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Introduction

Food security in the face of global environmental change (GEC) is one of the
most complex issues facing the research community at large. Although most
policy-makers, scientists and funding agencies recognize the need for addi-
tional knowledge about how the various food system activities interact and
how these interactions affect food security (see Chapter 2), research that is
capable of adequately addressing the problem is hard to find. This is because
not only are there large uncertainties in many aspects of the debate, but the
debate involves a bewildering range of interested parties, or ‘stakeholders’. A
further complication is that food systems involve critical interactions at a
number of levels on a range of scales (e.g. spatial, temporal, jurisdictional,
institutional, management) (Cash et al, 2006; and see Chapters 2 and 13),
each of which has its own group or groups of stakeholders. Research on the
interactions between GEC and food security therefore has to recognize, and
engage with, a wide range of stakeholders. This is in contrast to research on
crop improvement, for instance, where the range of stakeholders is much nar-
rower, and may remain predominantly within the research community itself.
While considerable effort has been spent in improving understanding of food
system—GEC interactions at the local or household level, research at the
regional (sub-continental) level is far less well developed, but — as is discussed
in detail in Part IV — offers important insights into food system adaptation
strategies and policies. This chapter therefore addresses stakeholder engage-
ment at regional level.

Clearly, aligning the research agenda with stakeholder needs is erucial and
this requires effective dialogue (e.g. through consultancies, agenda-setting
workshops and/or informal processes). Equally important, however, is the
uptake of research results by the intended beneficiaries that leads on to the
real value of the research. This similarly depends on continued interactions
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between researchers and other stakeholders. However, as stakeholder involve.
ment complicates the research process and increases costs for all concerned, it
is important to understand its importance and the value it can bring throuéh_
out a given pI'O]CCt.

As Kristjanson et al (2009} surnmarize, it is important to see stakeholder
engagement as an integral aspect of both the conceptualization and the life of
the project. They stress the value of articulating the outcomes sought by the
different stakeholders at the project outset to help bring the different actors
towards a joint understanding of the overall project goals and come up with
%nnovative strategies to achieve them (see Box 11.1). This also serves to give
interested parties a tangible stake in the outcome. These aspects of research
agenda alignment and uptake of outputs derive from what is a double aim of
the stakeholder dialogue. The first aim concerns the formal agenda-setting. If
the research is to have an impact, it is crucial that it both addresses the inf-or-
mation needs of the intended beneficiaries and is scientifically valid, The
§econd aim is that of a social support function that helps all stakeholders feel
mvolved and heard. While less obvious, this aspect is no less important as
effective stakeholder engagement needs to be built on trust between all con-
cerned, which will encourage uptake of research outputs. This may be
e§pecially the case at the regional level as stakeholders may well be senior indi-
viduals with specific agendas, and in these circumstances it is crucial to be
clear about whether researchers are acting as advocates or honest brokers (see
Chapter 10). This social support aspect also allows researchers to obtain a bet-
ter ‘feel’ for the context within which the research is to be conducted.

Box 11.1 Seven propositions/principles for ‘finking knowledge
with action’ (adapted from Kristjanson et al, 2009)

1 Problem definition

Projects are more likely to succeed in linking knowledge with action when they
employ processes and tools that enhance dialogue and cooperation between
those (researchers, community members) who possess or produce knowledge and
those (decision-makers) who use it, with project members together defining the
problem they aim to solve,

2 Programme rmanagement
Reseafch is more iikely to inform action if it adopts a ‘project’ orientation and
organization, with leaders accountable for meeting use-driven goals and the team

managing not te let 'study of the problem’ dispface 'creation of solutions’ as its
research goat.

3 Boundary spanning

Projects are more likely to link knowledge with action when they include ‘bound-
ary organizations’ or ‘boundary-spanning actions’ that help bridge gaps between
research and research user communities. This boundary-spanning work often
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involves constructing informal new arenas that foster user-producer dialogues,
defining products jointly, and adopting a systems approach that counters
dominance by groups committed to the status gquo. Defining joint ‘rules of
engagement’ in the new arena that encourage mutual respect, co-creation and
innovation improves prospects for success.

4 Systems integration

Projects are more likely to be successful in linking knowledge with action when
they work in recognition that scientific research is just one ‘piece of the puzzle’,
apply systems-oriented strategies and engage partners best positioned to help
transform knowledge co-created by all project members into actions (strategies,
policies, interventions, technologies) leading to better and more sustainable liveli-
hoods.

5 Learning orientation

Research projects are more likely to be successful in linking knowledge with
action when they are designed as much for learning as they are for knowing.
Such projects are frankly experimental, expecting and embracing failures so as to
learn from them throughout the project’s life. Such learning demands that risk-
taking managers are funded, rewarded and regularly eveluated by external

experts.

6 Continuity with flexibility

Getting research into use requires strengthening links betwesn organizations and
individuals operating locally, building strong networks and innovation/response
capacity, and co-creating communication strategies and boundary objects/products.

7 Manage asymmetries of power

Efforts linking knowtedge with action are more likely to be successful when they
manage to ‘level the playing field’ to generate hybrid, co-created knowledge
and deal with the often large (and largely hidden) asymmetries of power felt by
stakeholders.

Who are the stakeholders in the GEC—food security debate?

The term stakebolder is now commonly employed to denote ‘all parties with
a voluntary or involuntary legitimate interest in a project or entity’ (Brklacich
et al, 2007). For issues of food security, in addition to those involved in the
food system activities per se (e.g. food producers, processes, packers, distrib-
utors, retailers, consumers; see Chapter 2 and Figure 2.1b}, stakeholders
include funding agencies, national/regional policy agencies, non-governmental
organizations {NGQs), civil society groups, business (and increasingly the
energy sector, vis-a-vis biofuels), individuals and communities affected by
GEC, and the researchers themselves. For research projects that involve a sig-
nificant natural resource managemeit component at the local level (as is often
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the case in field-based, food production research), the resource managers (whg
are often, but not exclusively, farmers, fishers, pastoralists, etc.) themselves ar

usually critically important stakeholders. Indeed, methods and approaches foe
identifying and engaging farmers in the research process, especially in thé
development agriculture arena, have given rise to a wide body of literatur

{(Chambers et al, 1989; Okali et al, 1994; Martin and Sherington 1997?
Haggar et al, 2001; Ortiz et al, 2008). T

The initial problem facing researchers is to identify who the other stak
holders are (i.e. with whom researchers should aim to engage}. This can if-
helped by being clear not only on who the intended target or beneﬁciare
groups are {e.g. impoverished smallholder farmers; urban communities) bui
also on how food security research is intended to assist them. This ﬂ;eans
establishing by what route, and mediated by which institutions and structures
the research output will bring about benefit. Because of this it is key actors ir;
these f:iomams (e.g. regional policy-makers, donors) who may actually be the
more lmportant stakeholders for a given research project than the ‘target’ ben-
eficiaries themselves; in other words, benefit for the ‘target’ beneficiaries would
come about through the development of better policies ar the regional level
{It is useful to note the value of the role of funding bodies in facilitating the:
making of these important connections as part of the funding process.)

For rfasearch at higher levels of integration on a number of different scales
fe.g. spatlal, political, jurisdictional; see Chapters 2 and 13} and particularl
regardmg food security policy (vis-i-vis food production), it is perhaps noi
appropriate to include individual farmers as stakeholders in the research
process. However, as they (together with other members of society) are obvi-
ously among the ultimate beneficiaries of the research effort, it may well be
appropriate to engage with regional organizations that represent farming
groups, as this can help ensure the interests and constraints of the farming
community are included in research design. Thus, in the case of GECAFS
resegrch in southern Africa, the formalization of collaboration with the Food
A}glr‘uilulture a-nd Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN,
whnich comprises national far ’ izations; |
weh o thli:; ) mers’ organizations; www.fanrpan.org) proved

lFor food security research at regional level it is possible ro identify four
main stakeholder categories: research, government, business and civil society
{see Box 11.2 and Chapter 14). As food security is a multi-factor issue, no sin-
gle stakeholder has the complete answer or the power and the tools t(,) realize
the changes that will be needed. Cooperation between those involved in these
§takeholder communities is required. Stakeholder dialogue necessarily plays an
important role (van Tulder and van der Zwart, 2006) and can contribute to
agenda'—setting, the analysis of a given situation and to the creation and imple-
mentation of solations. However, the fact that none of the stakeholders can
b.e suc.cessful without the others presents a strong argument for further inten-
saﬁcanqn of the dialogue process, going beyond consulting and informing each
other (i.e. stakeholder dialogue), towards co-production of knowledge and
shareFi responsibilities (i.e. stakeholder engagement) (Rischard, 2001:
Henrichs et al, 2010). This requires multidisciplinary research teams, cominé
together with other stakeholders to work on specific problems in the ‘real
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Box 11.2 ‘Future of Food': A case study of multiple
Stakeholder dialogue

The Future of Food initiative is an exploration of external developments that wall
shape the future of the global food system. This exploration is based on stake-
holder dialogue between four stakeholder groups: government, science, business
and NGOs. The one-day dialogue sessicns are an initiative of communication con-
sultancy Schuttelaar and Partners, and are realized in cooperation with
stakehoider organizations.

A first session, in cooperation with Wageningen University and the Dutch min-
istries of health and agriculture, addressed the growing gap between consumer
food demands and natural resources, with the role of science to bridge this gap.
The second session, about the roles and responsibilities of the food retail and
financial sectors in a more sustainable global food system, tock place in cooper-
ation with GECAFS, Oxford University’s Environmental Change Unit, the Dutch
Ministry of Agriculture and Oxfam Novib,

This dialogue is an exploratory, or horizon-scanning, exercise and is not aimed
at decision-making as such. The seminar aims to explore broader views on future
developments and interactions in the global food system and how to deal with
them, not directly to agree a covenant or a research agenda. Relating these
broader views to the long-term perspective of a sustainable, heaithy and accessi-
ble food system feads to 'building blocks for a roadmap’. The participants are
encouraged to make use of the resulting views and building blocks for their own
innovation strategy, research agenda or policy.

A limited number of senior experts in the food sector, invited in equal numbers
from the four stakeholder groups, participate. The day consists of two sets of
round-table discussions, each introduced by presentations of very different view-
points from the four sectors — an ‘outside-in’ approach.

The outside-in approach is chosen to stimulate the participants to look at the
subject from a new angle, thereby lifting the discussion from their usual exchange
of thoughts and arguments. This appeared very helpful in engendering a broad

perspective.
The multi-stakeholder dialogue appears useful for the following reasons:

o All stakeholder sectors are key players in food systems, and share a sense of
urgency; they feel themselves deeply involved in the three key issues of the
food system: sustainability, heaith and hunger,

e All are committed to taking steps forward and share the vision that all players
have to be involved to make genuine progress; no stakeholder can act alone
or can withdraw from commitment to these key issues.

* Participants are abie to collect views and concerns from the different sectors,
thereby broadening their own views on the complexity of the issues in the
global food system. Normally these issues are discussed separately. Bringing
them together in the dialogue sessions, prompted by the expert presentations,
gave the opportunity to create a more complex picture and to discuss interac-
tions between the different issues at stake.
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Box 11.3 Engaging with stakeholders in the
Competing Claims programme

Too often, researchers blithely refer to involving “all stakeholders’. And perhaps
even worse, attempts are made 1o bring all stakeholders together in ‘multi-stake-
holder platforms’. This may be a valid approach when the issue at stake is
relatively simple and has few stakeholders, but when the stakes are high and cul-
tural differences run deep, meetings can precipitate or exacerbate conflict rather
than result in useful dialogue. In work in southern Africa on "Competing Claims
on Natural Resources’, focus is on focd security as one important aspect of rural
livelihoods that cannot be seen in isolation from other livelihood pursuits (see
www._competingclaims.nl). A key concept in the approach is that local problems
need to be addressed at multiple hierarchical levels to enlarge the ‘solution space’
within which new opportunities can be sought.

Identifying stakehoiders at the higher levels in a hierarchy is simpler by defini-
tion — there are fewer players to choose from. When engaging with rural people,
initial engagement must inevitably start through local officials and village leaders,
though it should not be naively assumed that they represent the position of the
majority. In particular, the poorest and most disadvantaged are the last to con-
tribute in meetings, if they attend at all. Experience shows that it is not passible
to develop a rutebock, or a standard set of methods that will work in all settings.
What is critical is having an ear close to the ground, and taking time to identify
marginal and excluded stakeholders and understand the positions of the differ-
ent stakeholders before bringing them together to discuss issues at stake.

A further issue is the legitimacy of the ‘outsider’ researcher in local debates and
problems (see Chapier 10), and this may be particularly apt in cross-cultural set-
tings. Coliaboration with local researchers, NGOs or other development agencies
is necessary, but often leads the researcher to become — unwittingly — associated
with such local stakeholders, compromising histher legitimacy for another set of
stakeholders. The political neutrality of the researcher is a fallacy, because already
research questions tend to be posed by sorme parties rather than others, and
inherently build on specific societal problem definitions, values and aspirations. A
transparent yet rigorous approach which makes the stakes explicit is a maore mod-
est, yet realistic, approach towards becoming legitimate.

The only general rule to be drawn is that there are no quick and clean meth-
ods of identifying stakeholders. It takes time and commitment to gain useful
insights, buitd legitimacy among stakehoiders, and to contribute to development.
These issues are further discussed by Giller et al {2008).

world’ (Gibbons et al, 1994). It must be noted, however, that stakeholders
play a multitude of different roles in the food system. They often have differ-
ent goals and agendas that may appear to be (or really are) conflicting.

A further complication is that food systems are inherently multi-scale and
multi-level, and the non-spatial scales are very relevant to food security/GEC
interactions (Ericksen et al, 2009). Different stakeholders operate on different
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“scales and levels; scale and level need to be clearly specified in research engage-
-ment activities. Identifying a discrete list of stakeholders for a given situation
s therefore far from simple, and the notion held by many researchers of
‘engaging with stakeholders’, while well intentioned, needs to be approached
-.with awareness of the nature and magnitude of the task, especially when
~working at more local levels (see Box 11.3). Indeed, the success of the project
can depend very much on how this stakeholder engagement is envisioned and
implemented, and who is at the table.

Finally, it is also worth noting that some key stakeholders (e.g. the busi-
.mess community} may sometimes be missing from the debate, and it is
important to try to identify why this is the case. Is it that they cannot afford
“the funds or time to become engaged; or they are not allowed to be involved
~(perhaps for political reasons); or they are simply not interested? It is also
- important to try to determine the impact of their absence, and what - if any-
~thing — can be done to compensate. Certainly, given that stakeholder
" participation can sometimes be seen as an automatic requirement, taking on
something of a ‘tick-box’ culture, some potentially important stakeholders
~may need to be persuaded to join the debate, especially if they are jaded from
~earlier, ineffective or disingenuous experiences. To overcome this challenge it
~is important to stress the benefits that engagement will bring to the stake-
‘holder (rather than the benefits their engagement will bring to the
researcher/project): how will engagement help them in their policy or busi-
‘ness or funding planning? Ideally, reluctance should transform into a
commitment to engage.

-Who sets the GEC—food security research agenda, and how?

Basic research is typically disciplinary-focused, often undertaken by relatively
~small groups of researchers. There may be little need to engage with benefici-
ary groups, even if the ‘end of pipe’ research outputs are anticipated to be of
some practical use. The more involved approach needed to address the
broader issues of food security will lead to research being conducted within a
‘more complex context. This might well be characterized by multiple biophys-
ical and social scientific issues, a high degree of uncertainty, value loading and
a plurality of legitimate perspectives of the varied stakeholders {see discussion
-on post-normal science in Chapter 10). Researchers trained in a given disci-
pline which, on the face of it, addresses directly the issues they are
investigating can well find themselves confronted by a range of issues in which
they have no experience or training. Indeed, stakeholder engagement in the
-way being discussed here, and especially at the regional level, is not the norm
for GEC science endeavours.

In the ‘classic” GEC research project typical of the international GEC
research programmes, a science plan is conceived by the scientists and pub-
lished. This lays out the research need (as perceived by the research
community) in terms of science output, and the relevance to the policy process
and resource management is often of less importance. Where relevance to
policy is indicated, it usually relates to the global level such as the United
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Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change or other international
conventions.

By contrast, the agriculture and food security research communities have
been working with partners on the ground, farmers, policy-makers and other
non-research stakeholders for many vears, and lessons learnt have much 1o
offer researchers addressing the interactions between GEC and food security,

Due to the complex and region-specific nature of both GEC and food
security (see Chapter 13), GEC~food security research can be of greater value
to stakeholders if set within the regional context and tailored to the needs of
regional policy-makers, NGOs, businesses and resource managers. Setting a
research agenda that is relevant to regional (as opposed to global and/or
generic) issues needs a highly consultative and inclusive approach. Further,
when conducted in regions of the developing world, the links to the develop-
ment agenda, and particularly to the Millennium Development Goals, must be
explicit. This necessarily means a stronger link to the development donor com-
munity, who are not traditional funders of GEC research. Again, lessons learnt
by the agriculture and food security research community have much to offer.
Box 11.4 shows the main steps in agenda-setting within GECAFS regional
studies.

GEC—food security research agenda-setting must aspire to build a number
of bridges that traditional GEC science has not well addressed. It must bridge
natural, social and economic sciences; science and policy, and other stake-
holders’ interests; and science and development. It must also relate to the
interests of each group of stakeholders. This is challenging, as it necessitates
spanning disciplines, research cultures, funding modes, and even attitudes and
perceptions of what constitutes science and GEC research. In fact, although
often thought to be a particular problem in the developing world, the issues
surrounding GEC—food security research agenda-setting are complex the
world over. There are a number of reasons for this.

First, and as discussed in Chapters 1 and 8, food security involves many
more issues than food production alone, and a wide range of disciplines have
to be integrated to understand the full suite of issues: economics, anthropol-
ogy, sociology and engineering sciences are, for example, as important as crop,
animal and agronomic sciences. In the research community, biophysical sci-
entists often assume the lead on agenda-setting for food security research, and
other researchers from the social sciences of equal relevance can be left out.
Alternatively, they may be invited in after the main {and often quite detailed)
elements of research are decided upon; ‘bolting on’ social science to what is
essentially a biophysical agenda generally does not work well! In contrast, the
development community generally tries to take a more balanced interdiscipli-
nary approach in agenda-setting. While outputs from disciplinary research
endeavours are essential building blocks, the GEC~food security agenda must
emerge from a balanced dialogue between researchers across social and natu-
ral sciences, and include other stakeholders as appropriate.

Second, the range of scales and levels pertaining to food security
(see Chapter 2), and interactions between them, pose particular challenges for
the GEC—food security agenda. Raising the bar from agenda-setting, which
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Box 11.4 Setting the research agenda for regional GECAFS
studies (GECAFS, 2005)

An important aspect of the GECAFS regional approach has been to ensure that
the research agenda closely matches major regional GEC science interests (as dis-

' - tinct to ‘international’ interests), policy needs and donor priorities. The process to
.|+ achieve this constituted the planning phase for each regional project (southern
- Africa, the Caribbean and the Indo-Gangetic Plains), and involved waorkshops,

informal conversations and discussions with a wide range of potential stakehold-

. ers in the region. In each case it culminated in the region’s GECAFS Science Plan

and Implementation Strategy.

The development for each region followed a common approach. Figure 11.1
shows the main steps in the planning phase (Steps 1-3) and subsequent imple-
mentation phase (Steps 4-6),

Step 1T Working with GECAFS Scientific Advisary Committee {SAC) members,
other GECAFS international Project Office (IPO) contacts and !GBP
{International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme), IHDP (International
Human Dimensions Programme) and WCRP {World Climate Research
Programme) National Committees within the region, identify regional
scientists likely to be interested in the GECAFS interdisciplinary approach
and establish a GECAFS initial regional planning group. This group
aimed to include members from the research, policy, NGO and private
sectors.

Step 2 Working with the initial regional planning group, identify regional sci-
ence, palicy and potential donor interests and information needs.

Step 3 Working with the initial regional planning group, and with other stake-
holders, establish GECAFS regional research questions, develop and
publish the GECAFS regional Science Plan and Implementation Strategy,
and establish a Regional Steering Committee,

Step 4 Working with the Regional Steering Committee and joined by Core
Project/ESSP (Earth System Science Project) representatives as appropri-
ate, establish regional research/Core Project/ESSP collaboration and
jointly design and implement GECAFS analyses,

Step 5 Working with regional scientists and the policy community, and Care
Project/ESSP  representatives as appropriate, deliver and interpret
GECAFS results in policy context,

Step 6 Integrate results across GECAFS studies in other regions to develop: (i)
improved generic understanding of food systems and their vulnerability
to GEC; (i) scenarios methods; and (iii} improved decision support.
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Source: GECAFS, 2005

Figure 11.1 Key steps in design (Steps 1-3) and envisaged implementation
(Steps 4-6} of GECAES regional food systems research

traditionally addresses agronomic issues at plot- or farm-level for a given
growing season, to one addressing food security for a nation or even sub-con-
tinental region over time, is daunting. Researchers have to develop, accept and
work within new conceptual models and frameworks, and relate these to pol-
icy and resource management considerations with which they are unfamiliar
and often uncomfortable.

Third, and of considerable practical relevance, GEC research is usually
thought of as the purview of agencies responsible for science and/or environ-
ment, whereas food security research is usually thought of in terms of
agriculture or aid agencies. Bringing these two groups together, and finding a
common agenda which appeals to their respective governance and donor poli-
cies, is far from easy, especially as the funders and government structures that
support the respective research communities are not traditional collaborators.
An encouraging development is thar the international development and
national security communities are now interested in becoming involved in such
research, aithough they have limited ability to fund research without an imme-
diate agenda for action. Within the GEC community, the ‘Global Change
SysTem for Analysis, Research and Training’ (START} and GECAFS have
both had some success on this front, while the emerging CGIAR (Consultative
Group on International Agricultural Research) agenda, ‘Climate Change,
Agriculture and Food Security’, has many aspects specifically designed to do
this (CCAFS, 2009).

So who sets the GEC~food security research agenda, and how? Given the
points made above, the ‘who’ is ideally the regional stakeholder community
at large (policy advisors/makers, resource managers, researchers, NGO
donors, etc.); and the ‘how’ is preferably by working interactively together,
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~ developing a shared vision and common understanding, and engendering
- trust. With such a broad stakeholder community this begs the question of
- how this engagement is managed, and by whom? Clearly it takes time, money
. and commitment, and may well result in an agenda that none of the partici-
- pants anticipated. Further, the agenda-setting process needs to be flexible to
~ inputs from science and policy developments as they emerge. This allows the
+ agenda to encompass latest thinking, and also engenders the buy-in of a wider

group (geographical and/or thematic) of stakeholders. There may also be a
particular need to integrate the business sector and/or NGOs, and this par-
ticular dynamic is discussed in Box 11.5.

Some final points warrant stressing when designing and undertaking
research which seeks to influence policy. It is crucial to establish the informa-
tion needs of the policy process early in research planning (see below), and to
develop the research programme accordingly. Further aspects of particular rel-
evance to the science—policy debate are the requirement to: {i) establish and
maintain credibility with all stakeholders; (i) achieve practicality; (i) demon-
strate usefulness to the designated beneficiaries; (iv} provide information to
end-users in a timely and accessible format; and (v) ensure acceprability by

Box 11.5 Stakeholder dialogue involving the NGO and business
communities

Stakeholder dialegue can only thrive in an atmosphere of cooperation and mutual
understanding, while serving the interests of the participants. There is always an
aspect of power in dialogue. Certainly NGOs in stakeholder dialogue have to be
able to exert such power in order to be taken seriously and to negotiate accept-
able results. This power could be in the magnitude of their constituency, their
high level relations, their press contacts or their cooperation with campaigning
NGOs. NGOs are not, however, a monolithic entity. For example, 'watchdog’
NGOs, of which Greenpeace is perhaps the most well known example, focus on
agenda-setting for public opinion and openly confront companies on their
deemed bad behaviour. This is in contrast to ‘dialogue’ NGOs {e.g. World Wide
Fund for Nature, WWF), which focus on coaperation with business and other
stakeholders in common analysis and finding common solutions.

While companies may not fall into as many different categories as NGOs, there
are clear differences within the business sector. Who is actually representing the
company or a group of companies can have a strong bearing on what they are
able to contribute to the dialogue and what subsequent actions they take. in gen-
eral, public affairs managers are well trained in stakeholder dialogue, but can
have problems with the acceptance of dialogue results within the company, while
representatives from business interest organizations have the responsibility to also
take care of the less innovative af their members. Research managers feel more
comfortable with scientists than with NGO campaigners. All three kinds of pro-
fessionals have their own multi-stakeholder networks. It is interesting to see that
these groups of networks often have very limited overlap.
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end-users (Ingram et al, 2007). All these aspects will benefit from a carefully
designed stakeholder engagement process which gives all stakeholders a sense of
participation in, and joint-ownership of, the research process. Finally, although
a number of options have been presented above, it is important to appreciate
that local customs and etiquette largely dictate the best way of establishing ‘who
needs to know what’, Local knowledge and people are critically important.

When to engage stakeholders in research planning

Stakeholder engagement is important throughout the GEC-—food security
research process, not only for setting agendas. This is because the roles of non-
research stakeholders include: (i) identifying the problem; (ii) helping to
formulate the research agenda; {iii) being sources of information; (iv} being
subjects of research; (v) being a target audience for dialogue on how to imple-
ment research results; (vi) implementing the research; and (vii) funding or
co-sponsoring the research. Figure 11.2 gives a conceptual framework for
organizing and understanding the complexity of stakeholder engagement
organized around six interrelated science activities. These range from design-
ing the research questions to communicating the message. All stakeholders are
represented by one of the ‘cards in the deck’, and the three-dimensional depic-
tion aims to capture the notion that multiple stakeholders can be involved at
various points along the six research stages.

While stakeholder engagement is important for research uptake, the tim-
ing, extent and nature of engagement depend on the precise situation, as
illustrated by the Inter-American Institute for Global Change Research (IAl)
Collaborative Research Network Program (CRN} case studies. These ranged
from studies focused on a strictly defined scientific issue, initially involving
only the GEC researchers, with stakeholder engagement coming later at the
communication and dissemination stages. Other studies drew on a range of
stakeholders from the outset. Across the range of IAT CRN case studies no
single model emerged and no single reason or motivation-driving stakeholder
participation was apparent. The following important points emerged from the
IAI analysis (Brklacich et al, 2007):

e Stakeholders are heterogeneous groups representing multiple interests in
GEC science.

o Stakeholders choose to participate in various stages of the scientific
process, seldom participating in all.

o Stakeholders’ participation in GEC science needs to be founded upon a
mutual understanding of their contributions to the project and the bene-
fits they will derive.

s Stakeholders make multiple contributions to GEC science, ranging from
establishing the research agenda to participating in data collection to
capacity building.

e Stakeholder participation in GEC science must be in accordance with
international and national law, as well as consistent with local norms for
the sharing of knowledge and benefits.
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stakehoider group n ]

stakeholder group B

Process of Science Group B
Scientists are Scientists are
involved involved
Defining the question Al B1
Choosing the methods AZ B2
Collecting data A3 B3
Analysing and interpreting data Ad B4
Deriving policy recommendations AL BS
Communicating the message Ab Bb

Possible situations

Conventional Science Trajectory: Typically only scientists are involved
Al —» A2 —3 A3 —» A4 ~—P» A5 ——Pp A

Participatory Science Trajectory: Scientists and stakeholders are involved at all stages
Al/B1 —» A2/B2 —— A3/B3 - A4/B4 —p AS/BS5 —p AB/BE

Common intermediate Trajectories

AlB —p A2 —Pp A3 —» A4 —> A5 —P> A6
Al —p A2 ~wep AJBI — Al —p AS —p AB
Al —p» A2 oop B3 —p AL — p A5 —p AG/BG

etc.
Adapted from Brklacich et al, 2007

Figure 11.2 Ovrganizing and understanding the complexity of
stakebolder engagement

o Stakeholder participation needs to be a planned set of activities within the
GEC science process and be based upon an adaptive research design.

¢  GEC science must avoid overtaxing stakeholders and recognize that stake-
holders have unequal capacities.

* The GEC science community has a responsibility to maintain and manage
an environment that fosters long-term stakeholder participation.

As noted above, stakeholders choose to participate in various stages of the
scientific process, but seldom participate in all. Brklacich et al (2007) give an
example of how planning agencies both helped define a river management
study in the Amazon and also then helped communicate the project’s find-
ings. Increasingly, however, there is a view that the research process cannot
meet stakeholder needs unless they, in fact, participate throughout the
research process. A particular example is the concept of co-production of
knowledge, which is increasingly becoming a central feature of major
research initiatives (e.g. UK’s Living with Environmental Change programme;
LWEC, 2009). An additional example is provided by the Famine Early
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Box 11.6 Building consensus among stakeholders:
A FEWS NET example

USAID designed FEWS NET in 1986 to provide information on food security of
communities in semi-arid regions so that widespread climate-related food secy-
rity crises do not occur. FEWS NET includes stakeholders who work in the public,
private or non-profit sectors in the region, and whose identities vary widely
depending on the location. In some regions, the meteorological communities and
health care workers are at the centre; in others, it is nutrition experts from gov-
ernment and trade networks.

The primary objective of early warning systems is to elicit an appropriate
response to an identified problem. Often, this requires that all stakeholders, from
the various donors of food aid, regional organizations made up of numerous
naticnal governments, to national and local gavernance structures in the coun-
try in question, agree that there is a problem and understand and concur on its
severity.

This consensus-building is very difficult and in many situations is often based
on the quantitative remote sensing imagery that provides irrefutable evidence of
a significant reduction in food production. Although everyone agrees that politi-
cal and economic factors are usually far more impartant in determining food
access and ltimately food security of a region, it is often the biophysical evidence
that all parties can agree upen as being ‘real’, vaiid and conclusive. This puts
remote sensing at centre stage in famine early-warning systems, even in an era
ot widespread telecommunication systems that have greatly increased informa-
tion availability from remote regions. Once stakeholders agree to the nature and
scope of the problem and come to the table to discuss what to do about it, then
they are able to address the underlying political and economic causes of the prob-
lem through efforts to engage partners to provide income support, clean drinking
water, health interventions and other responses appropriate to the situation in
addition to food aid.

As stakeholders continue to increase their attention and focus on food security
issues outside of food availability, the pressure wilf grow to transform the food
aid system to provide information on the wider food system’s functioning during,
a crisis (Okati et al, 1994; Haggar et al, 2001; Brown, 2008},

Warning System (FEWS NET) project of the US Agency for International
Development (USAID) (see Boxes 10.4 and 11.6). A key insight to emerge
from FEWS NET concerns the importance of engaging a range of stakehold-
ers in order to achieve consensus at the research communication stage: once
they agree to the nature and scope of the problem and come to the table to
discuss what to do about it, they are able to determine what actions will help
relieve the most intense symptoms of the food security crisis.
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How to engage stakeholders in research planning

As noted above, stakeholder engagement is of great importance in the research
design phase and a combination of approaches (consultancies, agenda-setting
workshops and informal approaches) can be employed to help set the agenda.
Each of these is discussed below.

Consultancies. Consultancies, where researchers are hired to ascertain stake-
holder views, prove particularly effective in determining information need
from stakeholders who would not normally participate in, or feel comfortable
at, an ‘academic’ brainstorming workshop. Examples of stakeholders who
- would be consulted for regional-level input include senior policy advisors from
-~ intergovernmental organizations or regional bodies (e.g. Southern Africa
Development Community, SADC; European Commission), resource MAnagers
(e.g. operations managers of major/trans-boundary irrigation schemes), and
representatives from specific target groups (e.g. farmer associations or major
supermarkets). Careful selection of consultants is important: local researchers
who are experienced in stakeholder dialogue (rather than international
experts) usually have the best feel for the nature of the issues at regional level,
and generally have the best contacts (sometimes personal, sometimes profes-
sional) and hence access to interviewees. A small team might be needed to
collectively cover the main science areas. A ‘down side’ of this process is that
interviewees may not strongly feel part of a collective agenda-setting exercise,
and do not benefit from discussion with others in a workshop setting,

Agenda-setting workshops. These bring the researchers together with the
* various stakeholders and are commonly used in designing research projects.
They have the advantage of sharing information more openly. Workshop out-
puts can be seen to be a product of collective discussion and consensus
(vis-3-vis consultancies), and hence can have more ‘standing’. This can be very
important both scientifically and politically, especially if a multi-country,
multi-disciplinary project is being planned. They can, however, be expensive
in cash terms (especially if long-distance travel is involved), and also in time
and effort in design, running and reporting. It may also be difficult to elicit
attendance from senior stakeholders, such as senior government officials.
There is also a risk that such workshops come up with rather long ‘shopping
lists’ of research needs that are expressed too generally to provide the sharp
focus that is needed on the key policy issues. Clear workshop objectives and
skilful facilitation can overcome this potential problem.

Informal approaches. Informal approaches by researchers to other stakehold-
ers can play a very important role in clarifying particular issues and helping
to achieve ‘buy-in’ of key people. Important messages can often be better
relayed outside the formal environment of a workshop session or interview.
Workshop ‘socials” and field trips are excellent opportunities for informal
exchange, and a relaxed evening together can be very helpful in helping peo-
ple to get to know each other better,
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It was clear from GECAFS planning exercises that neither consultancies nor
workshops alone delivered a clear research agenda and that some follow-up
activities (such as sending drafts to technical advisors in regional agencies for
their comments) were needed in all the GECAFS regional projects. Although
more protracted than would normally be the case for a disciplinary science
planning exercise, this process in itself had three important spin-offs: (i} it
helped raise awareness of the GEC issues within the policy and other stake-
holder communities; (ii) it helped raise awareness of the policy and resource
management issues within the GEC science community; and (iii) it identified,
and began to build, a cohort of stakeholders keen to work collaboratively.
Involving stakeholders in research planning can reveal issues that would
be missed by a science-alone process. A good example emerged in GECAFS
early planning discussions with senior policy-makers in the Indo-Gangetic
Plains. There is a policy imperative to address the massive seasonal movement
of casual labour from east to west, which brings considerable social upheaval,
Hence, addressing labour issues was called for as a component of the GEC—
food security agenda for the region, and research questions were developed
accordingly (GECAFS, 2008). This dialogue identified a key policy problem
that needed immediate solutions, along with the more general concerns about
medium- to long-term GEC—food security issues. It challenged the GEC
research community to incorporate issues of which they were hitherto Igno-
rant, thereby developing an agenda of greater interest and relevance to policy
imperatives. In so doing, it considerably increased the need for a larger num-
ber of disciplines to be engaged but this in turn led to greater networking,

Elements of good practice in stakeholder engagement

A number of recent studies have identified problems experienced in the
management and communication of research to inform policy-making and reg-
ulation {see, for example, Holmes and Clark, 2008; Holmes and Savgard, 2008;
Bielak et al, 2009; and Chapter 10). These studies have also identified elements
of good practice in respect of the planning and execution of research, the com-
munication of results and the evaluation of uptake and impact which are now
discussed briefly. In addition, the Overseas Development Institution’s ‘Research
and Policy in Development Programme’ {RAPID) has published a wide range of
practical frameworks and tools for researchers, policy-makers and intermediary
organizations, which are targeted at developing countries {ODI, undated).

Given the importance of research influence on policy for actually making
change happen, how can research-policy interactions best be enhanced?
Bammer (Bammer, 2008a; Bammer et al, 2010} presents six checklists which
illustrate complementary facets of this complex process:

1 Barriers to cooperation between policy-makers and researchers (Gregrich,
2003).

2 Different emphases of policy-makers and researchers (Heyman, 2000).

3 ‘Irrefutability’ of the evidence versus the ‘immutability’ of policy (Gibson,
2003a}.
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4 Five indicators of policy-maker responsiveness to research (Gibson,
2003b).

5 Questions for researchers to think strategically about their interactions
with policy-makers (Jones and Seelig, 2004).

6 Questions and suggestions for researchers on how to influence policy and
practice (Court and Young, 2006; and see Table 11.1, slightly modified
from the original).

As highlighted above, research is more likely to be successful in informing

" regional policy-making or regulation if it involves the decision-makers man-

dated to work at this spatial level (and/or their advisors) in the planning stages

. of research projects and programmes. Where the nature of the issue requires
it (comntested issues, complex systems and uncertain science as discussed

above}, a broader range of stakeholders should be involved. Each player may
see the issue differently, reflecting what might well be their different ‘world
views”: researchers through their disciplinary lenses; policy-makers and regu-
lators as conditioned by the constraints and pressures they are working to; and
other stakeholders influenced by their particular concerns and experiences of
the issue.

If the answers generated by the research are to be meaningful to these dif-
ferent players, a framing of the research gquestion needs to be arrived at
through discussion that reflects their various viewpoints. Framing issues and
consequent research questions based on this is inevitably selective, and hence
it is important to engage with as many different kinds of problem formulation
as possible (Becker, 2003; Shove, 20086).

It is important too that these interactions are sustained through the con-
duct of the research. If not, then as the questions faced by regional
policy-makers evolve, and the research path develops according to the
practicalities and consequences of discovery, the questions and the answers
may drift apart. If well managed, researchers, policy-makers and other stake-
holders will share ownership of the resulting knowledge and system
understanding, which will improve the chances that consequent decisions are
widely supported.

With regard to comsmunicating the findings of research, the approach
needs to use a set of communication forms and channels tailored to the audi-
ence and the circumstances. Communication through written media should be
complemented with face-to-face interaction between researchers and stake-
holders, allowing confidence in results to be tested and implications for
decision-making to be explored.

The communication strategy needs to be well thought through and
planned in advance, and a view developed on the intended impact of the com-
munication. However, the context for communication can change quickly: it
is important to anticipate changes where possible and to respond flexibly.
Wherever possible, good relationships and understanding between research
and user communities should be developed as a helpful precursor to research
dissemination. As an example, a high-level briefing to policy-makers, funders
and senior scientists from the Indo-Gangetic Plain organized to present
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Table 11.1 A framework of questions and suggestions for researchers aiming to influence

(adapted from Court and Young, 2006)

What you need to do How to do it

What you need to know

Work with the policy-makers.

Seek commissions.

Get to know the policy-makers, their

agendas and their constraints.

Who are the policy-makers?

Political context

Is there policy-maker demand for new ideas?

Line up research programmes with high-

profile policy events.

Identify potential supporters and oppcnents.

What are the sources/strengths of resistance?

What fs the policy-making process?

Keep an eye on the horizon and prepare for

Reserve resources to be able to move quickly

to respond to policy windows.

What are the opportunities and timing for input opportunities in regular policy processes,

intc formal processes?

Look out for - and react to ~ unexpected

policy “windows’.

Allow sufficient time and resources.

Build up pregrammes of high-quality work.,
Action-research and pilot projects to

Establish credibility over the long term.

What is the current theory?

Evidence

Provide practical solutions to problems.

Establish legitimacy.

What are the prevailing narratives?

demonstrate benefits of new approaches.

How divergent is the new evidence?

Use participatory approaches to help with

legitimacy and implementation.
Clear strategy and resources for

communication from start.

Build a convincing case and present clear

policy options.

What sort of evidenice will convince policy-

makers?

Package new ideas in familiar theory or

narratives.

Face-to-face communication.

Communicate effectively.

Partnerships between researchers, policy-

makers and communities.

Get to know the other stakeholders.

Who are the key stakeholders in the policy

discourse?

Links

Establish a presence in existing networks.

Identify key networkers and salespeople.

Use infarmal contacts.

Build coalitions with like-minded stakehoiders.

What links and networks exist between them?

Whe are the intermediaries and what influence  Build new palicy networks.

do they have?

Whose side are they on?

Develop extensive background on main

actor policies.

Who are main national and international actors  Get to know the main actors, their priorities

in the policy process?

External

and constraints.

influences

Orient communications to suit main actor

priorities and language.

Identify potential supporters, key individuals

and networks,

What influence do they have?

What are their action priorities?

Try to work with the main actors and seek

commissions,

Establish credibility,

What are their research priorities and

mechanisms?

Keep an eye on policies of the main actars
and look out for policy windows.

How do they implement policy?

Contact (reguiarly) key individuals.
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GECAFS research findings was the more valuable as the good working rela-

“tionships developed over the project life facilitated a full and frank discussion
on the value of the research.

Increasingly, the benefits of, and necessity for, two-way communication

~ with a broad range of stakeholders is recognized. In part, this reflects a shift

from a top-down, directive approach to securing societal change, to one which
centres on encouraging shifts in behaviour of the many individual agents who
collectively can achieve the desired outcome.

A further dimension of good practice concerns the characteristics of
‘robust’ evidence. Clark et al (2002) consider how institutions mediate the
impacts of scientific assessments on global environmental affairs (Chapter 3),
and conclude that the most influential assessments are those that are perceived
by a broad range of actors as having three attributes:

e salience: whether an actor perceives the assessment to be addressing ques-
tions relevant to their policy or behavioural choices;

o credibility: whether an actor perceives the assessment’s arguments to meet
standards of scientific plausibility and technical adequacy; and

o legitimacy: whether an actor perceives the assessment as unbiased and
meeting standards of political fairness.

An additional point, and one that been particularly important in relation to
the recent ‘climate-gate’ issue, concerns transparency: whether the research
process is seen as sufficiently open.

Finally, it is worth noting that for stakeholder engagement to be effective,
the personalities of all those involved are important; human nature can
frustrate earnest attempts to communicate genially and find consensus. It is
crucial not to ‘get off on the wrong foot’ so some knowledge of the proposed
participants’ personalities is important, especially when facilitating first-time
interactions. Similarly, knowledge of any ‘history’ of prior interactions
between stakeholders {be it good or bad) can be very helpful in designing
meetings and other interactions. Setting the right atmosphere for the meeting
is also important, and a range of informal and/or social activities can be a key
aspect for building trust and developing friendships. These aspects not only
help with the meeting itself, but can also develop a strong foundation for
longer-term collaborations.

Interactions with stakeholders to enhance decision support
for food security

The policy community is often the main stakeholder group of interest to
researchers working at the regional level (see Chapter 13). To be of use in sup-
porting policy formulation, research on the development and assessment of
possible strategies to adapt food systems to the impacts of GEC should be
elaborated in the context of the policy process. As the food security—-GEC
debate encompasses many complex and interactive issues, a structured dia-
logue is needed to assist the collaboration among scientists and policy-makers.
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This can be facilitated by a variety of decision support approaches and tools,
ranging from general discussions and mutual awareness-raising (including for-
mal joint exercises such as scenario construction and analyses; see Chapter 3
and Box 11.7} to simulation modelling, geographic information systems and
other tools for conducting quantitative analyses of tradeoffs of given policy
options.

Application of a holistic decision support process raises awareness in the
policy community of the interactions between GEC and food systems; identi-
fies and communicates the options and constraints facing researchers and
policy-makers; identifies methods and tools that best facilitate the dialogue
between scientists and policy-makers related to GEC and food systems;
and helps both researchers and policy-makers assess the viability of different
technical and policy adaptation strategies by analysing their potential conse-
quences (feedbacks) for food security and environmental goals.

But how can decision support best be delivered? Research on improved
decision support needs to bring together a number of different approaches:
‘integration and implementation sciences’ to draw together and strengthen the
theory and methods necessary to tackle complex societal issues (Bammer,
2005); research on how an adaptive management ethic and practice that sup-
ports the concept of sustainable development can be initiated and implemented
in complex, regional or large-scale contexts (Allen, 2001); and the adaptive
management approach for incorporating communications, analysis and sce-
narios development (Lee, 1999; Gunderson and Hoiling, 2002; Henrichs,
2006). Such approaches lay the foundations for delivering specific support for
key policy-makers at the national and regional levels (as outlined by Lal et al,

Box 11.7 Using scenaria exercises to facilitate cornmunication
among stakeholders

Scenario exercises can facilitate stakeholder involvement, thus linking research
activities more closely to actual decision processes. This can be especially effec-
tive where dialogue is centred on uncertainties and complexity, and an
assessment of future trends is sought - as is the case when discussing GEC inter-
actions with medium- to long-term implications for food security. Scenario
exercises have shown considerable potential to provide a mechanism for involv-
ing a range of stakeholders and for facititating communication between them.

Generally speaking, scenario exercises can be and have been effective in sup-
porting three main clusters in any assessment {Henrichs et al, 2010);

* The research and scientific exploration cluster (i.e. helping to better understand
the dynamics of (complex) systems by exploring the interaction between key
drivers).

* The education and public information cluster (i.e. providing a space for struc-
turing, conveying and illustrating different perceptions about unfolding and
future trends).
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e The decision-support and strategic planning cluster (i.e. offering a platform for
soliciting views about expected future developments and to analyse trade-cffs
between pathways).

Ideally, a scenario exercise contributes ~ to some degree - to all of the above by
aiming to enhance credibifity through expert knowledge {i.e. ‘Is the exercise con-
vincing?'), salience to stakeholders (i.e. ’Is the exercise refevant?’), and legitimacy
in the way stakeholders are involved {i.e. ‘Is the exercise inclusive and unbiased?”);
also see Alcammo and Henrichs (2008). All three aspects have direct relevance to
facilitating communication with and between stakeholders.

It is worthwhile noting that the discussions by which scenarios are developed
{i.e. the ‘process’) can be as least as important as the scenarios themselves (i.e.
the ‘product’), because they allow uncertainties to be discussed by a range of
stakeholders - see Bigys et al {2004} or Henrichs et al (2010).

Three process-related benefits particularly cantribute ta this {following Okali et
al, 1994; Hagagar et al, 2001; Henrichs et al, 2010):

1 Those who participate in a scenario development process gain better under-
standing of the issue via the structured dialogue between experts and
stakeholders,

2 Scenario exercises offer a ‘neutral space' to discuss future challenges, as
uncertainty about the future has an ‘equalizing effect’: as no-one can predict
the future, thus no-one is right'. This opportunity for open discussion also
helps in engendering mutual respect, understanding and trust, which is
crucial for building effective research teams for follow-up activities.

3 The discussion of, and reflection an, possible future trends can create the
ground to reveal conflicts, common views about goals, or different percep-
tions about today's challenges.

A scenario exercise was conducted as part of the GECAFS research on GEC and
food security in the Caribbean. The exercise's aim was twofold. First, it set out to
develop a set of prototype Caribbean scenarios for research on GEC and regional
food systerns (i.e. develop a ‘product’; as published in GECAFS, 20086). Second,
the exercise aimed to initiate and facilitate an enhanced dialogue between stake-
holders, including researchers and policy-makers from different countries in the
region, and regional bodies, an the issue of regionat food security (i.e. facilitate
a 'process’; see GECAFS (2006) for more details). The enhanced communication
and team-building engendered by the scenario process resulted in continued
interaction betweaen the stakeholders heyond the scenario exercise itself.

2001). These approaches rely upon a strategy that begins with identifying the
key stakeholders, includes a process of reflection to develop a common under-
standing of the problem, and then proceeds through a joint learning process.
But, and as noted above, designing such a strategy — let alone implementing it
— is far from straightforward. A greater appreciation of such ideals will, how-
ever, help researchers and policy-makers work together so that the best
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available scientific information informs the policy process. Another way to
think of decision support platforms is that they include a set of tools, meth-
ods and information that facilitates the dialogue among scientists and
policy-makers in a co-learning framework. This co-learning approach is cen-
tral to the engagement and decision support process. Furthermore, this
approach provides a strong basis for social, biophysical and economic scien-
tists to learn how to effectively address complex issues in a holistic, practical
setting.

Innovative decision support platforms (such as the ‘Questions and
Decisions’ {QnD) system: Kiker et al, 2005; Kiker and Linkov, 2006) will be
needed for food security—GEC research, as they allow the incorporation of
complex ecosystem models, and their linkage to environmental-based decision
support tools, in a systematic way. Other researchers have placed particular
emphasis on trade off analysis, integrating biophysical and socio-economic
models in a process or dialogue with policy-makers (Antle et al, 2003;
Stoorvogel et al, 2004). Antle (2003) emphasizes that the approach is a
‘process’, not a model per se. The form of the model and analyses are guided
through stakeholder dialogue, thereby helping regional policy-makers and
other stakeholders to understand and plan for impacts of GEC in the social,
political and economic context in which decisions are made and policies are
implemented. Decision support platforms will be used within a decision sup-
port process that combines data processing and analysis, modelling, evaluation
and assessment tools, enhanced concepts {e.g. vulnerability) and policy pro-
jections (national, regional and international). The decision support process
will also use a range of dissemination mechanisms (e.g. policy briefs, printed
maps). No single decision support system will fit the needs of all situations, so
a flexible framework will be needed. The aim of the GECAFS decision support
research has been to develop approaches that will help policy-makers and
other stakeholders in clear and effective ways. The scenarios exercises were
very effective components in this regard, primarily by facilitating communica-
tion and mutual understanding of the range of stakeholders’ world views.

Figure 11.3 shows how the various components of food systems research
(i.e. on food systems and their vulnerability to GEC; adaptation options; sce-
nario construction; and tradeoff analyses) can be brought together in a
structured dialogue between scientists and stakeholders. It also shows the crit-
ical aspect of joint agenda-setting.

Assessing effectiveness of stakeholder engagement

While enhanced stakeholder engagement might be high on the researchers’
agendas, and considerable efforts are made to develop links, it is important to
assess its effectiveness. Ultimately, of course, the intention of research in the
GEC/food security area is to bring about a change in behaviour of the intended
beneficiaries, so that the outcomes of their actions become more effective in
combating food insecurity — the research ‘impact® (CCAFS, 2009). This can
take many years to be firmly seen, and can be hard to measure, not least
because of other ‘confounding factors that will influence the eventual impact
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of any policy. Hence, it is appropriate to examine intermediate measures of
'uptake and impact which can be evaluated on a shorter timeframe, are more
directly determined by the research project and which can provide an early
indication as to the likelihood of the eventual outcome. It is meanwhile possi-
ble to estimate the effectiveness of stakeholder engagement by undertaking a
survey of stakeholders’ views vis-a-vis the researchers’ aspirations. Survey
results can be very revealing and help set priorities for both follow-up studies
and enhanced stakeholder engagement, Box 11.8 summarizes some of the
questions and responses from a survey of GECAFS stakeholders.

Finally, the following questions serve as a checklist to help researchers
undertake an ex post analysis of their interactions with the regional policy
process (adapted from Bammer, 2008b):

° What was the purpose of providing research support to policy and who
was intended to benefit?

®  What parts of the policy system were targeted and what research was rel-
evant?

® Who provided the research support and how did they do it?

*  What contextual (i.e. broader external context) factors were important in
getting the research recognized or legitimated?

¢ What was the outcome?

- Assess
Vulnerability

Build
Scenarios

{Conditions) {Plausible futures)

Identify
Adaptation

‘Analyse
Implications

(Options) (DS-Toolbox)

Adapted from Henrichs, 2006

Figure 11.3 The various components of GECAFS research are brought
together in a structured dialogue between scientists, policy-makers and
other stakebolders
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Box 11.8 The GECAFS stakeholder survey

After about five years of project activities, GECAFS designed and conducted an
email survey intended to assess the effectiveness of reaching out 1o a broad user
community {i.e. stakeholders), and aiso to gather feedback on ways in which to
better serve their needs in future.

Questions covered a range of aspects including the nature of respondents’
interactions with GECAFS such as: Does/did your engagement contribute posi-
tively to your work? Are there any specific forms of interaction that you have
had with GECAFS that you found particularly useful for your work? Can you sug-
gest any ways in which GECAFS can contribute more substantially to your work?
And more general issues such as: Who, in your opinion, should GECAFS seek to
influence with its research work and findings? Can you suggest ways in which
GECAFS can strengthen its presence among national and regional stakeholders
in your region? To what extent, in your opinion, does GECAFS contribute to
making linkages between science and policy-making? Can you suggest any ways
in which to strengthen this contribution? Other guestions cover a range of issues
such as the nature and format of GECAFS workshops, the website, and the desir-
ability of a newsletter. Feedback was received from about 30 of the ca. 100
recipients.

Almaost all the participants in the survey felt that their interaction with GECAFS
had contributed positively to their work in concrete ways, and many were able
to cite specific examples {'it expanded my interaction outside the notion of cii-
mate change and agricultural production to a food system as defined by
GECAFS").

Most respondents felt workshops and meetings were the most beneficial form
of interaction they had with GECAFS in the past, allowing for a better under-
standing of GECAFS concepts, aswell as presenting an opportunity for interaction
with policy-makers and for networking {'allowed interaction with some of the
finest scientists in vulnerability science, environmental economist, agricultural pro-
duction etc.").

In specific relation to stakeholder engagement, most of the respondents felt
that GECAFS' key target groups should be policy- and decision-making commu-
nities at the global, regional and nationat levels, and the science community.
Policy-makers specifically identified include politicians, Permanent Secretaries,
Chief Technical Officers in ministries responsible for fisheries, agriculture, envi-
ronment, industry and finance, and fisher folk leaders, agriculture department
officials and opinion leaders in rural communities. In addition to the policy and
science communities, other target groups identified by the respondents include
donors; relevant practitioners and stakeholders including representatives of agro-
business, farmers, food consumers, producers and traders; internationa agencies
such as FAQ (United Nations Food and Agriculiural Crganization) and CGIAR;
universities {researchers and students); media; NGOs; and relevant research and
development institutions.

Several respondents feli, however, that GECAFS outreach to these communi-
ties was limited. Some cited passible reasons for this - including the need to have
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something substantial to offer before committing too much time to outreach, in
terms of both findings and resources for further research; the need for funding
to carry out work at the regional and national levels, as it is difficult to reach out
to politicians and other decision-makers without concrete results; and the ditfi-
culties in engaging communities (such as policy-makers; whose timescales are
generally more immediate than those of the research community.

Specific methods and tools suggested by the survey respondents to improve
GECAFS' outreach and stakeholder interaction included:;

s |dentify and stick to & few themes.

= Involve stakeholders in designing research projects 1o create ownership of
results.

» Develop smaller, more marketable projects for donor funding and greater
stakeholder participation.

* Develop simulation models on food security and its socioeconomic impacts.

= Wark with collaborative institutes (like CARD! who work directly with policy-
makers.

* Become a strong player in the work of the Eurcpean Science Foundation.

* Develop a research programme with the CGIAR.

° Determine who the real decision-makers are in government — those who advise
the policy level.

* Piggyback with relevant regional outreach activities.

¢ Organize regional workshops using research and papers already developed,
with decision and policy-makers in attendance.

Conclusions

The ultimate aim of many GEC-food security research projects is to help peo-
ple adapt to the additional problems GEC will bring to achieving food security
— which is, for many, already a complex challenge. For instance, the stated
goal of the GECATFS project was drafted as: “To determine strategies to cope
with the impacts of global environmental change on food systems and to
assess the environmental and socioeconomic comsequences of adaptive
responses aimed at improving food security.” ‘Determining strategies’ involves
more than producing science outputs — it requires very active engagement
with stakeholders to discuss viability — an unviable plan (albeit scientifically
robust) is not a particularly valuable strategy! So, in order to achieve ambi-
ticus goals of this nature it can be helpful to clearly differentiate between
research outputs, research outcomes and research fmpacts. This helps ‘break
down’ what might be a high-level project objective into more manageable
components and clarifies the comparative roles the different stakeholders play
in each.

Coping and adaptation means ‘doing things differently’ (i.e. changing
behaviours). Real research impact will only come about if intended benefici-
aries can see the benefits of making such changes, which will be most likely if
they understand and trust the research process — and this will most likely be
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the case if stakeholder engagement is a fundamental aspect of research. This
is especially important in agenda-setting and the number of different
approaches discussed above (formal agenda-setting workshops, consultancies
and informal approaches) can be useful. Different combinations of these
approaches, or even all three, help in establishing ‘buy-in’ to the research
process by a wider range of stakeholders than just researchers. Choosing the
best approach(es), and deciding when and where implementation would be
most effective, is a crucial part of research planning and stakeholder engage-
ment at the regional level.
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