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Andy Hall

The Development and Use of the
Innovation Systems Framework in India

A Northern Perspective

Introduction

This paper discusses the co-evolving experiences of policy research and research
implementation in relation 1o parterns of partnership in North-South
collaborarive research for development. This presents rwn perspectives in which
the unfolding events need to be discussed. The first perspective is that of a lo ng-
term, donor research strategy addressing technical (mainly) and policy (less so)
issues in the crop post-harvest sector in India — pFp’s erop post-harvest
programme (CrHp).' The main thrust of this perspective is the way an inirially
Northern partner/technology-led approach has evolved into an approach more
firmly embed in a narional stakeholder context, where technical imperatives
have been supplemented by efforts to build new forms of multi-instirutional
capacity. The second perspective concerns the way dissarisfaction with the
earlier technology-led approach resulted in 3 North-South collaborative policy
research project. In this research the innovation systems framework was
developed and used as a way of understanding partnership and other
institutional issues affecting the performance of research and development

The Deparrment for Inrernanional Develogament [nrn is the vk Cavernment department
rt".i-]!:'hhil'l]r fioy Profngting, :|ﬂr|u|‘|mn1r¢||d the reductien “r"F,n.,,fm.
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(raen) and technology promenion (kaogTr) actvities.” Findings from this
policy research have subsequently been applied in the redesign of the cpmr,
Consequent changes in programme strategy centre on a conscious decision (o
reject the transter of technology madel of innovanon and the linear conventions
inherent in paterns of resource lows and relations that this model implies.
Replacing thas has been a planned shifr to an innovation SVSLEMS OreEntation
based around the development of coalinon projects rooted in the local
isututional conrext.

This paper represents work in progress. Patterns of parinership are still
evolving and CrHrs appmach remains experimental and, by its nature, process
driven. Emipirical questions still remain over ways in which coalivions can be
best established, monitored and evaluared: the way priorities can be set and
resources allocared; and ways in which broader lessons can be learnt and
promoted. Nevertheless, even ar this stage a number of ssues can be discussed
with some confidence. In general terms it is now quite apparent thar research for
development cannot be conceved or evaluated without reference to the
institutional context in which it takes place. The notion of research as a process
uraffected by the agency role of those producing, interpreting, using and
benefiting from the new knowledge and technology created, does not stand up
to close scrutiny. This obviously has imporiant implications for the way North
South relationship are strucrured. This is particularly so given the strongly
asymmeirical patrerns of relationship that arise for historical, polinical and
MESOUTCE ACCESS TEASONS,

However, the main message from this paper does not relate to North-South
partnerships alone, but to the wider parterns of partnership / institutional
context in which agriculwral RepaTre takes place. Contributing to the
development of innovation systems embedded in the national institutional
environment of developing countries needs to emerge as a guiding principle for

* In this paper we follow the convention i the innovation systems lirerature of wang the rerm
snstitution as used in the everyday meaning of the word: L as an embedded concept relating 1o the
biehaviour of acvors in the innovation system. This may include physical organisations dealing with
research and development (iuen) and economic activity — rescarch cenires. universities, private
companes, research foundanons, farmen saociations, co-operatives and so forth. We follow this
embedded concept because, as Edquae and Johnson (19971 point out, generalisanons from
empincal observanons indicae that both ‘rules’ and “organisations’ are invelved in and shape the
aurcome of innovation. The real problem s thar institutions in the 'rulbes and norm’ sense are often
tnuimately related o the narure of organiatons, and in one sense organiaons help define and
opcrativnalise the ‘rules of the game'. In ather words they are mutually embedded conceprs thai
result i the agency role of mnovation acton Hall sral 2001 b, tor an alternative petspective see
Rapexwar (2001))
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research for development assistance. This does not deny the impormance of
international/Northern collaboration in the field of science and technology.
However it does mean that capacity building efforts will need 1o focus
increasingly on innovation systems capacity development rather than relying
only on the transfer of a narrow set of expertise and associared knowledge and
technology. It will be the nature and demands of these systems thar will
determine the role and contribution thar Northern partners could most
appropriately make. These systems will be highly contingent on narional
contexts and patterns of internarional collaboration will need to vary
accordingly.

The remainder of the paper begins by providing the conrext of this discussion.

describing the crur the Northern and Southern partners and the historical
evolution of projects that led o a research partnership examining the innovartion
systems framework. Specific derails are then provided abour the way the
partnership emerged and the roles and dynamics thar this entailed. Three mini
case studies are then presented to illustrate the arempis o operationalise the
innovation system framework. These highlight North-South partnership issues
as well as providing an opportunity ta explore the wider implicarions of the
innovation systems framework for development research assistance. The final
sections explains that way this has led the crur to adopr the innovarion SYSIEms
framewaork as its guiding principles, and bricfly explores some of the
implications of this shift in research policy.

Northern partner context

At the ourset it is probably useful to explain the circumstances by which the
author ~ the Northern partner — is involved in the evenrs discussed in this paper.
Similarly, making the authors disciplinary and professional interests known o
the reader helps giving context to the way events are interpreted and presented.
The author has an academic background in agricultural science and science and
technalogy policy and has a specific professional interest in the instirutional
arrangements of agricultural Ran in developing countries. The author works for
the Natural Resources Institute in the United Kingdom (uk), but for the last
five years has been secanded to the Internarional Crops Research Institure for
the Semi-Arid Tropics (1crisaT) in India, This position involves two roles. The
first role is as Sourh Asia Regional Co-ordinaror for pein’s Crop Post-harvest
programme (CPHP) — it is this role, and the strategy development elements thar
it involves, that forms the broad context for the discussion in this paper of the
development and use of the innovation systems framework. The second role 15 as
a policy researcher, underraking projects mainly funded by crur - this includes
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the North-South collaborarive project discussed in this paper. The reason that
these activities are locaved ar 1crISAT 15 in part historical, stemming from an
earlier collaborative project berween 1crisat and w1 The location at 1crisaT has
also continued because, a genenc research management issue, partnership and
nstturional processes are fields of interest for both crup and 1cRisaT,

The Southern partner context

In one sense there are a series of separate Southern pareners that the crite
engages with in India, all with differenr Northern partners. These will be
mentioned separately in the context of the mini case studies that we provide 1o
explain the practical use of the innovation system framework. The key Southern
partner, however, is the National Centre for Agricultural Economies and Policy
Research (vear), which collaborates with the authar an the policy research
project on the mnovation systems framework. Ncar is parr of the Indian Council
for Agricultural Research (1car), In relation to institutional issues in gap, NCAP
under took a number of studies related to changing public private secior roles
and relationship in the mid to late 19905, Notable among these initiatives was a
study on the Prh’insali:}n of extension m India. Thas nud}' was led b.}r

Dr Rasheed Sulaiman, As will subsequently be discussed Dir Sulaiman emerged
as the key collaborator. Unusually for ncar policy analyss,

D Sulaiman has an extension background rather than a training in economics,
This has proved 1o be an advantage in the type of collaborative research
undertaken in the North-South partnership. It is also a distinction shared by
d:f Hurthl:m mlhl:!uril;n:.

DFID development research assistance context

The vrn crur is one of ten centrally (Uk) managed narural resources research
programme. These research programmes collectively form prip’s renewable
natural resources research strategy (RNRRS), a ten-year rescarch strategy running
trom 1995 1o 2005, The RNRRS has evolved considerably since irs inception. This
In part was a consequence of the way pRin's agendas have changed during this
period. The individual programmes have also interprered the rumns in different
ways, and have evolved management straregies to suir alternarive approaches
and perspective. 5o for example, 010 is the only programme o have regional co-
ordinators located in-country. Despite these differences, the ruras provided -
and contnues to provide — a broad framework in which pein's research for
development assistance (kDA) is planned and managed. This framework has
informed o a large degree the nature of North-South partnerships. General
teatures include the following:
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The rerRs was conceived and promoted as a way of exploiring the vk
science base in support of international development. Mrogramme funds
were competitively managed, but since the pracrice was thar Uk institu-
tions were leading the projects, this was effectively a uk based comperitive
funded. Project ideas were mainly developed by vk scientists, and where
collaboration and consultation wok place this tended 1o be with 2 narrow
set of scientific stakeholders, It was not uncommon for project tunding o
be approved without any genuine consultation with the named colla-
borators.

The structure of the RNRRS programmes also rended 1o evidence the fact
that the strategy was designed to support Uk based institutions — the
programme was divided along disciplinary lines that tended to conform
with the institutional grouping of Uk rropical agricultural expertise.
Historically this expertise had either been part of prp itself, or had
received core funded prior to the rRures. For example, the cpir area was
almaost entirely analogous with pares nr1, a privatised former agency of
DFID,

The way the programmes were monitored was in terms of progress in
producrion systems — for example, yield improvement in the semi-arid
production system, or post-harvest loss reduction in the high porential
production system. The translation of these technical OULPUTS INto
poverty/developmental impacts was relegated ro the assumprions column
of the log frame. In effect this meant that the whole institutional conrext in
which repaTr ook place was assumed to be external to the research
process. Furthermore, since it was assumed thar institutional roles and
relationship were funcrioning efficiently, examining the validiry of these
institutional assumptions was scen as beyond the purview of research
projects. Capaciry building, even in the narrow sense of training, was
dis:uu;ng:d ~ after all this was a research strategy — and the wider system
changes which may have evidence the emergence of new capaciries were
not included in the monitoring of the programme progress.

As mentioned, these arrangements did change over time, not least because pein
made & major shift in 1997 with adoprion pf an explicit poverty focus, with
subsequent atempts to fit research into a more people focused development
paradigm. However, the overall framework for research support was highly
linear. This was so both in terms of the relationship berween Northern and
Southern partners and in terms of the assumprions that new knowledge would
automatically find ‘target insticutions’ that would rransfer it to ‘rarget
beneficiaries’. This was classic trnsfer of technology thinking, and it was
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embedded in the project cycle design. The increasing use of participatory
methods in adaptive research, despite the best of intentions, proved 1o be a
superficial gesture against the backdrop of an approach thar was deeply rooted
in linear, hierarchical rraditions and parterns of relationshaps and authority.

Evolution of CPHP interest in innovation systems in India

The crur interest in the institutional context of kanaTr, and subsequently the
mnovation systems framework, started in 1997 A series of projects had been
commission by the Crir 1o provide technical backstopping 1o parts of the
export hortculiure secror. The conrext 6f these projects was the effores of the
Indian export development authonity (arena) to improve fruir quality and
develop sea shipment protocols for mangoes. In practice this was bei ng
implemented by contracting Indian horticultural and post-harvest scientists 1o
develop technical protocals for farmers associations and cxport companies. In
line with rhe conventions of the time, crup assistance for this procest was in the
form of 1 tightly focused technical project developed and implemented by
ukscientists. The focus of the projects was a farmers association in the State of
Andhra Pradesh, with the uk and Indian scientists working together 1o develop
techmical protacols, As this work progressed, it became apparent thar
constraints to the development of the exporr horticultural sector would not be
solved by a simple technical backstopping approach. Afrer all India has extensive
scientific infrastructure and staff,

In fact the true nature of the problem encountered was one of mobilising the
different parts of the public sector research system to act in a consorted fashion
to deal with quality management issues in an integrated producrion and post-
harvest chain. The vk scientist’s arrempt to devise a sea shipment technical
protocol was not in ivself going to address this broader problem. Withour a
greater degree of aruculation berween different scientific actors and berween
scientific actors and export actors, the technical and managerial innovations
necessary to create a mango export supply chain were simply not going ro
emerge. At the same nme there was apparently no other mechanism or agency
that could help link-up the different part of the public sector research sysiem
with farmers associations and private companies. Furthermore, as privare
organisations moved into the horticultural export sector, they were entering
into alliances with other, often private actors as a way of accessing technology.
While these developments demonstrared the potential imporance of emerging
institutional groupings, it was difficult 1o see how the public sector research
system could relate 1o these developments.
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It was at this point thar both the farmers associarion collaborating in the
project, and the Uk scientists realised that the rrue nature of the rask was a much
institutional as it was technological. The author, both as crap regional co-
ordinator and as a policy researcher, recognised that if these institutional
developments were to be resolved, understood and exploited. much greater
awtention would need to be given to understanding the over all instirutional
conrext, its nature and the way it was evalving.' It was this realisation in lage 1997
that led 1o partnership with near and ultimately 1o 2 policy research project
exploring and applying the innovation systems concept. g

The evolution of the collaborative policy research project with
NCAP on innovation systems

The Northern partner first visited }car in mid 1997. Although the visit was
with reference to another study on commodity ourlook, discussions with the
Director focused on the issue of public-private secror partners in the
horriculrure/post-harvest sector. The Director was interested in the area because
he felr that the Indian Council for Agricultural Research (1car) needed 1o give
much greater thought to its role and relationshi p with the emerging privare
sector. On his suggestion a pilot project was developed. (The Northern partner
had wanted to immediately. launch into a three-year project). The idea of this
pilot phase was not only to explore the relevant issues in greater detail, but also
to use the project as a device to build wider interest in the topic among the
relevant stakeholders from the public and private sectors in India .*

The result was thar in early 1998, the Northern partner secured funding (from
crue) for a six-month investigation of emerging public-private secror
relationships. In fact the project had both a technical and institutional element,
the idea being that continuing with technical research would be a good way of
revealing the nature of instirutional arrangements and the implications these
had for the research process, The broad issues that emerged were discussed in
two workshops held in Delhi in June and Seprember 1998, The main thrust of
this work pointed to the fact thar potentially important partnerships could
develop berween the public and privare sectors, but that this was constrained by
the prevailing institutional set-up. This raised questions over the most
appropriate institutional grouping, how these new capacities could be
developed and sustained, whar was the appropriate role of the public sector in

"These issues wre discussed in derail in Hall araf iuh, a & b, and 2007
“Thas pilot work involved another Southern parmner. Lk Sivamohan from the Administragive Staff
College of Tndia, who worked on the project in the prevate capacity as a consaltant




this evolving institutional contexr, and what would be the implications for
achieving developmental goals such as poverry reduction.’

The innovation systems perspective

In shaping thinking on these issues, the decision to involved a senior Northern
collaboraror/advisor in the pilot project was critical” As a senior science and
technology policy specialist and with the benefit of detachment, the advisor
recognised that the many of the institunional developments thar were SEArting to
become apparent in the India hurnruhum.l'ru:l;l_-lurv:s# sector resembled the
patterns and concepts, referred to as irovarion systems, discussed in the context
of the developed. industrial economies.

It was at this poine thar the Northern partner turned 1o Lundval's (1992) idea
of a Nanional System of Innovation (subsequently the ideas that this conrains
have been referred to as the innovarion systems framework). At ies simplest this
idea contains two elements, Firstly, it asserts thar innovation (technical and
cconomuc change) takes place through the iterative interaction of both research
and non-research actors. Secondly, it acknowledges that these actors are always
embedded in a wider political, social. economic and cultural environment and
this skews the way interactions berween actors lead ro different innovation
outcomes. In practice this means that the collective effect of interactions of these
actors in this wider institutional context represents a capability 1o innavate.
This capability depends on the pattern of relationships linking the different
actors, and the relarive ability of the system to evolve new patterns of interaction,
as needed (instirutional learning). The innovation systems framework helps to
analyse these relationships and the resource and knowledge Rows thar they
imply.

Elvinp; recognised that the innovation systems framework could provide a
useful way to understand the institutional environment of the research and
development activities of cetir in India, further work was needed 1o apply this
idea to the study of developing country agriculture - it had previously been used
in the context of developing countries and then mainly in the industrial sector,
Similar ideas had been suggested by others in the context of the agriculrural
sector, notably Biggs 1990 discussion of muliple sources of innovanon.

" Further derails can be found in Hall eead 19082 & b,

* This advisar was Prof, Norman Clark. He was already well known to the Northern parmer, having
supervised his Phl). He was previously at the Science Policy Rescarch Unin ar the Universiny of
Susex, Uk and s currently Direcior of the Graduare School of Environmenial Studies, Universiry of
Suathclyde, k. He contnues 1o collaborare/advise both the Nordhern and the Southern parmer
on the snnovaton sysiems palicy rescarch project




Proposal and programme development and implementation

The way these ideas 1ok shape relares primarily 1o the production of rwo
documents recording the findings of this pilor project (Hall e al | 1998 a & b).
Noar and particularly the Director had been involved in the workshops and the
discussions associated with the pilot project. However the way this was
translated into publications and the subsequent research proposal was mainly a
consequence of the interests and perspectives of the Northern partners. As a
result the author wrorte the research proposal. This was discussed in much detail
with Ncarand it was at the stage of these discussions that the key Southern
partner, Dr Sulaiman, became involved in this work. There was a large degree of
shared interest berween ncar with its policy role within 1car and the Northern
partner and his policy interest with respect 1o co-ordinating the crip in India
and his wider professional interest. However, despite the fact that we were
ESPOUSING 30 innovation system focus in our proposed policy research, the
partnership arrangements governing this North-South collaboration were not
broadly different from those discussed in the earlier section. We assumed that
working wogether we would produce a range of palicy outpurs, which — in a
rather lincar fashion — we assumed, would be promoted by Ncar {as both
collaborator and ‘target institution') and thar this would stimulate broader
behavioural changes in the research system. It was these assumprions that our
subsequent more in depth understanding of the innovarion systems frameworks
has caused us to revisit '

One of the key fearures of the policy research project was the way in which it
wias contingent on the wider crir portfolio of projects in India for em pirical
insights into new patterns of partnerships and institurional processes. The way
this was approached in practice was to creare 2 two-tier structure of projects.
This contained an ‘umbrella’ policy project dedicated 1o the conceprual and
methodological development of the innovation systems framework. At the same
time a cluster of ‘technical’ projects were developed, which, by virtue of their
patterns of partnerships, it was hoped would make useful case studies for the
policy project to test and develop its innovation system framework ideas. This
process started in October 1999 (rwo years ago ar the time of writing) and
produced four projects, two of which were particularly interesting. Again it
should be made clear thar this design, and to a certain extent the types of project
developed for crur funding in Lndia, was largely a result of the interests of the
Northern partner both in his capacity as a policy researcher and as South Asia
regional co-ordinator,

A further point of importance was thar ar this stage the crir (as distinet from
s regional co-ordinator), while interested in the institutional analysis thar the
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policy rescarch project was starting to undertake, had not yver accepred the wider
implicanions of adopring an innovation svstems approach. As a consequence,
even though two of the South Asia projects rurned our ro be quite exciting from
an institutional perspective, projects were still been conceived and
commissioned by crHP in 3 conventional fashion. As a result projects continued
w be (mainly) led by Northern partners and the framework in which they were
designed remained highly linear — research actors ‘collaborared’ 1o produce
outputs that were to be passed 1o ‘targer institunions’ who in tum passed them w
rarget beneficiaries . And of course imphicic in this was 1 set of assumptions
about the way the institutional underpinnings of this process worked
assumptions that both our own ficld experience and the innovation systems
tramework told us were flawed.

A critical element of the problem thar the crmestructure presented related to
the fact that the palicy research project and the rechmical projects were managed
independently. As a result the institutional and process lesson from the policy
project had no waly af u‘npiﬂgmg on the direction and outcome of the technical
projects. Similarly even as it became apparent thar the technical projects needed
o concentrate on generating their own process and institutional lessons (both
for project management and research finding reasons) there was ne way in which
this could be accommodared by the linear path dependant project design. The
larer discussion will illustrate the way the innevation systems framework has
been applied 1o address this 1ssue.

Innovation system ideas in practice’

A useful way to explore the innovaton systems idea and the question of North
South parmerships in this context is to present brief case studies. In the
following section. two of the ‘techmical’ projects in the crup portfolio thar were

" This discussion does noc include a discussion abour the use of the innovatmn system framework at
veaisat, I fact the lneiture. like wean and crur, has recognised the need 1o get 1o grips wath the
institutional contex: it research work. 1ICRISAT is now sartng o recognise the value of the
tnnovatkon systems [ramewotk and has recently asked the author wo undertakie an evaluation of one
ther southern Africa programmes wning this approach. (Polirical ressons prevented the author’s
Southern panner D Sulaiman collaboraring on this study), Just as the crie work has raised
questions abour the conventional relationship berween the Northern and Southern partners, the
southern Adrica evaluaton has thiown up issees abour the convennional relatiomship berween
international agricultural research institares and national agricultural research organistions. Again
this relares o the peed o develop broad-based mnovanon sysiem capacity rather than research
capacity in public science alone. And the need o redefine dhe roles of isternanonal agriculoural
research centres in the coniexr of these inpovanon system. [ For further details see Hall e af 200100
Reddy. 1001 and Hall soai. )
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developed specifically to address institutional issue are first present. A third case

study is then presented to illustrate the policy project that the author has been
invalved in.”

Case study 1. Strengthening the nodal function of farmers
associations in post-harvest innovation systems

This project built earlier crnr work on horticulrural export technical
backstopping. It contained an explicit arempt 1o help strengthen the ability of
farmers association to access and co-ordinate appropriate rechnical assistance
trom public scientific institutes in India. At the centre of this was a monitorng
system design to monitor bath the technical and institutional performance of 3
training and technical assistance programme implemented by the Indian
Export Development Authority. The objective was to introduce two elements
into the horticultural innovation system. Firstly, an explicit atrempt 1o
introduce more system oriented technical backstopping approaches, i.e. more
co-ordinated and productive linkages berween different scienrific acrors and
between them and other stakeholders in the system. Secondly, 1o challenge
mstiutional assumprions about service delivery and in chis way stimulate
evolurionary institutional change. The wecond element of this project was
particularly ambitious as it assumed rhar all stakeholders would welcome 3
monitoring system of this type as a consensual management rool. In acrual fact it
was viewed as deeply threatening o established patterns of professional
behaviour and authority.

The project has unfortunatcly not been able to achieve what it set our to do.
There are many case specific reasons for this, Perhaps of interest here is the
difficulty of a Northern project leader mainmaining the momentum In-country.
And similarly, the difficulty of main taining (achieving) the commirment of
stakeholders ro implement the type of monitoring system thar is clearly needed
and to face up 1o the uncomforiable realities of critical assumptions about
institurional roles of key actors. In all fairness to the Southern partners, the
Northern partners, in the misguided hope thar it would become all oo
apparent to all concerned, down played the agenda of instirutional change. As a
result it was difficulr from the outser to build a consensus around the concept

thar technological change was inextricably linked to instirurional performance
and hence o institutional learning.

S85E7)

"These case studies are based on a senies of project documents, published papers and propect and
programme reviews, These sources which also contain additional cise studbes are s follows: Bigjs
and Underwoad, 3con Hall eral 2002, 200108, b, ¢ & d, 20003, b & o, 1948 o & by Hall and Andrew
1997 Malinseral 1993 Marer e al. 2001; Sulaiman oot 3 & b




A further problem related o the realisation of the weak poverry focus of the
project as a resulr of the dominance of certain actors, This project has now been
halted. It is to be rencgotiated in a stronger innovarion systems type approach,
with mare explicit focus on initial stakeholder analysis. The hope i« thar this will
both skew the actor dynamics in the project rowards a poverty agenda, as well as
mare firmly rooting the insttutional change agenda among locai actors. It is
anticipated that the project will then be led by an Indian organisation and tha
the Northern partner will assume a service delivery role in this context,

Case study 2. NGO led approaches to facilitating the creation of
new post-harvest innovation system capacity

This project was led by a large uk based nGo in collaboration with an Indian
NGO. Over the last ten years the Indian nGo has developed an approach to
technology delivery ro the poor. This involves using commercial marketing
principles to identify rechnology demands amongst the poor and then
identifying or adapring suitable rechnology and establishing nerworks 1o
produce and sell ir 1o the poor. This has been done with grear success in the
context of small-scale irngation/warter resources technology. Whar is inreres-
ting abour the approach 1s char it fills a niche berween the public sector/donos
diseribunion and the activities of the mainstream commercial sector. In doing so
it establishes a set of technology producer - retailer — rechnology user linkage
thar would probably not have emerged with external assistance, but which will
subsequently underpin private sector involvement.

The crur project concerned applying this approach o post-harvest
technology in the context of small-scale producers of vegetables for the Indian
domestic market. The project was speculative in the sense that the approach
appeared interesting, bur it was not clear how it would he operationalised for a
broad technological sector such as post-harvest. Approval of the project was
hampered by the relucrance of the crir’s advisory committee 1o support a
project that was strongly process driven (and where key outputs would be
process lessons) without any clear technical constraint focus or technology
OULPUTS.

What was interesting in terms of the North-South parmerships was that
while the Indian nGo had the practical experience and skills of establishing
nerworks, the Uk NGO (in theory at least) had ‘research’ skills and experrise in
specific technical and social science areas related 10 post-harvest echnology.
At the outser the Indian nGo had recognised thar it had no particular experrise
related 1o post-harvest. The decision was made that the project would therefore
be implemented by building a series of relationships with a range of actors
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associated with the development and supply of rechnology and services to the
poor. The Indian wGo's other role, in addition 1o building these relationships,
was to idenrify the particular technology niche using procedures it had
developed in the context of warer resources technolagy.

When reviewed, it was found thar the Indian nGo had created an innovation
system around the development and supply of improved tomaro packaging
technalogy — the identified niche technology. This included partnership with
scientists from a national research institute who undertook extensive and fairly
sophisticared adaprive trials. It included partnership with local grass-roors
n6o's who had already cstablished a relationship with farmers. It included
partnership with the local agricultural universiry for informarion on local crop
production systems. It included both public and private sector cardboard box
manufactures. And it included rraders and markets actors involved in
distributing and popularising cardboard boxes as a replacement for wooden
crates. The NGo sar ar the centre of this web of actors and made explicit efforts o
manage the relanionships involved.

In all of this the Northern partner was not playing the role thar had initially
been anticipated and the relationship had not altogether been an casy one.
There are many case specific reasons for this, However the generic issues was thar
where an kD initiarive is going to rely on the establishmenr of a coalition of
different acrors in-country, it makes sense to have the in-country partner take
the lead in this rype of initiative. A related issue in this project was the history of
the relationship berween the two nco's. The vk NGo had effectively contracred
the Indian NGo to undertake research in previous ‘collaborative’ projects. The
post-harvest project was not presented to cPHP as this type of arrangement, bus
as the project was implemented it became clear that the relationship berween
the two 8G0's was one of ‘denorship’ rather than parnership.*

In the case of this project the leadership has been shifted byceup to the Indian
wGo. This has caused protests from the uknGo. With the Indian neo leading the
project, it can now draw down assistance from its Northern partner as required.
In fact it usually does this is in the context of reporting progress to the donor in
an acceprable format, rather than specific rechnical supporr,

' For example, the tnosco would not disclose the budger to the Indian koo, Another example
relaved 1o ownership of the project resuls, The uksao rexquested thie Indizn 8GO 0 enter e an
agreement wherehy the results would be only be promoted by the vkrco
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Case study 3. Policy paper, policy networks and the wider
institutional context of partnerships

The third case study concerns the partnership berween the Northern partner
and Dr Sulaiman of scar, and the policy research project on innovation SYSIEm
that they collaborare on. As discussed elsewhere the project held inereses for
boath parmers. Since 1999 both partners have undertaken a series of case studies.
writken papers together and presented these at national and international
meetings and conferences. The parmership worked well and was, and continues
to be intellectually simulating and a significant number of palicy documents
have been produced. Bur what was the policy impact of this research and
therefore the value of this North-South partnership? The answer is thar, initially
at least, the impact is probably quite limited. There are rwo ressons for saying
this and these actually related 1o whar the research has revealed abour the
institutional contexr of India and the implications of using an innovarion
systems approach. :

Firstly, the Indian public sector agricultural research svstem is strongly
wedded to the linear paradigm of racoaTtr planning, execution and evaluarion,
This paradigm permeates the whole organisational culture of 1car and informs
the majority of the ‘agricultural rechnology for development’ discourse in the
country. The exploration of the innovations framework has highlighted the need
to introduce institunonal experimentation and learning: the need ra strengthen
genuine partners with private and non-research actors and the need to build
coalitions or task nerworks around common themes and interest.

These arc cerrainly useful findings for policy and practice. However as policy
researchers the Northern and Southern partners had failed 1o heed the advice
that they were promoting, i.¢. the need 1o develop their own coalition around
the promotion of the innovarion systems framework as an alternative approach
10 kaeD&TP in India ™ Withour the creation of such a nerwork of support and
advocacy a policy rescarch project stands little chance of creating a new
consensus that can challenge the normarive organisational culture of a large
public agency such as 1car. The project is now addressing this need by
networking with like-minded policy researchers and practitioners, To this end it
1s employing nerwork building devises such as: special addition journal
publicarions, commissioning reviews of crar by Southern rather than
Northern consultants; working with Southern private consulting and advisory
services; and using commissioned studies as a way of building ownership and
consensus in the research communiry,

The project and the author are grateful ro Dy stephen Biggs bor posnring this out o ws during »
PrOEramme neview
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OF course the way of acrually succeeding in building rthese coalitions will
always to some extent remain an empirical question. The research team
recognises that it will have to be opportunistic and entrepreneurial in pursuing
this coalition building agenda. In more general rerms, however, this SUEECSTs
that while the nature of the North-South partnership is an important
consideration, perhaps more critical is the way this partnership contribures o
the wider narionally located innovation systemn in which these collaborative
eftorts uliimarely seck 10 have operational focus. North-South partnership
therefore cmerges as a capacity building effort in the systems sense,

saseq

The adoption by CPHP of the innovation systems framework for
North-South research partnership

As can be seen from the above, by early 2001 some fairly fundamencal
implicarions were starting to emerge in the context of the way the crHPp
commissions and implements projects. Four issues stand out,

Firstly, the success of research and development projects is clearly very closely
related 1o assembling the.appropriate institutional grouping or coalition
around a particular problem area. This institutional grouping is predominately
going to be made up of Southern partners and assumptions about the
instirutional roles of acters are going to have to be made explicit from the start
and reassessed as the project proceeds. These actors are likely 1o include
scientific ones, but nor exclusively so and not necessarily as the leading acror.
Similarly roles will evolve as projects evolve.

This raises the second point, namely, which & the most appropriate
instirutional grouping? Clearly this is very often an empirical question that
cannot realistically be answered at the ourset of a project, The implication of this
18 that projects have 1o become more process, action research type projects. Our
evaluation of earlier crur projects suggested thar the programme procedures
and reporting structures were creating much path dependency in its projects,
often persisting with partners and technology trajectories, even when it was
apparent that changes in direction were needed.” The related implication of a
process approach is that the process lessons associated with technological

" Dur earlier experiences with the mangs project are an example of this. The rechnically focused
work develaping sea shipment protocols would have continued prrely as 2 rechnical issue. despite
widespread recognition that this was not relevant. The initial projecr was onky able 1o take a change
of direcrion and examined instirutional igues because the lead scienise resigned from his position
and was no longer able 10 lead the work, Similarly, larer concerns abous the poverty focus of the
project could enly impinge on the direction of the project hecause of 2 suibmequent hianss cused by
the loss of the project leader through a redundancy scheme
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success in projects are equally valid project outpuis and are probably
complementary innovanions to the new technical knowledge that projects
produce. The 860 case study 15 a very clear example of this

Thirdly. in effors where a poverty focus is paramount, stakeholder analysis 1
needed 1o ensure that this agenda in promored within the coalition. The rela-
nonship of the coalinion with the wider instutional context and the effects this
has on patterns of relationship and the way agendas and priorities are identitied
and promoted needs o be made explicit from the stan of the project.

The tourth point relates to the way projeces are monitared. Monitoring direct
poverty impact - as, for example, DFID requests — makes little sense (from a
project management perspective) given the limited rime-frame problem, the
atribution problem and most importantly of all the complex systems pheno-
mena (livelihoods are 4 complex systems in which future outcomes of current
initiatives are unknown and unknowable). The conceprual message from the
innovarion systems framework is that rather than worrying abour monitering
the inputs and outputs of research, it is more useful to monitor process change,
particularly the way relatonships berween actors are changing and leading to
improved innovation performance. Again stakeholder analysis is likely o be
impartant in ensuring that innovation is skewed in favour of the poar,
Knowledge about patterns of power and dynamics in coalitions and how this is
changing in favour of desired out comes is key indicator of new innovation
capacities. This suggests much greater emphasis will be placed on judging
capacity-building ourcomes of projects. But not capacity building in the
conventional sense of building up stocks of research infrastructure and trained
scientists. Rather, capaciry building in the sense of the collective capaciry of
networks or systems of actors to innovare.

In order to consolidate these findings in the programme, a review was
commissioned in August 2001 of the CrHP's activities across all its regional
programmes — South Asia, West Africa, East Africa and Sourhern Africa.
Critically, Dr Stephen Biggs was commissioned 10 undertake the review,

D Biggs has been advocaring the use of the innovarion systems type principles
for the last 20 years or so, and therefore his perspective and recommendations
resonated strongly with the findings emerging from crur's South Asia activiries,
The review highlighted the rype of issucs derailed above and recommended that
the innovation systems framework should be used as the guiding principle
across the whole of the crur’s research programme. The crur programme
manager has accepted this recommendation and used it to underpin the
technical proposal that he presents to prD explaining how he will implement
the crur for the nexs three years. This shift in approach has included a
deliberare, stated rejection of the transfer of rechnolomy model. This means that
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the practice of the crur and even the language and framework in which it is
discussed has alvered. Target institutions and beneficiaries are now informarion
groups and technology users. This is not jusr window dressing, bur an explicit
attempt to foreground and test the insutunional assumprions concerning the
roles actors play in innovation systems. This has been a critical development.
In practical terms this means that staring in April 2002 all new initarives
tram the cpuP will be implemented in the innovation systems framework.
There will still be old style projects that have already been started and thar will
have run their course. A key change will be that instead of releasing a call for
research proposals to which in the past the ux research community
predominately responds, the programme’s regional co-ordinators will be
responsible for developing coalitions of actors around a limited number of
technical or policy research themes. This will then form the basis for the
negotiation of action research projects. This does not exclude Northern
partners. Rather it recognises that coalitions need to be established In-country
around a partcular theme. The membership of the coalirion and the role {or
roles) of the actors will be determined by the nature of the theme and the wider

(perhaps national) institurional conrext in which the coalition is being
developed.

North-South partnership in the wider institutional context

Returning o the North-South partnership issue whar are the implicarions of
cpHr’s adoption of an innovation systems approach? It does not mean thar a
decision has been made to fund only Southern partners. Instead it has decided
to use the coalition — and the innovation systems principles thar underpin this
~ as a way of derermining the usefulness of parricular partners (be they Northern
or Southern) and in particular derermining the role of those partners in the
context of a theme based coalition. The critical point will be that institutional
roles of all partners will be made explicit ar the beginning of the project and,
through an appropriate monitoring procedure, partners will be accounrable to
those roles. This will include grearer attention 1o the pattern of relationshi p
berween the Northern and Southern parmers, an explicit attempt 1o avoid the
‘donorship’ relationship discussed earlier,.and an explici attempt to make
Northern partners accountable 1o Southern coalitions. This is EOINg (0 require
insurutional learning and behavioural changes by Northern and Southern
research partners and by the comp jself,

As mentioned, although the driving force of these changes does not primarily
concern 4 redistribution of financial resources, in pracrice it is anticipated thar 2
greater proportion of resources will flow to Southern partners. This reflects the
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recognition rthat innovation systems need 1o be rooted in the institutional
environment of a national context. It also reflects the change in emphasis from
developing new technologies to developing new capacities 1o innovare. This
shift in arientation 15 consistent with the emerging trend in development
assistance more generally, where managed nerworks and inter-agency links and
partnerships are increasingly important in meeting wides goals of policy change
and institutional reform. This in wum has given emphasis o process, with the
arrendant need 1o focus on understanding and monitoring institutional
interests and relationships, and 1o inter-agency communication and consensus
building. The importance of relationships reflects the facr thar interventions are
now less concerned with creaning deliverable producrs, and more concerned
with introducing behavioural changes which have to be sustained in the longer
rerm (Mosse 2001}, The implication of this is thar North-South research
parnerships need to be conceived and executed in the framework of
institutional change and capacity building, These wider sets of relavionships
and the need to engage, coniribute o and influence them needs to form the
tramewark for further discussion of North-South partnerships in the field of
science and rechnology.

Conclusion

In this paper the development and use of the innovation systems framework has
been used to illustrate both an example of, and an approach to North-South
rescarch parnerships. The main conclusion is thar the nature of partnershaps
needs to be made explicit in agricultural RaDaTr, 25 the nature of the
institutional context largely determines the outcomes of such efforts. This not
only has implications for North-South parmerships, but also for the wider issuc
of formularing appropriate policies o promore science and rechnology-led
development. Initiatives need ro be more firmly embedded national stakeholder
networks. and rechnical imperatives need 10 be supplemented by efforts o
build new forms of multi-institurional capacity. North-South partnership
should be supportve of this more broadly conceived notion of capacity
building.
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