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ABSTRACT

Studies have revealed that in spite of investments in agricultural research and
innovations in Rwanda, farmers have not been aligning themselves with agricultural
research findings. Many farmers still practise traditional farming and remain
vulnerable to weather and related conditions. Among the issues that might cause this
phenomenon is ineffective communication of agricultural research findings to
farmers. Since the most important institution dealing with agricultural research in
Rwanda is the Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB), the aim of this study was to find out
how RAB communicates agricultural research findings to farmers. The study
subscribed to the relativist ontology and interpretive epistemology. The qualitative
approach was used with data generated using interviews and focus group discussions.
Study participants included RAB researchers, as well as farmers that worked with
RAB in the Southern Zone. Participants in the study produced lengthy and multi-
thematic narratives on how research results were communicated to farmers at RAB,
which were analysed and arranged according to emerging themes and sub-themes in
accordance with the research objectives. While Transmission and Transactional
Models of Communication were used to describe the communication of agricultural
research results to farmers, Diffusion of Innovation Theory, Participatory
Communication Approach, Freire’s Theory of Conscientization, and Active
Audience/Reception Theory helped to understand that communication. The study
revealed that research results at RAB were communicated to farmers using two
approaches: direct and indirect. In direct approaches, researchers engaged farmers
directly without any mediation. This was mainly used when RAB researchers went to
farmers’ fields to validate the results of their research. Indirect approaches consisted
in extensionists taking research results and related messages to farmers through face-
to-face meetings as well as the use of mass media. While RAB staff blamed farmers
for being held back by their traditional beliefs and poor farming practices, farmers
also blamed RAB staff of overloading them with instructions that in some cases were
not realistic, ignoring their voices and rejecting everything they had been practising.
Findings suggest that while new farming practices had been adopted by farmers
especially in the demonstration farms, the majority of them continued their traditional
farming practices in farms not accessed by the RAB staff. They blamed RAB of
imposing new farming practices without considering their traditional knowledge
systems. The study argues that the top-down, often authoritarian method of
engagement with farmers led to a lack of sustainability in the implementation of ideas
emerging from agricultural research organizations, hence undermining research
efforts. In line with theories used in the study, the study recommends that a dialogic
process of engagement be adopted in order to empower farmers with knowledge, the
need to adopt new agricultural practices and how these would enhance their
productivity.
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS AND CONCEPTS

This section explains important terms and concepts that are used in this thesis. It

guides the reader on the intended meanings and perspectives.

Community Engagement

According to Social Pinpoint (2018) in order to understand community engagement,
there are closely related terms that need to be defined. Those are Community
Engagement, Public Engagement, Public Participation, and Civic Engagement. For
Social Pinpoint researchers, “engagement” is just another English word that needs to
be understood basing on the context in which it is used. However, they say that the
under-used meaning of any variant of "engagement™ is where it means people 'doing’
rather than just talking. Engagement sounds more inclusive and it indicates being part
of a long-term process. Whereas the word participation creates a bit more distance,

you participate in something but you have no influence on the process itself.

“Civic engagement” can be defined as working to make a difference in the civic life
of one’s communities and developing the combination of knowledge, skills, values
and motivation to make that difference. It means promoting the quality of life in a

community, through both political and non-political processes.

Concerning “community engagement”, Social Pinpoint (2018) says that there is no
widely accepted definition of community engagement and the meaning can vary in
different contexts. Community engagement is a broad term that covers the interactions
between groups of people with a common interest or identity and other stakeholders.
Community engagement allows community members to actively contribute to
Council decisions and actions by creating an inclusive environment in which

community feedback is embraced, considered and acted upon. It serves as a response



XV

to increasing community concern about low levels of trust and confidence in
government and addresses the escalating expectation that all levels of government be
responsive to the community, accountable for levels of service and spending.
Community engagement is also about engaging with the community to provide access
to a greater range of solutions — The collective wisdom of the community can help
Council to achieve the vision and aspirations of the community. It is not simply about
sharing information, or listening to opinions via a survey or focus group, it is about
partnership with communities to engage them in joint decision making. Inevitably this
leads to empowerment which is not something that can be given to a community but

something that can emerge when conditions are conducive to its emergence.

With regard to “Public Engagement”, Social Pinpoint (2018) says that it involves the
process that brings people together to address issues of common importance, to solve
shared problems, and to bring about positive social change. Effective public
engagement invites average citizens to get involved in deliberation, dialogue and
action on public issues that they care about. It helps leaders and decision makers
better understand the perspectives, opinions, and concerns of citizens and

stakeholders.

In the context of this study, it is about engaging farmers and allowing them to actively
contribute to decisions and actions about their lives, problems and challenges by
creating an inclusive environment in which their feedback is embraced, considered

and acted upon.

Communication
In this study, communication is used to mean what Griffin (2012, p.6) defines as “the

relational process of creating and interpreting messages that elicit a response”. This
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conception goes beyond the traditional way of looking at communication with
“transmission”, “transfer”, “dissemination” associations. It takes the communication
to be much more than transmitting transferring or disseminating a message. It
considers the relational process of creating the message as the most important element
of communication. The “relational, co-creation of message” is the one that informs

the study since it considers agricultural researchers/extensionists and farmers to be

equally important.

Conscientization

According to Freire (1970) conscientization is the liberating process of
consciousness- mobilization that enables critical thinking about how we live and how
the world we live in is ordered. This dynamic process is political because it is meant
to transform the person into an ethically conscious citizen. It uncovers the effects of
oppression and exclusion, and increases awareness of unjust circumstances, events,
and relations that have been ignored and normalized or considered part of daily life.
Persons who undergo a conscientization process arrive at a different understanding of
the world, of themselves, and of their roles and possibilities. Conscientization
includes the processes of problematization, de- ideologization, and de- alienation,
from which a non-fractioned consciousness regarding social situations is constructed
and reconstructed, allowing a new understanding of the lifeworld, and of the
circumstances configuring this lifeworld. In this study conscientization (theory) was
adopted as a theory that could help Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB) to engage
farmers to deeply understand their own problems and actively participate in solving
them. More on conscientization is found in Chapter 3 - Conceptual Framework,

Theory of Conscientization.
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Development
According to Bellu (2011, p.2), in general terms, “development” means an “event
constituting a new stage in a changing situation” or the process of change per se. As
he puts it, if not qualified, “development” is implicitly intended as something positive
or desirable but when referring to a society or to a socio-economic system;
“development” usually means improvement, either in the general situation of the

system, or in some of its constituent elements (Bellu, 2011, p.2).

This term ‘development’ is used in the study mostly referring to positive and desired
change in the agricultural sector in Rwanda as a result of agricultural research. It is
also used to refer to the positive and desired change in the lives of farmers and

farmers’ happiness and well-being.

Development Communication

Development communication (also referred to as “‘communication for development,”
“development support communication,” and more recently, “communication for
social change”) has been defined differently by different authors. For Servaes (2008,
p.14) development communication means the study of social change brought about by
the application of communication research, theory, and technologies to bring about
development. It is a widely participatory process of social change in a society,
intended to bring about both social and material advancement, including greater
equality, freedom, and other valued qualities for the majority of people through their

gaining greater control over their environment.

This study is rooted in the field of development communication and uses development
communication perspectives to determine how effective the communication of

agricultural research results at RAB is.
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Participatory Communication
Participatory communication is an approach based on dialogue, which allows the
sharing of information, perceptions and opinions among the various stakeholders and
thereby facilitates their empowerment. It is not just the exchange of information and
experiences: it is also the exploration and generation of new knowledge aimed at
addressing situations that need to be improved. Participatory communication tends to
be associated with community-driven development, but it could be used at any level
of decision making (local, national, international) regardless of the diversity of groups
involved (Tufte and Mefalopulos, 2009). In this study, participatory communication
refers to fostering dialogue and sharing of information, perceptions and opinions
among stakeholders in the communication of agricultural research results to farmers
by Rwanda Agriculture Board. More on participatory communication is found in

Chapter 3 - Conceptual Framework, Participatory Communication Approach.

Research Communication

Research communication is defined as the process of interpreting or translating
complex research findings into a language, format and context that non-experts can
understand. This goes way beyond the mere dissemination of research results and
involves a network of participants and beneficiaries, researchers themselves,
journalists, editors and their media, intermediaries who provide links between
stakeholders form an interdependent network linking their differing roles in the
communication process. Donors, policy makers, generally governments, user
organisations and the ultimate, individual beneficiaries are all potential users of
research whose information needs have to be addressed in very different ways and

within very differing contexts (Carter & Paulus, 2014).
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Agricultural Communication
According to Satyanarayana (2007, p.7), agricultural communication is defined as “a
planned transfer of farm technologies from the research system to the farmers’ system
through extension system and media with a view to make desirable changes in respect
of higher productivity, profitability and prosperity and also get feedback from the
clients”. This definition seems to equate agricultural communication with agricultural
extension which focuses on agricultural research results transfer or dissemination to

farmers.

For the sake of this study the term “agricultural communication” has been used to

mean research generation, dissemination and utilisation.

Agricultural Extension

Agricultural extension has traditionally been defined as the delivery of information
and technologies to farmers, which leads to the technology transfer model of
extension, seen by many as the main purpose of agricultural extension
(Anandajayasekeram, Puskur, Sindu, and Hoekstra, 2008, p.83). This is based on the
idea that ‘modern’ knowledge and information is transferred through extension agents

to recipient farmers. It limits itself to the dissemination of agricultural information.



CHAPTER ONE
GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview of the General Introduction

The study “Community Engagement on Scientific Research: The Process of
Communicating Agricultural Research Results to Farmers by the Rwanda Agriculture
Board” is rooted in the field of Development Communication, and precisely,
Participatory Development Communication. Participatory Communication Approach
was used to understand how agricultural research results are communicated to farmers
by the Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB). The introduction of this study presents the
background to the research, the problem of the study, its purpose and objectives,
justification and significance of the study, assumptions, scope and limitations of the

study. It also gives the organisation of the report.

1.2 Background of the Study

1.2.1 Research and development

Kirkland, Mouton and Coates (2010, p.3) show that research is very important in
countries’ development and that governments give a lot of value to research
initiatives. However, they indicate that despite the importance of research to
economic and social development and the significant resources that are provided from
many institutions and agencies for development research, a significant proportion of
available research findings are not taken up by the users for whom they are intended.
These researchers found out that developing countries face inhibitors and practical
barriers to effective communication of research findings to end users. They argue that
much as researchers are expected to be a key intermediary resource to provide

solutions to improve the quality of life of poor people in Africa, there has been little



institutional support for them in the area of research communication (Kirkland et al.,

2010, p.3).

In Rwanda, for example, the Government has put a lot of emphasis on research and
research results’ generation. It has taken research as the indispensable drive to
development. Rwandan research policy as presented in Ministerial Instructions N°
003/2010 of 09/12/2010 for Research Regulations; Organic Law no 20/2005 of
20/10/2005, Law no 23/2006 of 28/04/2006, Policy on Science, Technology and
Innovation of October 2006, Higher Education Policy of July 2008, Presidential Order
n° 51/01 of 13/07/2010, Vision 2020 and Economic Development and Poverty
Reduction Strategy (EDPRS) shows that the Rwandan Government highly values

research.

Research policies in Rwanda insist on quality research standards in higher learning
and research institutions. With regard to research results communication, research
policies in Rwanda emphasise on keeping a record of the research and publications.
They suggest that research activity and publication data must be included in
institutional annual reports. Policies recommend that academic and research staff
must publish books and/or articles in recognized or accredited academic journals

(Butera, Shyaka & Habimana, 2012, p.61).

According to the Development Research Uptake in Sub-Saharan Africa (DRUSSA)
(2013), there are many terms used to describe the processes by which knowledge
generated through research finds its way to those who need it. These include “research
communication”, “research dissemination” and “research utilisation” (or “research

into use”). For DRUSSA (2013), research ‘“communication” and “dissemination”

suggest a more limited conceptualisation of “pushing research out” from the



university or research institute in which it was produced, and “utilisation” suggests
the activities of the “end user” as they incorporate new knowledge into their practical
or policy-oriented work. DRUSSA (2013) uses “research uptake” to encompass all of
these dimensions, research dissemination and research utilisation. However, viewed
from the Freirean perspective, communication intervenes in all the dimensions of
uptake and even goes beyond to consider how the research/information comes to

existence and where it comes from (Fritze, 2013).

The Cape Peninsula University of Technology (2012) suggests that there is a need not
to simply communicate research findings to users, but also to effectively scope and
understand the needs of these users in the initial stages of project design, and in some
cases to involve them in research as it progresses. In its Discussion Paper dated 2012,
the Cape Peninsula University of Technology presents the ability of universities to
respond to the research needs of their stakeholders in the design and undertaking of
work therefore as part of a comprehensive research uptake approach (Cape Peninsula

University of Technology, 2012).

When one looks at research in Rwanda and its connection with Rwandans’ well-
being, agricultural research becomes paramount since the agricultural sector in
Rwanda employs more than 90% of the Rwandan population. Research in agricultural
sector in Rwanda is mainly carried out and coordinated by the Rwanda Agricultural
Board (RAB). That is why the proposed study looked at how agricultural research

results are communicated to farmers at Rwanda Agricultural Board (RAB).

1.2.2 Description of the Rwanda Agriculture Board
Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB) is an autonomous body established by Law

N°38/2010 of 25/11/2010. This law specifies that RAB has the general mission of



championing the agriculture sector development into a knowledge based, technology
driven and market-oriented industry, using modern methods in crop, animal, fisheries,
forestry and soil and water management in food, fibre and fuel wood production and
processing. RAB, which is under the Ministry of Agriculture, was formed from three
agriculture agencies, namely the Rwanda Agriculture Research Institute (French
acronym: ISAR — Institut des Sciences Agronomiques du Rwanda), which was
primarily dealing with agricultural research on one side, and the Rwanda Animal
Resources Development Authority (RARDA) together with the Rwanda Agricultural
Development Authority (RADA), which were serving as extension agencies. This was
meant to remove the historical legacy that created a huge gap between research and
extension. It was also meant to strengthen the linkage with policy, and establish
efficiency in service delivery through institutional integration in the agricultural sector

for improved livelihoods of the Rwandan people (Rwanda Agricultural Board, 2012).

The expectation of creating RAB premised on physical proximity under one
administrative structure, using a common standard operating procedure, which
removes institutional boundaries by improving communication, mutual understanding
and consensus building between extension, research and policy. This research-
extension-policy nexus was considered critical in intensifying the focus and
increasing the relevance of research and extension to pertinent issues required for
acceptable levels of agricultural sector growth and contribution of the sector to the
overall socioeconomic development process in Rwanda. Although its head office was
put in Kigali, the Capital of Rwanda, Rwanda Agriculture Board was meant to
execute its activities in four agricultural zones of the country: Northern Zone,

Southern Zone, Western Zone, and Eastern Zone. It therefore has 4 branches



corresponding to those agricultural zones, which are structured in almost the same

way.

The communication between RAB and farmers in different zones is somewhat similar
and, in this study, it was assumed that studying the communication process in one
zone can provide a clear picture of how other zones function in terms of
communication. However, it was realised that, in terms of research, each zone focuses
on crops or animals that are predominant and important in the zone. Each Agricultural
Zone has researchers in different crop and animal dependent programmes together
with extensionists making it a unit capable of conducting agricultural research and
disseminating/communicating research results. The following figure shows the
organisational structure of Rwanda Agriculture Board, Southern Zone, which was the

focus of this study.
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Figure 1: Organisational Chart of RAB Southern Agricultural Zone
Source: Government of Rwanda, Official Gazette N°46 bis of 14/11/2011

Much as the Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB) was created in 2010, the study
revealed that the acronym RAB is mainly used by people working at Rwanda
Agriculture Board as well as other educated people. Most of the neighbouring people,
predominantly farmers, do not refer to the institution as RAB. They still refer to it as
ISAR. This refers to the French “Institut des Sciences Agronomiques du Rwanda
(ISAR)”, which translates as the Rwanda Agricultural Research Institute. ISAR was

created during the colonial period, and had been dealing with agricultural research



only. It was therefore grouped with other institutions that were dealing with extension

to form the Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB).

1.3 Statement of the Problem

Agriculture-led growth is the main strategy for development in Rwanda with farmers
accounting for more than 90% of the Rwandan population (Bizimana, Usengumukiza,
Kalisa & Rwirahira, 2012, p.32). The national government budget on agriculture was
8 billion Rwanda francs in 2000; 67 billion in 2010/2011, and 100 billion (10.2% of
the total national budget) in 2012 (Bizimana, et al., 2012, p. 32). The Ministry of
Agriculture uses part of its budget on grants, loans or/and subsidies to support
agricultural research in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. In addition to the
national budget, the agricultural sector gets extra funding for research from
development partners (RDB, 2012, p. 10). This investment in agricultural research has
paid dividends. There have been a lot of research results in crop protection, genetic
resource conservation, biotechnology, post-harvest handling and management, and

livestock production (RAB, 2013).

However, in spite of increasing expenditure on agricultural research and production of
agricultural research results, studies have shown that the performance of the
agricultural sector remained low. While analysing the agricultural situation in
Rwanda, the Institute of Policy Analysis and Research (IPAR) (2009, pp.2-3) realised
the following: there is little use of modern technology, and a low use of fertilisers.
There is little use of improved seeds and pesticides due to a combination of a shortage
of supply, poor distribution networks, a lack of knowledge and skills, and a lack of
incentives. There is little irrigated land and a weak meteorological capacity, making
the sector vulnerable to weather-related shocks. The quality of products is poor;

nearly a third of milk produced is wasted due to lack of proper milking, milk handling



and transport mechanisms; 90 per cent of agricultural production is food crops,
leaving cash crops to less than 10%, and 66 per cent of the agricultural produce is
consumed by producers. This was also confirmed by RDB (2012, p.11-12) in Rwanda

Agricultural Sector Skills Survey 2012,

Literature shows that research findings and innovations have been made available by
research institutions (the Institute of Policy Analysis and Research, 2009; RAB, 2013;
Gahakwa et al., 2014). However, these findings and innovations do not sufficiently
reflect in farmers’ practices. One of the factors that can cause this phenomenon is
ineffective communication of those research findings to farmers and lack of
engagement of farmers. As scholars have revealed, access to appropriate information
and knowledge is known to be one of the biggest determinants of agricultural

production (Masuki, et al., 2010).

Against the above background, | wanted to find out whether lack of agricultural
information, poor practices and low performance of farmers might be linked to the
way farmers are engaged with research findings and innovations and how these

research findings and innovations are communicated to them.

| therefore chose to explore this issue focusing on Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB)
since it is the most important institution doing research in agricultural sector, meeting
ordinary farmers and coordinating agricultural research in other institutions in
Rwanda. | studied ways in which agricultural research results are communicated to

farmers at RAB focusing on the farmers’ perspective.

1.4 Aim of the Study
The aim of this study was to explore how Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB)

communicates agricultural research findings to farmers in order to determine how it



makes these research findings reach and get used by farmers and therefore contribute

to the performance of the agricultural sector.

1.5 Research Questions

The study undertook to find answers to following questions:

1. How does Rwanda Agriculture Board communicate agricultural research results to
farmers?

2. How do farmers working with Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB) make sense of
RAB communication initiatives relating to research findings?

3. What can Rwanda Agriculture Board do to improve the communication of

research findings to farmers?

1.6 Scope of the Study

The study is about research communication but focuses on the communication of
agricultural research results by Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB). With regard to
RAB zones in Rwanda, | chose to work with the Southern zone since it is the widest
zone with long history in agriculture research and extension. The study is situated at
organisational communication level. However, it focuses on external organisational
communication by Rwanda Agriculture Board. It studied the communication of
agricultural research results between RAB and farmers in the Southern Agricultural

Zone of Rwanda.

1.7 Justification of the Study

The missions of most research institutions in Rwanda rotate around “Service to the
People” and/or “Socioeconomic Development of Rwandans”. In this perspective,
Rwanda Agriculture Board as a research institution that does research in agriculture

should use its research to soundly impact on farmers’ development as a way of
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realising its mission. It should make the needy farmers access, own and use
agricultural research results for their development. This study is therefore geared
towards finding out how Rwanda Agriculture Board communicates research findings
to farmers in order to determine how it makes agricultural research findings reach

farmers and therefore contribute to the performance of the agricultural sector.

1.8 Significance of the Study

This study is expected to contribute to the existing body of knowledge on the need to
promote research communication for improved agricultural productivity in order to
make sustainable development in farmers a reality. It was meant to remind research
institutions in Rwanda that though people need information and research results in
their developmental activities, generating information is one thing and making it
useful is another. More than 90% of Rwandans being farmers, the focus on
agricultural sector in research becomes paramount in advancing development in
Rwanda. It is also important to always check whether findings in agricultural research

really reach intended beneficiaries.

1.9 Limitations of the Study

Agricultural research in Rwanda is done by the Ministry of Agriculture, Rwanda
Agriculture Board, Higher Learning Institutions dealing with agriculture, as well as
Non-Governmental Organisations operating in the agricultural sector. The focus of
this study being Rwanda Agriculture Board, the results of this study might not be
generalizable to all institutions dealing with agricultural research in Rwanda. They
might only apply to Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB), which was the focus of the
study. However, this study provides insights to all agricultural researchers not only in

Rwanda but also in other situations similar to Rwanda.
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1.10 Methodology

The study falls into the interpretive paradigm and borrows from the qualitative
approach. The communication of agricultural research results by Rwanda Agriculture
Board could only be apprehended by making its stakeholders talk about it. Data
collection/generation tools therefore included in-depth interviews and focus group
discussions, and their analysis and interpretation followed the qualitative trend.
Participants in the study included purposively selected RAB researchers,
extensionists, communication officer and librarian as well as purposively selected
farmers. These participants produced lengthy narratives about the communication of
agriculture research results at RAB which were analysed into relevant themes and
sub-themes in line with the research objectives, research questions and conceptual

framework. More on the methodology is found in the chapter on methodology.

1.11 Organisation of the Thesis

The thesis comprises 7 chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the study. It discusses the
research problem and its background. It gives research objectives, research questions,
justification of the study, significance of the study, scope of the study, limitations of
the study and methodology. Chapter 2 presents the literature review. It presents what
researchers focused on in the area of agricultural research communication in general
and in Rwanda in particular, and talks about the gaps that need to be bridged in that
area. Chapter 3 talks about the conceptual framework that was used to understand,
describe and appreciate the phenomenon of communication of agricultural research
results to farmers by Rwanda Agriculture Board. Chapter 4 talks about methodology.
It presents the research paradigm, population of the study and sampling, data
collection/generation methods and techniques as well as data analysis. Chapter 5

presents the findings for the study. Chapter 6 is about the discussion of findings and
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presents key lessons that were drawn from the research. Chapter 7 is about general

conclusions and recommendations.

1.12 Summary

This chapter gives a background to the study and clearly explains what the research is
about. It highlights the importance of taking research findings to their intended users.
It shows that the problem of the study is the incommensurateness of investments in
agricultural research and abundance of research results, on the one hand, and
agricultural productivity and farmers’ practices and well-being, on the other hand.
The chapter also provides the scope of the study, its importance and significance as
well as its limitations. Within the interpretive paradigm, the chapter also briefly
introduces the approach, population and sample as well as data collection methods. It

also presents the organisation of the thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Overview

This chapter situates the study in the field of communication studies in general and
development communication in particular, with a special focus on participatory
communication. It presents a review of existing literature about agricultural research
and agricultural research communication, agricultural policies in Rwanda, and
agricultural research communication in Rwanda. The relationship between agriculture
and development, the status of agricultural research communication, and challenges in

agricultural research communication are also discussed in the chapter.

2.2 Situating the Study in the Field of Communication Studies

This study falls in the field of Development Communication and, therefore, enters
Communication Studies as the broad area of the research/thesis. Communication
studies (also referred to as communication sciences) is an academic discipline that
deals with processes of human communication, commonly defined as the sharing of
symbols to create meaning. It examines how messages are interpreted through the
political, cultural, economic, semiotic, hermeneutic, and social dimensions of their
contexts. Communication studies integrates aspects of both social sciences and the
humanities (Calhoun, 2011). According to the New Charter University (2017) there
are three types of communication: verbal, involving listening to a person to
understand the meaning of a message; written, in which a message is read; and

nonverbal communication involving observing a person and inferring meaning.

2.2.1 Development communication as a field of communication studies
The Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (2016) distinguishes two broad

communication areas: institutional communication - a useful tool to publicise what we
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do and report on our actions, and communication for development - a tool for social
and political transformation that promotes participation and social change using the
methods and instruments of interpersonal communication, community media and
modern information technologies. Communication for Development emerged closely
interconnected with the growing “development industry.” At the beginning it was
named “development support communication,” then “program  support
communication,”  “communication  for  development,” or “development
communication,” and it has been seen as a strategic tool to persuade people to change

and enhance development processes (Tufte & Mefalopulos, 2009).

It is worth noting that multinational and multilateral donors tend to introduce their
own variations in denominations but, while in essence, talking about the same reality.
The Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) talks of Communication for
Development (ComDev); the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) talks about
Communication for Development (C4D); the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) talks of Communication for Empowerment; the World Bank
talks of Development Communication (DevComm), while the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) talks of Communication for

Results (Wilkins, Straubhaar & Kumaar, 2014).

Wilkins et al. (2014) argue that the contemporary focus for the new field of
communication has been “social change”. Although they acknowledge “change” as
the common denominator in this field, they feel that choosing between “development”
and “social change” would be unproductive. They then suggest maintaining the two
and talk about “Communication for Development and Social Change” while referring
to this contested field. Development communication can be categorized into different

fields of study such as education, agriculture and health among others. For the sake
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of this study, however, all the terms above that have been used to refer to this
communication field that aims at enabling people to have a say, participate and
develop a sense of ownership, are used interchangeably, and more often,

“Development Communication” is used.

As Waisbord (2001, p.1) put it, development communication has its origins in post-
war international aid programmes to countries in Latin America, Asia and Africa that
were struggling with poverty, illiteracy, poor health and a lack of economic, political
and social infrastructures. Development communication commonly refers to the
application of communication strategies and principles in the developing world. It is
derived from theories of development and social change that identified the main
problems of the post-war world in terms of a lack of development or progress

equivalent to western countries (Waisbord, 2001, p. 1).

The Development Communication Division of the World Bank (DevComm)
considers development communication as an interdisciplinary field based on
empirical research that helps to build consensus while it facilitates the sharing of
knowledge to achieve positive change in development initiatives (Mefalopulos, 2008,
p.8). This looks at Development Communication as, not only effective dissemination
of information but also using empirical research and two-way communication among
stakeholders. Development Communication is also looked at as a key management

tool that helps assess socio-political risks and opportunities.

There is also a definition for Development Communication that emerged at the First
World Congress of Communication for Development held in Rome in October 2006.
Here participants in the Congress agreed to conceive Development Communication as

a social process based on a dialogue, using a broad range of tools and methods. They
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also agreed that Development Communication is also about seeking change at
different levels, including listening, building trust, sharing knowledge and skills,
building policies, debating, and learning for sustained and meaningful change. It was
agreed in the Congress that Development Communication is not public relations or

corporate communication.

2.2.2 Main theoretical models that characterised development communication

Scholars identify 3 main theoretical models that characterised development
communication and matched people’s understanding of the concept “Development”.
Different scholars referred to these models as development paradigms. According to
Korten (2013), a paradigm is a fancy word for the worldview, model, or story of how
things work that underlies the theory and methodology of a particular field of thought.
In the case of development, the relevant field of thought is standard economics and its
theory of how a country moves from “underdeveloped” to “developed” nation status,
whereby it is believed that societies advance by learning from and emulating the
behaviour of their financially most successful individuals, corporations, and nations.
Scholars have called this the Old Development Paradigm and the opposite thoughts,

the New Development Paradigm.

The OIld Development Paradigms

The OIld Development Paradigms are basically the Dominant Paradigm:
Modernisation and the Opposing Paradigm: Dependency. In the Old Development
Paradigms, money is the measure of value and the purpose of the economy and
business is to grow aggregate consumption and financial returns, flows, and assets.
People and nature are commodified and valued for their contribution to generating
financial returns—people are looked at as investors, consumers, and workers; whereas

nature is viewed as a pool of free resources and a convenient waste dump.
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The monetization and commodification of relationships, competition for individual
financial advantage, and abandonment of attachments to place are celebrated as
contributions to increased economic efficiency and accelerated development progress
as defined by growth in Growth Domestic Product (GDP). Freed from constraints of
national borders and the meddling of government regulators, proponents of the Old
Paradigm believe the invisible hand of the unfettered market will magically turn a
natural human tendency towards individualistic competition and excess into limitless
prosperity for all. They advocate eliminating national borders and leaving
management of the global economy to those global corporations that emerge as
winners in the global competition for economic dominance. By their success, these
corporations demonstrate their distinctive ability to maintain a relentless focus on the

financial bottom line and their superior wealth creation capacity.

According to Old Paradigm logic, economic growth will generate the financial assets
necessary to correct for related social and environmental harms. In the meantime, if
the economy of one place is depressed, its natural resources are exhausted, its taxes
are too high, or its air, ground, and water are dangerously contaminated, just move to

another place.

i) The Dominant Paradigm: Modernization
This old paradigm, rooted in the concept of development as modernization, dates back
to soon after World War Il and has been called the dominant paradigm because of its
pervasive impact on most aspects of development. In this paradigm, communication
was associated with the dissemination of information and messages aimed at
modernizing “backward” countries and their people. Because of the overestimated
belief that they were extremely powerful in persuading audiences to change attitudes

and behaviours, mass media were at the centre of communication initiatives that
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relied heavily on the traditional vertical one-way model: Sender-Message-Channel-
Receiver (SMCR). This has been the model of reference for the diffusion perspective,
which has often been adopted to induce behaviour changes through media-centric

approaches and campaigns.

ii) The Opposing Paradigm: Dependency
In the 1960s, strong opposition to the modernization paradigm led to the emergence of
an alternative theoretical model rooted in a political-economic perspective: the
dependency theory. The proponents of this school of thought criticized some of the
core assumptions of the modernization paradigm mostly because it implicitly put the
responsibility, and the blame, for the causes of underdevelopment exclusively upon
the recipients, neglecting external social, historical, and economic factors. They also
accused the dominant paradigm of being Western-centric, refusing or neglecting any

alternative route to development.

With regard to communication in the dependency paradigm, the basic conception
remained rooted in the linear, one-way model, even though dependency theorists
emphasized the importance of the link between communication and culture. They
were instrumental in putting forward the agenda for a new world information and
communication order (NWICO), which was at the centre of a long and heated debate
that took place mostly in the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) in the 1980s. One of the main issues in this paradigm was
the demand for a more balanced and equitable exchange of communication,
information, and cultural programmes among rich and poor countries. Although the
dependency theory had gained a significant impact in the 1970s, it started to lose
relevance gradually in the 1980s with the failure of the alternative economic models

proposed by its proponents.
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The New Development Paradigm

Although many scholars chose to also refer to this paradigm as participation,
highlighting participation as the salient element that differentiates this paradigm from
the old paradigms (Mefalopulos, 2008; Imoh, 2013; Sylvester, 2016), scholars such as
Korten (2013); the Royal Government of Bhutan (2013), and Alliance for
Sustainability and Prosperity (2013) observed that, in addition to participation, the
main focus for the new development paradigm is happiness and well-being. It is worth
mentioning that this study was mainly informed by the New Development Paradigm

philosophy.

In the worldview of the emerging New Development Paradigm, life is the measure of
value. The purpose of the economy and business is to maintain and enhance the
health, vitality, resilience, and creative potential of people and nature—including
strengthening relationships of caring, cooperation, and sense of attachment to nature
and communities of place. Economic performance is evaluated against indicators of
the health and well-being of people, nature, and living communities. Policy options
are assessed accordingly. Financial systems are valued only for their contribution to
maintaining and balancing accounts in market transactions in support of the
economy’s true purpose of maintaining and enhancing living system health and well-

being.

By New Paradigm reckoning, the proper and healthy function of markets depends on
the helping hand of democratically accountable governments to assure compliance
with mutually agreed rules of public conduct essential to community integrity and
mutual prosperity and to maintain essential common physical, cultural, and

institutional infrastructure. New paradigm economists look at nature as an essential
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source of wisdom, inspiration and learning as we strive to bring human societies into

symbiotic, mutually creative balance with the living systems of Sacred Earth.

The resilience and generative capacity of Earth’s biosphere are products of life’s
capacity to self-organize locally everywhere to maximize the sustainable, self-reliant
local capture, sharing, and utilization of the energy, water, nutrients, and information
on which life depends. Managed borders are essential to maintain the integrity of
these processes. The institutions of the global human economy, therefore, properly
support bounded self-organizing, self-reliant bioregional economies that work in
balanced partnership with nature’s natural processes to meet the needs of their own
people, while exchanging their surplus and freely sharing beneficial knowledge,

culture, and technology with members of other bioregions.

This new paradigm was called by some scholars, participatory development. When
the promises of the modernization paradigm failed to materialize, and its methods
came increasingly under fire, and the dependency theorists failed to provide a
successful alternative model, a different approach focusing on people’s participation
began to emerge. This new model is less oriented to the political-economic dimension
and more rooted in the cultural realities of development. The development focus has
then shifted from “economic growth” to include other social dimensions needed to
ensure meaningful results in the long run—as indicated by the consensus built in the
definition of the Millennium Development Goals. Sustainability and people’s
participation became key elements of this new vision, that is, participation got

increasingly recognized as a necessary part of sustainable development strategies.

There have been varying definitions of participation depending on the perspective

applied. According to Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009), some stakeholders define
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participation as the mobilization of people to eliminate unjust hierarchies of
knowledge, power, and economic distribution. Others define it as the reach and
inclusion of inputs by relevant groups in the design and implementation of a
development project. These examples represent two of the main approaches to
participation: a social movement perspective and a project-based or institutional
perspective. These perspectives, however, share a common understanding of
participation as the involvement of ordinary people in a development process leading
to change. From the institutional perspective, participation can be used as tool to
achieve a pre-established goal defined by someone external to the community
involved. For the social movement, participation itself can be a goal as an

empowering process.

According to Food and Agriculture Organisation (2014) participation entails the
equitable and active involvement of all stakeholders in the formulation of
development policies and strategies and in the analysis, planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of development activities. Participation is not merely
enlisting community support for a development project or gathering information from
community members about their problems or needs. Rural people should gain
knowledge and awareness of their own social, economic and political conditions so
they can deal with their common issues and consciously take the initiative to seek
change, innovate and find solutions. In this process, experts are required but only as

facilitators. This emerging paradigm has been given different names such as “another

99 ¢¢ 99 ¢

development,” “empowerment,” “participation,” and “multiplicity paradigm.”

While emphasising that meaningful participation cannot occur without
communication, scholars also posited that too many development programmes,

including community-driven ones, seem to overlook this aspect. While paying
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attention to participation, they do not pay similar attention to communication, which
should be the professional use of dialogic methods and tools to promote change. As
Ali and Sonderling (2017) observe, lack of genuine participation in development
process of the local community could be one of the major causes for the failure of
development projects in achieving their targets. They therefore posit that
academicians and practitioners seem to have learned from their past failures and they
tend to understand the need for the participation of stakeholders in the development
process by considering the paramount roles the stakeholders play for the success of

the development projects.

The new paradigm is also changing the way communication is conceived and applied.
It shifts the emphasis from information dissemination to situation analysis, from
persuasion to participation. Rather than substituting for the old model, it is broadening
its scope, maintaining the key functions of informing people and promoting change,
yet emphasizing the importance of using communication to involve stakeholders in
the development process. This new paradigm was used to understand the
communication of agricultural research results by Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB)
focussing on farmers’ happiness, well-being, satisfaction, participation, etc., as key
elements in the New Development Paradigm. Farmers were viewed as the
beneficiaries of agricultural research results produced by Rwanda Agriculture Board
(RAB) who, in the new development paradigm, need to be empowered and need to
participate in all endeavours geared towards their development. This communication

was therefore analysed basing on the farmers’ perspective.
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2.3 Previous Research in Community Engagement in Research, Agriculture and
Agricultural Research Communication
Scholars have demonstrated that community engagement is a core element of any
research effort that claims to be in the interest of or involving communities (Ahmed &
Palermo, 2010; McCloskey et al., 2011; DRUSSA, 2012). These scholars also
indicated that endeavours in the development process, especially in developing
countries, cannot leave aside the agricultural sector. They analysed the policies and
assessed the sector and looked at how the quality and output of research can be
improved. They came up with several conclusions and recommendations geared
towards advancing and developing this sector. Most recommendations were addressed
to the government, calling for more investments and more institutional restructuring,
enticing the private sector and encouraging and supporting more research in the

sector.

2.3.1 Community engagement and research

McCloskey et al., (2011, p. 7) defined community engagement as the process of
working collaboratively with and through groups of people affiliated by geographic
proximity, special interest, or similar situations to address issues affecting the well-
being of those people. It is a powerful vehicle for bringing about environmental and
behavioural changes that will improve the health of the community and its members.
It often involves partnerships and coalitions that help mobilize resources and
influence systems, change relationships among partners, and serve as catalysts for

changing policies, programs, and practices.

McCloskey et al. (2011, pp. 8-10) identified nine areas in which community
engagement made a positive impact. Those nine areas and the corresponding benefits

were as follows:
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Agenda—Engagement changes the choice and focus of projects, how they are
initiated, and their potential to obtain funding. New areas for collaboration are
identified, and funding that requires community engagement becomes

accessible.

Design and delivery—Improvements to study design, tools, interventions,
representation/participation, data collection and analysis, communication, and
dissemination can be implemented. New interventions or previously
unappreciated causal links can be identified through the community’s
knowledge of local circumstances. The speed and efficiency of the project can
be enhanced by rapidly engaging partners and participants and identifying new

sources of information.

Implementation and change—Improvements can be made in the way research
findings are used to bring about change (e.g., through new or improved
services, policy or funding changes, or transformation of professional
practices), and capacity for change and the maintenance of long-term

partnerships can be expanded.

Ethics—Engagement creates opportunities to improve the consent process,
identify ethical pitfalls, and create processes for resolving ethical problems

when they arise.

The public involved in the project—The knowledge and skills of the public
involved in the project can be enhanced, and their contributions can be
recognized (possibly through financial rewards). These efforts foster goodwill

and help lay the groundwork for subsequent collaborations.
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f. Academic partners—Academic partners can gain enhanced understanding of
the issue under study and appreciation of the role and value of community
involvement, which sometimes result in direct career benefits. In addition,
new insights into the relevance of a project and the various benefits to be
gained from it can result in increased opportunities to disseminate its findings

and their wider use.

g. Individual research participants—Improvements in the way studies are carried

out can make it easier to participate in them and bring benefits to participants.

h. Community organizations—These organizations can gain enhanced
knowledge, a higher profile in the community, more linkages with other
community members and entities, and new organizational capacity. These
benefits can create goodwill and help lay the groundwork for subsequent

collaborations.

i. The general public—The general public is likely to be more receptive to the

research and reap greater benefits from it.

McCloskey et al., (2011, p.10) acknowledged that there can be costs associated with
community engagement (for example, increased time and other resource needs, the
need to develop new skill sets, increased expectations) but contended that these are
more than outweighed by the positive impacts and generally can be addressed over

time through training and experience.

According to Ahmed and Palermo (2010), community engagement in research is a
process of inclusive participation that supports mutual respect of values, strategies,

and actions for authentic partnership of people affiliated with or self-identified by
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geographic proximity, special interest, or similar situations to address issues affecting
the well-being of the community of focus. Community engagement is a core element
of any research effort involving communities. It requires academic members to
become part of the community and community members to become part of the
research team, creating a unique working and learning environment before, during,

and after the research.

Community engagement was defined as a process that requires power sharing,
maintenance of equity, and flexibility in pursuing goals, methods, and time frames to
fit the priorities, needs, and capacities within the cultural context of communities.
Community engagement in research is often operationalized in the form of
partnerships, collaborations, and coalitions that do the following: help mobilize
resources and influence systems, change relationships among partners, and serve as

catalysts for changing policies, programs, and practices (Ahmed & Palermo, 2010).

While talking about community engagement in research (also referred to as
community-engaged research), Ahmed and Palermo (2010) explained that community
engagement in research stems from demands by community leaders, policymakers,
and funders for meaningful community involvement to address health problems
facing communities. Several models for community engagement in research exist,
including community-based participatory research, empowerment evaluation,
participatory or community action research, and participatory rapid appraisal.
Researchers conducting community engagement in research need appropriate
education and training not typically offered by traditional doctoral and master’s level
curricula. The field clearly needs long-term programmes that integrate the knowledge

and skills of experienced community and researcher partners in high-quality
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participatory research to build the capacity of young and traditionally trained

researchers and scientists interested in pursuing community engagement in research.

Scholars noted that the principle of community engagement has not been respected in
most of the research that has been conducted. They highlighted the importance of
educating investigators and communities on how to engage communities in research
and ensuring that reviewers are also familiar with the principles of community
engagement in research and understand the value of this approach. They believed that
by incorporating the community engagement frameworks, funders, researchers, and
communities will help expand the cadre of researchers who are well prepared to form
authentic partnerships with communities and ensure that proposals for community
engagement research receive a fair and appropriate review. This will then increase the
amount of high-quality community engagement research that researchers and
communities conduct. This will, in turn, have a positive impact on the health of

communities (Ahmed & Palermo, 2010).

It is worth mentioning that most of the endeavours that are available in community
engagement in research (also referred to as community-engaged research) are in the
field of health research (Ahmed & Palermo, 2010; McCloskey et al., 2011; DRUSSA,
2012). The focus for this study was therefore community engagement in agricultural

research in Rwanda.

2.3.2 Researchers and the communication of research output

Edge, Martin, Rudgard and Manning (2011, p. 3) found out that making a research
output freely and openly available can be in the hands of the individual. These
scholars realised that there are barriers to the communication of research outputs such

as the lack of required resources and institutional policies to drive these activities.
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They also realised that current behaviours in choosing routes to communicate research
results are still strongly biased toward the traditional routes of publishing in journals
and books and appearing at conferences. This puts aside people like farmers who are
not highly educated and have little or no access to academic channels of
communication. The most important factors these scholars say encourage researchers
to communicate their research outputs effectively are related to ‘opportunities for
career enhancement’, ‘institutional demands to report or communicate outputs’, and
institutional capabilities. They also realised some role of direct monetary reward in
relation to royalties and opportunities for personal development. Given the fact that
those incentives are not always available, researchers do not adequately communicate

their research results.

In the case of Rwanda, research and research communication seem to be the
responsibility of higher learning and research institutions. The government of Rwanda
has put a lot of emphasis on research and research results’ generation. It has taken
research as the indispensable drive to development. Rwandan research policy as
presented in Ministerial Instructions N° 003/2010 of 09/12/2010 for Research
Regulations; Organic Law no 20/2005 of 20/10/2005, Law no 23/2006 of 28/04/2006,
Policy on Science, Technology and Innovation of October 2006, Higher Education
Policy of July 2008, Presidential Order n° 51/01 of 13/07/2010, Vision 2020 and
Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS) shows that the

Rwanda Government put a lot of emphasis in research results generation.

However, much as the research policies in Rwanda put a lot of emphasis on
increasing the generation of quality research results, they seem to limit research
communication to the publication of books and academic articles and papers. For

example, according to the Presidential order n° 51/01 of 13/07/2010 establishing
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quality standards in higher learning institutions, higher learning and research
institutions must have policies and procedures to assure the quality of the research and
consultancy undertaken by academic/research staff and students and its ethical
acceptability. All higher learning institutions must keep a record of the research and
publications of each of their academic staff. Research activity and publication data
must be included in the institutional annual reports to the Higher Education Council.
The publication of books and/or articles in recognized or accredited academic journals
done by academic staff must also be emphasized. Scholars noted, however, that the
publication of books and articles might not be the proper tool to communicate

research results to all the people who might want to use the results.

Contrary to the practice of research in Rwanda, DRUSSA (2012) shows that it is only
through proper communication, which goes beyond publishing books and articles that
research findings can reach people who need to use them in order for the research to
be useful. It gives an example of the research in drug abuse among the youth of
Rwanda in 2011 by the Kigali Health Institute (KHI) that had significant impact in
that country, not only changing its policy direction, but also giving rise to
interventions by civil society and other stakeholders, ultimately leading to changes in
behaviour at grassroots level. As DRUSSA (2012) explains, KHI communications
officer collaborated with the directorate of research and the principal investigator, in
disseminating the findings of the study. These were announced at a launch workshop
that brought together all stakeholders, including the ministries of Health, Youth and
Information and Communication Technology (ICT), Education, the Rwanda National
Police, district mayors, teachers, researchers from other universities and civil society
representatives. The event was also well attended by the national media. Several

media-related events took place in the run up to the launch, including interviews with
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the media and liaising with journalists. The research was subsequently communicated
in all the national media, including print, radio stations and television. The
communication strategy employed was appropriate because the research was of
national concern and made good use of the channels and tools available (DRUSSA,

2012).

As DRUSSA (2012) highlights, the results also got shared on external forums and
with researchers at other institutions, and got simplified and packaged into clear and
candid messages for the public. Several campaigns were launched throughout the
country—at grassroots level, in secondary schools and at universities, using sports,
entertainment and education. DRUSSA (2012) says that after using the above

communication tools, the following results were observed:

A technical committee to monitor substance use and abuse among the youth was
established in the Ministry of Youth and ICT; a bigger committee composed of
parliamentarians, ministers, police officers, the army and religious leaders was
established to keep an eye on the problem; a module was developed at the Kigali
Institute of Education, in collaboration with the National University of Rwanda, to
train anti-drug campaigners on the effects of substance use and abuse; intervention
programmes by civil society sprang up; an age-restriction was placed on the sale of
alcoholic beverages, and the Police stepped up efforts to clamp down on illegal

drugs, resulting in an increased drug-related arrest rate.

2.3.3 Relationship between agricultural research and development
Diao, Hazell, Resnick and Thurlow (2007, p.38) posit that according to economic
theory, cross-country empirical studies, and the success of the green revolution in

Asia, agriculture can play a critical role in the development process. These scholars
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note that in much of the development literature, agricultural growth has been viewed
as a precondition for industrialisation because the sector provides surplus labour to
industry, savings for capital investment in non-agricultural sectors, and more food to
meet the increasing demand of a growing non-agricultural labour force, without which

labour costs in the industrial sector must rise.

In the case of Rwanda, the Institute of Policy Analysis and Research (2009, p.2)
realised that the Rwandan economy is, and will remain for the foreseeable future,
heavily dependent on the agricultural sector, as the sector employs around 90 percent
of the population, provides 91 percent of the food consumed in the country,
contributes 36 per cent of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), and accounts for 70 per
cent of revenue from exports. Diao, Bahiigwa and Pradesha (2014) also observed that
agriculture continues to be one of the most important growth pillars for Rwanda, and
a much higher growth target is set for agriculture under the new development strategy
and investment plan. Bizimana et al., (2012) linked development in agricultural sector
in Rwanda with real poverty reduction. They observed that since most of the
population living in poverty in Rwanda is located in the rural areas with their major
activity being agriculture, the development of this sector is therefore synonymous

with poverty reduction in general.

While also highlighting the role of agriculture in development of Rwanda, Gahakwa
et al. (2014) chose to focus on agricultural research. They posited that agricultural
research is the engine driving agricultural growth in Rwanda. They showed that
research has developed and released high yielding, disease and pest resistant crop
varieties, animal breeds/genotypes and other improved technologies. These have

resulted in increased productivity/unit area while protecting the natural resource base.
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In line with national policies, combating malnutrition and extreme poverty has also
been a priority for agricultural research. These scholars say that the main challenge
that still needs to be overcome is the effective and timely transfer of technologies to

end users.

In their conclusions and recommendations, geared towards advancing and developing
the agricultural sector these scholars addressed the government and development
partners, calling for more investments and more structural change, enticing the private
sector and encouraging and supporting more research in the sector. There has been

little or no focus on farmers, the most important partners in agricultural development.

2.3.4 Agricultural Policies in Rwanda

It is worth mentioning that not all policies connected to agriculture and agricultural
sector in Rwanda were reviewed in this study. Only policies that have more bearing
on the study were reviewed. The main agricultural policies and strategies reflected in
this study were drawn from different government documents such as Vision 2020; the
Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS) (2008-2012); the
National Agricultural Policy 2004; Ministry of Agriculture Report 2008 & 2009, and
Strategic Plan for Agricultural Transformation (PSTA) I, Il, 11l & IV. To achieve the
sustainable growth and development in the agriculture sector, the Government of
Rwanda stressed the essential nature of strong strategic plans that are aligned with the
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) which is at
the heart of efforts by African governments under the African Union (AU) and the
New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) initiative to accelerate growth

and eliminate poverty and hunger in Africa.
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The National Agricultural Policy in Rwanda relies on four strategic axes:
transformation and modernization of agriculture; agriculture value chains
development; promotion of competitiveness for agricultural products, and
development of entrepreneurship spirit. It aims to enable rural communities to
develop a sense of responsibility as actors in agricultural development; to increase
agriculture, animal and fish production as a result of improvements in productivity; to
increase revenue as a result of diversification of economic activities in the rural
sector; to strengthen the linkages between production and market, and to ensure the

sustainable management of natural resources.

The key policy initiative has been the four-year Strategic Plan for Agricultural
Transformation (PSTA) | and PSTA Il. PSTA | was adopted in 2004 and ran from
2004 to 2008 while PSTA 11 was adopted in 2008 and ran from 2008 to 2012. Rwanda
developed PSTA 2004-2008 using participatory methods and it is in line with the
poverty reduction strategy paper and Vision 2020. This strategy had interrelated
programmes such as intensification and development of sustainable production
systems; support to the professionalization of producers; promotion of chains and

development of agribusiness, and institutional development.

The PSTA Il updates PSTA | by bringing it fully into consonance with recent national
strategies such as EDPRS, the national investment policy and strategy, and the
decentralization policy intended to involve local administration more directly in the
development process. The government launched the Crop Intensification Programme
(CIP) in 2007. CIP was launched as a pilot programme whose main goal was to
increase agricultural productivity in high potential food crop areas to ensure food

security and self-sufficiency.
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The main components of CIP were incorporated in the Integrated Development
Programme under eight pillars. These pillars are: land use consolidation; proper
management and use of agricultural inputs such as fertilizers and improved seeds’
purchase and distribution through the private sector; extension services; capacity

building; access to finance; post-harvest handling and storage, and marketing.

Land Use Consolidation is the process whereby agricultural production efforts of
individual landholdings or land tillers are integrated, coordinated or facilitated to
achieve a unified production situation. This is characterized by collaboration in types
of crops grown, sale of agricultural products, processing of agricultural products,
and/or distribution and marketing of agricultural products. In a bid to improve land
productivity and land management, Rwanda adopted the Land Use Consolidation
Programme to speed up the development of the country towards Vision 2020; put in
place the National Seed Policy (NSP) to lay the foundations of an organized and
strong seed commodity chain in response to the challenges of intensification and

promotion of other agriculture chains.

PSTA 11l had the same pillars as PSTA Il but put more emphasis on markets and
value chains; product quality and improved production technologies; increasing scale;
increasing exports as well as increasing the involvement of the private sector. The
PSTA IV was also developed but it was yet to be implemented at the time of the
study. It has the same structure as PSTA Il1l. It is also expected that it will put more
emphasis on improving the scale and quality of PSTA I1ll indicators, involvement of

the private sector and stakeholder engagement.

Agricultural policies in Rwanda show the value that the government gives to

agricultural development and agricultural research in Rwanda. However, the most
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important partner in agricultural development, the farmer was not given ample
consideration. This influenced the way agriculture and agricultural communication
was envisioned, how agricultural research was conducted and the role farmers played

in agricultural policies and activities.

2.3.5 Agricultural extension as a way of communicating agricultural research

The Concept of Agricultural Extension

Agricultural extension has traditionally been defined as the delivery of information
and technologies to farmers, which leads to the technology transfer model of
extension, seen by many as the main purpose of agricultural extension
(Anandajayasekeram, Puskur, Workneh, and Hoekstra, 2008, p. 83). This is based on
the idea that ‘modern’ knowledge and information is transferred through extension
agents to recipient farmers. It limits itself to the dissemination of agricultural
information. Although agricultural extension is thought as the only way to
communicate agricultural research results for many organisations, it is basically
rooted in westernisation and modernisation paradigm and seldom meets the needs of

farmers. It does not empower them to own and make use of agricultural results.

Anandajayasekeram et al., (2008) say that for a long time, development of agriculture
in developing countries mainly consisted of farmers and communities being told what
to do, often by institutions and agents who have not taken sufficient time to
understand the farmers’ real needs and practices. These scholars also add that over the
last two decades, government and nongovernmental organizations have recognised the
need to move away from instruction and blueprint solutions, towards more
participatory approaches which involve communities in setting and fulfilling their

own development goals and solutions. Hence, the system-oriented and participatory
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approaches are being increasingly integrated into the emerging research and

development (R&D) paradigm.

Agricultural Extension in Rwanda

The following is a history of agricultural extension in Rwanda. It was compiled from
the Rwanda, National Agricultural Extension Strategy, 2009, Strategic Plan for
Agricultural Transformation (PSTA) I, II, Il & IV, and the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) project “Modernizing Extension and Advisory
Services” (MEAS), 2011, Comprehensive Assessment of Extension Services in
Rwanda. It is just an evolution of extension system in Rwanda. It is worth noting that
this system was dominated by top-down approach and lack of involvement of farmers

in agricultural practices.

The agricultural extension system has changed substantially since the colonial period
(before 1962) and the post-colonial period up to 1980 where the primary focus was on
export crops, including coffee, tea, pyrethrum and quinquina. During this earlier
period, extension was a very top-down system where farmers were required to follow
key production practices as defined by the colonial and post-colonial governments
and as implemented by the field extension workers. During this post-colonial period, a
large number of public extension workers were hired and began testing new extension
methods. However, all of these methods were still top-down, without any serious

participation of farmers in defining local needs and priorities.

From 1980 through 1994, the extension system was still dominated by the
government using a top-down approach, including Training and Visit (T&V)
Extension introduced by the World Bank (WB). At the same time the international

NGOs began providing agricultural extension services. After the 1994 genocide, an
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emergency phase was started (1994-1998) and both national and international NGOs
began creating new farmer associations. Most of these NGOs did not and still do not
work closely together in providing advisory service and coordinating their respective
extension activities. Then in 1998, “sector-level” MINAGRI extension workers (i.e.
agricultural monitors or MONAGRI) were officially removed as national government
employees. This removal, however, created a serious gap between MINAGRI
institutions and the farmers being served. However, there continued to be extension

advisors for key export and cash crops (e.g. coffee, tea, Irish potatoes).

During the past decade, however, new extension approaches have been considered to
provide improved advisory services to different categories of farmers. It has become
widely accepted that extension services should be provided through a pluralistic
extension system including the public sector (i.e. at the national, district and sector
levels), international and local NGOs, as well as the private sector. It is also widely
accepted that extension service providers should be more participatory (i.e. more
farmer-driven) and market-oriented. For example, there is a strong focus on
developing commodity chains for key staple crops (e.g. maize, beans, rice, wheat) to
achieve national food security, as well as export crops (e.g. coffee, tea, and key
horticultural crops) to improve rural livelihoods by increasing farm household income
and, thereby, reducing rural poverty. Another key goal is to improve household

nutrition by having one cow per family, especially among small farm households.

In the comprehensive assessment of extension services that was carried out by USAID
Rwanda (2011), it was observed that the extension workers in most districts and
sectors continue to implement a more top - down extension strategy that has limited
impact on farmers. Organizational modifications at the national and zonal level, in

the area of agricultural extension, did not address the major linkage problems that still
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exist between the Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources in charge of
agricultural sector in Rwanda and the Ministry of Local Government that employs
district and sector extension workers. It was also observed that agricultural extension
activities are not properly coordinated, especially between the national and district

levels.

Communicational weaknesses of agricultural extension

Although agricultural extension has been treated as agricultural communication,
scholars have demonstrated that agricultural extension should not be equated with
agricultural communication. In his essay, Extension or Communication, Freire (1973)
demonstrated the profound opposition which exists between extension and
communication. In his understanding, extension agents, that he calls agronomists
should have an educational task. He said that the agronomist-educator, like teachers in
general, must choose communication if he/she genuinely wants to reach
peasants/farmers, not by being abstract, but by being concrete, within a historical

reality.

Freire showed that “extension” leads to actions which transform the peasant or farmer
into a "thing," an object of development projects which negate him/her as a being
capable of transforming his/her world. While linking this scenario with his
understanding of education, Paulo Freire said that during extension, the peasant or
farmer is not educated but instead is treated as a depository for propaganda from an
alien cultural world, containing the things which the technician (who is modern and
therefore superior) thinks the peasant/farmer ought to know in order for him/her to
also become modern. Freire emphasized that from a humanist and scientific
perspective, one cannot focus on technical capacitation except within the context of a

total cultural reality. He said that peasant attitudes toward phenomena like planting,
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harvest, erosion, and reforesting are related to their attitudes toward nature, their
religious beliefs, their values, and so forth. The agronomist-educator cannot bring
about a change of peasant attitudes in regard to a particular aspect of life unless he/she

knows peasants’ world view and confronts it in its totality (Freire, 1973).

Freire also criticised the concept of extension as cultural invasion, as an attitude
contrary to the dialogue which forms the basis of an authentic education. He
compared extension with the concept of domination, frequently found at the heart of
traditional education, and showed how domination, instead of freeing men, enslaves
them, reduces them to things, and manipulates them by not allowing them to act as
subjects in history, and through this action, to become authentic persons. Freire also
analysed the relationship between techniques, modernization and humanism and
warned against falling into technological messianism as people try to avoid the
traditionalism of the status quo. He affirmed that while "all development is

modernization, not all modernization is development.”

Freire also looked at the associative relationships which developed within the fields of
meaning of the term “extension”. As he expressed, analyses of "associative fields" of
terms can reveal several different dimensions of the terms. He then attempted an
analysis of this kind, taking the term extension as the subject, and seeking to discover
the dimensions of its associative field. He then derived the following:

extension .... transmission

extension .... active Subject (who transmits)

extension .... content (chosen by the transmitter)

extension .... recipient (of the content)
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extension .... delivering (e.g., in extramural activities—something brought by
a Subject who is "within the wall" to those who are "beyond the wall" or
"outside the wall™)

extension .... messianism (of the extension agent)

extension .... superiority (of the thing given away by the person giving away)
extension .... inferiority (of those who receive)

extension .... mechanical transfer (the action of the extension agent)

extension .... cultural invasion (through what is brought, which reflects the

bringers' vision of the world, and is imposed on those who passively receive)

Freire said that the main task of the agronomist-educator is to attempt to overcome the
magic perception of reality, simultaneously achieving technical training. At the same
time, he/she must overcome the "doxa" by the "logos" of reality. It is the attempt to
extend knowledge which is largely sensuous to knowledge which, taking its departure
from the sensuous, touches the raison d'étre of reality. The more one approaches the
objective, challenging the raison d'étre of reality through action and reflection, the
more one can reveal it by entering into it. Thus, as Freire put it, to substitute our
"elaborated" techniques for the empirical manner of acting of the peasants is at once
an anthropological, epistemological, and structural problem. This means that it cannot
be solved through the gnosiological misinterpretation to which the concept of

"extension leads (Freire, 1973).

It was the belief of Freire (1973) that any attempt at mass education, whether
associated with professional training or not, whether in the agricultural sphere or in
the urban and industrial field, must possess a basic aim: to make it possible for human
beings, through the problematizing of the unity being-world (or of human beings in

their relations with the world and with other human beings) to penetrate more deeply
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the ‘prise de conscience’ of the reality in which they exist. This deepening of the
‘prise de conscience’, which must develop in the action which transforms reality,
produces with this action an overlaying of basically sensuous knowledge of reality
which touches the raison d'étre of this reality. This results in their discovering of their
own presence within a totality, within a structure, and not as "imprisoned™ or "stuck
to" the structure or its parts. When they do not perceive reality as the totality within
which the different parts interact, they lose themselves in a "focalist" vision of it.
Perceiving reality partially deprives them of the possibility of a genuine action on

reality.

According to Freire (1973), any attempt to manipulate people to adapt them to this
reality (quite apart from being scientifically absurd, since adaptation implies the
existence of a finished, static reality - not one which is being created) means taking
from them their opportunity and their right to transform the world. For Freire,
education cannot take this road, and for it to be authentic, it must be liberating. He
explained that one of the basic preoccupations of education must be the greater
penetration of the "prise de conscience” which operates in human beings when they
act and when they work. This deepening of the prise de conscience, which takes place
through conscientization, is not and never can be an intellectual or an individualistic
effort. Conscientization cannot be arrived at by a psychological, idealist subjectivist
road, nor through objectivism. Just as the prise de conscience cannot operate in
isolated individuals, but through the relations of transformation they establish
between themselves and the world; so also conscientization can only operate in this

way.

In Freire’s understanding, the prise de conscience, which is a human characteristic,

results in a person's coming face to face with the world and with concrete reality,
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which is presented as a process of objectification. Any objectification implies a
perception which is conditioned by the elements of its own reality. The prise de
conscience exists at different levels. There is a magic level as well as a level in which
the objectified fact fails to be apprehended in all its complexity. If the prise de
conscience goes beyond the mere apprehension of the presence of a fact, and places it
critically in the system of relationships within the totality in which it exists, it

transcends itself, deepens, and becomes conscientization.

For Freire, this effort of the prise de conscience to transcend itself and achieve
conscientization, which always requires one's critical insertion in the reality which
one begins to unveil, cannot be individual but social. It is sufficient to know that
conscientization does not take place in abstract beings in the air but in real men and
women and in social structures, to understand that it cannot remain at the level of the
individual. Conscientization, which can only be manifested in the concrete praxis
(which can never be limited to the mere activity of the consciousness) is never
neutral, and in the same way, education can never be neutral. In the conscientization
process the educator has the right, as a person, to have options. What s/he does not
have is the right to impose them. To do this is to prescribe these options for others. To
prescribe is to manipulate. To manipulate is "to reify” and to reify is to establish a
relationship of “"domestication” which may be disguised behind an apparently

inoffensive facade. In this case, it is impossible to speak of conscientization.

According to Freire, the false educator can only "domesticate” because instead of
undertaking the critical task of demythifying reality, s/he mythifies it further. It is
indispensable for such educators to issue communiqués instead of communicating and
receiving communications. This kind of educator cannot establish a true gnosiological

relationship since this would make manipulation impossible. Education as the practice



43

of freedom is not the transfer, or transmission of knowledge or cultures. It is not even
the extension of technical knowledge. It is not the act of depositing reports or facts in
the educatee. It is not the "perpetuation of the values of a given culture.” It is not "an
attempt to adapt the educatee to the milieu." Education as the practice of freedom is a
true gnosiological situation. The act of knowing does not have its term in the
knowable object since it is communicated to other subjects that are also capable of

knowing.

Freire explains that in the educational process for liberation, educator-educatee and
educatee-educator are both cognitive subjects before knowable objects which mediate
them. Education through dialogue and communication is seen by false educators in
their misinterpretation (whether erroneous or ideological) as a threat. It is in fact a
threat to their false knowledge. Many of those who reject communication, and avoid
the true state of knowing which is a state of participation with, do so because in the
face of knowable objects, they are incapable of taking up a cognitive position. They
remain in the realm of "doxa" beyond which they are the mere repeaters of texts read
but not known. In true gnosiological education there is not one particular moment in
which, all alone in a library or laboratory, the educator "knows," and another moment

in which s/he simply narrates, discourses on, or explains the knowledge "received."

As Freire (1973) put it, at the moment in which educators carry out their research,
when as cognitive subjects they stand face to face with a knowable object, they are
only apparently alone. Not only do they establish a mysterious, invisible dialogue
with those who carried out the same act of knowing before them, but they engage in a
dialogue with themselves too. Place face to face before themselves they investigate
and question themselves. The more they ask questions, the more they feel that their

curiosity about the object of their knowledge is not decreasing. It only diminishes if it
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is isolated from human beings and the world. This is why dialogue as a fundamental
part of the structure of knowledge needs to be opened to other subjects in the knowing
process. Thus, the class is not a class in the traditional sense, but a meeting-place

where knowledge is sought and not where it is transmitted.

Freire posited that just because the educator's task is not dichotomized into two
separate moments (one in which s/he "knows," and another in which s/he speaks
about this "knowledge™), education is a permanent act of cognition. Educators never
allow themselves to be bureaucratized by high-sounding, repetitious, mechanical
explanations. So much so that whenever an educatee asks a question, educators in
their explanations remake the whole previous effort of cognition. Remaking the effort
does not, however, mean repeating it as it was. It means making a new effort, in a new
situation, in which new aspects which were not clear before are clearly presented to
the educatee. New ways of access to the object are opened to him or her. For Freire,
the teachers who do not make this effort, because they merely memorize their lessons,
must of necessity reject education as a gnosiological condition and can thus have no
love for the dialogue of communication. Education for them is the transfer of
"knowledge.” It consists in extending this "knowledge" to passive educatees and
preventing them from experiencing the development of the active, participatory

condition, characteristic of someone who knows.

Freire explained that his false conception of education, based on the depositing of
"reports™ in the educatees, is a basic obstacle to transformation. It is an anti-historical
conception of education. Educational systems based on this conception surround
themselves with a "barricade” which inhibits creativity. For creativity does not
develop within an empty formalism, but within the praxis of human beings with each

other in the world and with the world. In this praxis action and reflection constantly
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and mutually illuminate each other. Its practice, which involves a theory from which
it is inseparable, also implies the attitude of someone seeking knowledge, and not
someone passively receiving it. Thus, when education is not a truly gnosiological
condition, it diminishes into a verbalism which, because it frustrates, is not

inconsequential.

2.3.6 Communication channels in agricultural research communication

Scholars have come up with different ideas on the communication channels that
should be used while communicating agricultural research results. Shahzad et al.
(2011) show that various public and private organizations use communication
channels such as print media in order to catalyse the agricultural innovation and
diffusion process. The same scholars further show that print media were preferred by
younger farmers compared to the older ones. However, Abubakar, Ango and Buhari
(2009), showed that access to mass media on agricultural information is mainly
through radio and television, and most of the farmers indicated that the media sources
are conventional, accessible and they preferred to listen to the agricultural

programmes in the night time (8pm-11.59pm).

Inagaka (2007) states that communication for development, for example, in the
agricultural sector is presented with a multitude of communication approaches and
techniques that can be adopted to pursue specific goals. Some of the strategies
adopted include: entertainment-education, marital partners; peer education;
interpersonal communication; community actions; media advocacy or even listening
to indigenous music. Each of these strategies operates within a fairly tightly defined

set of communication channels and spaces.
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Ogola (2015) observed that Radio, fellow farmers and telephone calls are the channels
that had numerous strengths hence were considered more advantageous by farmers
compared with the other channels. Therefore, they are most suitable for the
communication and dissemination of information and knowledge to farmers. Ogola
(2015) said that extension officers and radio were the two channels that were
considered by many farmers in her study to be accurate, informative and

comprehensible.

However, there are scholars who highlighted the fact that mass media is not always
effective in communicating development messages. The study that was carried out by
UNDP Oslo Governance Centre & Communication for Social Change Consortium in
2010 in Ada, Ghana; Khoun, Lao People's Democratic Republic; and Dondo,
Mozambique revealed that community radio meets the accessibility and
appropriateness criteria regarded by many as essential if communication technologies
are to contribute to poverty eradication. However, the same study indicated that this
medium also has concerns over sustainability. Most of the country reports
highlighted low levels of literacy and limited confidence and skills as a significant
barrier to poor people using media to participate more fully in community and public
life. Therefore, much as the research indicated that community radios provide familiar
and trusted community space for participation, it also highlighted that even when
communication mechanisms are available, the possibility for engagement cannot be
taken for granted (UNDP Oslo Governance Centre & Communication for Social

Change Consortium, 2010).

As UNDP revealed, while communicating for development, more attention needs to
be given to creating the pre-conditions of voice through raising awareness and

building confidence and capacity to speak out. This point is explicitly made in both
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Nepal and Madagascar reports and is well articulated in the Madagascar report which
states ‘radio alone is not able to effect long term change in people’s attitudes and
practices and needs to be accompanied by face to face support and training’. The
analysis of the data confirmed the paramount importance to poorer groups of
traditional communication mechanisms and suggested that new information and
communication technologies should not supplant traditional information channels
such as village and church meetings (UNDP Oslo Governance Centre &

Communication for Social Change Consortium, 2010).

From the above discussions, it is clear that researchers should be careful while
choosing channels to be used while communicating to farmers. Mass media and new
technologies might not fit all categories of farmers. Some farmers might not be able to
access and use certain media. In the context of poor and illiterate farmers, channels
that modern researchers consider to be traditional might yield better results. These
might be more comfortable in interpersonal channels and face-to-face encounters.
They will need approaches that can allow engagement, conscientization and

empowerment.

2.3.7 Gaps emerging from the reviewed literature
While reviewing the literature, some gaps were identified and were expected to be
addressed by this study. Those gaps include the following:

a) Research had focused on agricultural research results’ generation but little or
no research was in the area of agricultural research results’ communication to
farmers.

b) Research recommendations were addressed to the government, development
partners and researchers. Farmers were not taken as an equally important

partner in the development of the agricultural sector.
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c) In agricultural sector in Rwanda, extension was conceived and discussed as
synonymous with the communication of agricultural research results, whereas
research has demonstrated that extension is far from communication.

d) The diffusion of innovation theory (characteristic of modernisation paradigm
of development) dominated the agricultural sector in Rwanda and
participatory involvement was predominantly lacking.

e) In spite of the changes that took place in the agricultural extension sector in
Rwanda, the system remained largely “top-down”, and farmers were always

placed in the receiving end.

2.4 Summary

The literature review reveals that agriculture and agricultural research are an
important drive to development especially in developing countries in general, and in
Rwanda in particular. Researchers did a good job in assessing the sector performance
and relevant policies, and providing recommendations towards its advancement and
improvement. However, it was also observed that farmers, the most important partner
in the agricultural sector, were not involved in the discussions and were not addressed
by research recommendations. The literature also reveals that agricultural researchers
had difficulties in allowing their research results to be out and reach the farmers.
Researchers had been taking publishing books and academic articles as a good way to
communicate their research findings but, they also acknowledged that for their
research to be impactful, they needed to properly communicate their research results

and go beyond publishing academic works.

The literature review also shows that Rwanda gave a lot of consideration to
agriculture and agricultural research. It indicates that this country put in place policies

in line with agricultural development. However, the literature also shows that much as
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Rwanda considered agricultural research more important, agricultural research
communication was not given appropriate attention. The literature also shows that
agricultural communication was taken to solely mean ‘“agricultural extension”
whereas scholars revealed that extension is far different from communication.
Agricultural research results’ communication to farmers; farmers’ conscientization;
involvement of farmers as an equally important partner in the development of the
agricultural sector as well as fostering farmers’ active participation were the focus of

this study.
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CHAPTER THREE

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

3.1 Introduction

The study of the communication of agricultural research results to farmers by the
Rwanda Agriculture Board was enlightened by the new development paradigm. Far
from being equated with modernisation and dependency, development was viewed
from a multiplicity of angles (Mefalopulos, 2008; Imoh, 2013; Sylvester, 2016). It
was viewed as participation, empowerment, happiness, well-being and associated or
related concepts. Similarly, unlike many years before where communication was
described using transmission or interactional models, a communication encounter was
now seen as a transactional process whereby communicators co-create messages,
information and knowledge. Here again participation of communicators was

considered paramount in a relational, contextual, co-creation process.

According to McQuail and Windahl (1989) “Models” simplify reality, select key
elements, and indicate relationships. The word 'model’ refers to a representation of a
process, and event or a situation. It is not a separate or independent method rather it is
the representation of an existing object. The communication model is similarly a
symbolic representation of the communication process. It does not show the details of
a message; rather it presents only those elements which are related to the object of
sending a message. The Transactional Model of Communication helped to analyse
and describe this communication encounter. It helped to identify the main elements of
this communication and how they relate to each other or one another. This model

helped the researcher to answer the first research question: “How do agricultural
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researchers at Rwanda Agricultural Board communicate their research findings to

farmers?”

According to Griffin (2012), a theory consists of a set of systematic, informed
hunches about the way things work or operate. There was a need to understand how
the communication of agricultural research results operates at RAB, issues and
challenges it faced and, probably, how it could be improved. The Diffusion of
Innovation Theory, the Participatory Communication Approach, the Active
Audience/Reception Theory and the Freire’s Theory of Conscientization helped to
understand that communication and to explain its related issues. These
approaches/theories helped the researcher to answer the 2" and 3" research questions:
How do farmers working with RAB make sense of RAB communication initiatives
relating to research findings, and what can RAB do to improve the communication of
research findings to farmers? The following table shows the relationship between the

elements of the conceptual framework and the research questions:

Table 1: Relationship between the conceptual framework and research questions

Conceptual Framework Research Questions

Transmission Model of Communication  Research Question 1:
Transactional Model of Communication  Describing the process of communicating
agricultural research results to farmers by

RAB

Diffusion of Innovations Theory Research Question 2 and 3:
Participatory Communication Approach  Explaining and appraising the process of
Freire’s Theory of Conscientization communicating  agricultural  research

Active Audience / Reception Theory results to farmers by RAB
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3.2 Transmission Model of Communication

The transmission model of communication describes communication as a linear, one-
way process in which a sender intentionally transmits a message to a receiver (Ellis &
McClintock, 1990). This model focuses on the sender and message within a
communication encounter. Although the receiver is included in the model, this role is
viewed as more of a target or end point rather than part of an ongoing process. We are
left to presume that the receiver either successfully receives and understands the
message or does not. The scholars who designed this model extended on a linear
model proposed by Aristotle centuries before that included a speaker, message, and

hearer.

They were also influenced by the advent and spread of new communication
technologies of the time such as telegraphy and radio, and one can probably see these
technical influences within the model (Shannon & Weaver, 1949). If one thinks of
how a radio message is sent from a person in the radio studio to a driver listening in
the car. The sender is the radio announcer who encodes a verbal message that is
transmitted by a radio tower through electromagnetic waves (the channel) and
eventually reaches the driver’ (the receiver’s) ears via an antenna and speakers in

order to be decoded.

The radio announcer doesn’t really know if the driver receives his or her message or
not, but if the equipment is working and the channel is free of static, then there is a
good chance that the message was successfully received. The following is a schematic

representation of Shannon & Weaver’s Transmission Model of Communication:
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Figure 2: Shannon & Weaver’s Transmission Model of Communication
Source: Chandler, 2014

The transmission model of communication was not used as the preferred model
depicting the most appropriate understanding of communication. It was simply used
to help analyse the process of communicating agricultural research results at RAB. It
was mainly referred to in isolating the elements of the communication process. It was
however complemented and supplemented by the transactional model of
communication to assist in comprehending the transactional nature of the relationship
between RAB and farmers and to understand the context that shape the encounter

between RAB and farmers.

3.3 Transactional Model of Communication

The transactional model of communication describes communication as a process in
which communicators generate social realities within social, relational, and cultural
contexts. The transaction model differs from the transmission and interaction models
in significant ways, including the conceptualization of communication, the role of
sender and receiver, and the role of context. In this model, communicators do not just
communicate to exchange messages. They communicate to create relationships, form
intercultural alliances, shape their self-concepts, and engage with others in dialogue to

create communities. In short, according to this model, we do not communicate about
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our realities; communication helps to construct our realities. The transaction model of
communication views communication as a force that shapes our realities before and
after specific interactions occur. It must account for contextual influences outside of a
single interaction. To do this, the transaction model considers how social, relational,
and cultural contexts frame and influence our communication encounters (The Saylor

Foundation, 2016).

Creative Commons (2018) explained different aspects of context as follows:

Social context refers to the stated rules or unstated norms that guide
communication. As we are socialized into our various communities, we learn
rules and implicitly pick up on norms for communicating. Some common rules
that influence social contexts include “don’t lie to people, don’t interrupt
people, don’t pass people in line, greet people when they greet you, thank
people when they pay you a compliment, and so on”. Parents and teachers
often explicitly convey these rules to their children or students. Rules may be

stated over and over, and there may be punishment for not following them.

Relational context includes the interpersonal history and type of relationship
we have with a person. We communicate differently with someone we just
met versus someone we have known for a long time. Initial interactions with
people tend to be more highly scripted and governed by established norms and
rules, but when we have an established relational context, we may be able to
bend or break social norms and rules more easily. For example, you w