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Describing the CIALCA Organizational Model

The Consortium for Improving Agriculture-based Livelihoods in Central Africa coordinates three
projects by Bioversity International, TSBF-CIAT and IITA, all seeking to build partnerships for effective
ARD in Rwanda, Burundi and the DRC. Tasked with building up smallholder livelihoods in this troubled
region, the three institutes and their many partners together seek effective tools to enhance the
productivity and livelihood impacts of legume- and banana-based systems.

These three centers, their national research and development partners of all sizes, and teams at
collaborating Belgian universities make up a complex network of partnerships that have developed
somewhat organically over the past seven years. This study aims to describe the organization of
CIALCA: how it came together, how it has adapted to seek out impacts, and where the model's
particular style of partnerships has succeeded or fallen short in the eyes of its participants.

The foremost asset of CIALCA has been its adaptability, which has brought successes in some
drastically different country contexts. In Rwanda, where strong national policy shapes smallholder
farming, the Consortium has come to work within and inform the government's research and extension
system. Through this the partners have trained farmers in ISFM and the use of newly subsidized
fertilizers; helped the country manage the menace of BXW; and introduced a whole range of new
germplasm and cropping techniques while engaging farmers and national
agencies in participatory approaches.

In Burundi, where national systems are weakened by recurring civil conflict,
CIALCA has involved a whole assortment of governmental and non-
governmental agencies in identifying and disseminating improvements to
banana – and more recently, legume-based – systems. Novel
macropropagation methods have allowed for the distribution of improved,
healthy banana plants, accompanied by a strong marketing program that
helps farmer groups perform their own market analysis.

The DRC has presented very different challenges, with widely dispersed mandate areas and little
capacity among national research services. From three autonomous regional offices, CIALCA has
connected with dozens of small NGOs, CBOs and farmer groups to carry out its activities here,
introducing popular new varieties chosen by farmers, training in techniques from row planting to
rotation and erosion control, and building up the capabilities of local and national organizations.

Research teams at the Catholic Universities of Leuven (KU Leuven) and Louvain-la-Neuve (UCL) in
Belgium were founding members of CIALCA and continue to contribute important research.
Participating in CIALCA has furthered research on banana genetics, soil nutrient dynamics,
improvements to intercropping, and agricultural innovation processes. Some of the research may not
yet be completed if and when CIALCA ends, and may not feed back directly into the activities of
development partners, but the insights gained will be an important legacy in the longer term.

Shortfalls identified by participants also reflect varied country contexts, but there are consistent
themes. Many cite the narrow purview of agricultural research for development (ARD), and wish to
address other, deeply connected development concerns. Some feel constrained by their own limited
budgets without the operational support that CIALCA's core funding cannot provide. Communication
can also be a problem in a consortium where information flow often depends as much on personal
relationships as on formal monitoring and evaluation.

The enthusiasm for improving and building on CIALCA underscores both the strong feelings of
ownership among partners at all levels, and the great desire for collaboration that exists everywhere in
the region. CIALCA has successfully brought collaborators together as equals to pursue their common
objectives. For this, its experience should hold interest for the CGIAR reform process, the new CGIAR
Research Programs, and any project seeking to build models of collaboration in ARD.

Executive Summary

On-farm banana germplasm trial
in Cibitoke, Burundi
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AMF Abuscular mycorrhizal fungi

ARD Agricultural research for development

BBTV Banana bunchy top virus

BXW Banana Xanthomonas wilt

CBO Community-based organization

CCC CIALCA Consultative Committee

CGIAR Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research

CIALCA Consortium for Improving Agriculture-based Livelihoods in Central Africa

DGDC Directorate-General for Development Cooperation, Belgium

DIOBASS Approaches to Interaction between Grassroots Organizations and Other Sources of Knowledge
Démarche pour une Interaction entre les Organisations à la Base et les Autres Sources de
Savoirs

DPAE Provincial Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Husbandry, Burundi
Direction Provincial de Agriculture et Elevage

IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development

IITA International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

INERA National Institute for Environmental and Agricultural Research, DRC
Institut National des Etudes et de la Recherche Agricole

IRAZ Agricultural and Zootechnical Research Institute
Institut de Recherche Agronomiques et Zootechnique

ISABU Agricultural Research Institute of Burundi
Institut des Sciences Agronomiques du Burundi

ISAR Rwanda Agricultural Research Institute
Institut des Sciences Agronomiques de Rwanda

ISFM Integrated Soil Fertility Management

KRC Knowledge Resource Center

KU Leuven Catholic University of Leuven
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven

M&E Monitoring and evaluation

MINAGRI Ministry for Agriculture and Animal Resources, Rwanda

NARS National agricultural research service

PRA Participatory Rural Appraisal

RADA Rwanda Agricultural Development Authority

RDO Rwanda Development Organization

RHEPI Rwanda Health Environment Project Initiative

RWARRI Rwanda Rural Rehabilitation Initiative

TSBF-CIAT Tropical Soil Biology and Fertility Institute of the International Center for Tropical Agriculture

UCB Catholic University of Bukavu
Université Catholique de Bukavu

UCL Catholic University of Louvain-la-Neuve
Université Catholique de Louvain-la-Neuve

UCG Catholic University of Graben
Université Catholique de Graben

Acronyms
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CIALCA, the Consortium for Improving Agriculture-based Livelihoods in Central Africa, is a
coordinated effort by three international agricultural research centers and their partners to
undertake simultaneous and synergistic research for development in Rwanda, Burundi and the
Democratic Republic of the Congo.

The Consortium is built around three projects, all funded by Belgium's Directorate-General for
Development Cooperation (DGDC):

Working in overlapping regions on closely interlinked issues, with many of the same research and
development partners, the three institutes created CIALCA to reinforce their collective impacts on
farming livelihoods. In these Great Lakes countries both agriculture and agricultural research suffer
a legacy of widespread regional conflict, environmental degradation, and disinvestment. By
planning complimentary activities, avoiding redundant ones, and sharing resources, the three
institutes and their many partners are seeking a united approach to introducing new tools for
sustained improvement.

Uniting for Livelihoods

• The International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA)'s
Sustainable and Profitable Banana-based Systems for the
African Great Lakes Region

• Bioversity International's Building Impact Pathways for
Improving Livelihoods in Musa-based Systems in Central
Africa

• The Tropical Soil Biology and Fertility Institute of the
International Center for Tropical Agriculture (TSBF-CIAT)'s
Enhancing the resilience of agro-ecosystems in Central
Africa: a strategy to revitalize agriculture through the
integration of natural resource management coupled to
resilient germplasm and marketing approaches

The CIALCA logo combines the
maps of the three project countries
scaled to reflect their relative

population sizes.
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CIALCA took form over the course of 2005, when the drive for collaboration between CGIAR
centers was just coming into its own. The Consortium was four years into its reform program; the
Science Council was formulating the System Priorities for CGIAR Research 2005-2015, a strong
appeal for inter-center synergy; and the first Challenge Programs were making a demonstrative
attempt at a new integrated approach. Nevertheless, outside of these special initiatives most CG
actors had not yet internalized the collaborative spirit. In 2005 collaboration between centers was
still expected to be ad hoc and limited: sharing germplasm and data, or assisting with specific
research tasks below the project level.

Such was the outlook when representatives of IITA, TSBF-CIAT and Bioversity (under its former
name of INIBAP-IPGRI) came together in a side meeting at a workshop in Kigali to discuss their
plans for three separate research-for-development projects each center was planning under a
common donor. Members of the national research programs of Burundi, Rwanda, and the DRC –
prospective partners of all three projects – were also in attendance, and it became apparent just
how much overlap in regions and activities there was going to be. Agreeing that coordination would
be in the best interests of all, the three projects agreed to work together. The donor, Belgium's
Directorate-General for Development Cooperation, strongly encouraged the formation of a
research consortium out of the three projects but left the particulars
up to the partners. After further planning with Belgian and Central
African partners, CIALCA began its preliminary activities by the
end of the year and the Consortium officially launched in 2006.

While CIALCA's first activities were some of its most cooperative –
participatory rural appraisals (PRAs) and baseline surveys
undertaken by all three partners with help from numerous national
and local partners – the alliance remained somewhat informal.
CIALCA was not a legal entity, its existence was not required by
the three DGDC-funded projects, and the only memoranda of
understanding were those signed between the individual CG
centers and their local partners. In fact, a promised memorandum between the three collaborators
didn't appear on paper until 2008, close to the end of CIALCA-I. Such concerns weren't a high
priority for the organizers, practically minded scientists who worked together not out of formal
commitment, but because working together made sense. This approach allowed the Consortium to
come together and begin coordinated work a mere six months after the idea of collaboration was
first raised.

A proposal for an essential second phase, to begin in 2009, had the CIALCA name attached from
the start. As proposed, CIALCA-II focused on impact pathways for the catalogue of technologies
developed by the partners in the first phase. In reality, the division between research and
dissemination was never so clear: some partners began training farmers in new technologies and
distributing seed right from the first year, while much of the research is still ongoing even at the
end of the second phase. The real changes that came with CIALCA-II were a shift in the type of
funding, from special projects to unrestricted core funding, and scaling out to a larger number of
'satellite sites' surrounding the initial 'action sites' where on-farm trials are staged.

While CIALCA was at work the CGIAR reform process was moving forward. As an unintentional
leader in exactly the sort of collaboration that will underpin the proposed CGIAR Research
Programs (CRPs), CIALCA has the chance to play a foundational role in the CRP 1.2, Integrated
systems for the humid tropics. The donor envisions that CIALCA will be absorbed into the CRP 1.2
as it comes together, carrying a legacy that began as a partnership of convenience into the CG's
future.

History of CIALCA in Context

Market analysis on soybean in
South Kivu, DRC
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2004

CIALCA Global Timeline

DGDC opens a call for proposals seeking projects in Central Africa for their 2004-2008 planning

period. IITA, TSBF-CIAT and IPGRI-INIBAP (later Bioversity) each submit successful proposals.

In April, during a workshop on the sub-Saharan Africa Challenge Program in Kigali, representatives

of the three DGDC-funded projects and directors of the national research systems hold an informal

meeting. They recognize overlap and agree on the need to work in coordination.

In August representatives of the three projects meet in Leuven, Belgium with their Belgian university

partners, and for the first time the idea of a Consortium is raised. DGDC encourages the three

institutes to form a single entity, but takes no further hand in planning the Consortium. DGDC

indicates that the CGIAR centers can immediately start activities and that they are allowed to back-

charge costs once funds come in; funds eventually arrive in May 2006.

In September in Kigali, the idea of CIALCA is presented to the Directors-General of the national and

regional partners ISAR, ISABU, INERA and IRAZ. Details of country coordinators, offices and

administration are worked out at this meeting.

Technical planning continues to the end of the year, during the annual planning meetings of the

individual projects and in joint planning meetings for the participatory rural appraisals (PRA) and

baseline surveys.

After a four-day training session in Bukavu, teams from NARS, NGOs, and local universities begin

the PRAs and baseline survey in all three countries in November.

2005

CIALCA-I is officially launched at the start of the year.

PRAs and baseline surveys are completed in the beginning of the year in 38 villages, contributing to

the selection of 20 action sites. Other activities in the first half of the year include seeking out existing

expertise and partners in the region, literature review, and GIS analysis.

In the latter half of the year, preliminary research moves to the characterization of agriculture-based

livelihoods in the target areas, including diagnostic, market, and crop micronutrient surveys. IITA

performs the most detailed characterization of banana system production, constraints, and

importance, with Bioversity contributing an additional survey of banana germplasm diversity.

At KU Leuven, researchers at Bioversity's International Transit Centre start work on optimizing

banana proteomics to better understand drought tolerance.

UCL students begin research on banana-bean intercropping and the possibility of a mulched, no-till

system, working on-station in Uganda.

On-farm germplasm trials and farmer evaluations begin in many action sites, in some cases leading

straight into the first stage of dissemination. The first demonstration trials are installed for ISFM, IPM,

and erosion control technologies.

2006

This timeline represents the history of CIALCA on the international level through some key events
mentioned by Consortium members in interviews.
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2007

CIALCA Global Timeline

TSBF-CIAT conducts a detailed characterization of legume systems in its project areas in July.

Banana demonstration plots are established at all 20 action sites. Over 50 different varieties are

trialed across the 3 counties.

The partners submit the proposal for CIALCA-II in October, facing some uncertainty with Belgium still

lacking a government after the summer's elections.

First MoU between TSBF-CIAT, Bioversity and IITA is finally signed in January.

CIALCA-I activities continue under a no-cost extension to the end of the year.

CIALCA-I winds down with an evaluation meeting in Bujumbura in October. The partners identify 16

technologies developed in part or whole by CIALCA that are ready for distribution.

A novel banana macropropagation system is trialed by IITA in the region, after which the technique is

implemented widely with development partners to disseminate selected varieties.

2008

CIALCA-II officially begins, marking the transition from special project to core funding.

The Belgian Minister of Agriculture decides that all future DGDC support to multilateral organizations

will be in the form of core funding. This is communicated to the CGIAR centers in March.

The coordinator of CIALCA activities at UCL is elected rector and hands over ongoing projects to

other researchers, who add a second component investigating the agricultural innovation process.

By the end of this year, 60 development partners are disseminating technologies in action sites and

satellite sites (38 in the DRC, 13 in Rwanda, and 9 in Burundi).

2009

2010-11
A CIALCA-II mid-term review mission visits the three countries in September, recommending that the

Consortium work on making its outputs more visible and accessible, and secure funding for a phase

of complete integration into the CGIAR Research Program Integrated systems for the humid tropics

(CRP 1.2).

DGDC staff indicate that 2012 funding support is desired, but not yet assured due to the limited

mandate of Belgium's caretaker government. Subsequently, the consortium is requested to develop a

2011 exit strategy and the detailed CIALCA project impact assessment survey is moved to 2011

instead of 2012.
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The Consortium as it was intended is portrayed in the below map, used in planning documents to
broadly describe the management relations between partners and the flow of funds and
information. It is a hierarchical structure with DGDC, the donor, at the top, the primary project
partners below (defined by their representation in annual planning meetings), the CIALCA offices
acting as a hub for funds and reporting, and executive partners and beneficiaries arrayed at the
bottom.

In this representation, activities reporting makes up the main bidirectional axis of exchange
between the CG centers, CIALCA offices, and all other partners (though the flow from CIALCA
offices to the NARS partners is one-way). Funds are a simpler downward flow, mirrored in rising
arrows of accounting. The two groupings at the bottom are 'black boxes,' however, with no internal
relationships specified.

CIALCA as Planned

Figure 1: Organizational plan of CIALCA (CIALCA-II project proposal, 2007)
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The non-CGIAR partners at the top level hold their position by virtue of seats on the CIALCA
Consultative Committee (CCC), a body of representatives that attend every annual planning
meeting. The CCC does not act as an entity in the daily management of the project, but those
members with representatives on the committee are included in strategic decisions on
partnerships, thematic areas, office locations, and events. These are all discussed by the CCC at
planning meetings before proceeding to
implementation. In the planned structure of
CIALCA, this involvement defines the
partners in the CCC box – the CG institutes,
Belgian universities, and NARS – as
something of a core group.

The map only depicts relations at the
institutional level, and it's worth noting some
of the individuals who are the key points on
this management chain. Bernard Vanlauwe
heads the TSBF-CIAT project from Nairobi,
while Guy Blomme of Bioversity and Piet
van Asten of IITA are both based in Uganda;
all three travel to the CIALCA countries
frequently. Each country office is managed
by a particular CG partner: Bioversity in
Burundi, TSBF-CIAT in Rwanda, and IITA in
the eastern DRC, though the office for Bas-Congo is separately managed by TSBF-CIAT and the
activities in North Kivu are directly handled by the research (Catholic University of Graben) and
extension (Vredeseilanden Country Office) partners in Butembo. Each of the CIALCA offices has a
coordinator who is responsible for funds, accounting, reporting,
and contact between all partners. These coordinators, who are
currently Solange Zawadi in Kigali, Charles Bisimwa in
Bukavu, and Jean-Prosper Kanyaruguru in Bujumbura (plus
Jean-Paul Lodi Lama coordinating the Bas-Congo activities
from Kinshasa), make up the center of the ellipse that ties the
map together.

The organizational model as planned out here contains a great
deal of structural symmetry in triplicate. There are three CG
institutes, three countries each with its national research
institute, and three types of primary project partners, a group
which is itself part of a tri-level hierarchy of planners,
facilitators and executors. This attractive order is, of course,
more of an ideal than a reality. It makes a useful tool for
beginning an exploration of CIALCA as a network, but in many
ways CIALCA members have found success by avoiding the
constraints of a simple, rigid model of relations. The actual
shape of CIALCA is something far less elegant, but certainly
more effective.

CIALCA as Planned

A banana macropropagation unit used to
create new planting material for rapid

dissemination
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A roadside vendor selling NPK fertilizer in the DRC

Pi
et
er
Py
pe
rs



9Describing the CIALCA Organizational Model

This study is based on a month long visit to CIALCA participants in Rwanda, Burundi, the DRC
(South Kivu) and Belgium. It is not an impact assessment; the intention is rather to describe the
network of collaborating actors that developed organically through six years of interaction and
common goals, a network that does not always look the same as the Consortium described in
planning documents. In the process we will seek some lessons from the apparent successes and
shortfalls of the organizational model, and we will ask how such an organic model can be scaled
up or replicated.

The study is built on semi-structured interviews with partners at all
levels of activity. Given the mobility and geographic spread of
partners, no effort was made at completeness, but rather at
speaking with the widest possible variety of partners, from the donor
right through to farmers' groups. Contacts were sought through the
network by asking interviewees for recommendations of important
partners to talk to. The semi-structured interviews included
questions on the history of partners' participation; the benefits of the
CIALCA model; changes that could better help partners achieve
their goals; and their personal points of contact in CIALCA activities.
These contributed many viewpoints to the timelines of CIALCA
history; the tables and explorations of perceived benefits and
constraints; and the country-specific variations on the organizational
map from the previous section. This map itself was also given to
partners during interviews to provoke feedback on its applicability.

The proposal for CIALCA-II posed a monitoring and evaluation
framework based on outcome mapping, a methodology established by the International
Development Research Centre (IDRC) which seeks to track changes in the behavior relationships,
activities and actions of stakeholders that can be logically linked to a project. While outcome
mapping was not fully integrated into the planning of the second phase as proposed, its concepts
were influential in this study and we have attempted to follow the spirit of the approach. This is a
focus on behavioral change in so-called boundary partners, defined as "those individuals, groups,
and organizations with whom the program interacts directly and with whom the program
anticipates opportunities for influence."1 In the case of CIALCA, we will see how some of these
outcomes at the boundary may have a greater chance of producing sustainable impacts than new
technologies alone.

An adaptable model

The adaptation of the CIALCA model has contributed to its successes. The flexibility of the projects
to make the most of country contexts and partnership opportunities has been as important in
producing outcomes as a sound organizational plan. This is why it is important to learn from the
consortium as it now exists, along with the consortium as it was designed, and ask how the design
has guided the reality.

In particular, the differences between the three CIALCA countries make it hard to see how a single
project, however well designed, could have operated successfully if mirrored in each country. The
differences between the country contexts are so great, and the activities in each one so adapted,
that it will be most illustrative to examine each country in a separate section.

Describing the Consortium

Transporting bananas to market in
Burundi
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1 Earl, Sarah, Fred Carden, and Terry Smutylo, 2001. Outcome Mapping: Building learning and reflection into development
programs. IDRC: http://www.idrc.ca/openebooks/959-3/
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Rwanda is a country that currently spends 14% of its national budget on agriculture,
and its research and extension capacity are by far the strongest among the CIALCA
countries. Smallholder farmers nevertheless struggle with limited land, poor soil
fertility, disease, and water shortages, and there are ample opportunities to improve
livelihoods through new innovations. CIALCA partners have worked with farmers to
identify well adapted banana and legume varieties for dissemination, established
programs for multiplying these new planting materials, demonstrated integrated soil
fertility management options, helped the country deal with a destructive new banana
disease, mentored farmer groups in developing marketing strategies, and evaluated
rainwater retention techniques.

CIALCA's mandate areas cover a significant part of the country, spanning three of the small
nation's four provinces and a wide range of agro-ecological conditions:

Here as elsewhere, the most obvious division between the
work of the three CG partners is by cropping system. IITA
and Bioversity concentrate on banana-based systems
(with IITA taking a lead on seed systems and improved
crop production systems and Bioversity on disease
management) while TSBF-CIAT focuses on legume-based
technologies. These two areas of research meet at the
level of dissemination, in theory, but in Rwanda this is complicated by a National Agricultural Policy
based on strong regional specialization. Bananas, for instance, are grown widely but are only
considered a priority crop in the Eastern Province. While some farmer groups are involved in both
banana and legume projects, the government's commitment to regionalization makes it
problematic for institutions to disseminate the 'wrong' crop technologies in a given province, and
this reduces overlap between the outputs of separate project activities.

A national policy enforced by strong
extension services represents both a
constraint and an opportunity in Rwanda.
Farmers participating in CIALCA trials
have faced conflict with government
agents, who have at times asked them to
remove intercropped plots and other
aberrant plantings. On the other hand, the
extension system has proven to be a
useful partner, and contributing to national
policy could be a supremely effective
outcome in such a centrally guided
agricultural economy.

Rwanda

Kigali-Kibungo in Eastern Province
Umutara in Eastern Province
Gitarama in Southern Province
Kibuye-Gisenyi in Western Province

The CIALCA office in Kigali is operated by
TSBF-CIAT
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From the start, the main national partner has been the Rwanda Agricultural
Research Institute (ISAR), a well funded institute with numerous research stations
in the mandate areas. ISAR scientists have participated along with IITA, TSBF-CIAT
and Bioversity staff in baseline research, systems characterization, and on-farm
trials. During CIALCA-I, ISAR ran most of these trials through three NGO partners
who organized the participating farmer groups, prepared plots, and began the first
phase of dissemination. One of these partners proved ineffective, and after their
participation ended in 2008 ISAR opted to interact with farmer groups directly. Their
capacity has proven up to the task, and ISAR agronomists continue to visit farmer
groups weekly or more.

Partners in Rwanda

Figure 2: Organizational map of CIALCA in Rwanda
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A second key partner, the Rwanda Agricultural Development Authority (RADA), is
absent from the original proposals; it only came into existence in 2004. RADA was
created by the Ministry for Agriculture and Animal Resources (MINAGRI) to
implement the Ministry's National Agricultural Policy. At the start of CIALCA, the
Ministry was only involved through certain Sector Agronomists (sector is the
administrative division below the district level) who provided lists of farmer groups
and innovative farmers in their sectors. RADA only became involved in 2008, after a
former IITA visiting scientist working in CIALCA, Charles Murekezi, took a position
at the agency. He strongly invested in the development of the collaboration with CIALCA, and
TSBF-CIAT and IITA both appointed staff members at RADA. They began helping with seed
multiplication and their own demonstration trials. In CIALCA-II Bioversity added a third staff
member to the team, and RADA gained planning representation in the CIALCA Consultative
Committee.

Being a well funded and connected extension agency, RADA has been a
valuable partner, and its role under MINAGRI makes it even more so.
Currently the staff at RADA are working on updating fertilizer
recommendations at MINAGRI's request, directly influencing agricultural
policy with a deeper understanding of ISFM. In 2009 the RADA team
demonstrated CIALCA's effectiveness to the Ministry in a dramatic way.
Answering the call to action against the wave of banana Xanthomonas
wilt (BXW) threatening the Western Province, the scientists organized
farmers to uproot 110 hectares of their own infected plantations and
formulated a replacement rotation of climbing beans and maize to
maintain their livelihoods until the land was safe to re-establish bananas. The re-establishment is
happening through the macro-propagation technology introduced by CIALCA, through which many
farmer groups are supplying RADA with banana planting material. Over 1000 trainers were trained
for future BXW outbreaks in the three countries, and with the apparent success of this pro-farmer
solution, MINAGRI has now made it a standard protocol for dealing with the disease.

This strong government infrastructure makes NGO partners less central to operating in Rwanda.
NGOs have, however, participated from early on, beginning with the three facilitators of on-farm
trials: the Rwanda Development Organization (RDO), Rwandese Health Environment Project
Initiative (RHEPI), and Rwanda Rural Rehabilitation Initiative (RWARRI). Other development
partners have been working on the out-scaling phase
around the country, including the Presbyterian Church of
Rwanda (EPR), Catholic Relief Services (CRS), Behar
Bedasoa, Support Office to Rural Initiatives (BAIR), and
World Vision. Several agricultural cooperatives have also
independently taken part in banana trainings, most notably
in macropropagation.

The CIALCA office in Kigali was formerly a small TSBF-CIAT
location with little activity. It is now shared with staff from
multiple TSBF-CIAT projects including the Sub-Saharan
Africa Challenge Program (SSA-CP), N2Africa, and Harvest
Plus. N2Africa in particular (a continent-wide project to
improve the potential of nitrogen fixation) has drawn directly on the networks, sites and ISFM
outputs of CIALCA in both Rwanda and the DRC. The partnerships and presence established by
CIALCA have allowed N2Africa to get off the ground right away in these countries, an outcome that
should be recognized in any complete account of the Consortium's contributions.

Partners in Rwanda

Conducting a PRA in Umutara in 2005
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CIALCA has dealt with the spread
of banana Xanthomonas wilt in all
three of its project countries.
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2006

Rwanda Timeline

CIALCA office opens in Kigali, operated by TSBF-CIAT.

PRAs and baseline survey undertaken; beginning of ISAR participation.

Farmer associations are sought in the action sites with help from the sector-level government

agronomists. Where associations aren't available, the agronomists identify innovative farmers who

are interested in running trials.

Both legume and banana germplasm trials begin in different parts of the country co-executed by

ISAR through staff and operational support.

Three NGOs – RDO, RWARRI, and RHEPI – begin 2-year partnerships to facilitate the trials with

farmer associations and to begin the dissemination of ISFM practices.

RADA starts working closely with CIALCA after a former CIALCA scientist takes up a position at the

agency. TSBF-CIAT and IITA both appoint staff members at RADA, and they begin with involvement

in demonstration trials.

CIALCA and RADA initiate the launch of training-of-trainer events on IPM, improved crop and soil

management, and macro-propagation of bananas.

Market and nutrition research on soybeans.
ISAR takes over dealing directly with farmer associations and trials in Eastern Province after the

NGO partner RWARRI proves ineffective. The other two facilitating partners finish their participation

at the end of the year.

2008

With the move to core funding, CIALCA can no longer offer seed money to development partners.

Bioversity appoints a staff member at RADA to join the IITA and TSBF-CIAT staff.

An ISAR staff member finishes her CIALCA-supported PhD at UCL and returns to become head of

ISAR Mugesera station and the research manager of the banana program.

Farmer associations running on-farm trials of legume-maize intercropping and banana ISFM

practices. Catholic Relief Services is disseminating the improved cassava-legume system developed

in South Kivu.

2009

CIALCA staff at RADA running trials to update national fertilizer recommendations.

Government begins providing subsidized fertilizer as part of maize package.

2010
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The following weighted scores represent the stated advantages of participation in
CIALCA that came out of interviews with partners and staff in Rwanda. The weights
are based on order of mention, with 1.0 for the first benefit listed by an interviewee
and 0.1 lower for each subsequent benefit listed.

The most strongly appreciated benefit of CIALCA's model was its ability to engage farmers in
research and innovation. Partners felt that the participatory approaches at the heart of the model
brought farmers into the project in a significant way, addressing their needs, opening two-way
communication with researchers, and giving them ownership over the innovation effort. While on-
farm trials have been a standard for ISAR for the last 15 years, researchers felt that the CIALCA
projects were more fundamentally built on farmer participation than others they have seen.

A close second, capacity building among partners (especially ISAR,
RADA, and farmer groups themselves) was seen as a central
outcome. A flipside of this is the extended reach that Bioversity,
TSBF-CIAT, and IITA have achieved by working with so many
partners, particularly for the purpose of dissemination. Fighting
disease also ranks highly, reflecting both the success of BXW control
efforts and the main perceived benefit of macropropagation: the
rapid production of improved, clean planting material.

Farmers appreciated training on fertilizer use, and for a particular
reason. In 2010, the government instated a 50% subsidy on imported
mineral fertilizer. MINAGRI began distributing this fertilizer as part of
a package with maize seed, and is expected to follow with other priority crops. This program began
poorly due to a lack of training among farmers, but participants in CIALCA's ISFM trials (and their
neighbors, who came to them for advice) were well prepared to take advantage of the newly
available inputs. In fact, some suggested that the government's decision to provide mineral
fertilizers was partly inspired by CIALCA's results. That MINAGRI has asked CIALCA researchers
to contribute to revised fertilizer recommendations gives some credence to this as an outcome.

This is one of several influences on the National Agricultural Policy that partners cited as positive
results, even though policy was never a focus of CIALCA planning. Other policy effects have been
on BXW control and, to a small but growing extent, a shift in the government's monoculture-only
policy. This last point has been contentious, but IITA has recently gained ground in promoting the
idea of banana-coffee intercropping – well established in Uganda – to MINAGRI and the Coffee
Board.

Rwanda: Advantages of the CIALCA Model

A RADA-led trial to establish
replacement crops for banana fields

recovering from BXW
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Row planting training 1.9
Overall yield increases 1.4
Material support to partners 1.0
Banana mulching training 1.0
Rotation training 0.8
New varieties 0.8
Marketing training 0.7

Engaging farmers 5.0
Capacity building 4.5
Disease management 3.3
Fertilizer training 2.8
Extended reach 2.7
Policy influence 2.5
Macropropagation 1.9 Table 1: Perceived advantages

of the CIALCAmodel in Rwanda
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When asked about shortfalls and constraints of the CIALCA model, the first among these was the
shift away from direct financial support of partners, a consequence of the move to core funding in
CIALCA-II. With this change the CG partners could no longer offer part of their funds to partners,
leaving the partners to rely on their own institutional budgets. While direct support was never very
great, partners felt that it did encourage greater commitment from partners and rewarded better
participation. Both ISAR and RADA staff expressed that in recent years they have developed a
greater capacity to take on more of the research process from the CG partners, but lack the
budgets to do so.

Most of the other comments related to the sentiment that CIALCA is "just a research project," and
did not engage directly with development issues underlying the rural reality. These included needs
for storage and processing and shortages in water, land and organic fertilizer (i.e., livestock).
Seeing the benefits of working within the established agricultural regime, partners also suggest
that CIALCA should seek even more involvement from government actors, in particular the Sector
Agronomists who are the direct points of interaction between MINAGRI and farmer groups.

Another concern was over the CIALCA budget itself, which is
decided in planning meetings in Kigali and requested from the
three CG centers. It often comes through cut by 20-25%, and
wire transfers from one or more partner are often delayed
beyond the start of planting season, leaving the office to find
money where they can in the interim. When budgets are
stretched, with falls in the Euro or changes in funding, partners
see more competition for resources, and some posed that this
may damage the professional confidence on which CIALCA
was built.

Taken together, the perceived benefits and shortfalls of the
CIALCA model in Rwanda reveal some of the important
factors for maintaining fruitful partnerships in a country where partners have a great deal to
contribute. The collaborative spirit of the Consortium seems to have rubbed off on at least some
partners, from MINAGRI down to individual farmers. This is a potentially important outcome that
could extend well beyond the lifetime of CIALCA, and it is dependent on building professional trust
through shared ownership, regard for others' priorities, and perhaps occasional sharing of funds.

Rwanda: Shortfalls of the CIALCA Model

Evaluating bean response to nutrients in
Bugesera
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Water shortages 1.8
Processing needs 1.5
No banana involvement for some partners 1.3
Land shortages 1.0
Need more exchanges with other groups 0.9
Labor shortages 0.9
Need livestock element 0.9

No operational support to partners 4.8
Research focus only 2.9
Budget complications 2.9
Some ineffective partners 2.8
Not enough government involvement 2.6
Storage needed 1.8
Sustainability concerns 1.8

Table 2: Perceived shortfalls of
the CIALCAmodel in Rwanda

Need more marketing help 0.9
Credit shortages 0.7
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Still recovering from decades of civil conflict, Burundi has the lowest per capita GDP
in the world and ranked a close second to the DRC in the 2010 Global Hunger
Index.2 Recurring violence as recently as 2008 has kept effective development at
bay, while land pressures have intensified and the coffee cultivation providing the
country's only significant export has stagnated. Burundi has not proven an easy
country to work in, but CIALCA staff have found important roles in the production,
protection and marketing of the country's ubiquitous bananas, and in the process
have made welcome contributions to rebuilding national institutions.

When CIALCA came together, Burundi was only included in the project proposals of Bioversity and
IITA. These remained the only partners carrying out projects here through CIALCA-I, and the
resulting activities were entirely focused on banana-based systems. With the start of the second
phase the donor, wishing to round out the collaborative synergies of
CIALCA, asked TSBF-CIAT to start working in the country as well. TSBF-
CIAT's contributions on legumes and ISFM, while at a younger stage,
have raised interest from many partners and are already in farmers' fields.

Bioversity is responsible for operating the CIALCA office in this country,
which has grown from a single point of contact inside the Agricultural and
Zootechnical Research Institute (IRAZ), to a group of staff hosted in
various buildings by the Agricultural Research Institute of Burundi
(ISABU), to an independent office opened in 2011. More than elsewhere,
CIALCA in Burundi is an undertaking of proactive individuals running
sometimes autonomous projects, and the establishment of a shared office at this late stage was in
part an effort to bring researchers closer together (though in larger part, it was to avoid being a
burden on the NARS host).

One of these individuals is Pascale Lepoint, a Bioversity pathologist who has given the program a
strong focus on banana disease and has personally contributed to building national capacity in
disease monitoring and control since 2009. Another is IITA socioeconomist Emily Ouma, who
joined CIALCA in Burundi in 2008, and guides a concerted market analysis component. While her
activities are shared with Eliud Birachi based in Uganda (she works here and in South Kivu, DRC,
while he covers Rwanda and North Kivu), her permanent presence here has allowed her to build
up a more dedicated marketing team with the participation of several other staff and NGO partners.
ISABU researcher Marie-Chantal Niyuhire, meanwhile, is carrying the TSBF-CIAT project,
characterizing legume varieties already proven in Rwanda and Burundi and demonstrating rotation
and intercropping systems to farmers.

The mandate areas are three provinces,
all some hours distant from the capital city
of Bujumbura.

Gitega is home to IRAZ, where the original CIALCA-Burundi coordinator (Sylvestre Hakizimana)
was located, but the CIALCA office was transferred to Bujumbura in 2008 for proximity to ISABU
and NGO partners. With continuing security and logistical problems in much of the country, nearly
all major international organizations keep their headquarters in the capital.

Cibitoke (Rusizi Plain)
Kirundo
Gitega

The CIALCA office established in
2011 in Bujumbura
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Burundi

1 2010 Global Hunger Index, International Food Policy Research Institute
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/2010-global-hunger-index

Mandate areas range from the Rusizi Plain to the highlands
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The Agricultural Research Institute of Burundi (ISABU) is still in the process of a
recovery in which CIALCA is playing an active role. It lacks the capacity of
Rwanda's ISAR, but its staff have benefited greatly from working with CIALCA while
providing invaluable services in field and laboratory research. Even after the move
to a separate office, many CIALCA-supported staff and students still work within
ISABU, and several ISABU staff are now undertaking advanced degrees overseas
(four are doing PhDs within CIALCA). If CIALCA leaves a mark on national research
services, it may be most visible in Burundi.

Partners in Burundi

Figure 3: Organizational map of CIALCA in Burundi
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IRAZ, CIALCA's original host in Burundi, is in a more difficult position. Established
as a regional research institute by the governments of Burundi, Rwanda and Zaire
(later the DRC) in the 1970s, its three-country budget has suffered from the
subsequent history of the region, and its headquarters in Gitega has been kept alive
with minimal Burundian funding for many years. With the revival of the Economic
Community of the Great Lakes Countries (CEPGL) in 2007, it has changed its
mandate to a chiefly coordinating role, and in this it holds promise for some
sustainable continuation of CIALCA's regional collaboration.

A prominent ambition of the proposal for CIALCA-II was the founding of a Knowledge Resource
Center (KRC) to transform the Consortium's research outputs into client-specific information
available through a range of media. The KRC was established in the Burundi office in 2010 with a
communications specialist supported by the German Development Cooperation (GTZ). The KRC
was planned as a persistent regional resource and a CIALCA legacy, and it was proposed to
eventually transfer it to IRAZ. The KRC is still at a
beginning stage and the possibility of this transfer
remains to be seen; for the moment IRAZ is still trying to
cement its funding from all three member countries, and
lacks so much as an internet connection.

Agronomists from the Provincial Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Husbandry (DPAE) assist with many training
activities, but the Ministry has very low extension
capacity, and is not a direct project partner. With no
equivalent to Rwanda's RADA, CIALCA is reliant on
development NGOs for out-scaling and impact. The country actually claims the smallest number of
development partners, with only 9 of the 60 linkages established across CIALCA by the end of
2009. For the most part, however, these are NGOs with both capacity and dedication, including the
Burundi Red Cross, World Vision, and Floresta Burundi. The dynamic Gitega-based organization
Agakura has been another strong collaborator. In general these partners are most involved in the
trialing and macropropagation of new banana varieties, and some are now training their staff and
farmer networks on legume-based ISFM and market analysis.

With TSBF-CIAT a newcomer here, there is a conspicuous absence of the
parallel projects that share space in the other country offices. Just one of
these projects has come on board, an International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD) project with a focus on marketing and nutrition. The
IFAD researcher has built directly on the CIALCA scientist's agronomic
progress in Gitega with these post-harvest initiatives, and is now
implementing the same germplasm and ISFM research protocols with an
ISABU collaborator in Kirundo.

Bujumbura is also home to the private tissue culture labs that have
provided banana plants for experiments in all three CIALCA countries. The
current partner, Phytolabu, has gained connections to customers inside
and outside CIALCA. The lab sources germplasm from Bioversity's
International Transit Centre at KU Leuven, and plans to continue scaling
up this service for other customers. For now the labs strongly depend on
selling to FAO and NGOs; a sustainable system relying on farmer demand does not yet exist. In
2009 IITA obtained funding for a regional project on tissue culture seed systems, strengthening
CIALCA activities in this area.

Partners in Burundi

The headquarters of IRAZ, Gitega, which CIALCA
is helping to revive as a regional coordinating

agency for agricultural research.

Testing new varieties for making
banana beer, an important income

source in Cibitoke
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2006

Burundi Timeline

Point of contact established at IRAZ in Gitega.

PRAs and baseline survey undertaken in Burundi with help from ISABU and IRAZ staff.

The tissue culture lab Agrobiotec, in Bujumbura, begins providing clean banana planting material for

germplasm trials in all three CIALCA countries.

Two ISABU staff start PhDs on BBTV (Bioversity) and improved soil management (IITA).

Coordinator and offices for Burundi established within the Bujumbura headquarters of ISABU,

reporting to Bioversity.

The tissue culture lab Phytolabu, also in Bujumbura, takes over supplying banana planting materials

to CIALCA and its partners.

First CIALCA international scientist (IITA) based in Burundi to support socio-economics research.

2008

With the launch of CIALCA-II, TSBF-CIAT begins operating in Burundi. An ISABU staff member

begins working full time with TSBF-CIAT on evaluation and characterization of legume varieties, part

of her PhD research.

Nine development partners begin working on macropropagation, evaluation and dissemination of

banana varieties and technologies in the action and satellite sites.

CIALCA starts research on banana-coffee intercropping through surveys and on-station trials.

A BMZ-funded project led by IITA is starting additional research and development work in the banana

tissue culture seed systems.

2009

German Development Cooperation (GTZ) funds a Communications Expert for 4 years to coordinate

the activities of the Knowledge Resource Centre (KRC) through Bioversity.

The CIALCA-II mid term review mission suggests that CIALCA should integrate closely with IRAZ,

which is seeking a coordination role in the three countries where the Consortium is doing research.

The mission suggests that the nascent KRC should eventually be transferred to IRAZ for this

purpose.

ISABU researcher working for TSBF-CIAT begins ISFM trials using identified legume varieties and

best bet maize from ISABU. Begins legume seed multiplication at ISABU station.

2010
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The following weighted scores represent the stated advantages of participation in
CIALCA that came out of interviews with partners and staff in Burundi. The weights
are based on order of mention, with 1.0 for the first benefit listed by an interviewee
and 0.1 lower for each subsequent benefit listed.

Quite distinct from Rwanda, the benefits of CIALCA's
macropropagation program come to the fore here. Both NGOs
and farmer groups are engaging in macropropagation as a
source of improved banana plantlets and income. CIALCA, and
IITA in particular, has concentrated heavily on training partners in
this technology, allowing farmers to select their preferred varieties from
trials, and providing parent materials to get started. This has happened
side by side with training in market analysis and business plans, another
appreciated output. The marketing team has, in cases, used
macropropagation training as an entry to talk to partners about the
importance of marketing and begin setting up these activities.

Disease management, largely a Bioversity concern, addresses a major
preoccupation of farmers and the government. This research has been
carried out through ISABU with the intention of building the institute's
capacity to respond to disease as well as collecting important data on
banana bunchy top virus (BBTV) and BXW. Capacity building like this is,
of course, also represented on the list, along with publicity for the
organizations involved. Partners equally appreciate the power of the
CIALCA model to engage and empower farmers in participatory research.
Regional cooperation and knowledge sharing are considered potentially
significant outcomes by both ISABU and IRAZ.

Burundi: Advantages of the CIALCA Model

Performing pairwise ranking for
marketability with the association

AGAKURA

KRC 1.3
Publicity 0.9
New varieties 0.8
Overall yield increases 0.8
Nutrition training 0.7
Seed multiplication 0.7

Macropropagation 5.7
Marketing training 3.5
Disease management 2.8
Capacity building 2.0
Engaging farmers 2.0
Regional cooperation 1.7
Intercropping systems 1.5

Table 3: Perceived advantages
of the CIALCAmodel in Burundi

Training in ELISA disease testing at
ISABU
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Communication is a more visible problem in activities in
Burundi. Interaction between organizations seems highly
dependent on contact between individuals, and this contact
can be unpredictable. Crucially, almost every partner in
Rwanda and the DRC mentioned the office coordinator as a
main point of contact, while in Burundi the name often didn't
come up. Instead, most contact was through individual
researchers or trainers. This allows a lot of flexibility for
projects clearly driven by the researchers, and where this
autonomy is successful it may work better in this difficult
country context than a more centrally managed program. Coordination has suffered, however, with
reports of IITA and Bioversity sometimes bringing redundant activities to the same areas, and
partners getting lost in the shuffle. The weakness of these single-person ties exists on both sides
of partnerships: Catholic Relief Services (CRS), for instance, was planning to join activities in 2008
when their Program Manager departed, and without this point of contact they have had no further
communication.

Lack of communication beyond the individual level may also
play a role in the feelings of some partners that they have been
given insufficient training or too-infrequent backstopping.
Partners are also asking for more planting materials for the
macropropagation chambers, either to speed up production or
because of unsuccessful early attempts. At least one NGO
partner, Caritas Burundi, has dropped its macropropagation
efforts because of too little follow-up training and frustration at
the slow pace of producing plantlets. They have since gone to
the tissue culture lab, Phytolabu, for their needs. Caritas also
shares a concern with Phytolabu about the disease risks of a
macropropagation strategy.

The mixed successes of CIALCA in Burundi need to be addressed, but in the end they may reveal
the adaptive process that has allowed the Consortium to seek out the right approaches and right
partners in very different country contexts. The dead ends might allow researchers to concentrate
on more fruitful activities with a minimum of entanglement, but these will still need to support the
complementarities that are the aim of CIALCA as a collaborative project.

Burundi: Shortfalls of the CIALCA Model

Establishing a macropropagation unit with the
NGO partner Floresta
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Language problems 0.8

Insufficient communication 3.0
Need more training/backstopping 2.8
Shortage of planting materials 2.0
No operational support to partners 1.9
Monitoring & evaluation needs support 1.0
Disease risk 1.0
Sustainability concerns 0.8

Table 4: Perceived shortfalls of
the CIALCAmodel in Burundi

A farmer group discusses banana bunchy top
virus with a CIALCA pathologist in Cibitoke
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The DRC is a vast country, devastated by the deadliest war in Africa's modern
history. When CIALCA entered the country in 2005, the flames of almost two
decades of conflict were far from extinguished, and few international research or
development organizations of any kind were operating in the country's volatile
eastern highlands. Farmers face intense land pressure, degraded soil, and very little
market infrastructure. Instability persists in some areas, but CIALCA and its partners
has persevered in bringing new technologies to farmers, supporting grassroots
mobilization, and involving smallholders in the process of innovation.

CIALCA has three mandate areas in the DRC:

The DRC has a land area nearly 100 times larger than
Rwanda or Burundi, and the mandate areas here are far
more widely spread. The main office is in Bukavu, South
Kivu, but each of the other areas runs under a fairly
autonomous regional coordinator. This is in part because of
the distances involved, and in part because each of these
outer regions is included in only one of CIALCA's three
component projects. The Bas-Congo mandate area is part
of the TSBF-CIAT project, while only IITA operates in North
Kivu.

Though the main office in Bukavu is managed by IITA, the activities that dominate here are TSBF-
CIAT-run projects. Bean and soybean varieties, rotation with maize, intercropping with cassava,
fertilizer, and erosion control through embankments and Calliandra hedges have all been trialed
extensively with farmers and are being disseminated across the region. Similar activities are
carried out independently in Bas-Congo, coordinated by TSBF-CIAT's office in Kinshasa. IITA and
Bioversity are working on setting up macropropagation of banana varieties, running on-farm soil
management trials, and
researching diseases in North
and South Kivu while
backstopping scaling-out partners
(particularly on BXW, which has
been attacking large areas in
North Kivu and gradually
expanding to the south.)

South Kivu
North Kivu
Bas-Congo
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Democratic Republic of the Congo

CIALCA's main country office in Bukavu

C
ha
rle
s
Bi
si
m
w
a



23Describing the CIALCA Organizational Model

The DRC's national research service is the National Institute for Environmental and
Agricultural Research (INERA). It hosts the Bas-Congo regional office in Kinshasa
and provides research support at its stations in Mulungu, South Kivu and M’vuazi,
Bas-Congo. A troubled institution with little to no national funding, INERA supports
itself through services to international research projects such as CIALCA, and has
little additional capacity to operate as a partner. INERA technicians provide soil
sampling, seed multiplication, and other on-station services, and the NARS has
been a main beneficiary of capacity building, but it doesn't play the same core role
as its Rwandan or Burundian counterparts.

Partners in the DRC

Figure 4: Organizational map of CIALCA in the DRC
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A large share of research is taken on by local students, the bulk of them from the
Catholic University of Bukavu (UCB). The University has been involved from the
start and is prominent enough a partner that the Dean of Agriculture sits on the
CIALCA Consultative Committee, and in fact served as its first Chair. Students from
the University of Kinshasa are involved in Bas-Congo, and students from the
Catholic University of Graben (UCG) in North Kivu. Bioversity is supporting another
twelve students at the University of Kisangani – the Musa germplasm hub of the
DRC – in pursuing banana morphological characterization and BBTD surveys
across the Congo Basin and Eastern Highlands, projects connecting Congolese students with
researchers at Belgian universities and extending far beyond CIALCAmandate areas.

The DRC is a striking counterpoint to Rwanda's centralized, policy-guided agricultural
development. Small farmers are largely left to their own devices without government extension,
investment or marketing. This has spurred a flowering of small NGOs, community based
organizations, and farmer groups to take on local issues from the bottom up. CIALCA has done a
thorough job of reaching out to these local groups, connecting with no fewer than 38 development
partners in the DRC. A Bukavu-based NGO called DIOBASS (Approaches to Interaction between
Grassroots Organizations and Other Sources of
Knowledge) has served a role of coordination and
structural support for many actors since the
beginning of the project. The partners range from
purely agricultural to women's organizations and
post-conflict rehabilitation initiatives.

These grassroots partners are most actively involved
in TSBF-CIAT projects. IITA staff have established
germplasm plots and macropropagation units with
some of these local groups, but in South Kivu their
main partners are larger international NGOs like
Action Against Hunger (ACF), Caritas, and the Red
Cross. In North Kivu, the IITA project works through
the Kivutien arm of a Belgian organization, the
Vredeseilanden Country Office (VECO). VECO
coordinates 8 farmer groups in banana selection,
macropropagation, and management; in North Kivu these groups are more influential and well
developed cooperatives than in the south. Bioversity, with the Catholic University of Graben, is
also involved in this germplasm evaluation, as well as in testing BXW control options in the field.

In Bas-Congo, TSBF-CIAT's office works through a wide range of NGOs on legume
characterization and multiplication, cassava-legume intercropping, fertilizer micro-doses, green
manures, marketing and nutrition. These regional efforts, so distant from CIALCA as a whole,
could easily have become the backwaters of the project, but dynamic leadership and steady
involvement from the international staff of the parent institutes has led them to their own
successes.

Back in Bukavu, the CIALCA office has become a hub for other projects who are present here
through TSBF-CIAT involvement. These include N2Africa, Harvest Plus, and an IFAD project on
forages. Here too the projects share partner networks and ideas as well as office space. TSBF-
CIAT is now in the process of constructing an office and lab in Bukavu that will host CIALCA and
other current and future undertakings, including the activities of the CRP 1.2 in the East and
Central African Action Area.

Partners in the DRC

The women's association ACOSYF is one grassroots
organization using CIALCA technologies to help
women in South Kivu rebuild their livelihoods.
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2005

DRC Timeline

Office opens in Bukavu, with two researchers working at INERA for IITA and Bioversity. Bas-

Congo office opens soon after in Kinshasa.

Coordinators begin the search for NARS and NGO partners, farmer associations, and

universities to participate.

PRA planning in Bukavu for appraisal teams from all three countries. PRAs undertaken with

help from DIOBASS and UCG.

INERA begins its participation by multiplying seed to plant trials at action sites.

DIOBASS begins its first activity, introducing new cereal seeds into communities and allowing them

to select well adapted varieties. An IITA agronomist also joins the organization for banana projects.

Development partners begin coming in across all three regions. Staff suggest and contact further

partners during the annual planning meeting.

2006

Numerous CBOs, NGOs and farmer groups are running demonstration trials of intercropping, row

planting, and mineral and organic fertilizers. Some also multiplying seeds of popular varieties.

Nutritionists from the Natural Science Research Centre (CRSN) in South Kivu and the National

Center for Human Nutritional Planning (CEPLANUT) in Kinshasa contact CIALCA to work closely with

the Consortium and collect data on the nutritional impacts of soybean.

The banana diagnostic survey results are used in farmer feedback workshops to initiate on-farm

banana soil and crop management trials in the action sites.

2007

The IITA agronomists operating within DIOBASS and VECO begin trials of new banana varieties.

Some associations get involved in macropropagation and dissemination of banana.

INERA team training NGOs and farmers on seed multiplication and cultural practices in Bas-Congo.

Small development partner FORAL invents a hand tiller which is adopted by several other partners.

Farmer groups and CBOs in Burhale, Walungu form a 'Synergie' group to work with CIALCA together.

CIALCA starts buying Kenyan and Ugandan fertilizer from the first importer established in Bukavu.

VECO-based IITA staff launch an effective radio broadcast on banana in North Kivu; TSBF-CIAT

follows suit in Bas-Congo in 2010, and plans to produce a weekly program with a station in the Kivus

2008

Development partners of all sizes continue to join the projects in South Kivu, North Kivu and Bas

Congo, rising to a total of 38.

Some farmer associations begin banana and bean intercropping demonstrations.

The arrival of BXW in South Kivu (Minova) triggers impact studies and a large number of banana

training events led by the DIOBASS-IITA agronomist. ACF has invested in particular in the control of

BXW, with over 80 macro-propagation units installed in the affected areas.

2009

With multiple TSBF-CIAT partners from outside the Consortium now sharing office space in Bukavu,

CIALCAmoves to a new, larger office.

Trials of banana germplasm end with varieties selected for dissemination. Macropropagation and

dissemination will be the job of DIOBASS.

2010
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The following weighted scores represent the stated advantages of participation in
CIALCA that came out of interviews with partners and staff in the DRC. The weights
are based on order of mention, with 1.0 for the first benefit listed by an interviewee
and 0.1 lower for each subsequent benefit listed.

Partners in the DRC valued their new germplasm highly. The
new legume and banana varieties, chosen for local adaptation
and their suitability to farmers' needs and tastes, have filled a
clear need and are appreciated. The second highest ranked
benefit of the CIALCA model was the extended reach that the
CG centers gained by working with so many local organizations.
The other side of this, again, was the capacity building that
these partners have received, so sorely needed here.

After germplasm, the most highly regarded technology was the simple practice of row planting.
This also came up as a benefit in Rwanda, where the TSBF-CIAT agronomists reported that the
'innovation' wasn't even a part of their original research protocols. In early trials all plots were
planted in rows, and farmers – who ordinarily broadcast their seed – saw that even the control
plots performed better than expected. DRC farmer groups are especially interested in row planting
and many participants have adopted it in their fields.

Both farmer groups and development partners portray row
planting as a significant entry point into 'modern' farming.
Simple tools like this engaged farmers in thinking about
innovation, changing their self images from 'jobless' farmers
to active 'technicians.' But the real mark of modernity has
come to be mineral fertilizer, which researchers and
development partners have demonstrated widely in regions
where the input has long been nonexistent. CIALCA began by
trucking bags of fertilizer from Rwanda for trials, and some
importers have now appeared in the area. CIALCA has
surveyed local dealers and given their contact information to
farmer groups, but fertilizers remain a pipe dream for many
cash-poor farmers.

DRC: Advantages of the CIALCA Model

Overall yield increases 1.8
Business plan training 1.4
Engaging famers 0.8
Nutrition training 0.8
Erosion control 0.6

New varieties 5.9
Extended reach 4.7
Row planting training 4.1
Capacity building 4.0
Fertilizer training 3.1
Seed multiplication 2.7
Publicity 1.9

Table 5: Perceived advantages of
the CIALCAmodel in the DRC

FORAL, a development partner in South
Kivu, designed this hand tiller to reduce the

labor demands of row planting.
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ACDPP, a farmer association in Bas-
Congo, is now engaged in seed

multiplication.
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The lack of markets and the difficulty of finding or paying for mineral fertilizers were the problems
most partners saw standing in the way of project impacts. Partners were themselves restricted in
out-scaling by their often small budgets, allowing them to reach out to only fractions of their
membership. Since the shift to core funding, it has been harder to keep these small partners
involved without material support. Monitoring and evaluation have particularly suffered; local
monitoring technicians are appointed by CIALCA but have been given little incentive or support for
their work. IITA has come to rely on larger NGOs like ACF as local partner have dried up. TSBF-
CIAT has kept more of their small partners involved; part of their success has been leveraged from
their other projects now sharing the office, some working with the same partners and having more
to offer them.

A whole list of other constraints not addressed by CIALCA were of
concern to partners. Large scale processing, particularly mills for
soybean products, are wanted for nutrition and developing markets
(farmers have been growing the introduced soybeans in hopes of an
emerging industry, but thus far none has materialized). The widespread
destruction of livestock during the war has left organic fertilizer a rare
resource. The table reveals many problems outside the scope of CIALCA
that will no doubt affect the potential for improving livelihoods, and also
reveals that partners expect an integrated approach to development that
an agricultural research consortium will be hard pressed to provide on its
own.

Working through dozens of small organizations has been a challenge for CIALCA's own agronomic
staff, who are spread thin. Training and backstopping are in high demand, especially at planting
time, and students are only able to take on so much of the work. In places it seems that the
Consortium may have overextended itself, but local organizations have clear ideas of what they
need and are quick to make the most of the tools they receive. They are also quick to apply these
improvements in agricultural production to their other development concerns, whether child
nutrition, small credit, or supporting victims of wartime trauma. CIALCA's model of empowering
local actors for innovation may be best suited to the DRC and its existing culture of grassroots
action.

DRC: Shortfalls of the CIALCA Model

Cattle were once an important part
of farming systems in Kivu, but
many were lost to wartime

insecurity.
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Sustainability concerns 2.0

Need more marketing help 5.7
Lack of access to fertilizer 5.6
No operational support to partners 4.9
Processing needed 3.3
M&E needs support 3.2
Need more training/backstopping 2.5
Need livestock element 2.4

Table 6: Perceived shortfalls of
the CIALCAmodel in the DRC

Insufficient communication 1.9
Credit shortages 1.7
Need more exchange with other groups 1.6
Research focus only 1.6
Language problems 1.0
Budget issues 0.9
Land shortages 0.9

Some ineffective partners 0.8
Post conflict trauma/insecurity 0.9
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All DGDC-funded projects involve an element of cooperation with Belgian institutions. CIALCA's
collaborators are the sister Catholic Universities of Leuven (KU Leuven) and Louvain-la-Neuve
(UCL). Research teams at these universities created CIALCA together with the CG centers, with
whom they had existing relationships. They have contributed supervision for numerous students,
world class laboratory capabilities, and significant research projects. In early documents their
contributions were referred to as strategic research backing, but by CIALCA-II they were reported
as upstream research in their own right.

The Belgian university teams fit neatly into the tripartite CIALCA
plan, each of the three CG partners working primarily with its
own group of researchers. Bioversity collaborates with
scientists at its International Transit Centre (ITC), hosted at KU
Leuven. This location maintains the International Musa
Germplasm Collection, the world collection of banana and
plantain specimens. This collection has always operated under
Bioversity support, making the germplasm available to
institutions around the world - including to multiple partners
engaged in CIALCA trials. CIALCA, however, is now also
funding research on molecular biology (through Bioversity) and
physiology (through IITA), allowing the scientists to not just
stockpile the diversity of the Musa genus, but to explore its
genetic wealth in support of banana and plantain breeding. The
researchers are using this opportunity to investigate the basis
of drought tolerance in banana: developing criteria for the in
vitro assessment of drought response, investigating the
reactions at the protein level, and screening their collection to
discover the genetic basis of variability. The work has been
ongoing since 2006, but its advanced proteomic approach has
made for a long term project that is likely to continue beyond
the CIALCA timescale. Fortunately most of the lab's team of
about 35 staff, whose projects are all linked to CIALCA's
objectives, are funded from outside the CGIAR.

TSBF-CIAT's collaborating team is also at KU Leuven, within the Soil and Water Management
Unit, and is also part of a longstanding relationship. Their research with CIALCA is on nutrient
dynamics, in particular phosphorous, carbon and nitrogen. Phosphorous (P) is the most serious
nutrient constraint on farming in many of CIALCA's mandate areas, and may be responsible for the
supremacy of mineral fertilizer-based solutions among many partners. The researchers, working in
their laboratory as well as on-farm in the DRC and Kenya, are helping to better understand how to
manage this nutrient. The KU Leuven team are tracking the cycling of phosphorous, particularly
under crop rotation, and screening legumes for P use efficiency (as legumes can only fix nitrogen
when phosphorous is available). Field trials are established in Kivu and Bas-Congo, largely
implemented through DIOBASS. As with the research on Bioversity's banana collection, this will be
a long term project; good phosphorous cycling experiments require many seasons of data
collected from single fields.

Upstream Research by Belgian Partners

Bioversity's Musa germplasm collection at the
International Transit Centre, KU Leuven
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The research at UCL developed in partnership with IITA. The first phase focused on improved soil
and crop management practices, most notably mulch and zero-tillage systems in banana-bean
intercrop fields. In addition, an ISAR PhD student succesfully completed her PhD at UCL on
abuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF), nematodes, and soil
fertility in banana-based systems in Rwanda. All PhD studies
are spread across on-station and on-farm locations in all
three CIALCA countries. The no-till and mulch trials are used
to study the potential to improve soil structure and root
systems, but also to improve nutrient uptake and nutrient
recycling. The research on AMF showed the importance of
these symbiotic fungi on root and plant health and the soil
factors that promote the partnership. This research has
provided key guidance on ISFM priorities.

The UCL partners moved into a new phase after two new
researchers took over coordinating the activities in 2009
from the soil scientists who were leading the initial phase.
One of the new scientists has a particular interest in agricultural innovation processes, and this has
added a new component to their work. This research seeks to better understand the drivers of
technology adoption, adaptation, and development by farmers in CIALCA regions, in order to help
tailor and target the Consortium's efforts. Banana-coffee intercrop research has recently become a
part of both of these streams, with research in the field of agronomy undertaken by a PhD student
and in innovation systems analysis by a CIALCA-funded postdoc.

The researchers at both universities felt that their work is contributing to CIALCA's goals, to the
education of staff in the region, and to agricultural knowledge as a whole. Some of the research
may not yet be completed if and when CIALCA ends, and may not feed back directly into the
activities of its development partners, but the insight gained will be an important legacy in the
longer term.

The teams felt that their integration into CIALCA, which is mostly
through individual points of contact in individual CG centers,
provides a simpler focus than complex institutional relationships.
This is, after all, a familiar mode of collaboration in universities.
However, some also felt that these singular connections restricted
the flow of information, particularly from the bottom up. They would
have appreciated more contact with fellow researchers outside of
the occasional conference, and feedback from the farm level to give
some indication of important issues to guide their research. This,
they felt, would allow better targeting of scientists' and farmers'
resources alike.

Upstream Research by Belgian Partners

Banana-bean intercropping trial, ploughed
(left) versus no-till with mulch (right)

UCL soil team in South Kivu
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The purpose of this descriptive exercise has been to learn from CIALCA's organizational model, a
semi-organic entity that has grown out of the work of hundreds of people. While the Consortium was
thoughtfully designed, it was built from the very beginning out of coincidental overlaps, and has never
been a wholly planned community. It has become even less so in implementation, where adapting to
widely different country contexts – and even goals – has meant modifying its tripartite framework to fit
the needs of partners and farmers. An open-minded donor, a foundation of professional confidence,
and efforts by hardworking coordinators were key factors in this, but they teach us little for the future.
Can a model be replicable that is built on adaptation, opportunity, and personal relationships? Can
these qualities be scaled out, as will be expected if CIALCA becomes the seed of the CGIAR
Research Program 1.2? Can they even be planned in the first place?

The example of CIALCA shows that the organizers did in fact plan the conditions for successful
collaboration, and cleverly so. Partners were seldom obligated to interact with one another, but where
the lines of communication were open, they worked together "because it worked." The structure of the
Consortium created an especially healthy environment for sharing, topped by three organizing
partners and many other consulting ones rather than a single institution. Even when presented
hierarchically, the structure shows as much complexity at the top as at the bottom. The simple fact
that actors at all levels present themselves as members of partnerships means that no single actor is
'above' the collaboration. This alone leads to a certain flatness in the model, a community of
sometimes-equals where the identity of 'boundary partners' depends on where you're standing.

The boundary is sometimes drawn around the CIALCA Consultative Committee, but while it plays a
key role in strategic planning, this is a negotiated and at least partly symbolic grouping. One partner
(RADA) was added to the CCC in 2008 after its role grew larger than expected, and the planners
have had to turn down membership to others to keep the Committee at a functional size. Partners
with CCC representation appreciate the gesture of inclusion and shared ownership, but even some of
the representatives who attend annual planning meetings report as much opportunity for strategic
involvement in their other interactions with partners throughout the year. They see the CCC as just
one more chance to work out the details of collaboration, rather than their single forum for influence.
The flatness of the model, and the voices of partners both inside and outside of the CCC, are as
much a feature of CIALCA as is this wide inner circle.

In fact, the attempts at mapping the relations in this report reveal something closer to a heterarchy
than a hierarchy, a network in which actors can potentially connect regardless of their position. At its
best farmers advise agronomists, Belgian researchers exchange ideas and data with Central African
students, development NGOs share practical experiences with economists, and implementing
partners participate in planning meetings. There is indeed a vertical axis of funds and reporting (which
has actually been pared back by the switch to core funding), and some of the more recently involved
development partners and farmer groups are less integrated into the network than others – more
recognizable as boundary partners – but on the whole there is a significant network of interaction that
generates much of CIALCA's flexibility and responsiveness. Heterarchies generally perform better
than hierarchies in complex and changeable situations. They also allow a great deal of ownership
among partners at all levels.

Many of the shortfalls listed by CIALCA partners reveal the degree of ownership they feel, touching
on priorities from water harvesting to women's rights that they would like to address. There is
frustration with the limitations of CIALCA outside of the traditional bounds of CG research-for-
development, but some partners – farmer groups especially – have built on the social capital gained
from organizing with CIALCA to pursue other issues. Other recognized shortfalls have to do with
communication problems. Within this collaborative network, communication is possible but not
enforced, and it makes much of the difference between a successful role in finding and spreading
solutions and a partner who feels sidelined. As one researcher put it, "the degree of ownership
depends on the size of your inbox."

Learning from CIALCA
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An adaptable model needs the potential to learn, and while the Consortium has the capability of
reacting to new problems, potential solutions, and the demands of farmers and development
partners, these need to get through to the right people to have an effect. Individual scientists take
on the largest responsibility for this in CIALCA, interacting with many types of partners and
accumulating a deep knowledge of local concerns. In the absence of a more formal system of
M&E and learning, their role as long links in the network is key, and their ability to communicate to
partners in all areas needs to be (and for the most part is) strong. This feedback can be integrated
into planning at the appropriate level, anywhere from annual Consortium-wide planning meetings
to the scientist's own activities. As an informal feedback process, however, the extent to which this
happens depends on resources, negotiation, and individual priorities.

If partners are to really learn from experience at every level – and prove that they have done so –
M&E may need to be the most structured component of a loosely structured program. CIALCA
could benefit from a more formal, though still participatory, approach, and has attempted
unsuccessfully to establish more than one. Two socio-economists who were in charge of
developing M&E left IITA and TSBF-CIAT in 2006, and as a result this aspect received little
attention in CIALCA-I. IITA later established an anthropologist in Burundi in 2009 to work on a
consistent approach. This specialist developed a series of tools which were crucial to progress
reporting during the 2010 CIALCA-II review mission. He left soon after, however, and follow-up
dropped again until this year when another successor began to rebuild for the purposes of the
coming impact assessment survey.

Failings in M&E are also tied to funding. Monitoring
efforts have particularly suffered from a lack of
operational support for partners, an issue that arises
in many forms. The networks that make up CIALCA
are built on mutually beneficial undertakings, and
where the Consortium has no material support,
shared goals, useful technology, or capacity building
to offer, partners quickly drift away. Actors in every
CIALCA country have limited means to implement
solutions and carry them into the sustainable long
term. Furthermore, each country is an active
marketplace of research and development partners,
with increasing numbers of international and regional projects setting up shop, sometimes with
much more to offer. This is hardly a problem for the partners, but CIALCA was not planned with
such competition in mind, and needs to be aware that partners can afford to look for more than just
a common vision. Given these issues, the large network of partners that CIALCA has managed to
build and energize in just a few years shows how responsive it has been to mutual needs and how
much can be done through shared priorities.

Even more than this, talking to CIALCA partners reveals the collaborative impetus which the CG
reform process seeks, active on many levels in this region. Farmer groups and other grassroots
entities are looking for equal partners. Stakeholders are demanding integrated research-for-
development, with full understanding of how the problems of agriculture, markets, resources and
society interlink. Participatory approaches are coming to be regarded as a necessity, not just a
strategy, by policymakers and scientists alike. For many, it's frustration with business as usual in
agricultural projects that outweighs institutional self interest. CIALCA was not designed to
overcome traditional thinking and impose collaboration, but to give shape to a growing desire to
work together on new solutions in Central Africa. This enthusiasm for participation in new
approaches may lead the way down a truly different path.

Learning from CIALCA

Em
ily
O
um
a




