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1. Introduction

Addressing the world’s pressing problems like clienehange, food security related
to the energy crisis and sustainable economic dpwednt requires the input of
scientists with different disciplinary backgroun@ambining knowledge on
biophysical aspects, socio-economic and legal aspaed human behaviour provides
better answers to complex problems than mono-disaily approaches. Besides,
interdisciplinary research yields new scientifisights (across disciplinary
boundaries).

Despite the consensus on the need for interdisaipliresearch, the challenge
concerning implementation of interdisciplinary ras# remains. This is especially
the case with development oriented interdisciplirffinD research programmes where
scientific excellence and innovation have to be loioled with relevance and impact.

One of the actions planned within the ERA-ARD peogmé is to share experiences
in this field through the organisation of a workgham 11 — 12 December 2008:
“Strengthening joint learning from experiencesnterdisciplinary PhD research
involving European and Sub-Sahara Africa universiind applying an innovation
systems / IAR4Bapproach”.

The workshop was organised jointly by Wageningearhational and ICRA, and
funded by the Dutch budget of the ERA-ARD proj&tthin the context of ERA-
ARD it brought together representatives of a nundiéturopean interdisciplinary
PhD research programmes in the field of ARD andesofrtheir African partners to
learn from existing experiences. For the list atipgpants, see Annex 10.

During the workshop the discussions were orgamasednd four topics:

* Enhancing the synergy between different sciendigciplines involved in
interdisciplinary research to address complex agraknt issues.

* Embedding of societal problems in interdisciplin®tyD research
programmes (or how to ensure the D in ARD-oriefRB® programmes?).

» Organising interdisciplinary PhD research prograsared North-South
partnerships (what are the different models andagghes?).

* Using the results of interdisciplinary PhD resedrchractice.

Each of the topics was introduced by representtiéwo of the participating PhD
programmes or institutions involved in interdisaipky PhD research. After the two
presentations, one of the African colleagues whksdto react on the two
presentations and to add issues based of his Afegperiences.

! The ERA-ARD programme — the Agricultural Researatevelopment (ARD) dimension of the
European Research Area (ERA) — is an FP6 ProjebedEtiropean Commission’s ERA-NET Scheme
(see www.era-ard.org). The objective of the ERA-NEAesee is to step up the cooperation and
coordination of research activities carried outational or regional level in the Member States and
Associated States.

2 Integrated Agricultural Research for DevelopméAR@AD) is research that uses an innovation
systems approach and integrates actions in difféedds and at different levels (i.e., intensifica of
smallholder farming, access to markets, enablifigipe and sustainable use of natural resources).



Subsequently, the topic was discussed in workiogs, using the statements
proposed by the two presenters as a starting piietresults of each working group
were discussed in a plenary session.



2 Dimensions of interdisciplinary PhD research progranmes.

2.1. Enhancing the synergy between different scidfit disciplines involved in
interdisciplinary research to address complex devepment issues.

Introductions

This topic was introduced by Paul Viek, ZentrumHintwicklungsforschung (ZEF),
Germany, and Alistair Sutherland, Natural Resouhesttute (NRI), United
Kingdom.

To enhance the quality of interdisciplinary PhDe@gh and education, Paul Viek
summarized the four pillars of the ZEF interdisiciply programmes:

* Quality of collaboration; mental, organisationaldaconceptual.

* Transparency in project management; common prpjact students involved
In management issues.

» Building mutual trust; joint courses, frequent tgsjoint presentations.

« Good communication; regular interactions, meetaugs workshops,
providing communication infrastructure, accessdntral project databases,
writing joint papers.

For more information on this presentation see Anhex

Alistair Sutherland summarised the internal an@el factors that had enabled or
hindered interdisciplinary approaches at NRI. Giraks for interdisciplinary PhD
research summarized include:

* The existing peer review system operated by th@sir@am research councils
like BBSRC and ESRC make obtaining funding for amgrdisciplinary work
difficult.

* What is expected of a PhD student? Is it discipjirtepth or interdisciplinary
breadth? Taking into account the disciplinary orgaton of most research
institutes, will interdisciplinary trained sciert8dind a position in disciplinary
departments after the thesis defence?

* Funders of research and capacity strengtheningaj@went projects often
emphasise the need for research to have a devehbpmgact. What
incentives might they provide for PhDs that addtbssareas of complexity
that best lend themselves to an interdisciplinggraach?

For more information on this presentation see Arex



Discussant
Paul Kibwika (Makerere University, Uganda) addee fibllowing points before
participants went into the group discussions:

Why are we talking about interdisciplinary PhD esh? We want to address
complex issues which can be solved only by applgimgnterdisciplinary
approach.

Because we have to tackle complex problems, pragesrare needed in
which development and scientific communities analoimed.

A question is: is an interdisciplinary PhD possjlgeis it more realistic to
conduct mono-disciplinary PhD research where stisdeork in a large
interdisciplinary programme in which the differemtors play complementary
roles?

An individual PhD student will not solve a compleroblem because the
period of 4 years is too short. A programme apgdrioacieeded to increase the
chances for impact.

Challenges for interdisciplinary research are: cowaufon of different

scientific methodologies, the mutual learning oDRtudents and supervisors
linked with the reality on the ground, and theitasibnal setting of the
scientific environment to enhance interdisciplibari

Results of the group discussions
The statement which guided the discussion on thetbpic was:

Interdisciplinarity has to be lived and practisedicontext. It cannot be
taught in a purely academic setting.

The results of the discussions can be summarizéiffetent levels. At a more
conceptual level:

The terminology inter-, cross-, multi- and transedplinarity needs to be
better defined to create a mutual understandinthewlifferent terminology
used. Also during our workshop, there was confuaioout the terminology,
complicating the discussions.

Interdisciplinary research is not yet main-streajwetille is has been
discussed and tried for over 20-30 years. Whyagmss so limited?

Talking about interdisciplinary PhD research twodslg can be envisaged.
The first one is that the PhD candidate is fullgrdisciplinary in research and
approaches applied cut across the different s@iefiglds and paradigms.
This model has a high potential for really newghss but may have serious
drawbacks. It seems unrealistic to expect a Phesit, relatively young and
not very experienced to have the capacity to workss various disciplines.
There is a risk that the thesis will not up to éxpected (less interdisciplinary)
scientific standards. Secondly, a fully interdisicigry thesis may hamper the
career opportunities because most scientists areited because they have a
specialisation in a specific field.

A second model for interdisciplinary PhD researidtuassed is the
programme model. In this model a number of disegrly PhD students work
in the programme together, also with supervisiadf,sbn a complex issue.



The PhD students develop the capacities to dismugsvork together with
other disciplines, and may publish joint paperg Mvall have their own
specialisation. Organisation of the programme belivery important to create
an enhancing environment. Staff will play an impattrole to assure the
interdisciplinarity, in the research process aniolng interdisciplinary
results.

Most of the participants to the workshop were wofar of this second model.
Full interdisciplinary PhD projects are possiblé ibwvill be difficult for most
of the candidates.

Adopting the second model as most appropriatenterdisciplinary PhD research on
complex issues, a number of organisational asests to be taken into account:

2.2.

Joint conceptualisation and definition of the coatim of the problem across
disciplines, and joint proposal development.

The programme developed provides a framework ®ithD candidates’
more disciplinary oriented PhD research propo$as (5 a responsibility of
the candidates).

Supervisors, including the national supervisorth@southern countries, have
to work together, and thereby provide a model tmperation between PhD
students.

The role of supervisors is critical. They havefihal responsibility of the
programme, and as such also for the PhD reseaogcts, they should help
the students to focus, they have to create an emtgaimterdisciplinary
environment for research and education, enhancedtimenunication, and they
have to establish a quality assurance mechanisrstandards.

Embedding of societal problems in interdiscifphary PhD research
programmes (or how to ensure the D in ARD-orientedPhD
programmes?).

Introductions
This topic was introduced by Anke Niehof (Wagenmginiversity, the Netherlands)
and Arnold van Huis (Wageningen University).

Anke Niehof presented the approach used in the&drMWWomen Leaders in
Agriculture and the Environment (AWLEA) programnaeiltustrate how societal
problems can be embedded in interdisciplinary Rédgg@arch programmes. The
project addresses these issues in the followingsway

By training the students and coaching them to tietatate, the project is
empowering a group of women who, because of tlwgmsitment to
enhancing the role of women in development, witkirttitle, academic
accomplishments and experience abroad, can be@aderk in their country
and hold positions of authority where they can neaki#ference.



« By training in gender studies and by integratirgeader perspective in their
research, the students can lay bare the causesamsms and consequences
for agricultural and rural development of gendepdrities in their own
country. In this way they contribute indirectlyw@men’s empowerment.

* By the choice of their topics of research the stisladdress key societal
problems such as feminisation of agriculture, fowkcurity, poverty, and
impacts of HIV/AIDS. They do so in a gender-semsitmanner (in which they
were trained), using validated scientific methodd theoretical frameworks
that are subject to scrutiny in the academic cdntex

In the AWLEA project, some PhD students were trdimea full interdisciplinary
way (model 1 as described above).

For more information, see Annex 3.

Arnold van Huis presented the experiences of thev€agence of Sciences
programme.

The Convergence of Sciences programme (CoS) addréss sub-optimal impact of
science on the livelihoods of resource-poor farmel/est Africa, particularly in
Benin and Ghana. “Convergence” in the CoS programeans both, inter-
disciplinarity, especially between social and naltsciences, and science as a multi-
stakeholder process. In this process-driven scjesum@al and natural science
disciplines work together to create new knowledgedes of thinking, and theory. A
typical example of the integration of life, eartidasocial sciences is the work of one
student who not only experimented with farmersawm é€xternal input agronomic
practices for sustainable cocoa production, but misbilised a district consortium to
deal with the common practice of doctoring weighsegles by Licensed Buying
Agencies. In other words, CoS PhD researchersmigtexperimented with farmers
to develop technologies, they also sought to ieteevin social arrangements to create
human activity systems that improve the conditiemsill-scale farmers face.

For more information on the CoS programme, see Adne

Discussant
Emmanuel Owusi-Bennoah (Legon University, Ghandgddhe following points
before participants went into the group discussions

» The first question to be raised is whose socigtablpms we want to
incorporate in the interdisciplinary research peotd? Who is setting the
priorities?

* In case of development oriented research programenesessing poverty
alleviation and livelihood improvements, a bottomapproach in identifying
the societal problems to be addressed should beftde research
programme development trajectory.

* Butitis not necessary to identify for each reskgrogramme the societal
problems to be addressed. Research priorities e set by the various
regional organisations in Africa and can be usegfogramme development.
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Including the societal problems in the programmeettigoment stage is not
enough to ensure that the societal problems arleswdledded in the
interdisciplinary PhD research. During executitre PhD students should be
embedded in innovation platforms, to enhance iotemas with the different
stakeholders.

The PhD research should aim for results that aetigal and can be used in
practice.

Results of the group discussions
The statements which guided the discussion ondbensl topic were:

Societal relevance for a PhD programme alwagans collaboration between
socio-economic and natural science disciplines.

Building societal relevance into a PhD study meaaasthe scientific content
will suffer.

The discussions in the working groups highlightesl following important issues:

Different stakeholders may formulate different stal issues to be addressed
in interdisciplinary PhD research programmes. Raiakers will identify
other issues than civil society, international migations, farmers’
organisations or small-holders farmers. Scale awgepissues are important
in identifying the societal issues. When womenrareinvolved in priority
setting, gender issues will never be a priority.

An interdisciplinary research approach is alreadp@ad mechanism to ensure
the D in ARD-oriented PhD programmes. Such an apgrdelps to focus
better on real societal issues compared to a maugptnary approach.
Problems are analysed from different perspectiseigiftific and stakeholders)
and priorities for research agreed upon. In suely alternative development
strategies can be developed that are acceptabteiety.

Participants did not agree with the statementtti@scientific content of a
PhD project will suffer when societal relevancéust into the PhD study.
High quality PhD research can contribute to achigwthe Millennium
Development Goals (MDGS).

Interdisciplinary PhD research has to be embeddduki societal context like
for instance innovation networks, not only to eesilne relevance of the PhD
research, but also to communicate the outcomdseakisearch to the
stakeholders. In addition, the PhD student hagterbbedded in the scientific
environment, to develop skills and capacities mberdisciplinary research.
Not every single PhD student will need to have supers from a natural
science and socio-economic discipline. This dependfie research subject
and the division of research tasks within the paiogne (other PhD students,
staff, post-doc, etc.).

In the field of research for development therdugass the discussion on the
type of research and the role of science in probkesolution. Normally, a
sub-division in applied, strategic and fundamergagarch is used. Applied
research is the most practical, solution orienesgarch. At the other end of
the spectrum, the fundamental (PhD) research catnilcote to solutions of
societal issues, but has also to contribute tetience knowledge base. The
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question remains how much PhD research can cotdrirectly to problem
resolution or how the results of PhD research @odoried on by others to
contribute to solutions?

2.3.  Organising interdisciplinary PhD research progammes and North-South
partnerships (what are the different models and apmaches?).

Introductions
This topic was introduced by Gertjan Becx (Wageamgniversity, the Netherlands)
and Stephan Rist (University of Bern, Switzerland).

Gertjan Becx conducted an evaluation of the managémodels for the cohort
approach (groups of 8 — 12 PhD students startitigegatame moment in one coherent
research programme) as used by the programmes titdrdisciplinary Research

and Education Fund (INREF) of Wageningen Univergky guidance for the
analysis, he used the four organisational modskndiuished by Rossini & Porter
(1979):

« Common group learning; research output reflectcttmemon intellectual
property of the entire research group.

* Modelling; research outputs result from combinadr#fic work on a model.

* Negotiation among experts; integration takes plgceegotiation between
team members.

* Integration of research by a leader.

Evaluating the INREF programmes, one of the commhsswas that integration within
the INREF programmes was limited, because the progre teams did not discuss
and decide on “a model” for integration at thetsththe programme.

The models given by Porter should be used in abllexvay, and other models may
be more adequate. The important message is ttia atart of the interdisciplinary
research programme, the team has to reflect omtts¢ appropriate model for
integrating the individual PhD projects and thepessibilities of the team members
in this important programme activity.

For more information, see Annex 5.

Stephan Rist presented organisational aspectg @wuliss National Centre of
Competence in Research (NCCR) North-South prograriie is a 10-year
programme of 7 Swiss partner institutions and atié6tsouthern partner institutions
in 27 selected countries. Objectives of the NCCsgmmme are: (1) to further
disciplinary, interdisciplinary and transdiscipligaesearch aiming at sustainable
development; (2) to strengthen institutions anthtséaff in partner countries; and (3)
to support the partner countries in solving devedept related issues.

The research approach of the NCCR programme igllasg1) social negotiation of
research questions; (2) integration of naturalsouial sciences; (3) integration of
non-academic knowledge and actors; (4) dialoguedst different forms of
knowledge (target -, system -, and transformatioovkedge); and (5) defining
collective action. The shared and specific resymlitgés of the PhD researchers in

12



the programme and the institutional support providg the programme are well
defined.

More information on this topic is provided in Annéx

Discussant
Shaaban Mgana (Ardhi University, Tanzania) rai$edftllowing additional issues
for the group discussions:

» Selection of the organisational model of an inteulilinary PhD research
programme should be discussed and agreed uporgguogramme
formulation with all partners involved. Partnerdhe South are often
confronted with already developed programme ideassat-ups. Southern
partners should be more strongly involved in ageseting and programme
development, including institutional arrangememis arganisational issues.
Seed money should be made available for particpati programme
development.

» The topic of this workshop is interdisciplianaryPtesearch and capacity
building within North-South partnerships. Does ¢goemore) of the presented
models have specific characteristics importansfogngthening these
partnerships? It seems that the presented modeletdake into account the
capacity building in the Southern partner countries

* In the situation of the INREF programme, in whibk tiscussant is involved,
the rules of the game are agreed upon and estadllislran MOU, including
management issues, subscription to the Universgigservision, data sharing
and (joint) publication. The programme, howeveresloot provide the
necessary financial resources to allow the southeiversity to implement the
agreed actions. Salaries are low and infrastrucuibeoptimal. These aspects
have to be addressed during the programme devetdphase.

Results of the group discussions
The discussions in the working groups highlightesl following important issues:

* Based on the interactions and discussions durmgvtirkshop and the
experiences of the participants, two different meder interdisciplinary PhD
research programmes can be distinguished.

The first is the cohort approach, where a grouphdd students start at the
same time, share part of their training and projpadesaelopment trajectory,
and work together during the research period. Requbgramme meetings
are organised for interaction and exchange of t&satrong interaction
between staff and students enhances the intertilnsoip character of the
research. The programme determines the broad tfapitise PhD students.
The second model is the large programme approaathvyhovides an
interdisciplinary framework for more individual Phgdsitions. The students
start with a common training period and developacitfes to work and
interact with other disciplines. After the trainipgriod there are more degrees
of freedom for the PhD students to develop theieagch proposal.

* The model selected for an interdisciplinary rese@mmgramme depends on
the funding available (programme funding or induadischolarships), the

13



philosophy on interdisciplinary PhD research ofldeding University, and
the lifecycle of the programme.

* Both models have in common that supervisors, ataifpost-docs play an
important role in programme management and integratf the scientific
results of the individual PhD projects. PhD studdrdgve more supervisors
(North and South), so a supervisor spends moreitinmeraction with other
supervisors and with all other participants durwvaykshops and conferences.
Partnerships with southern Universities require atésources for the southern
partners. In summary, these kinds of research anogres need more
resources and demand higher time investments bstalffethan individual,
more mono-disciplinary PhD research projects.

* For Southern partners in North-South research gesttips, capacity
development is more than training PhD studentsa€iapdevelopment is also
enhancing the research infrastructure at theiitutes, including investments
in equipment. It is very important to improve tesearch infrastructure, so
that the PhD student, after the defence of highesis, can continue with high
guality research when back at his/her universitgesearch institute. It has
also been proposed to create a (post-doc) fatditthe PhD students when
going home, to fund new research activities foesdricted period (like
WHO).

* Independently of which model will be used in thertieSouth PhD research
partnership, specific southern conditions haveettalten into account for a
smooth cooperation and execution of the resea@jramme. A number of
incentives have been listed to enhance the mativati Southern partners,
including: engagement of Southern partners fronsthg, including joint
budgeting, to create ownership; payment of staffi{ip salaries, overhead for
management costs, honorarium for supervisors)t gegrees; joint
publications; and shared facilities for the Southeartners.

2.4.  Using the results of interdisciplinary PhD resarch in practice.

Introductions

This topic was introduced by Connie Almekinders g&faingen University, the
Netherlands) and Jon Daane (International Centrddeelopment oriented Research
in Agriculture (ICRA), the Netherlands/France).

Connie Almekinders summarised the experienceseoP#U programme. The
thematic scope of this PhD programme was ‘PartioiyaApproaches in agricultural
(technology) development and their Up-scaling’. Tésearch in the PhD programme
would be instrumental in giving answers to suchstjoas as: which participatory
research and development approaches worked besbandould they most
effectively be scaled-up to reach more farmersshater period of time?

PhD students involved in the PAU programme wereafmut 50% of their time
involved in interdisciplinary research, and for 50%iheir time in action research.
The PhD candidates were trained in a range of @oasg social skills.

14



For the use of individual PhD findings in practice, to improve real life complex
situations, three phases are essential:

* Integration and synthesis, for example when theareh is mostly disciplinary
and findings need to be combined with insights fiadirer disciplinary studies
or studies carried out at other aspects of the sssne.

* Translation of the research findings into the ‘laage’ of practitioners
(design-oriented and adapted vocabulary) and pokders (policy
implications, and adapted vocabulary).

» Application of the findings in (other) contexts.

Currently, none of these three phases are usuattg pf an individual PhD training
and research, they ill-fit the time limitation aimdlividual character of PhD projects.

For more information, see Annex 7.

Jon Daane presented the experience of ICRA in eitgthe chances that research
contributes to development (e.g. through innovationvalue chains and natural
resources management). Lessons from this expercente be relevant for
interdisciplinary PhD research. In ICRA’s view demment often poses complex
issues that cannot be resolved through a lineaarek-to-development process, nor
by individual action. Resolving such issues requgentinuous interaction and mutual
learning between all relevant stakeholders attafjess of the research, innovation and
upscaling process. ICRA improves the quality arigiehcy of this process through
iterative learning cycles involving all stakeholsleFhis common learning process
results in a shared vision, consolidated partnpsshoint analysis, options for
solutions, planning of joint actions, and implenaiain of the joint actions planned.
Such learning cycles and processes could alsodzetagormulate interdisciplinary
PhD research programmes by involving PhD candidabes different disciplinary
backgrounds and their supervisors.

In the specific context of PhD research, one ofcthelenges for the use of ICRA’s
experience with learning cycles and the selectiaelevant research issues for
development by non-research actors is that the mmbdperation and culture of
higher education institutes hinders the integratiboomplementary PhD studies.

For more information, see Annex 8.

Discussant
Paul Kibwika (Makerere University) added the foliog points before participants
went into the group discussions:

* Impact of development oriented research (dire@tdirect) is often difficult
to measure. An extra difficulty concerning the iropaf PhD research is that
the period of four years is often too short to prlresults that can be applied
directly, in combination with the fact that the PhE3earch is primarily
oriented to the contribution of knowledge to theestific knowledge base.

* Are academics responsible for application of ttseilte produced through PhD
research? Or do we have to develop other mechamismake the results of

15



PhD research more applicable? Options mentiondddacembedding the
PhD research in development programmes, post-Pajeqts to ‘translate’ the
scientific results into better applicable knowledgebetter communication
mechanisms between scientists and potential ulsers€rs, policymakers,
etc.).

In the context of interdisciplinary PhD researcis iproposed to use the
terminology ‘outcomes’ in stead of ‘impact’. Outcesnare more divers than
impact. In this context it is also better to tabloat ‘research on development’
instead of ‘research for development’.

To produce tangible outcomes, the scientist shbeldonnected to
practitioners during programme formulation and exien. But for many good
scientists, this is not an easy task. During the ®aining and research
project, the PhD candidates have to be trainediils such as process
organisation, negotiation, team building, and dohfhanagement.

Results of the group discussions
The statements which guided the discussion ondiinef topic were:

Conceptually separating the production and usesailts of interdisciplinary
PhD research in time and space decreases the shhateesults are used and
is thus counterproductive.

In the current academic set-up we need more aitefdr the translation and
communication, and suitable partnerships for treeaid?hD research findings
in practice.

The discussion in the different groups confirmesl tain points made by the two
speakers and the discussant.

In order to tackle complex development relatedassan interdisciplinary
approach is required. The interdisciplinary apphp@ombined with a
participatory approach, helps to focus the PhDares$ein the larger
development context and enhances the relevante ¢thiD research project.
We have to be realistic in our expectations ofdimmpact from PhD
research. The outputs have to be translated irttmmes. Different levels of
outcomes have to be mapped out and the projectsdsfozus on the realistic
levels of possible impact.

To bring the PhD research outcomes further, otrerh@anisms have to be
used like embedding the PhD research in large dpuent oriented
programmes, engagement with policy makers at diffelevels, and
functional partnerships with development agentgaot needs an ex-ante
phase.

It is a challenge for researchers to develop tiiks skquired to operate in the
multi-actor setting.

It is a challenge for Universities to create anlbding environment for their
staff to operate in a multi-actor setting.
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3. Recommendations for policymakers

The subject was introduced by Jacques Brossietit(Inslational de Recherche
Agronomique (INRA), France). Due to time constraitite recommendations as
presented have not been discussed in depth. Baletort summary of the
presentation and the discussion is given. Moreriédion is provided in Annex 9.

Policy makers important for creating an enablingimment for interdisciplinary
PhD research on complex development issues indifdégent types of governmental
organisations, such as:

» the Ministries of agriculture, economy, plannindueation, and development
cooperation in the North and South;

» governing bodies of higher education and reseansitutions;

« directors of rural development institutions andj@coinstitutions;

» funding organisations;

* ERA-ARD managers.

Policymakers can play different roles in developtmetated research. They can be
the funder of interdisciplinary research programntiesy can be the client demanding
for specific results for their policy making prosgsuch as for setting the research
agenda) and they can be partner in the researgngonones (as highlighted during
our discussions on participatory approaches toskd to enhance relevance of the
interdisciplinary PhD research and to produce taleghutcomes). Sometimes,
policymakers play different roles at the same tik@. instance, the Dutch Ministry of
LNV is an important funder and client, and somesrpartner, for research executed
by Wageningen UR.

A strong coalition between researchers and poliggrsais a requisite to tackle the
complex development issues at stake. Neither tieatssts, nor the policymakers can
solve the problems alone, they need each other.

Taking into account the specific roles that poli@k®mrs and scientists have to play,
they have to agree on a number of aspects to ealatecdisciplinary and
participatory research, like:

* innovations in development oriented research negdstientific approaches
and policies to contribute to solutions that adkstholders are looking for;

» the importance of the type of systems researclsgst@ms objective-oriented
research, initiated by problems that come up ircthese of action, directly
aiming at innovation;

* the involvement of the various stakeholders inrgliseiplinary and
participatory research projects;

» interdisciplinary research is a long term and &dalift process, demanding a
huge investment in time and resources comparedte mono-disciplinary
research, and that needs special support to makedessful;
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development oriented research in North-South pestiyes demands also
institutional capacity development in Southern ¢aas and twinning the
research capacities in these countries.
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4. Final remarks

4.1 Some conclusions

The workshop of 1.5 day was the first occasiorrésearchers from 7 European
countries and colleagues of 3 African countriesiaet and share experiences with
interdisciplinary PhD research programmes in whiney are involved. During the
presentations and discussions some generally sigphideas emerged concerning
interdisciplinary research.

Addressing complex, development related societales requires interdisciplinary
and participatory approaches. The combination abua disciplines within a
programme approach, and involvement of the relestahkieholders, will focus the
individual PhD projects and will increase the clentproducing tangible outcomes.
It is not expected that the individual PhD projedt have a direct impact, but the
results produced will be brought further by thdfstevolved in the programme or by
post-PhD projects to ‘translate’ the scientificulésinto better applicable knowledge.

Different models for interdisciplinary PhD reseapgrammes have been presented
and discussed. A one size fits all model probablgsohot exist. In general, however,
the following figure gives the (flexible) model tparticipants agreed with.

Frogramme steering group,

representatives from

Morth and South — ke

A Programme leader

Prograrmnme te am, staff
from North and South,
PhD superwision
and integratio
Eesearch

programme
Tndividual

PhD projects

Interdisciplinarity

Discaplinary depth

Figure 1 Schematic organisational model for arrdiseiplinary PhD research
programme
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The trees are the individual PhD projects withia tlontext of a programme or
working in the same physical area, addressing gt®asocietal issue. The deep
roots of the trees represent the required disa@pfidepth of the PhD research; the
lateral roots indicate the interdisciplinarity étprogramme level. Depending on the
philosophy of the research programme, the dee @t be less deep, and the lateral
roots can be more important. The clouds represenstaff involved in the
programme, responsible for the (shared) supervisiaghe PhD students and the
integration of the results produced by the indiald@hD students. The eagle
represents the programme leader. It is proposedhgprogramme leader is not
involved in the supervision of the PhD studentbhas other (financial) interest in the
PhD projects. The sun represents the programmergjegoup with representatives
from North and South.

Interdisciplinary research projects are more time @esource consuming than mono-
disciplinary research projects. To tackle complesietal issues, interdisciplinary and
participatory approaches are necessary. Institattiomitations, however, do not
favour this kind of research programmes. Reseascad policymakers have the task
to create an enabling environment to stimulatedtheelopment of interdisciplinary
and participatory research programmes.

4.2 Future perspectives

The workshop concluded with an outlook of how tmqaed. There is a high
commitment by all present to keep working on iniplinary PhD programmes
(despite the challenges involved!). There was #ruagreement that we need to keep
in touch and work together to better communicate ghtentials of interdisciplinary
PhD programmes as well as the specific needs ieddly ensure excellent results.

* Interdisciplinary research will become more impotta the near future.
Various universities world-wide are advocating idtsciplinarity, not only in
development oriented domains.

* During the workshop, the different approaches aquteences were touched
upon, but not discussed in detail. It will be gaodkeep in contact to learn
more from the different efforts.

* It would be desirable to build a European platféonexchange experiences in
interdisciplinary PhD programmes. Such a platforighhalso allow us to
build a ‘community of practice’ to strengthen ttapacities for
interdisciplinary approaches at European leveltarccomplementarity
between the different European countries. Oneefitkt activities of the
Platform could be to write a common article onshared experiences. As
such, the Platform can also function as a resdease for other groups who
start using interdisciplinary approaches.

* The Platform can also work on a clearer messagehioh circumstances is
holistic / integrated / interdisciplinary researabre promising than
disciplinary work? What is the added value of idisciplinary work? Make
clear that interdisciplinarity is a research apphpa platform.
Interdisciplinarity will enable us to tackle comyiy, interconnection,
uncertainty and multi-level processes.
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Bi-lateral contacts between interdisciplinary reskagroups and scientists have been
established during the workshop. It will be intéirgggto know how the establishment
of the European platform as proposed can be sugapbit the ERA-ARD project.
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Annex 1.  Quality of Interdisciplinary Education; EE perspective

Paul Vlek, Zentrum fur Entwicklungsforschung (ZEGgrmany

Quality of interdisciplinary education
- ZEF's perspective -

PaulL.G. Wiek

ERA-ARDWorkshaop on

Sharing of Experiences between interdisciplinary PhD research programmes
related to agriculture and rural development

Wageningen Dec. 11-12, 2008

ARCTIC OCEAN

The Uzhehl chn Fropot
Enonomin and Enningloa
P cruoburing of land. and
water U in e Khomam

The GLOK Vol Fojmt Fgae
Bu hainable Y fer Ul m under o edprian S
Changing Land U, Faintal
Finllabll;, and Yabr
Demand s in he it E3dn

The CoCE Propnt

Conwnaion and U ot
1Ald Papuladion ¢ of Cafs
aratite In e Mantane
Faintire ciof Ehiopla

Quality of Education

1. Quality of collaboration: General prerequisites
2. Transparency in project management
3. Building of mutual trust

4. Crganization of communication
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1. Quality of collaboration

Mental

+ Mutual understanding that project partners of different
disciplines have the same interests, are on the same
playing field and on the same page

* There has to be chemistry between the partners

+AllPh. D. Students develop ownership of the project

1. Quality of collaboration

Organizational

« Establishment of interdisciplinary management
teams

« Cross disciplinary mentoring at all stages of Ph.
D

+ Long-term commitments (ZEF's major projects:
T-12 years)

1. Quality of collaboration

Conceptual

* Clear research objectives and designation of
research role amaong interdisciplinary peers

+ Common sampling frames improves a students
understanding of the needs and requirements of
research partners

+ Building of a network (e.g. ZEF alumni network)




@=

2. Transparency in project management

Students are involved in management issues

* Project plan as common platform for all project
members, incl. Ph. D. students

* Project proposal and annual reports are available for
everybody (on web page).

* Binding agreements (Memorandum of Understanding)

* Important managemsnt decisions are made involving all
disciplines

2. Transparency in project management

Financial issues
* Budgets are transparent to leading project members

+ Distribution of financial resources according to the
project plan. . adjusted for delays and shifts

2. Transparency in project management

Communication

+ Reqgular staff meetings are held in Germany and in the
study region

* Meeting protocols are shared

* Meeting of working groups to outline project goals and
time lins
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3. Building of mutual trust

Froject implemsntation

+ Joint interdisciplinary course to learn common
language

* Frequent wisits of the praject coordinators to field sites
across disciplines

+ Joint presence of Ph. D. Students in the study region
(no "safari-science”)

+ Short and long-term stays of partners in Germany
(exchange of scientists)

* Training of project members

3. Building of mutual trust

Research

+ Strong focus on doing research with doctoral studentsin
teams

+ "Tandem system” for doctoral students (one fram
Germany [ one from cooperating institute in the study
region)

4. Organization of communication

Individual

* Face-to-face contacts amaong students

* Project coordinatosr promote communication

* Project coordinator asks for feedback from partners

+ Regular extended wisits of senior project members
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4. Organization of communication

MWestings

* Regular staff meetings are held in Germany and in the
study region

+ hWeeting protocols are shared

\Workshops, conferences and status seminars

conducted alternately in Germany and in the study
redgican

4. Organization of communication

Infrastructure

« Establishment of communication infrastructure
(telephone, fax, and computers with email and internst
access)in the local project office

« All project partners hawve access to central data bases

4. Organization of communication

External
«Writing of joint papers

+\Web page, flyers, events, etc. {with professional support
and input good researchers are not necessarily good
communicators!)
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1. Transparency in project management

Cuestions

+ Should all partners/disciplines have the same rights
(and duties) in decision making regarding project
management and budget?

Yyhat are efficient ways to make project issues
transparent?

2. Building of mutual trust

Guestions

+ Howw should potential Ph. D students be introduced to
the project (partners)?

+What can be done to build up mutual trust amaong the
disciplines of the project?

«What can be done to maintain mutual trust during
project implementation®?

«Which formal structures in a project help shared
learning?

27



Annex 2. Interdisciplinary PhDs: an experience fromNRI-UK

Alistair Sutherland, Natural Resource Institute (N®nited Kingdom

Background to NRI

NRI was a formerly part of the UK Overseas DeveleptrAdministration (ODA)

and as part of privatisation was absorbed into ehsity System in 1996 when it
became part of the University of Greenwich. Follogvthis NRI re-structured under
thematic interdisciplinary groups. Many staff Hadg experience of Ph D
supervision under co-supervision arrangementsradd97 when NRI became a
University School it was able to award its own Plabd MScs and shortly afterwards
set up an M Sc programme. It will offer a B Scgreamme next year.

All Ph Ds, whether inter-disciplinary or “mono-diglinary” undertaken are set

within the context of addressing a specific develeptal problem, usually through
the application of technology. From the late 198@se of the individual Ph Ds
crossed over disciplines due to the applied empladghe research projects and it
became common to have joint supervision by a niesgrantist and social scientist.
An “interdisciplinary Ph D” is one where the stutlerosses over disciplines for a
significant part of the research and combines hathral and social science elements
within the Ph D. While this type of Ph D is quit@mmon in NRI, there is no formal
“interdisciplinary” Ph D programme — they “just hpgm.”

As NRI does not receive any core funding and geesrits revenue through research
and consultancy the Ph Ds are usually funded daoparresearch project, or by
individuals who obtain their own funding or funcethselves. While there is greater
emphasis on demonstrating that a Ph D delivers af e®re competencies within the
UK university system, there is still no requiredght course component within a Ph
D programme. The views of NRI staff on the valuébDs vary, depending on their
particular experience and orientation, and probabiyind half of the staff is involved
in some way in Ph D supervision.

What Has Enabled Inter-Disciplinarity in NRI?
Enabling conditions can be divided into those Iprgaternal to the organisation, and
those which are part of its internal make-up, tenmal to the candidates themselves.

External environment

From the mid 1990s donors, (DFID being the prinmsoyrce of funds for research
undertaken by NRI), placed increased emphasis noudtgral research that addresses
poverty as well as gender and environmental suatdity. This was accompanied by
emphasis on on-farm adaptation of technology abdesyuently attention to markets
and the wider context of agricultural innovatiomelresult was a demand from
biophysical scientists for inputs, and in some sasetnerships, with social scientists.
Research projects became increasingly multi-dis@py, and in some cases
interdisciplinary, and very often included PhDs mof which required the researcher
to cross over disciplines — at times it was biogigl researchers venturing into areas
of social science, and at times the other way atourhe Ph Ds were usually
concealed because DFID rules at the time did hotvakesearch funds to be used for
training (probably because they wanted the resdarbk more applied and felt that
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allowing funding of Ph Ds it would be less appliethe funding 3 year research
projects, with possibilities for extensions, waaduacive to PhDs being “bolted on” to
applied research projects. By this time, as a teduhe influence of earlier cross-
disciplinary movements affecting agricultural resbaincluding farming systems
research, participatory rural appraisal and padtory research the opportunities for
publishing interdisciplinary agricultural reseatwdd improved somewhat. Moreover,
academics who had been involved with these eaml@rements understood the value
of, and were supportive of Ph Ds that crossed diggiplines and were ready to take
on the external examiner role for such Ph Ddn this respect they were abreast with
developments in other sectors (e.g. health, infresire) where the necessity and
value of interdisciplinarity was increasingly beaogrecognised.

Internal Aspects

Factors internal to NRI also facilitated interduiarity, including the co-supervision
of research being undertaken by post-graduatesmstsiboth on M Sc and Ph D
programmes. The inclusion of a wide range of giseés within the same
organisation who subscribed to a shared missiorentadlatively easy to develop
cross-disciplinary relationships. Many of the biggical researchers had extensive
field experience, were confident in applying tHaiowledge to practical problems,
and as a result worked comfortably with other gikiges, including less experienced
social scientists and though working together guliad research projects developed
friendship, mutual respect and trust. Co-supamisequired a measure of flexibility,
including both conceptual engagement across diseyl boundaries (each with its
distinctive language) and also a readiness to ¢omad a Ph whose objectives could
be aligned with those of a research project dedigmelevelop and apply new
knowledge within a specific context. A Ph D “lamiton” to such a project usually
required that the lead supervisor ensured a thesis into sufficient sufficient depth
(usually on the biophysical side) while the secsuagervisor ensured that it
adequately took into account the developmentalesarfisually on the social side).
For this to work well required each supervisor éocbmfortable with their respective
role.

A further enabling factor was the qualities andatibn of the Ph candidate. In nearly
every case they had to be ready and willing towenibeyond disciplinary comfort
zone, and this was usually required as part of ttaitribution to project
implementation. Many candidates had extensivergpee of working in national
agricultural research institutes in interdisciptiyieeams, providing a good preparation
for an interdisciplinary Ph D. Motivation was ather factor, as the candidates often
worked in organisations where a Ph D was a preisgguor career advancement.

For those wishing to undertake applied and adapéisearch and consultancy then an
inter-disciplinary Ph D provides a broader rangeafpetencies than a narrower
disciplinary topic.

Challenges to Inter-Disciplinary PhDs

Challenges to funding for inter-disciplinary Ph legan in 2003, with the winding
down of DFID’s NR research programme and the fatst-term funding to

promote existing research outputs, rather thandoteym funding. While the content
of DFID research “promotion projects” and progra@snsuch as “Research into Use”
provided valuable material for inter-disciplinariy Ps, addressing the broader
context for agricultural innovation, efforts to il support for this were not
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successful because fund managers were nervoust@gpporting a process that
risked not being completed within the time-fran®&ibsequent research calls through
the main-stream research councils (BBSRC and E$®ROured more up-stream
types of research in agriculture and developmarit-eonducive to cross-disciplinary
activities such as interdisciplinary Ph Ds. Therpegiew system operated by these
councils made obtaining funding for any inter-didiciary work extremely difficult.

Other challenges to inter-disciplinary Ph D reskangaking it more difficult to get
going, were entrenched views among a few staff @i D is about going into
depth rather than depth, achieving a combinatiasupgrvisors who communicated
effectively and did not compete over the topicalul® Another challenge is
sustaining focus and boundaries, particularly witenstudent is given more scope to
explore a complex problem involving a broad ranfymter-related topics and
drawing from a range of conceptual frameworks. ke problem being addressed
Is comparatively new, and there is limited literatavailable, extra effort is required
to develop strong theoretical under-pinning — IAR#ENg a case in point. This
requires capacity for drawing in an eclectic wapnira range of disparate literature.

A further challenge is demonstrating that the thesnstitutes a significantly original
contribution to new knowledge, as it is likely thia¢ research project of which the
research is a part will be working to apply exigtkmowledge to address
developmental challenges. Hence originality hasetgsought in terms of the
uniqueness of the context, often in combinatiomhie further development of
particular research methodologies, and hopefullgroducing results and some
“surprises” that suggest further promising linesesearch.

Finding suitable examiners for this type of thesimains a challenge, and if the
candidate comes from a University Dept or Spe@dlResearch Team within a
national institute then it may be more difficult them to gain acceptance of their
qualification and find room within the existing ciaulum or research programme to
promote interdisciplinarity.

Way Forward For Interdisciplinarity in Ph D for IAR 4D - What could be done
differently?
The main actors involved may consider how theyaala things differently.

“Hosting/providing” institutions such as NRI maynsider whether or not they should
provide explicit support and guidance for interetfifinary Ph Ds, a formal inter-
disciplinary PhD programme, or specific taught sesrfor those crossing over from
one discipline to another.

“Sending” institutions (Clients) may need to be maware of the value (and
limitations) of this type of Ph D. Do they haveesffic problems or research areas
which lend themselves to interdisciplinary appraech what incentives or
disincentives do they have for interdisciplinaritifdow easy will it be for a person
who has crossed over disciplines to fit back ih®tending institution — will they be
valued and accepted in a single discipline departmia university or an upstream
research institute? Do other types of organisdgom NGOs, public extension,
private sector agri-business) require Ph Ds agsd Wwhat are their needs?
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Funders of research and capacity strengtheningngleo IAR4D often emphasise the
need for research to have developmental impactat\Wentives might they provide
for Ph Ds that address the areas of complexitycaatienge that best lend themselves
to an inter-disciplinary approach? How can thewpproached to continue support
for this type of capacity strengthening?

PhD Supervisors — do they need specific traininguwdelines?

PhD Candidates — do they need specific preparatidncounselling?
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Annex 3.  Scientific embedding of societal problemshe AWLAE
Project (2002-2010)

Anke Niehof & Lisa L. Price, Wageningen Universitige Netherlands

Introduction

This paper will present a project that embodiessttientific embedding of societal
problems in several ways: the interdisciplinary ReBearch programme AWLAE.
First, we will introduce the project. Then we wdiscuss how the project contributes
to the scientific embedding of societal problem® Wl also briefly touch on
challenges faced in the project that now seem udabte given the set-up of the
project but that we did not sufficiently realizetla¢ start. The authors of this paper are
the coordinators and academic managers of thegttdiénally, we would like to

note that the research carried out in the framewbtke project can be characterized
as strategic research, inspired by socially relegagastions and using theories and
methodologies derived from basic research.

The AWLAE Project

AWLAE is the acronym oAfrican Women Leaders in Agriculture and the
Environmentlt is a pan-African program that aims at trainingnaen professionals in
the fields of agriculture and environment, to redrthe existing gap between male
and female representation in professions relatiripese fields. AWLAE was
initiated by Winrock International (WI) in 1989slheadquarters are in Nairobi,
Kenya.

In 2002, between AWLAE, WI, and WUR a project wasulated that was
submitted for funding to the Minister for Developm&ooperation of the
Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The godltbe project is to build a cadre of
well-trained African women professionals workingagriculture, environment and
related sectors to enhance their academic stamaidgapacity and to contribute to
gender-relevant research and policy-making ondleeaf women in food systems
and the gendered impacts of HIV/AIDS on food segwand rural livelihoods in sub-
Saharan Africa. The Ministry agreed to fund twelRhD scholarships at Wageningen
University and the additional leadership-in-chatrgening for twenty women from
eleven African countries, ranging from East to Waesl Southern Africa. In June
2002 an agreement was signed between AWLAE, repieséy its Regional
Director, and the Director of the WUR Social Scien&Group, after which
implementation of the project could start.

The participating scholars were carefully seledtech a large number of
applications. The scholarships were widely advedtis relevant media in countries
with AWLAE chapters, and the chapters concernec\aetively involved in the
recruitment and selection of the candidates. Theegen procedure was based on two
pillars: (1) relevant experience and proven comraithio the cause of women’s
empowerment and enhancing women'’s role in develogn(®) proof of potential to

® The Wageningen Project Management Team (PMT)eastdrt of the project comprised:
Prof. Dr. Anke Niehof, Dr. Lisa L. Price, and Irnfine Hardon-Baars. Prof. Dr. Julia Gitobu,
regional director of AWLAE, was the project direct8adly, she died in May 2007.
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successfully pursue the PhD at Wageningen Uniyeasitl complying with the
required academic standards (including sufficienfipncy in English).

[Note: The latter requirement caused the candidétesh Mali to be unable to
participate.]

The following women participate(d) in the AWLAE siarship project:

Susana Akrofi (Ghana) Mariame Maiga (lvory Coast)
Hirut Bekele (Ethiopia) Lydia Ndirangu (Kenya)

Namizata Binaté Fofana (lvory Coast) Aifa Fatimidtioye Niane (Senegal)
Joyce Challe (Tanzania) Faith Nguthi (Kenya)

Fatimata Dia Sow (Senegal) Carolyne Nombo (Taiaga
Stephanie Duku (Ghana) Regina Ntumngia Nchaagn@oon)
Rose Fagbemissi (Benin) Daisy Onyige (Nigerppped out]
Kidist Gebreselassi (Ethiopia) Gaynor Paradzenfébwe)

Monica Karuhanga (Uganda) Corrie du Preez (SAiriba)

Doris Kakuru (Uganda) Ekaete Udong (Nigeria)

Structuring the project in the WU context was donthe following ways:

* Inthe first place, a sandwich format was appltbd:scholars would come for
one year to Wageningen to do course work and dpvhfull proposal, then
would do the fieldwork in their home country (oetwo years), and after that
come back to Wageningen to write the thediste: For the French-speaking
scholars two months had to be added to the firat.}e

* Second, the twenty scholars were divided into teloocts of ten. The French-
speaking women were placed in the second cohagiyéothem more time to
improve their English. They would come to Wagenmgéien the first cohort
would be ready to go to the field.

* Third, the academic project managers put toget@ersisory teams based on
the disciplinary background and topic of reseaiicthe scholars. In each team
gender expertise was to be represented. Subsegtlemtnvisaged
supervisors were informed about the project anckvasked about their
willingness to supervise the candidate and dottigether in the proposed
team.[Spin-off: More collaboration across chair groupaddisciplines and
—in some cases — between persons who had nevkedvtmrgether before.]
Our own chair group, Sociology of Consumers anddebolds, is first
supervisor for five scholars and co-supervisoraioother seven.

* Fourth, apart from the Project Management TeamAaudiemic Advisory
Committee was installed. This committee was esfpigdmportant in the
beginning of the project when final decisions hatd¢taken concerning the
selection, supervision and training programmes$efscholars.

Results to date are five completed PhD thesesI@ele 1). More scholars will
graduate in 2009 (Kidist Gebreselassi on tH& dfAJanuary next), the others in 2010.
There was one drop-out case. Additionally, schdiarse published on their research
in international journals. One of the scholars,&asAkrofi, was invited for the round
table with Mr. Kofi Anan when he came to Wageninf@mthe opening of the
academic year {1September 2008). All have presented papers aecemfes and
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workshops. This has increased their confidencecantpetence and has enlarged
their professional networks.

Table 1: Completed AWLAE doctoral theses

Name Title Graduation
date
D. Kakuru The combat for gender equality in ediocat October 2006
Rural livelihood pathways in the context of
HIV/AIDS (*)
F. Nguthi Adoption of agricultural innovations by June 2007

smallholder farmers in the context of HIV/AIDS$:
The case of the tissue-cultured banana in Kenya

(*)

L. Ndirangu Household’s vulnerability & responses t October 2007
shocks: Evidence from Kenya

C. Nombo When AIDS meets poverty: Implications for | December 2007
social capital in a village in Tanzania (*)

M. Karuhanga| Living with AIDS in Uganda: Impacts on January 2008

Beraho banana-farming households in two districts (*)

(*) Also published by Wageningen Academic Publisher

Embedded scientists

By embedded research we mean strategic reseatalstmscientific approaches and
methods to investigate and contribute to solutfonsocietal problems. Researchers
carrying out such research could be called embesddiedtists. As researchers they
are aware of their responsibility for societal atv@ment and their research is meant
to be a service to society. Commitment to this oflembedded scientist was an
important criterium in the selection procedure ahlich the short-listed candidates
were interviewed in their own country by the boafdhe country’s AWLAE chapter.
During the scholars’ stay in Wageningen the projeahagement as much as possible
stimulated and reinforced this personal commitnhbgrérranging activities for the
cohort as a whole and, in this way, providing spatigerally and metaphorically —

for mutual exhanges and support among the schdlatee same time, especially
during the first year, working together as a colhwstilled anesprit the corpgnd a
sense of a common purpose among the scholarsatlak keridge differences of
country origin, religion, disciplinary backgrourahd language.

The societies involved in the AWLAE Project aredb@ountries in sub-Saharan
Africa that are characterized by a combinationaafietal problems. More

specifically, within the framework of the projebtetfollowing issues are — in one way
or another — addressed:

Women’s empowermerithe need for women’s empowerment arises from geend
disparities that result from inequal access to atioe, lack of attention for women’s
health, lack of political voice and power, patrlatsocial systems, inequal access to
important resources (notably land), and women’siénrof care.

Feminisation of agricultureBecause of a number of factors (including mateia
migration and HIV/AIDS) the feminisation of agritute in Sub-Saharan Africa has
increased, while often women have insufficient asde the resources needed for
their work and are ignored by the traditional agjtieral extension systems. Because
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of this trend of feminisation in agriculture itatso crucial to have more gender-
trained women professionals in agricultural pojositions and in leadership
positions at agricultural research institutes.

Food insecurityDue to a number of causes (effects of ill-desifysteuctural
adjustment programmes, bad governance, civil seifigironmental degradation,
weak agricultural sectors, poverty, HIV/AIDS) fomtsecurity has increased in many
African countries.

HIV/AIDS HIV/AIDS is an urgent societal problem in manytgadf especially
southern and eastern Africa. The epidemic depsuel societies of their work force,
depletes human capital, affects the social faldrgpoiety and impoverishes large
numbers of people. All these effects and costganelered. Women are not only
more vulnerable and susceptable to HIV/AIDS, thiep &ear the brunt caring for
people with AIDS and for AIDS-orphans.

The project addresss these issues in the followings:

(1) By training the scholars and coaching thenh&doctorate, the project is
empowering a group of women who, because of tlmmaitment to enhancing the
role of women in development, with their title, deanic accomplishments, and
experience abroad, can become leaders in theitrgoand hold positions of authority
where they can make a difference.

(2) By training them in gender studies and by iraéigg a gender perspective in their
research, the scholars can lay bare the causebanmiems and consequences for
agricultural and rural development of gender digigarin their own country. In this
way they contribute indirectly to women’s empowentne

(3) By the choice of their topics of research tbieatars address key societal problems
such as feminisation of agriculture, food insegupioverty, and impacts of
HIV/AIDS. They do so in a gender-sensitive manmem(ich they were trained),
using validated scientific methods and theorefigaheworks that are subject to
scrutiny in the academic context (Wageningen atetmationally).

Challenges
There were two sets of interrelated challengeswieatould have been aware of but
did not realize so much at the start.

Academic versus social track record

The selection of the candidates was done in st&ges the original 300 applicants
ninety were selected for further selection. In Nuber 2002 Anke Niehof went to
Nairobi to review the selection and together withalGitobu select forty candidates:
twenty first selection and twenty back-ups. In saases the ranking of the selection
committees (local AWLAE chapters) and Prof. Git@mphasized commitment to the
AWLAE goals to the extent that academic requiremevdre not sufficiently met.
There was some fierce discussion on some caseBraiutNiehof had to make clear
that the preference of the selection committeesdaoat be honoured when the
preferred candidate would probably not be admitbettie PhD programme at
Wageningen University. If academic criteria woult’é been the only ones, the
selection would have been different in some resp&a, we had to compromise.
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Women professionals becoming students again

Because of the requirement of relevant experiendgpaoven commitment to the
AWLAE cause the average age of the selected wommreg to be significantly
higher than that of Wageningen PhD students inrgérnieor some of the scholars it
was difficult to adjust to academic life and théerof student again, when in their
own country they were well-known and respectedqabties and professionals. One
of the woman is an official tribal chief and hadgmback to her country a few times
because of responsibilities ensuing from this effiGetting back to the study was for
some, especially those for whom it had years dineg were at the university, not
easy.

Twenty women, wives and mothers

When you have twenty women in a project you careekpome of them to get
pregnant. We had six AWLAE babies in the projece Wéve the strong impression
that in at least four cases the pregnancy wasmateident but deliberate, to appease
the husband with the long absence of his wife anthe husband closer to the family.
Pregnancies and babies naturally led to delay.dDtiee scholars now has her
youngest child here in Wageningen and has arrafugethy care herself, while her
husband is taking care of the older two. All wonhewe their families at home and
find it very difficult to be separated for so lor§pme of them were also anxious
about their husband’s fidelity, especially in caie® where extra-marital sexual
encounters entail a high risk of HIV-infection. €erwomen are lone parents. All
scholars personally experienced all kinds of pnoisleelated to their gender roles as
wives (one woman was divorced by her husband beaafuser PhD studies) and
mothers. The fact that they know in theory why thaye these problems does not
make it easier to solve them in practice.

Concluding notes

As feminists have always said: the personal igipaliand vice versa. We could say:
the academic is personal. The fact that the tweotyen in their PhD studies struggle
with all kinds of problems that male PhD studentsild have to a far lesser degree
shows that academic life and achievements aredar §ender-neutral. For the
women additionally applies that they are studyimmppems in a scientific way that
come very close to home (gender relations, HIV/AIRBd interfere with their
academic studies.

For us as project managers these challenges ghadudiced, and for us too it
applied that knowing in theory is different fromadiag with it in practice. The project
duration had to be substantially extended becalusknost all scholars require(d)
more time than originally anticipated. Fortunatehg sponsor (Ministry) has shown
consideration and understanding of the gender-Bpéeatures of the project. For
solving their personal problems ensuing from thelies as wives and mothers, the
scholars would appeal to our support and expesinite “this was a project about
gender”. The research projects we are involved isupervisors thus to us are more
than just academic work. They are part of a prdjeat requires a personal
commitment from us to the AWLAE cause and to supporthe women in achieving
their goals. In this way, to us the work we arenddn the project as academic
managers and supervisors can be callddic sociologyMichael Burawoy), a
branch of sociology that explicitly acknowledgesiabissues and inequities as the
primary inspiration for academic work.
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Annex 4.  Experiences with interdisciplinarity in the Convergence
of Sciences programmé

Arnold van Huis, Wageningen Universityailto:, the Netherlands

Introduction

The first phase of the Convergence of Sciencesranagie (CoS) addressed the sub-
optimal impact of science on the livelihoods ofowse-poor farmers in West Africa,
particularly in Benin and Ghana where it operaBsS aimed to develop insights into
the pathwayghrough which investment in science and technotmgyimprove rural
lives. To this end, CoS featured participatory expental and action research by
eight PhD students, who each developed technolegiésnstitutional arrangements
with groups of farmers. The ninth PhD student earout comparative ‘research on
agricultural research’. How did CoS try to zermimthe small windows of
opportunity West African farmers face? How did &amage the ensuing issues of
transdisciplinarity, and of interaction among stge (social and natural science)
supervisors, and other key stakeholders? How daté up to the issues that arose
with respect to scaling up? One of the most intergsspects of CoS is that it not
only dealt with technical innovatiomithin the constraining institutional and policy
framework conditions, but also experimented wittiprent ideas about how to
stretchthem.

Inter- and transdisciplinarity

Trans-disciplinarity combines stakeholder partitigpawith interdisciplinarity (Tress
et al, 2003). Convergence in CoS means both, integisarity, especially between
social and natural sciences, and science as astalleeholder process. In this
process-driven science, social and natural scidisoglines work together to create
new knowledge, modes of thinking, and theory. Adgpexample of the integration
of life, earth and social sciences is the workmé student who not only experimented
with farmers on low external input agronomic prees for sustainable cocoa
production, but also has mobilized a district catism to deal with the common
practice of doctoring weighing scales by LicensegiBg Agencies, In other words,
CoS student researchers not only experimentedfarithers to develop technologies,
they also sought to intervene in social arrangesientreate human activity systems
that improve the conditions small-scale farmerg f&ther examples include the
negotiation of agreements between landlords andgnamits about sustainable soil
management, and the development of an organic awia. We dealt not only with
an integration of life, earth and social scien@auhderstanding, but also for action.
CoS experiences suggest that it might be possiplereanentally to tackle the
restricting and rapacious framework conditions farsrface and to improve farmers’
countervailing power.

PhD students and inter-disciplinarity

CoS chose to reach its objectives through the iteceat of PhD students because
they were expected to be highly motivated, eageutdish, to contribute to

university scientific output, and to be relativelyeap. CoS has not been disappointed
in these expectations. Because CoS goals couldognichieved through an

4 Hounkonnou et al., 2006
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interdisciplinary effort, it recruited four studenwith a natural science and five with a
social science background. The initial idea was ey could work in tandem in the
field, one of them focusing on socio-economic atpand the other on technological
innovation. However, eventually the choice wasaday ‘polyvalent’ students being
able to handle both disciplines. During the six therof preparation in Wageningen,
polyvalence was pursued by giving the natural $i§Entraining in subjects such as
‘Methods and techniques in social scientific reska@nd social scientists in subjects
such asEcological aspects of agricultural systéntack in Benin and Ghana the
students carried out research with farmer groupsding on the following themes:
crop diversity in sorghum, cowpea and yam; integfatest management in cocoa and
cotton; weed control in maize and sorghum, and avgment of soil fertility in

various cropping systems (cassava, cowpea, pigeanseed meloregus) and

maize). The validity and appropriateness of theeenes was verified in the
diagnostic studies. As said, the students condentraot only on technological
improvements, but also on socio-economic, cultana institutional innovations.

This requires interdisciplinary research, and esubent was supervised by both
natural and social scientists, from both their @eantry and from the Netherlands.

Universities and interactive science

The universities lack an organization to work adawg to interdisciplinary or
transdisciplinary lines. The discipline-based systemains the organizational form
of science, even if nature sets no frontiers. Adicwy to Brewer (in Tresst al, 2002)
“The world has problems, the university has depantsi’. So the challenge for
universities is to institutionalize interdiscipliyaraining programmes, and to allow,
facilitate, fund and stimulate interactive reseafCburses tackling these issues in
agriculture do not exist and need to be elaboraigidg experiences gained in the
CoS programme. Often the questions proved verytipedcHow to register a student
engaged in interdisciplinary or trans-disciplinaggearch? At WU the graduate
schools involved (one dealing with social scienees| the other with natural
sciences) have no rules. The students were regsiiethe graduate school that
related to their original discipline. However, sotsacial science students’ focused
more on natural sciences than on social scienodyjiee versaso this is not a
satisfactory situation. Registration in both gradushools proved to be possible, but
this only meant that students were informed aboeietlvents in one graduate school
while the responsibility remained with the origisahool. In the University of Ghana
registration proved to be difficult because natarad social sciences are hosted at
different faculties. Again there was no satisfag&wlution to host the CoS students.
Also, to meet the requirements of some facultieglents sometimes needed to pass
exams in extra subjects that had little relevandbeir work. Therefore, discussions
in this university started about setting up anrfaiulty dealing with integrated
studies or interactivity in research and educatioshows that interactive research
becomes a lever to change institutional patterhs.disciplinary organization of
universities could be considered as an impedinmemtérdisciplinary research. At
WU, for example, CoS dealt with three different amistratively separated expertise
groups: the social, the plant and the environmestiginces. Also the graduate schools
are organized according to disciplines. This mehasinterdisciplinary research will
only happen through the personal interest of rebeas or through outside stimuli
such as research opportunities created by fundidgeb, either within or outside the
university. WU made a special effort to stimulatirdisciplinary research. At the
start of the millennium, its Executive Board decide continue working in
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developing countries with as main objective intecglinary and comparative
research focused on development and educationintdreisciplinary Research and
Education Fund (INREF) was launched and CoS waobtie selected programmes.
But one pilot project does not mean that the usityeas a whole is able to work in an
interdisciplinary manner. In fact, incentive sysgeimcreasingly drive departments
into keeping their students to themselves and disgpng them from buying
education or supervision from other departmentshdn sense, CoS has not had any
influence in WU, even though at project level swsars from different backgrounds
have entered into exciting discussions and havedeto appreciate each others’
viewpoints.

Inter-university PhD degrees

Discussions dealing with creating institutional gp#&or beta-gamma interactive
research and training started at a high level th Bdrican universities. But the
problems are especially evident at the very prack&vel. To play safe, students were
registered at both the northern and the southexersities, while solutions were
being negotiated. Procedures, regulations and maghbitional pride have proved
too strong for the deliberate efforts of CoS to makoads. CoS tried to stretch the
limits of the regulations, which resulted in persn to organize the WU PhD
defense outside the Dutch borders. This was quieeaevent in the history of WU.

Conclusions

CoS developed, tested and published protocolsdmmmg in on farmers’ small
windows of opportunity and for establishing effgetinterfaces between scientists
and farmers that allow research to make a contobuo CoS seems to have
succeeded in its main objective: to design pathviagyshich agricultural science can
have an impact on livelihoods of small-scale fasneithin the conditions that
farmers face. CoS PhD researchers tackled the wwarkeconditions. At first CoS
focused mainly on technical innovation. But as @o&yressed, the researchers began
to tackle institutional issues that constrain agtizal development, such as
ineffective commodity chains, cheating by produagdrs, and land tenure
arrangements. This (action) research is to soneneable to enlarge the windows of
opportunity.
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Annex 5. Models for effective organisation of intedisciplinary
research

Gertjan Becx, Wageningen University, the Nethertand

This text and the presentation are part of resedwoole for a thesis in 2006. The full
report is available on request. (gertjan.becx@guoaait).

Wageningen University has a long tradition in daimgrnationally oriented
interdisciplinary research (IR), often used to gateeapplied science that helps
solving complex, multidimensional problems. Howevew collaboration and
integration between distinct disciplines can beipytractice is not always clear.

In this piece, | wish to describe the differentampational frameworks that can be
used in IR and reflect their strengths and weakr@#dser highly important factors
influencing the quality of IR like Research Cultugeientific and Societal output and
external factors will not be taken into considematiin this piece but have been
considered in the full report. Necessary data \gatbered through literature review,
interviews with Wageningen scientists involvedimstfround INREF programme
2006.

Designing a program; choosing an (organisationaleh The organisational model
of an IR program can be considered as the infreisire. 1t determines the way the
research is structured, the division of tasks aedptanning in time and space.
Rossini & Porter (1979) provide a comprehensiveraeg for the organization of
interdisciplinary research based on 24 observatibngy present four ideal types of
integrating interdisciplinary research: 1) commooup learning; 2) modeling; 3)
negotiation among experts; and 4) integration séaech by a leader (Figure 1).

Common group learning

In this organizational model the research outpilécts the common intellectual
property of the entire research group. After thebfegm definition, the research is
divided into areas based upon the expertise ardesitof the members of the
research group. Subsequently, the input of the reesrib discussed and evaluated in
the group and rewritten. This procedure is repeatdifl the team is satisfied.
According to Rossini & Porter (1979), this typeresearch is only suitable when
research teams are small and when there is a aebdofad rather then deep research.
Common group learning is being used for the ingmigiinary project of WU'’s
North-South Centre on Global Food Availability (20R006). The INREF financed
Convergence of science (COS) programme shows eteraéthe common group
learning model as well. This project consists afiamber of PhD students that
combine sociological and agricultural methods ®irtstudies. The specific
methodology is the result of intensive debates betwsocial and natural scientists,
field trips and interdisciplinary workshops. Thdienteam formulated the goals, and
these were changed radically during the prograrD. ##bdents performed

® The following projects were included: Optimisatiohnutrient dynamics and animals for integrated
farming (POND); Agro-industrial transformations tamls sustainability (AGITS); Healthy people:
Food-based interventions to alleviate micronutrigranutrition (FNRHP); Convergence of science
(COS); Regional food security policies for natur@source management and sustainable economies
(RESPONSE). In total 16 PhD supervisors, 14 PhD sitisd8 programme coordinators and 1 INREF
staff member were interviewed.
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Figure 1 Visualisation of models of organisatiorRafssini & Porter (1979)

diagnostical studies to adapt research questiopsattice. However, reconfiguring
the research took so much time that no resources le# for a proper integration of
the distinct PhD projects. Therefore, the finaldaret will be a selection of individual
interdisciplinary PhD theses and articles instefamhantegrated study.

Modelling

Another organisational approach is the combineensific work on a model. An
important drawback of modelling is that this teciug can best be applied in a rather
narrow range of closely related disciplines. Nohthe INREF projects used this
form of organisation. The, predecessor of REPONI&&Esustainable land use
program (DLV) can be considered as one. Interdis@y models should be
transparent, understandable for all members, grd prototyping should be used
(Nicolson et al, 2002). A major problem in the Wiaiggen context is that
Wageningen sociologists dispute the validity ofsfistem approaches that are often
used for modelling agricultural systems. A possgatition is the use of models that
combine valuable insights from the actor-orientppraach with system approaches
like multi-agent modelling (Berger, 2001; An et 2005).

Negotiation among experts

In this organisational model, the task division ag¢he members of the team is
based on their individual expertise. Integratidtetaplace by negotiation between
team members. This type of research is highly Blgtior large studies with
considerable depth. However, it can lead to leegmation (Rossini & Porter, 1979).
The INREF funded Agro-industrial transformations/éod sustainability program
(AGITS) is organized like this. The coordinatortlis project told that the result of
the program would be a set of loosely integratatthar disciplinary reports.
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Integration of research by a leader

This organisational framework is considered effexfor small research teams. The
method is based on a division and allocation ofspairthe problem based on
members’ expertise and later integration. Herentb#idisciplinary risk is clearly
visible. The INREF funded programs POND, FNRHP BRESPONSE used this
organisational model. Nonetheless, this was ndiowit difficulties. The post-docs
that were appointed by the POND and RESPONSE prograt, leaving their
programs without an integrating force.

Another organisational factor concerns the planwihtpe project. Main issues are
that enough time is taken in the planning periothefprogram and that program
planning should be flexible and adaptive. A spef@ature in many Wageningen
programs is the timing. Much design oriented redeaequires a chronological order;
implying not all disciplines can start at the sam@ment. This problem can be tackled
by increasing the length of the programs and bygiplanning tools, from industry,
like network planning. Besides the social environtnehaping the right physical
environment is also essential in IR. The same reberea and the same research
objects should be chosen. The latter was done st projects but the first in none of
them.

In the organisation, the different team memberstdifferent tasks. Post-docs,
supervisors, and PhD students are separately dsgublost of the interviewed IR
scientists draw attention on the importance of @dgarogramme coordinator. While
interviewing scientists involved in IR and readlngrature, we collected a striking
amount of qualifications that a team leader musspss to deal with the complexities
of managing IR. These will be discussed duringptesentation.

Overall

All four ideal types to integrate interdisciplinamgsearch: 1) common group learning;
2) modelling; 3) negotiation among experts; anth#gration of research by a leader
are present in Wageningen. When designing a grofemsing the right
organizational model and communicating with teanminers about the model and the
implications of this choice are essential for sgsce

42



Annex 6. Models and approaches for inter- and trandisciplinary
PhD research in North-South partnerships

Stephan Rist, University of Bern, Switzerland.

-~ fhe

Modls and approaches ft;r inter
- and transdisciplinary PhD research
y  in North-South Partnerships

PD Dr. Stephan Rist, University of Bern

ERA-ARD ﬁorl{shop on Sharing of experiences betvween interdizciplinary PhD research
programmes relate dt to agriculiural and rural development, Wageningen 11-12.12_2008

NCCR North-South’ three long-term objectives

The 10-year programme has 3 long-term objectives:

{a) Tofurther disciplinary, interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary research aiming at sustainable
development;

{b) To help strengthen institutions and train staff in partner
countries to huild competence and capacity for developing
socially robust knowledge for mitigation action;

(c] To suppott the societies of parther countries and their
institutions in their efforts to address the syndromes of their
regions autonomaushy.
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165 Southern Partners in 27 selected countries

The 11 Principles of Research Partnership

(Bourne: K FPE Bu4cc Commicdon tr Pecearoh Partnerchips @44 Devsloping Couniie 5)
1. Decide on the ohjectives together

Build up mutual trust

Share information; develop networks

Share respansgibility

Create transparency

Manitor and evaluate the collabaration

Disseminate the results

Apply the results

D OOk e

Share profits equitahly

-
=

. Develop research capacity

S
i

. Build on the achievements

L8 Basic questions:

What development?
What knowledge?
What research approach?i§




Kind of development & knowledge?

Sustainable development Operationalisation

Econaomic feasibility

Efficient use of Natural

Fesources
Lang term securing of )
natural basis

Distributive equity

Participation
(nach Hirsch Hadom et al., 20067

rundtland, T9E7; UMNCED &
Agenda 21, 1992

Which research approach?

3) Integratioh of non- ) \
academic knewledge ~ N N
Yoy arj’d/a c/tg[s _ _2) ritegration of natural
lo/ . and social sciences |
/ e -~ T \-\ ..". A I". \
!/ A social
| negotiation of |
\ ‘research /
| LN . guestions
4) Dialogue between_ — S S
different formsof S
"-,kni}l@ledgg ,/ Vs
\\\ S P S
5) Defining~
collective
action

Hirsch et al., 2006, 2008

Organization of research programme

Practice - Mitigation - Policy adwise

Codwcrat-
isation

JACS PAMS

I _ Better understand and ot
Speciaisalion +——— . upon Sustamable [——+ Applcation

.. ... Development i o0
.' ® WPs TP o

e
®e
Generali-
satfon

@ 152 PhD; 58X South

Theory - Academic Communities

45



Critical issues — Personal level

1. Sound disciplinany knowledge

2. Knowledge about institutional
embedding of PhDs (approach,
roles, responsibilities)

3. Skills for communicating and
interacting with other disciplines

4. Knowledge of epistemic,
ontological and methodological
potentials and limitations of own
and other disciplines

5. Knowledge and experience for
communicating and moderating
science-society interfaces

Critical factors — Supervision

1. Links between PhD, post—
docs, seniors, SUpenisors

2. Articulation of systemn
knowledge (core of PRI
with carresponding

= target knowledge

= transformative
knowledge

3. Shift from supervision to
coaching of learning
processes of PhD and other
actors

: Given c_i:m;]-petér]'_cé'-s' i i

Critical factors — Institutional level

1. Facilitate PhD networks

2. Links between PhD, post-
docs, seniors, supervisors
= MC/RTCs

3. Assure embedding of PRD in
relevant local - regional
institutional contexts

= JACS

4. Use of camplementary
financial & human resources
for bridging needs of research
and other stakehalders
itvoheed
= PAMS
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Post-PhD synthesis: Society — science interface

Ovenal 5 concepual
top section conceps. ———————————— > 5T
T""’I"”' 7 ransversal

2F WL ST

IS
battom section thets

Gaps institutional and PhD temporalities

Research Approach

Trams- — F o~

. WV
N W Vi
N AN / \/J

Disciplinary . - A v

Year | P Year2 b Years ' Year 4 ' Year s

Inter— & Transdisciplinary Research Skills

Communication between scientific disciplnes

Communication between science and society

Attitude and communication skills required in inter- and ransdisciplinany
{id frdh research are not necessarily available after =ix years of disciplinary
university training.

In the ITC we therefore focus on additional skills, such as:

- a reflective and oritical attitude toward one’s own discipline, knowing its
potentialz but alzo ks Emitations, and being able to question one’s ovwwn
standpoint

- an open, toleramt. and respectful attitude toward other scientific
dizciplines, the ability to manage conflicts of interests

> an open and trustworthy attitude towards non-scientific stakeholders;
and

» understandable communication
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Annex 7.  Use of PhD research in practice; views bad on PAU
PhD program experiences

Conny Almekinders, Wageningen University, the Nd#reds

Introduction

In this contribution, | focus on PhD research ie #ena of social scienées
development and change. The experiences are nfistlyPhD projects of candidates
from developing countries with sandwich scholarshighe intention of the text is to
stimulate discussion among participants of the Woolp “Sharing of experiences
between interdisciplinary PhD research programrakedad to agricultural and rural
development”, Wageningen, 11-12 December 2008’

Background of the PAU program and the university cotext

In the year 2000, Technology and Agrarian Develapn(€AD), WUR obtained
financial support from the Rockefeller Foundationd special PhD program.
Eventually this resulted in grants for 24 sandvdcholarships and special activities.
TAD recruited for the program over a period of fgears (2001-2004), four cohorts
of 6 PhD researchers each. The majority of theurext PhD candidates were
researchers with an MSc level natural science backgl, and working in
international and national agricultural researdtiintions and universities in East and
Southern Africa.

The research theme and PhD candidates

The thematic scope of the PhD program was ‘Padioiy Approaches in agricultural
(technology) development and their Up-scaling’ (BASince the Rockefeller
Foundation had been supporting many projects astdutions in the application of
participatory approaches in agricultural technoldgyelopment, they were interested
in understanding which participatory approacheskedbest and how they could
most effectively be scaled-up to reach more farnmeesshorter period of time with
the benefits of agricultural research. The reseerthe PhD program would be
instrumental in giving answers to those questibfsst recruited researchers had
some years of professional experience in projéetsapplied participatory
approaches. Participatory research with farmersfaramost of them part of their job
at home and presumably their PhD research wouldvewsimilar work. Thus, as
PhD researchers they would not only study partiogyaapproaches as a subject, but
many of them would also be part of it as membex pfoject or research team —
during their PhD research and/or thereafter.

The research in this program should be consideréukei context of the general call
for more practice-relevant research that combin#s airect impact, and which
researchers would play a new, different role (Egrman & Stroud, 2007). To
address farmers’ problems, and rural societal naeldsge, these researchers should
break away from the paradigm in which generatioknafwledge is seen as an
exclusive activity of scientists. This call is veetparticularly strongly on the African
continent where the labels like Innovation Syst@mraaches (Sanginga et al, 2008)
and IAR4D (Integrated Agricultural Research for Biepment) are attached to it
(ICRA/Natura, 2003, Starks et al, 2005). This resle#@s an applied type of research,

® Referring to the qualitative strands in sociaéacis - not including economics
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asking for interdisciplinary approaches to be iraéed into frameworks for
participatory learning and action research. In #inigcle we refer to such research as
‘integrated agricultural research’. Academics whayg out this research are expected
to be effective team players, able to handle cormgiteiations with the involvement

of multiple-stakeholders (Chambers, 1997, Patal,€2001).

PhD training

While the call for this new type of scientist israloud, less attention has been paid
to the competences that such researchers shoelgugped with (Levin and Martin,
2007) and how these competences can be developtal éPal., 2001, Kibwika,
2006). To this end - in addition to training thedPtandidates in the conventional
academic competences - the program piloted competigvelopment that
emphasized human interaction, communication andtwmlation as part of the
curriculum. This involved a range of cross-cuttsugial skills, the related deeper
understanding of human (and one’s own) behavionvahaes, and how these play a
role in research work, in particular interdisciplig research

Experiences with impact oriented PhD research

Interdisciplinarity. PhD candidates in the programme are stimulatedny out
different forms of interdisciplinary PhD researefith the underlying reasoning that
complex problems of participation, agriculture aledelopment cannot be properly
understood by studying them from one single digt#pl/ perspective, nor by
focusing on one single system level. The entiregerity of the landscape needs to
be taken into account. To develop a proposal, aartyhe research and write the
thesis the PhD candidates receive training. Thisitrg trajectory concentrates on
knowledge and skills for the research. The traimgngnostly packaged in disciplinary
course modules. Possibilities for training in twsciplinary fields are limited and
there is marginal space for developing skills 8pcifically focus on ‘the
interdisciplinary’ character of research. As a lgsunost individual PhD projects in
our programme cut out a part of the complex langiscalbeit in most cases using an
interdisciplinary approach, combining natural andial science methods and
analytical frameworks. The collection of the (24)OPstudies together, however,
paint the complex landscape, filling in the diffieréisciplinary dimensions and
system levels of the topicThis means that eventually there will be a sysithef the
findings — as part of the PhD programme or theeeaft

Action-orientation About half of the PhD studies are what we cakgdbedded’ or
action-oriented studies: the PhD research meaasatyse institutional change
processes and participatory technology developmeidns of which he or she was
part as member of an implementing team (similaimget and processes are described
as the ‘ideal’ situations/platforms/research by Da@ane in his contribution). This

type of work is almost by definition of interdistipary nature. These are probably the
PhD studies with most direct impact on the targetig (i.e. the ‘researched’).

" Experiences with this pilot will be presented inm&kinders et al. (2009).

8 The programme initially study ‘upscaling’ of paifiatory approaches in the later phase of the prdjemvever,
few promising participatory approaches and situestimere found on the ground that allowed the ‘erdirey and
study of these processes to increase understaafifagtors and conditions that favour wider anddasnpact of

participatory approaches in farmers’ fields ancaesh organizationsUpscaﬁng is an other area of
study that can not be deduced from study of pitojgets; other factors and
mechanisms at play
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Experiences have shown us that these are, howargrchallenging PhD studies,
asking a high level of

i) competence from the side of the PhD candidaéxt kb the disciplinary field(s), the
action-oriented work adds an additional layer ofhmdological complexity and asks
additional skills.

ii) flexibility in timing and funding to enable thiehD candidate to use his/her time to
the action and research. Action-oriented workss leontrollable and situations often
do not allow ‘condensed data collection’ (i.e. s¥sé time yields less data). Most
PhDs are set up around scholarships and arrangemghtemployers that have
limited time and financial flexibility. This askeif research situations that are fairly
well defined and controllable.

A PhD is a piece of research of an individual, agglished within a limited time
frame. Currently, PhD work is assessed— ultimatétya defense of the thesis by
academic peers, on its merits of adding to the lddyientific knowledge To
achieve the production of new knowledge in a reédyi short time by a researcher-in-
training (a PhD candidate) is most effectively dogdocusing on a single discipline
only, and at best marginally taking along anothscigline. The data collection and
analysis of processes in retrospect are the leskstin terms of data production.
Interdisciplinary adds to the complexity of datdlection and analysis. Action-
orientated research increases the risk of endingitipinsufficient data within the set
time-frame. In other words, interdisciplinary actioriented PhD research is not
feasible for most candidates in most of the curRhiD-scholarship set ups.

Using the PhD research in practice

If PhD work is currently not the best suited forrfatdoing interdisciplinary and
action oriented research, what are the possilsilfie use of PhD research findings in
practice? For the use of individual PhD findingpractice, i.e. to improve real life
complex situations, three phases are essential:

1. Integration and synthesis, for example wherrésearch is mostly disciplinary
and findings need to be combined with insights fiairer disciplinary studies or
studies carried out at other aspects of the sasne.is

2. Translation of the research findings into tlemfuage’ of practitioners (design-
oriented, and adapted vocabulary) and policymafpaiécy implications, and
adapted vocabulary).

3. Application of the findings (and their transtatiinto design propositions) in
(other) contexts.

Currently, none of these three phases are usuattg pf an individual PhD training
and research: as mentioned, they ill-fit the timmathtion and individual character of
PhD projects.

The first phase could take place at the level @) research programme level,
with involvement of senior researchers. This askgdver additional time and
financial resources, either within or in additi@nthe individual PhD projects. It is a

o A PhD researcher’s thesis, which was qualifiedga®d’ by the natural science parties, and ‘goodth®ysocial
science parties in the defense, was (only) ‘gosdirainterdisciplinary study. It shows that foeidlisciplinary
research, a PhDer needs to master the tricks ofragles, and be able to integrate them. Actiomtekwork adds

even more complexity to doing good research
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challenging phase, but can be accommodated in axesldt can be accommodated
within individual PhDs if time and capacity of thbandidates allow. The next phase,
thetranslationand (wider) application of the findings in the side world by
practitioners and policymakers, is indispensablkeylve even more for social sciences
than for natural sciences. This phase does nthtfilemands of academics:
‘translation’ of findings and their distribution e not create new knowledge. In any
case, appropriate journals and other communicati@mnels are essential for
bridging this gap with the practitioners and poligkers who apply the findings in
the real world.

Finally, ‘application of findings takes place outside the academic @yavh the basis
of designs. The application assesses the desigssiang problems or changing
situations. However, application phase usuallyimablving academics - although it
also generates new knowledge. This knowledge iessacy to improve or fine tune
the design. Framing the application phase as resean order to capture the
knowledge emerging from the application in a systéerway - implies a form of
action research. As outlined above, this type séaech asks more time, additional
skills and arrangements that are less controllaitemore risky in terms of academic
output. As argued, this is difficult to achieve it a PhD formula. Also for senior
researchers, this represents a research appradah thfficult to accommodate with
an academic position; few social scientists inDiéch academy successfully cope
with the additional conditions. The most succesdidumentation of action research
in the social sciences is done by professionals nefiect on several years of
professional involvement and are able to bringathalysis up to an academic level.
They usually do not work with a scholarship andrtR&D work has other time
frames. From this it follows that in the currenademic set up, social science
research largely functions as the conventional maofd@ear transfer of knowledge.
Possible changes in the academic set up and mamalatdikely been discussed
earlier in this workshop.

Opportunities to explore
Apart from creating space in the PhD training aggkarch for interdisciplinarity and
action orientation, universities like WU could tkiaf:

» Each PhD student could be asked to submit in highesis a translation of
his/her findings as a requirement similar to havamgabstract and education
certificate.

* Creation and use of journals and other communieatizannels for sharing
translated research findings with the potentiaksisee. wider non-scientific
audience of practitioners and policy makers. Think example: ILEIA
Newsletter, CTA Spore, internet-based options $ikert video clips (work of
Van Mele and others). A University/WUR-based outfeaommunication
programme could be an effective communication chbhras well (paper,
internet, tv and radio). The role of scientific joals like NJAS Journal of Life
Sciences needs to be considered.

« Establish long-term stable relations with suitalgartners, e.g. national
research institutes, NGO and NGO-like organizatiéms application and
reflection on applications in the field which carfarm the further research
endeavors. At the moment this type of relations @@stly ad-hoc, and
project-based. The maintenance of these relatipashas high transaction
costs: for each occasion proposals have to be ome@| partnerships
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arranged. The feed back of experiences with thécapion of findings in the
field are at least suboptimal. Particularly relasbips within WUR
(Larenstein van Hall) seem logical and underexgtbit

Summary and statements

Scientific research with a direct impact for/on ttagget group’ is almost by

definition interdisciplinary and action-oriented skoThis is the most difficult type of
scientific research and therefore hard for jungsearchers ‘in training’; it is
impossible if institutional context (e.g. type ahslarship, curriculum, assessment of
the PhD work) does not provide the means to copie twe additional insecurities and
risks.

1) With the current PhD set up, the ambition oh®RBtudent to have direct impact
with his/her work remains a future goal — to stfieeoutside academic environment.

2) In the current academic set-up we need morentaite for the translation and
communication, and suitable partnerships for tleeafshD research findings in practice.
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Annex 8. ICRA’s experience in enhancing the use &hD research
for development

Jon Daane, International Centre for developmemeinteid Research in Agriculture
(ICRA), the Netherlands/France)

ICRA and interdisciplinary PhD research for development

ICRA has a long experience of capacity strengtlgeminnterdisciplinary research for
development, but does not organise PhD researgiigmones. Its historic strength is
in on-the-job learning programmes for multi-stakeleo partnerships and teams of
mid-career professionals involved in agriculturaiavation. These strengthen
capacities at individual, organisational and paghip level for mutual learning
between stakeholder organisations to jointly gaeexad apply more relevant
knowledge for development. Recently, ICRA has alscouraged the participation of
higher education institutes (HEIs) in multi-stakleles innovation partnerships to help
mainstream these capacities. This is aimed at @sangBSc and MSc education to
better equip future graduates for their work irafumnovation. For this, in addition to
sound disciplinary training, HEIs need to develop teta-disciplinary capacities,
social skills and mindsets required for inter aragh$disciplinary research for
development (T profile). In addition to change88t and MSc level, HEIs are being
involved in the kind of in-service learning prognaes (“ARD learning cycles”) that
are ICRA's traditional hallmark. In these cycle&IHbring in their knowledge,
including any results of interdisciplinary PhD raseh, to help solve specific
problems in innovation processes. Finally, in Sidsf and Benin, ICRA and partners
have attempted to use such ARD learning cyclegsigd interdisciplinary MSc
and/or PhD research programmes. ICRA is currentiglived in national ARD
learning partnerships in 10 Sub-Saharan Africamtreas and a regional partnership
in L. America.

ICRA'’s conceptualisation of the research for develament process

In order to appreciate ICRA’s contribution to entiag the use of interdisciplinary
PhD research for development (R4D), its views efR4D process need to be
clarified. In ICRA’s view, putting the results afterdisciplinary PhD research to
effective use for development requires adequatanisgtion not only of the
“downstream” process — i.e. of what happens alfiesd results have been produced —,
but also of the “upstream” process — i.e. of degavhat research results to produce,
how and with whom. Moreover, ICRA considers that #ntificial conceptual
separation of the production and the use of rebgasullts in time and space — where
research first produces results (knowledge andetttenologies, policies,
organisational practices in which this knowledgenshodied) that are subsequently
put into practice by “end-users” — risks reducihg tisefulness of these results. In
ICRA’s view, the chances that results are usedrareh better if these emerge from
joint learning between researchers in differentigisies, and between them and
different end-users (e.g. suppliers, producers;gssors, retailers, policy makers,
etc.) and other actors whose full participatioessential to put these results into
practice (e.g. technical, financial, legal and og®rvice providers). Production and
use of knowledge then ideally go hand in hand dytie upstream process leading to
PhD theses. This continues in the downstream pspeéter the theses, when the
results are further transformed through learnirigvben the actors involved in their
application. The experiences discussed here indhtext of “using the results of
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interdisciplinary PhD research in practice” refléas continuity between the
upstream and downstream processes.

Learning cycles linking higher education and researh to innovation processes

In ICRA partner countries HEIs play an active nol@ational multi-actor innovation
platforms or partnerships together with researchfarmers’ organisations,
development agencies, policy makers and the praattor. The platforms’ main
function is to create conditions for effective atibration and learning between the
member organisations, both at national and loe@ll& his learning is organised
around issues of common interest selected by tioesathemselves, usually at zonal
level — e.g. enhancing the competitiveness of $raklaérs in a promising value chain,
or improving the sustainability of natural resouuse in the area. Thus, the entry
point is a practical demand rather than an exidtiogdy of PhD research for which an
application is sought. The process takes the fdran6ARD learning cycle”.
Participants are teams of actors directly involwethe common issue, but also actors
that need to a play a role at different levelsdaling up the ultimate results. The
teams participate in a series of workshops spreadtone. Between the workshops,
while attending to their normal duties, they aoajiven time and space, as teams, to
try out what they learned at the workshops to askdtee common issue. The
workshops serve to draw lessons from this practigperience, learn new concepts,
approaches and tools, define improved practiceplamdtheir application. At the end
of the learning cycle each participating team hefsndd a multi-actor action plan to
address their common issue. These plans also defiaeknowledge is needed, what
knowledge is available among the actors or carbbaied from outside, what
knowledge needs to be developed and how, and wieaeach member should play in
this. Joint implementation of these plans by tlarie and their organisations is
supported by mentors.

Enhancing the use of research results — experiensethe downstream dimension
Where HEI personnel participates in these demaivealiearning cycles, as
facilitators and/or as participants, they act akérs between the HEI knowledge
base, partly resulting from PhD research, and #ésels of the actors involved in
addressing their common issue. This downstreanmepsois not simply a matter of
using the results of PhD research in practicenmaking use of these results in an
interactive learning process with the actors airtealddressing the common issue. In
the process, research results are transformedigetfol practices. A major lesson
learnt from this is that, while these learning egcare very effective and highly
appreciated, realising the new organisational anthprship institutions needed to
implement the joint action plans requires morerdibe.

Enhancing the use of research results — experiengethe upstream dimension

In a few cases such learning cycles have also b&sthto define interdisciplinary
MSc and/or PhD projects, i.e. to embed these reBeautivities into innovation
processes right from the start in order to ensptenal chances for the use of the
results. The MSc and/or PhD students, sometiméstheir supervisors, participated
in these learning cycles and formed teams witlotiganisations that were directly
involved in the common issue. The aim was to ctiltety define a number of MSc
and/or PhD studies in different disciplines (crapimal and environmental sciences,
economics, sociology) that contribute integratedspaf the knowledge needed to
address the common issue. This was realised vgtbwp of BSc-level future staff of
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various S. African universities who are currentlysuing their MSc studies at WU
and will conduct their fieldwork in S. Africa witB. African co-supervision. As a
result of their learning cycle, they decided to kvon two issues, each studied by a
pair of students (one natural and one social Seig¢nin Benin, a similar attempt was
made through a learning cycle involving candidébeEA and doctoral studies at
the local university and for PhD studies at WU. farnous reasons this process was
only partially successful. Further phases of leagrycles are envisaged to remedy
this.

Lessons learnt

Given the modus operandi and culture of HEIs, ndifficulties are involved in such
attempts to set up interdisciplinary MSc or PhDeegsh projects that directly
contribute to innovation processes through inteedepnt theses in complementary
disciplines. These include:

» Fielding a group of PhDs and supervisors arounohaneon issue defined by
non-research actors and engaging with these dctonsthe start is a
challenge. It requires better links between HEIS$ development actors and
more awareness of the function of knowledge forettgyment;

« Jointly defining the knowledge needed to addresstimmon issue and the
interdependent roles of complementary disciplime @on-research actors in
addressing the issue as defined is a further cigdle

* Accepting these interdependent roles and adapéoly disciplinary PhD
study to the needs of the issue and to the reqeimesrof complementary PhD
studies in other disciplines is not evident. HEelarfthat interdisciplinarity
reduces scientific excellence and PhD studentsrtbkigoing off on their own
(disciplinary) tangents.

* This risk is exacerbated by synchronisation proklamd fear that other
students will not deliver in the right form andtime;

» Achieving the actual integration of the differemPstudies to ensure that
they jointly contribute to addressing the comma@uésin practice is hindered
by disincentives to produce results beyond theviddal PhD theses and
scientific journal articles;

« Coordinating between research and non-researclsatd between
complementary disciplines requires new partnerstephanisms and
institutions that take time to establish. In theamtéme strong and continued
leadership is needed to compensate for the absemweeakness of these
mechanisms and institutions.

Statements

« Conceptually separating the production and useflts of interdisciplinary
PhD research in time and space decreases the shhateesults are used and
Is thus counterproductive.

* Achieving integration of PhD studies in complemepwisciplines that jointly
contribute to address a common issue defined byresearch actors is
hindered by disincentives inherent in the modeparation and culture of
higher education institutes.
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Annex 9. Recommendations for policymakers

Jacques Brossier, Institut National de Recherchredamique (INRA), France

Who are we as a scientific community?

* We have an epistemological postulate: all action affecting
reality is also a means for understanding reality
{knowledge acquired in action).

+ Interventioniresearch (or actionfresearch) model: the
intervention with partners seeks also to transform the reality

» production of knowledge is constitutive of action, it is co-
build in action. Epistemic challenge ?

* Sowe develop multi and inter-disciplinarity

‘Wiageningen 1112 december 02

Seven domains for discussions

Wiageningen 1112 december 05

| - Difficulties of action research

Policy-makers have to consider
innovation as a social process,
and interdisciplinary research
planning as an aid to learning

Wiageningen 1112 december 02

56



+  Convince policy makers of the
importance of the type of systems
research and systems objective-
oriented research, initiated by problems
that come up in the course of action, so
directly aimed towards innovation.

+ |t needs also more professionalism
from our community to discuss with
policy makers (as some colleagues said)

Wageningen 11/12 december 0%

Il - In our Education and
Research institutions

+ Ve have to convince that interdisciplinary
research is a long term and fragile
process (more than academic one),

* so it needs a special support {protection,
institutionalisation?7?)

Wageningen 1112 december 08

Il — South - North Partherships

Give support of association South North

— partnerships and association of
laboratories,

— twinning of research units, teams or
institutions between different countries
Encourage
— joint venture
— Joint publications
— Joint degrees and diplomas

Wageningzn 1112 december 02
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IV — Developing professional
degrees

* To have colleagues from the field with
scientific background

+ With the support of the policiy makers

Wageningzn 1112 december 02

V - Involvement of stakeholders

* Encourage research programme with PhD
in partnership with stakeholders,
including policy makers.

+ The objectives are to help, by research
programme, to transform direct problems
to solve in more demanding and difficult
problem finding needing interdisciplinary
demarche.

Wagening=n 1112 december 08

VI - Evaluation of this kind of
research: biq issue!

+ Contextual situation: Difficulty for this
type of research to be evaluated (less
accepted by the academic community), so
it needs political support

* But policy makers can be interested by
research connected on societal
problems and the implication of the
stakeholders?

Wageningen 11412 december 0%
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VIl - Encourage the employment
of PhD students

+ A key issue for interdisciplinary PhD programmes

+ Disciplines determine career for academic
position!!

+ The recruitment of PhD persons inside enterprises

ot whatever institutions is very rare and difficult (in
South countries) but positive for the institutions

+ But what about NGO, private entreprises, etc ?

ifageningen 11412 december 08
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Annex 11. Programme of the workshop
Sharing of experiences between interdisciplinary Fb research
programmes related to agricultural and rural develgpment
11 — 12 December 2008

Hof van Wageningen

Programme
Thursday 11 December

Chairman: Jon Daane

Reporter: Pieter Windmeijer

08h30 Arrival, registration and coffee

09h00 Welcome, introduction of the participants;sdduction to the workshop
(Pieter Windmeijer, INREF programme manager, Waggsn International)

09h15 Introduction to the ERA-ARD project (Sandan\Opstal, representative of

the Dutch Ministry of LNV in ERA-ARD project)

Session 1

09h30-12h00 “Enhancing the synergy between diffeserentific disciplines”
Introductions: Paul Vlek and Alistair Sutherland
Discussant.  Paul Kibwika

Discussions
12h00-13h00 Lunch
Session 2
13h00-15h30 “Embedding of societal problems ierdisciplinary PhD research
programmes”
Introductions: Anke Niehof and Arnold van Huis
Discussant: Emmanuel Owuso-Bennoah

Discussions

15h30-16h00 Tea/Coffee
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Session 3

16h00-18h30: “Models and approaches to organieedisciplinary PhD research

programmes and North-South partnerships”
Introductions: Gertjan Becx and Stephan Rist
Discussant. Shaaban Mgana

Discussions

18h30 Drinks and dinner (Terraszaal, Hof van Waggpen)

Friday 12 December

Chairman: Bram Huijsman
Reporter: Pieter Windmeijer

Session 4

08h30-11h00: “Using the results of interdisciptin®hD research in practice
Introductions: Conny Almekinders and Jon Daane
Discussant:  Paul Kibwika

Discussions

11h00-11h30 Coffee/Tea

Session 5

11h30-13h00: Formulation of recommendations forgyanakers.
Introduction: Jacques Brossier

Discussions

13h00: Lunch and departure participants.
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