated by evidence from primary 

and se ondary data as well as the a thor’s obser ation, ai in  at  learer answers to the 

research questions, which is presented in the next chapter. 

5.1 Farmer and scientist interaction – ways of looking 

The findings (chapter 4) showed that, the levels of interaction between the farmers and 

researchers under the two cropping systems were different.  

In the maize-based system, farmers and scientists ne otiated and far ers’ opinions were 

reflected in the research plans. For instance, farmers suggested how to sow pumpkin (f6), 

recommended practices for rodent control and application of fertilizer (r12). This was 

agreed by scientists and implemented in the experiments.  In many cases, the results were 

not totally satisfactory from the scientific point of view, but they were accepted and 

applied because they were manageable to implement for farmers and closer to far ers’ 

suggestions (r3).   

In the fruit-based system, some scientists were sent to live with farmers to implement the 

field experiments. Far ers’ needs were identified thro  h their parti ipation at the 

beginning stage of the project, which informed the research design and selection of 

te hnolo y. Howe er, far ers’ feedba k at the later sta e  o ld not be inte rated in 

annual research plans, because they often only provided  simple responses about whether 

they understood the techniques and whether they were able to practice or not. A scientist 

from the fruit group confirmed that they used bottom-up approach to  nderstand far ers’ 

needs, and applied top-down approach to transfer orchard management practices to 

farmers (see 4.3).  

Theorists’ views 

By applying Lilja and Ashby’s (1999) typology, the participation practices within the 

maize group were very close to level 3 - (collaborative or empowering participation) 

communication process. In most of the cases, researchers made the final decision based 
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on two-way communication, harmonized between the s ientifi  priorities and far ers’ 

preferences.  

For the fruit group, the collaborative (or empowering participation) communication 

process occurred only when farmers discussed their problems with scientists via the 

diagnostic study. In the technology transfer process, farmers had little participation, 

which could be categorized at level 2 (consultative or functional participation) of Lilja 

and Ashy’s (1999) typology. 

By applying Neef and Neubert’s (2011) dimensions, the two above cases can be 

explained differently. For the maize group, because farmers have experience in crop 

management, their suggestions could be closer to the scientific solutions. Therefore, both 

farmers and scientists could contribute to generating innovation through a field research 

process. For the fruit group, farmers had planted plum for a long time but they often left 

the orchard without any management interventions until harvest. Therefore, they had very 

little idea about orchard management. In this case, farmers were willing to participate, but 

not able to do so because they did not have enough knowledge to contribute. The 

scientists had no other choice than to select their idea of the best solution available and 

implement it. Additionally, the author observed that fruit farmers seemed to be very 

comfortable working with “tea hin ” s ientists be a se they were close by and because 

scientists could provide useful knowledge. 

Practitioners’ views  

Explaining about the participation in the maize and fruit based experiments, two 

Vietnamese senior scientists, who directly supervised the above cases, came to the same 

conclusion that the participatory approach should be applied flexibly and have some 

modifications to suit the local or  “Vietnamese” situation as they expressed it. The case of 

the fruit group, in which field scientists were sent to live with farmers, was referred to as 

“the Vietna ese  odel of parti ipation”. More exa ples of the Vietna ese approach of 

participation were given by one of the scientists: “Participation has already been 

occurred in Vietnam for a long time. But in a number of different formats, such as ‘three-
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together extension officers’
1
 or ‘in-village teachers’

2
, the problem is that nobody 

theorizes it” (r3).  

Additionally, the scientists asserted that participation was very important to a project like 

this where the research aimed at practice change for specific groups of farmers (r2, r5, 

r8). However, they also valued some other aspects.  

Participation is good, but not enough 

According to the scientists, they saw the participatory approach as among the most 

influencing factor for the success of the project. The other important elements were 

people, and local support. People were the actors of the participation process, and 

participatory approach could not be applied if scientists and farmers were not open-

minded, even though they were willing to participate (r1, r4).  

In terms of support from local government, most of the scientists realised that without 

this support, their research outcomes would not be expanded. However, there must be a 

two-way interaction between project and local government. On one hand, it would be 

ideal if the research addressed the problems of the district or province, which have 

existed but could not be solved by the local people. For example, Lai Chau authority 

quickly supported the expansion of the peach area in the province, because this was 

coincidental with their priority, and, without the project, it could not be done. On the 

other hand, positive outcomes from the project can attract attention of the local authority. 

Some scientists commented that the practices for the maize-based system offered choices 

for better protection of the environment as well as economic benefits for maize farmers. 

This should be very good for Son La province, where maize was an important cash crop. 

However, adequate interest was not given to the project (r3, r16) by the local government 

and the local government would become more supportive if the experimental area had 

been designed in a larger area and involved more farmers (r3).  

  

  

                                                 
1&2

 Extension officers and teachers who move in and live with villagers, and implement their tasks together with 

villagers.  
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5.2 Benefits of the project stakeholders 

Apart from capacity building for the researchers (including farmers and scientists) as well 

as the improved practices discussed in chapter 4, interviewees also expressed their 

interest in benefits for local communities, including ordinary farmers and local officers 

when the project concludes.   

Although some plant protection and extension officers from communes and districts were 

considered as researchers here, they will return to their routine work when the project 

finishes. Respondents thought that these local officers benefited from good training of the 

project. Among them, some already applied the participatory approaches and became key 

trainers for the local communities (r4, r17).  

The scientists were also concerned about benefits for ordinary farmers at the project 

sites. Although some respondents indicated that a number of ordinary farmers were 

interested in the project by attending project meetings and sharing opinions (r8, r9, r10), 

the others had doubts about the communication between farmer-researchers and ordinary 

farmers:  

“We attempt at beginning of the project for wider groups of farmers and have the farmer-

researchers communicated with their neighbours; and their neighbours show interest, we 

can get them to come to participate in evaluation, and they replicate in their own field – 

that never happen” (r1). 

“There were not responses from the other (ordinary) farmers and the possibility of 

expansion is limited” (r12). 

 “There has not been an evaluation on the effect of the project to community in applying 

the improved techniques. They have not been multiplied so far”. (r13). 

This concern led to some reflection on pilot roll-out channels, though it was not a focus 

of this study and a full evaluation of the roll-out activities for the project could be done 

only at the end of 2013. In fact, the project had selected the extension service as a channel 

for pilot roll-out, trained a number of extension officers, and organised FFS (ACIAR, 

2012d). This was good because extension service had a network extended to every 

 o   ne in Vietna . Howe er, in so e lo ations, wo en’s  nion and far ers’  nion 
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were also used as a primary channel for agricultural extension according to their relative 

effectiveness (see ACIAR, 2012a; ADDA, 2012). 

In Pieng Sang village, all farmer-researchers were male, and joined the research on a 

voluntary basis. However, by spending a night in the village, the author found that 

women were active here and the women’s union in the village was dynamic and coherent. 

The union members received support for shared labour, low-interest loan, shared 

information and enjoyed sightseeing tours together. Although the level of activeness of 

wo en’s  nion  aried fro  one to another lo ation, in a  illa e like Pien  San , it was 

noteworthy.    

5.3 Participatory research in Vietnam: prospects 

Regarding possibilities of applying participatory approach in future research, most of the 

junior scientists expressed that they would apply it when there was an opportunity, 

especially using PM&E and Scenario Analysis, but were not confident about how it 

worked. The senior scientists, on one hand, support participation in agricultural research, 

on the other hand, doubt about its success in the system of Vietnam.   

The senior scientists’ concern was that, the participatory approach would be more 

difficult to apply in Vietnamese projects compared with implementation in foreign-

funded projects. The reasons provided were institutional and people aspects. They 

strongly believed that the financial management mechanism of Vietnam was the most 

difficult barrier because it did not allow time and budget for diagnostic study. 

Technology end- sers’ needs were always   i kly exa ined by the s opin  tea  before 

getting approval rather than being done as an official activity with a thorough study after 

approval of the project (r6). Participatory planning required flexibility, while Vietnamese 

projects were fixed and there was very little room to adjust the planned budget and 

activities (r6).  

Another strong view emphasised the people aspect. The respondent expressed no 

confidence in the way people work in the Vietnamese system, “either they are project 

implementers or approvers, their willingness and readiness for using this approach are 

low” (r4).    
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However, another opinion suggested that Vietnamese projects should try to incorporate 

the participatory methods from the designing phase of the research projects. They would 

be approved and could be done, provided that the related activities should not cost too 

much time and money (r3). 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion and recommendations 

This chapter presents conclusion and recommendations derived from the research. The 

conclusion is shown in a question-and-answer format, following each of the research 

questions. The recommendations are for those, who design, approve and implement a 

participatory agricultural project in Vietnam, especially in the regions where ethnic 

minority people reside. The final conclusion is specifically for ACIAR and MARD as the 

two key players in the collaborative agricultural research program between Australia and 

Vietnam. 

6.1 The research questions 

RQ1: To what extent and by what means have participatory approaches been applied in 

an agricultural research project currently funded by ACIAR in Vietnam? 

This study found that the common participatory communication tools applied to facilitate 

participation in the research were: far ers’ photo stories, PNOA, scenario analysis,  

PM&E, and group discussions. While the first four tools created effective platforms for 

communicating with farmers, the group discussions were used more among researchers 

for exchanging information, reviewing research progress, and planning for the new 

research cycles. Researchers were more comfortable in small groups, where they could 

contribute better. However, they might need a stronger synchronisation in a big group, 

especially when meetings were involved a large number of stakeholders from different 

organisations.  

At the institutional level, the participation of Research Partner Institutes was about equal. 

The willingness for participation and communication from member institutions was high. 

However, the researchers expected a higher outcome from the collaboration among 

institutions than was actually achieved. 

In the communication with farmers, the interaction frequency varied depending on the 

crop system. Fruit farmers were able to communicate with field researchers easily and as 

much as they liked because researchers stayed in the village quite often and continuously 

for about three or four months per time. For maize farmers, the group meetings were 

about fortnightly or monthly depending on the field activities. In other words, fruit 

researchers spent more time than maize researchers on the field experiments.   
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Far ers’ needs and re  lar feedba k were i portant inputs for planning of research 

cycles. Feedback from maize farmers was used to design annual plans and influenced 

innovations. Feedback from fruit farmers was used to adjust the training agenda for 

farmers, but not for development of technical packages. 

The decision making power of the maize farmers was stronger than fruit farmers in the 

dialogues with researchers to develop research plans. In most of the cases, the researchers 

made the final decision. 

RQ2: What effect have participatory approaches had on the practices of Vietnamese 

farmers and researchers within the project? 

For scientists, their understanding of farmers, participatory research skills and network 

have been strengthened significantly. Most of the scientists changed their way of working 

with farmers and wanted to apply participatory approach in their future research, 

espe ially for  nderstandin  far ers’ reality and for sele tin  an appropriate te hnolo y. 

Scientists were observed challenging the top-down only approach and acting in a more 

equal relationship with farmers and other stakeholders (extension workers). A common 

 o  ent fro  j nior s ientists was: “We ha e learnt how to work with far ers fro  

different ethnic groups. Understanding their culture and needs made our work easier and 

 ore effe ti e” (r13). 

For those farmers involved directly in the research process, awareness regarding the 

importance of conservation agriculture has been improved. They understood the pros and 

cons of the techniques introduced by the project, and became more open to express their 

opinions. They confirmed the intention to apply some of the improved practices, 

including pruning and fertilizer application for fruit trees; apply zero tillage and 

intensification for maize-based system.  

For the ordinary farmers at the project sites, there is a package of improved practices 

available and accessible. However, whether they will use them or not depends on success 

of the pilot rollout activities, for which it is too early to have a clear conclusion. 

For local extension officers and plant protection staff, who participated in the research, all 

of them were exposed to the training with participatory communication skills and 

participatory research approaches. Some already applied the approaches in their daily 
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work. The local officers in Lai Chau province became active users of these approaches 

(r4). The extension officer from Phieng Luong commune believed that the project results 

were better by applying the participatory approaches. He started to tailor his training 

programs to suite farmers better, and apply participatory communication techniques, such 

as ice-breaking and open interaction with farmers before and around his classes (r17). 

RQ3: What importance do Vietnamese project partners give to the participatory 

approach applied in the project? 

The participatory approach is considered important, but it is not enough to guarantee 

success in agricultural research (see chapter 5). It is extremely important at the diagnostic 

st dy sta e, be a se it allows s ientists to learn far ers’ reality and real proble s, so that 

an appropriate research agenda can be suggested. However, apart from the participatory 

approach, support of the local government and availability of necessary resources, 

including human, technology, and finance are considered influencing factors of the 

research outcomes.   

RQ4: What effects have the participatory approaches applied had on the research 

planning and management practices of the partner institutions? 

The junior scientists involved in this project understand the participatory principles and 

are willing to apply participatory tools such as Scenario Analysis and PM&E in their 

future research. However, given their junior role, they may have limited capacity to 

influence future project design as well as to influence their research colleagues. 

For senior scientists, they are willing and able to integrate participatory elements in some 

foreign funded research, especially under a (co)supervision arrangement. A small number 

of senior scientists may try to incorporate some adapted formats of participatory research 

for diagnostic study of Vietnamese funded research.     

In short, the participatory approaches from the project have, and can continue to influence 

research practices of the Vietnamese scientists.  However, this will be restricted to 

individuals in the absence of stronger institutional intervention from higher levels within 

the research planning bureaucracy.  
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6.2 Recommendations  

Preparedness of all members in a research team is required before conducting a 

participatory (agricultural) research. Despite the advantages of the participatory 

approaches, their application requires flexibility and adaptability because the level and 

type of participation must be adjusted in different locations, and with different cultures. 

This is particularly important for ethnic minority groups, who have a low awareness of 

research processes and technical knowledge and are quite isolated from other societies.  

In the case, when farmers are not ready to participate because they do not know much and 

want to be told what to do, it would be more effective to have the research led by 

s ientists. The le el of far ers’ parti ipation  ay be adj sted when their knowledge and 

relationships with researchers are improved.   

Training is essential for researchers and extension officers to improve their awareness 

and skills to work with farmers, and to apply the participatory tools flexibly and 

effectively. Farmers also need to learn how to participate and express their opinions 

openly, so that their feedback would benefit the research results and enhance their 

ownership of the technology. Training would increase the understanding of the team 

members on a specific research framework, approach plan and background data. 

Project designers should describe a strategic pathway that is flexible enough to 

accommodate farmers’ feedback throughout all adaptive research cycles. Although 

conformity to policy and procedures for project approval is necessary, a research 

proposal, which is able to embrace participatory approaches, will help to ensure adoption 

of the research outcomes. A clear explanation of the intended participatory principles and 

approach is important. 

The project team should explore possible cooperation of other civil organisations such 

as Women’s Union and Farmers’ Union for a pilot rollout phase. Although they are not 

highly capable in networking and communicating good practices at all locations, these 

organisations may offer another channel for knowledge transfer rather than only the 

Government extension service. These groups already conduct participatory training 

activities and have important links to a range of farmers.  
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6.3 Final conclusions 

Although participatory approaches are not effective for all types of research and/or all 

stages of an agricultural research project, they would be beneficial for adaptive research 

projects and are recommended for the collaborative agricultural research program 

between Australian and Vietnamese Governments, such as the one that ACIAR is 

providing funding for. 

For ACIAR as a funding organisation, more flexible budget and review mechanisms 

would support the project team better and maximize benefits of the participatory 

approaches, as greater participation will mean less certainty of activities, particularly in 

the latter years of a project. A reasonable budget allocation may be needed for 

participatory diagnostic study and training activities. A thorough description of the 

principles and approach from the project team may be required for consideration and 

approval.  

Local support would be achieved more easily if the application of participatory 

approaches could be discussed and supported at a higher level, for instance, between 

ACIAR managers and their counterparts at MARD. The initiatives could come from 

either side. However, it would be more practical for ACIAR to be proactive as a donor 

for the program.  

For MARD as an implementing partner of the collaborative research, suitable policy to 

en o ra e far ers’ parti ipation in adapti e resear h is ne essary. This  o ld be done 

through more focus on training on communication and collaboration skills for 

researchers, extension officers to work effectively with farmers. It is important to 

improve skills for researchers and extension officers in listening and responding to 

far ers’ needs.  

The application of participatory approaches could also benefit Vietnamese projects, if 

there would be more flexible and simpler procedures for approval of research proposal 

and/or proje t  ariation, so that the resear h  y les  an inte rate far ers’ feedba k. 

Vietnamese project designers should incorporate the participatory methods from the early 

stage of the project activities. The level of integration needs to be done together with a 

thorough consideration of important resources such as human capacity, time and finance. 
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For any agricultural researchers, the participatory methods, including PNOA, Scenario 

Analysis, and PM&E are useful tools, which effectively facilitate the communication 

process between farmers and researchers in generating innovations. Particularly, PNOA 

or Scenario Analysis are beneficial for understanding far ers’ proble s, needs, 

preferences as well as available local knowledge. This information would serve as inputs 

for designing of appropriate research activities. After the diagnostic study, PM&E is 

highly valuable to facilitate farmers-and-researchers systematic dialogue in research 

cycles and to optimise local ownership of the technology to be transferred. Apart from 

being equipped with participatory methods, scientists need to be able to gain trust from 

local participants before implementing tasks in the community.  Spending time living in 

the village is recommended for research scientists. 

 

 

  



 56 

Bibliography 

ACIAR. (2010). Project Annual Report 2010 Improved market engagement for 

sustainable upland production systems in the North West Highlands of Vietnam. 

Australia: ACIAR. 

ACIAR. (2011). Project Annual Report 2011 Improved market engagement for 

sustainable upland production systems in the North West Highlands of Vietnam. 

Australia: ACIAR. 

ACIAR. (2012a). AGB/2006/112, Increasing the safe production, promotion and 

utilisation of indigenous vegetables by women in Vietnam and Australia.   

Retrieved 11 October, 2013, from http://aciar.gov.au/project/agb/2006/112 

ACIAR. (2012b). AGB/2008/002, Improved market engagement for sustainable upland 

production systems in the North West Highlands of Vietnam Project Proposal. 

Canberra, Australia: ACIAR. 

ACIAR. (2012c). Project Annual Report 2012 Improved market engagement for 

sustainable upland production systems in the North West Highlands of Vietnam. 

Australia: ACIAR. 

ACIAR. (2012d). Project document of AGB/2008/002, Improved market engagement for 

sustainable upland production systems in the north-western highlands of Vietnam. 

ACIAR. (2013a). ACIAR Vietnam, current and concluded projects.   Retrieved 22 

September, 2013, from http://aciar.gov.au/country/vietnam 

ACIAR. (2013b). Annual Operational Plan (2013-14). Canberra, Australia: ACIAR. 

ACIAR. (2013c). Project Annual Report 2013 Improved market engagement for 

sustainable upland production systems in the North West Highlands of Vietnam. 

Australia: ACIAR. 

ADDA. (2012). The Organic Project.   Retrieved 11 October, 2012, from 

http://www.adda.dk/eng/organic_eng.html 

Arnstein, Sherry R. (1969). A Ladder of Citizen Participation. American Institute of 

Planners, Journal, 35(4), 216.  

Ashby, J.A. (1996, 9-14 September 1996). What do we mean by participatory research in 

agriculture? In New frontiers in participatory research and gender analysis. 

Paper presented at the The International Seminar on Participatory Research and 

Gender Analysis (PRGA), Cali, Colombia. 

http://aciar.gov.au/project/agb/2006/112
http://aciar.gov.au/country/vietnam
http://www.adda.dk/eng/organic_eng.html


 57 

Biggs. (1989). Resource-poor farmer participation in research: A synthesis of experiences 

from nine national agricultural research systems OFCOR comparative study 

paper. The Hague: International Service for National Agricultural Research 

(ISNAR). 

 an, N  yen   y, T , Vo Hon  , & Sanh, N  yen Van  (2011). The linka e of “fo r 

ho ses” in prod  in  and tradin  of ri e: A  ase st dy in An Gian  pro in e. 

[Liên kết "4 nhà" trong sản xuất và tiêu thụ lúa gạo: Trường hợp nghiên cứu ở 

tỉnh An Giang]. Tạp chí Khoa học 2011, 20a 220-229, 10.  

Chambers, Robert. (2005). Ideas for development. London and Sterling, VA: Earthscan. 

Cornwall, & Jewkes. (1995). What is participatory research? . Social science & medicine, 

70(5), 794. doi: 10.1016/0277-9536(95)00127-s 

De Campos Guimarães. (2009). Participatory Approaches to Rural Development and 

Rural Poverty Alleviation. The Hague, Netherlands: UNESCAP: Institute of 

Social Studies. 

Geppert, Meike, Dang, Nguyen The, & Buchenrieder, Gertrud. (2002). Participatory 

agricultural research and decentralisation in Vietnam. The Journal of Agricultural 

Education and Extension, 8(4), 171-180. doi: 10.1080/13892240285300211 

GSO. (2010). Result of the Vietnam Household Living Standard survey 2010. Hanoi, 

Vietnam: The General Statistics Office of Vietnam. 

Hellin, J., Bellon, M. R., Badstue, L., Dixon, J., & La Rovere, R. (2008). Increasing the 

impacts of participatory research. Experimental Agriculture, 44(1), 81-95. doi: 

10.1017/S0014479707005935 

Jacobson, T. L, & Kolluri, S. (1999). Participatory communication as communicative 

action. In T. L. Jacobson & J. Servaes (Eds.), Theoritical approaches to 

participatory communication. Cresskill, New Jersey: Hampton Press. 

Johnson, Nancy L., Lilja, Nina, & Ashby, Jacqueline A. (2003). Measuring the impact of 

user participation in agricultural and natural resource management research. 

Agricultural Systems, 78(2), 287-306. doi: 10.1016/S0308-521X(03)00130-6 

Lambrou. (2001). A typology: Participatory research and gender analysis in natural 

resource management research Working document No. 15. Cali, Colombia: 

CGIAR Participatory Research and Gender Analysis Program, CIAT (Centro 

Internacional de Agricultura Tropical). 

Lennie, June, & Tacchi, Jo. (2013). Evaluating communication for development: a 

framework for social change. Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 



 58 

Lilja, & Ashby. (1999). Types of participatory research based on locus of decision 

making Working document No. 6. Cali, Colombia Consultative Group on 

International Agricultural Research, Participatory Research and Gender Analysis 

Program. 

Melkote, & Steeves. (2001). Communication for development in the Third World: theory 

and practice for empowerment (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, Calif: : Sage 

Publications. 

MPI. (2013). Report on implementation of National Tageted Programs September 2013.  

Hanoi. 

Neef (2013, 13 September). [The six dimensions of participation research]. 

Neef, Andreas. (2008). Integrating Participatory Elements into Conventional Research 

Projects: Measuring the Costs and Benefits. Development in Practice, 18(4/5), 

576-589. doi: 10.1080/09614520802181632 

Neef, Andreas, Friederichsen, Rupert, Neubert, Dieter, Ekasingh, Benchaphun, Heidhues, 

Franz, & Dang, Nguyen The. (2007). Participatory Research for Sustainable 

Development in Vietnam and Thailand: From a Static to an Evolving Concept 

Sustainable Land Use in Mountainous Regions of Southeast Asia (pp. pp 353-

373). Online: Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Neef, Andreas, & Neubert, Dieter. (2011). Stakeholder participation in agricultural 

research projects: a conceptual framework for reflection and decision-making. 

Agriculture and Human Values, 28(2), 179-194. doi: 10.1007/s10460-010-9272-z 

Neubert (2013, 11 September). [The six dimensions of participation research]. 

Pierce. (2012). Impact of oyster farming in Vietnam in Van Don district, Quang Ninh 

province: An Oyster Farmer Perspective Final Report to Primary Industries NSW 

and ACIAR. Australia. 

Pierce, & Robinson. (2013). Oysters thrive in the right environment: The social 

sustainability of oyster farming in the Eyre Peninsula, South Australia. Marine 

Policy, 37, 77-85.  

Pretty, Jules N. (1995). Participatory learning for sustainable agriculture. World 

Development, 23(8), 1247-1263. doi: 10.1016/0305-750X(95)00046-F 

Rogers, Everett M. (1976). Communication and Development: The Passing of the 

Dominant Paradigm. Communication Research, 3(2), 213-240. doi: 

10.1177/009365027600300207 



 59 

Servaes, J. (1999). Communication for development: One world, multiple cultures. 

Cresskill, N.J.: Hampton Press. 

Sparks, Colin. (2007). Globalization, development and the mass media    

Tufte, & Mefalopulos. (2009). Participatory communication : a practical guide    

Van de Fliert. (2010). Participatory communication in rural development: What does it 

take for the established order? Extension Farming Systems Journal, 6(1), 151.  

Vietnamese Government. (2007). Decision number 113/2007/QĐ-TTg.  Hanoi, Vietnam: 

Government Office. 

Vietnamese Government. (2008). Resolution number 30a/2008/NQ-CP.  Hanoi, Vietnam: 

Government Office. 

Waisbord. (2001). Family tree of theories, methodologies and strategies in development 

communication.   Retrieved 26 September, 2013, from 

http://www.communicationforsocialchange.org/publications-resources?itemid=21 

Wang, Caroline , & Burris, Mary Ann. (1997). Photovoice: Concept, Methodology, and 

Use for Participatory Needs Assessment. Health Education & Behavior, 24(3), 

369-387. doi: 10.1177/109019819702400309 

White. (1994). Participatory Development Communication as a Social-Cultural Process. 

In S. A. White, K. S. Nair & J. Ascroft (Eds.), Participation Communication: 

Working for change and development. London: Sage. 

World Bank. (2011). The World Bank Data by country. from 

http://data.worldbank.org/country/vietnam 

 

 

  

http://www.communicationforsocialchange.org/publications-resources?itemid=21
http://data.worldbank.org/country/vietnam


 60 

Appendix 1: Map of the project sites and ethnic groups of the farmers  

 

Figure 2: Map of the project sites.   

Source: http://maps.vietbando.com; and http://d-maps.com (for the outline map) 

 

Table 1: Ethnic groups of the farmers at the project sites 

Site location 

(From the lowest position to the highest positions on the above map) 

Major ethnic 

group 

1. Pieng Sang village, Phieng Luong commune, Son La province Dao 

2. La Nga village, Muong Sang commune, Son La province Thai 

3. Na Ha village, Na Ot commune, Son La province Thai 

4. Hung Phong village, Ban Bo commune, Lai Chau province Kinh 

5. Giang Ma village, Giang Ma commune, Lai Chau province H’Mon  

http://maps.vietbando.com/
http://d-maps.com/
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 Appendix 2: NWP’s Stakeholder Analysis 

There are different stakeholder groups involving in the project (ACIAR, 2012b). They 

are:  

1) Farmer-researchers are those involved directly to research activities of the 

farming practices and value chain interventions for maize based and temperate 

fruit systems. They are the core group who are able to compare the research 

activities with their daily practices and communicate with scientists about their 

feedback. They are also the ones who most directly benefit from project 

outcomes. 

2) Field scientists are those from a number of research organisations, who 

implement the research activities in collaboration with farmer-researchers. They 

provide technical and scientific input in order to design interventions/models 

respondin  to far ers’ needs. 

3) Commune and district extension officers who are involved in the project: They are 

from the community and are the potential influencers/communicators between the 

proje t  ro p and lo al a thorities. The proje t’s o t o es will not only likely 

improve their personal capacities but also complement their work plan and at 

higher level to potentially influence the extension focus of the district or province.  

4) Project coordinator(s): are those who work with different research groups and 

ensure the communication among groups toward overall objectives. They are 

especially important for this project as it involves multiple research partners and 

disciplines.  

5) Other local farmers or ‘ordinary far ers’ who li e in the sa e  illa e where the 

project is implemented, have similar crop patterns compared to farmer-

researchers, but are not involved in project activities. They may potentially learn 

from the farmer-researchers and be influenced by the research outcomes. 

6) The other stakeholder groups are: local leaders at commune, district and 

provincial levels; project donor (ACIAR); managers of research partner 

organisations; other donors which fund for similar projects in the regions; 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development of Vietnam. To some extent, they 

are all influenced to /and by the project. 
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Appendix 3: Sample of a completed photovoice album 

(In Vietnamese) 
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Appendix 4: List of interviewees  

(For the semi-structured interviews) 

Researchers’ 

Code 
Organisation Gender Groups Research Areas 

r1 UQ Male Senior scientist 
Communication/ 

Coordination 

r2 UQ Male Senior scientist Soil science 

r3 NOMAFSI Female Senior scientist Maize based system 

r4 PPRI Female Senior scientist Fruit based system 

r5 TBU Male Senior scientist Maize based system 

r6 CASRAD Male Senior scientist Agribusiness 

r7 PPRI Male Junior scientist Fruit based system 

r8 TBU Male Junior scientist Maize based system 

r9 PPRI Male Junior scientist Maize based system 

r10 NOMAFSI Male Junior scientist Maize based system 

r11 PPRI Female Junior scientist Fruit based system 

r12 NOMAFSI Male Junior scientist Maize based system 

r13 TBU Male Junior scientist Maize based system 

r14 CASRAD Male Junior scientist Agribusiness 

r15 TBU Male Junior scientist Agribusiness 

r16 UQ Female Junior scientist Coordination 

r17 
Phieng Luong 

Commune 
Male Junior scientist 

Maize and fruit 

based experiments in 

Pieng Sang village 

 

  



 64 

Appendix 5: A sample of the interview guide 

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE 

(For researchers) 

 

Date (and time) of interview.................................... at ................................................................. 

Information of interviewee 

Name.......................................................  Phone number........................................ 

Email:................................................................................................................................... 

Introducing the interview 

Research Information sheet  (explain and hand over) 

Estimating time (40-50 minutes) 

Consent form (sign when meet and agree) 

Some warm-up questions……………………………………. 

Major questions 

1) Anh/chị hãy mô tả vắn tắt hoạt độn   ình thường phải làm nhất trong dự án. 

Brief description of your regular activities under the project 

 

2) Để làm tốt nhiệm vụ của mình trong dự án, anh/chị thường làm việ   à trao đổi 

thông tin với những ai? 

Who do you often contact and exchange information with in order to do your 

research? 

 

3) Bao lâ  trao đổi một lần? Bằng hình thức nào? (gặp mặt/điện thoại/email/họp 

nhóm/hội thảo/ qua trang web của dự án...)  à để làm gì?  

How often do you meet them and what for? 
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4) Những thuận lợi  à khó khăn khi anh/ hị làm việc với nông dân và với khuyến 

nôn   ơ sở?  

What good and bad about did you face when working with farmers and 

extension officers? 

5) Việc chia sẻ thông tin giữa các cán bộ nghiên cứu trong nhóm của anh/chị và 

 á  đối tác khác trong dự án như thế nào? Giữa các cán bộ  ùn   ơ quan (cùng 

làm dự án), với cán bộ ở viện/trường khác, với n ười phụ trách dự án của mình 

từ  ơ   an ở VN, và với n ười phụ trách ở Úc? 

What about communication among researchers in your group? And among 

partner research institutes?  

 

6) Anh/chị tâ  đắc nhất với (nhữn ) đón   óp nào  ủa mình trong quá trình thực 

hiện dự án? 

What contribution from you to the project that you like most? 

 

7) Nôn  dân thường có thể đón   óp ý kiến ở nhữn  đâ ?  ịp nào? 

When and where farmers can provide feedback? 

 

8) Nhữn  đón   óp nào  ủa nôn  dân là  ó ý n hĩa nhất cho hoạt động và kết quả 

của dự án?   

What feedback from farmers are most significant for the project? 

 

9) Bản thân nông dân tham gia dự án  ó thay đổi  ì tron   á h trao đổi thông tin? 

Kỹ thuật canh tác? Hay lên kế hoạch mùa vụ của  ia đình?  

What changes do you see from farmers in their ways of communication? 

Farming practices? Or farm planning for their family? 

 

10) Anh/chị làm gì khi nhận được phản hồi từ nông dân? 

What did you do when you receive feedback from farmers? 

 

11) Cán bộ khuyến nông tham gia dự án có thể đón   óp ý kiến ở nhữn  đâ ?  ịp 

nào? Với những ai?  

Where and when did extension officers provide feedback? 
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12) Nhữn  đón   óp nào  ủa khuyến nôn  là đán  kể nhất cho hoạt động và kết 

quả của dự án?  

What are extension officers’ contribution to the project? 

 

13) Sau 3-4 nă  tha   ia dự án, bản thân cán bộ khuyến nôn   ó thay đổi gì trong 

việc hợp tác với  á  đối tác trong dự án? Kiến thức về kỹ thuật canh tác? Hay 

thay đổi gì khác? Hãy cho ví dụ cụ thể nếu có. 

What changes did you see in extension officers ways of working? Technical 

knowledge? Or other changes. Provide examples. 

 

14) Nhữn  điểm chính mà dự án là  đượ   à  hưa là  đượ   ho đến thời điểm 

này là gì? 

Main outcomes and constraints of the project so far? 

 

15) Cách lập kế hoạch nghiên cứu của dự án này như thế nào? Có khác với các dự 

án khác mà anh/chị biết không?  

How did you develop research plan in this project? Is it different from other 

projects you have done? 

 

16) Anh/chị  ó n hĩ rằng cách thứ  trao đổi thông tin có sự tham gia trong dự án có 

ảnh hưởn  đến kết quả của dự án không? Tại sao? 

Do you think participatory communication affect the project outcomes? 

Why?or Why not? 

 

17) Ngoài ra còn có những yếu tố gì khác làm nên thành công/hạn chế của dự án? 

What are the important aspects that can influence the project outcomes?  

 

18) Nếu so với các yếu tố vừa kể trên thì  ơ  hế trao đổi thông tin có sự tham gia 

quan trọng thứ mấy? 

Among those important aspects where do you place participatory 

communication/participation? 

 

19) Có gì từ dự án này là hữu ích cho bản thân anh/chị không?  

What benefits did you receive from this project (for yourself)? 
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20) Những kết quả nào từ dự án (ví dụ như  ô hình kỹ thuật/ cách lập kế hoạch 

nghiên cứu/ cách thứ  trao đổi thôn  tin/ ô hình tăn   ườn  năn  lực...) mà 

anh/chị muốn áp dụng nếu anh/chị làm một dự án khá  tron  tươn  lai? 

What you have learnt from this project that you want to apply tin the future 

project? (e.g. technology/research planning/ communication model/ capacity 

building model etc.) 

 

21) Nếu anh/chị áp dụng  á h trao đổi thông tin có sự tham gia của tất cả các bên 

trong công việc nghiên cứu ở  ơ   an (trong một dự án khác do Viêt Nam tài 

trợ) thì anh/chị sẽ nhận được sự ủng hộ của ai? Vì sao?  

If you apply the participatory approaches at your research institute (or in 

another project funded by the Vietnamese Government), who will support you? 

Why? 

 

22) Nếu anh/chị áp dụng mô hình trên thì anh/chị sẽ bị ai phản đối? Vì sao?  

Or who will not support you? And why? 

 

23) Anh/chị có nhận xét gì khác về phươn   thức trao đổi thông tin và truyền thông 

trong dự án này không? 

Other comments on the communication of this project?  

 

24) Xin trân trọng cả  ơn!/ Thank you! 
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