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The art of ‘doing’ sustainable agricultural innovation: approaches and attitudes
to facilitating transitional projects*

Anne Loeber & Tycho Vermeulen

Abstract

The management of projects for sustainable innom&tiings along varieties of intricacies. Facilitators
play a central role in dealing with these challeng&lopting an empirical approach, this paper
discusses the practical approaches and attitudesatilitators develop to deal with such challenge
the domain of agricultural innovation. To that etity paper presents a list of four intricacies iehe

in running projects that seek to enhance a sudigmevelopment, based on literature: 1) the chgée
of combining the ambition of sustainable changédwhie need for responsiveness in facilitating
processes of joint planning an design; 2) the neetkvelop and use knowledge in a practice-oriented
manner in an often science-oriented context; 3ntex to develop an innovative ‘niche’ within a
context of vested powers; and 4) the need to rbaghnd a project’s duration to ‘anchor’ the dynasmic
by which its ambitions may be realised in the fatdrhree cases of managing projects for sustainable
(agricultural) innovation are described, highligigtithe practical ways in which the respective
facilitators in each case deal with the four idiendi challenges. It is found that attitudes devetbpy a
facilitator differ per project yet that similarifecan be indentified. Difference can be observeilgna
between approaches in facilitating projects thak<e explore the notion of sustainability in terais
guidelines for future practice, and in facilitatipgpjects that aim at developing concrete imple aigiet
designs. Within these two types of projects, ftaditirs are seen to be engaged in a continual batanc
act between two identifiable attitudes: a respansserviceable attitude, via which the facilitadeeks

to connect with participants and be responsivled heeds and wishes (dubbed here a Learning
approach), and an attitude of leadership, via wttiehfacilitator more or less solitary decides lom t
way the process is to move forward (dubbed hereaaling approach).

1. Introduction

The post-war wish for a rationalisation and scalipgof food production in the
Netherlands (and Europe) for long offered a mastigisputed guidance to
agricultural policy and practice. The associatdderframework, heralding economic
efficiency and unbridled growth, however met witierieasing criticism over the years,
especially since the 1970s and 1980s (cf. Spaargdral, forthcoming). Today, the
orthodox consensus on (technological) rationabsasind intensification has lost
considerable ground, being challenged by a vaaktpncerns over food quality and
safety, environmental protection, nature consesmatnd animal welfare. The phrase
‘sustainable agricultural development’ has comseiwe as an encompassing label for
agricultural innovative guided by a mix of enviroental, social as well as economic
concerns.

The emphasis on fostering sustainable agriculileaélopment over the past
two decades has given rise to a wide variety odgsractices that seek to stimulate
socio-technological innovations. Reflection, frorarass-case perspective, on the
practical aspects of ‘doing’ agricultural innovation a project basis is useful as the
sustainability concept presents practitioners Withneed to deal with complex
challenges.

Literature on experiences with the practical elabion of the sustainable
development concept directs our attention to foajomchallenges:

. Concerning the issue of responsiveness, in thedblgh ambitionsin order

to ensure commitment of a collection of actors twking jointly on plans and

projects for sustainable innovation, such projeetsd to be responsive to their

needs and wishes. Running a project in a responsiveer implies that the
participants’ “claims, concerns and issues” aresmered the ‘organisational



foci’ in the elaboration of the project (Guba anddoln, 1989). To bind a
group of diverse actors together around a commahigdhis manner is quite
a challenge as it is. What adds to this challeadka claim of fundamental
change that is inherent to the sustainability cphdes elaboration and
implementation may imply an ‘opening up’ of exigfiroutines, rules, values
and assumptions embedded in the institutions aactipes that have co-
evolved with earlier, ‘unsustainable’ modes of seteichnological
development (Loeber, 2004; Grin et al., 2010).

. Concerning the issue of knowledge, in the faceadtigal relevanceAmong
the dominant assumptions are ideas about the atytbbscience that root in a
neo-positivist research tradition. Key in this itewh is the axiom that true
knowledge is universalistic in nature, and thaprsduction is authoritative if
it succeeds in wiping out the particularities af thme and place of inquiry.
Less ‘rigorously’ produced knowledge in this pexdpe will be of a lower
status, even though it may hold high relevanceaetjcal problem solving
(Schein, 1973). From a practice-perspective, thaevaf knowledge is
determined by its ‘fit" with the situation at hafatactical knowledge; cf.
Loeber, 2004). As a result, in the actual praaticint puzzling and
designing innovative projects, the status and vafuaowledge may be a
topic of dispute, as may be the credibility of theearcher.

. Concerning the issue of power, in the face of ‘istest problems’As said,
the problems that are addressed in innovative giojethe problems of an
‘un-sustainable’ development — may be considereddide-effects’ of modes
of production and consumption, and associated dicph economic,
juridical and cultural structures, that for longreedand to some extent still are)
considered perfectly rational and legitimate (afcB, 1997). Because they are
deeply entrenched in societal structures, suchlgmubare called “persistent”
(Schuitemaker, 2010). Attempt at resolving theseoaleave the dominant
structures unchallenged. This will evidently implgonfrontation with powers
embedded in, and protective of these dominant tstres.

. Concerning the issue of ‘anchoring’ dynamics ofrad in the face of
continuity Because of the persistence of deeply rootedtstes; the
envisioned changes are not bound to take placenigyer Moreover, the
concept of sustainability entails the connotatiba protracted dynamics
towards more viable and lasting modes of produdioth consumption in the
long run. The idea of a long-term perspective cange is at odds with the
inevitably short life of concrete projects. Therefoany project on sustainable
innovation has to somehow see to reconcile a $bort-project planning with
the — by definition — long term objective of sustdle development. This
means that ideally a project not only results inarete ideas or designs, but
also seeks to help create the conditions underhnthiese ideas and designs
can be elaborated further and put in practice widar scale, after the project
has come to an end. How does a facilitator dedd thi¢ challenge of
“anchoring” (Loeber, 2003a; Elzen et al., submixtéd dynamics pursued in
a project?

This paper addresses the question how facilitatbirsnovative (agricultural) projects
deal with these challenges. We focus on the fatilit(or alternatively, the ‘project
manager’; role descriptions will vary among caseshe or she is a central actor in
the innovation process. His or her role is to H#lpg a group of project participants,



either from one particular organization or, asfterothe case, from various
backgrounds and expertise, together in a colleetfgt on an ad hoc basis to rethink
standing practices, and to develop new (technaddgiesights and modes of
operation.

The efforts at sustainabégyricultural innovation, and the role of facilitators in
this field, are of particular interest. In the domaf agriculture, the challenges of
dealing with institutional inertia and power asadésed above are complemented
with the complexity of working with living organisras producing units. Institutional
challenges in this domain root in the dominant fpmsiof product steward boards,
lobby organizations and cooperation structuresrfarket development. Other
institutional challenges come from the dominanhtecal innovation approach which
is strongly reductionist in nature (Steenhuizer4)00n-farm innovations are
expected to fit in dynamics of investment cyclesd ownership and land value as
dominant facilitators for investment, as well agehéo be in congruence with sunk
investments and the dynamics of globalised mafketsesh produce. Moreover,
novel concepts can only be successful in termsavket value when the
developmental conditions of the living organismgoived are met and preferably
improved.

The paper reflects on the approaches and attithdégproject facilitators
develop and apply in the course of innovation rgj¢hat focus on sustainable
agricultural development. The paper’s empiricalfocs on three cases of innovative
projects. Among these, we distinguish between types of projects: a) projects that
aim at developing ideas on how to make the conoegistainable development
operational and a ‘a mode of thinking’ to guidetiier planning, and b) projects of
innovation that aim at developing concrete impletakle designé.These project
types can be seen as expressions of the dynamighibly system innovation moves
from a so-called ‘pre-development phase’ to a ‘takg@hase’ respectively in the
depiction of transition pathways as developed bsng@nd Rotmans (2005). Of the
discussed cases, one is of the former type, aiatinigveloping a mode of thinking
about making the concept of sustainable developmeerational. In the final sections,
the cases will be compared and discussed.

2. Analyses of cases

2.1 Rethinking livestock production systents

In the late 1990s, a program was established, lBn@48’ (P348) to develop ideas
about how to make animal husbandry in the Nethddanore sustainable. It was
launched as one of the policy responses to an meyd# classical swine fever that hit
the Netherlands in 1997 (Grin et al., 2003). It wdwoad program with a generic
outlook on its topic. It chose to apply the metlmb&ustainable Technology
Development, developed by the programme by the semme that ran in the early to
mid 1990s. The method is characterised by the coatibn of three elements: a) it
takes perceived future human needs as a startingfpoanalysis e.g. the need for
food in 2050; b) it propagates the developmentaifre visions about possible
practices by which these needs may be met in a sustainable manner than is the
case in the current situation, and c) it developgethod of ‘backcasting’, that is, of
reasoning back from the visions of the future ® phesent situation, in order to
establish what should be done in the short rumébke the development of
envisioned changes in the long run (cf. Weavet.&090). P348’'s Core Programme



Team received training in this method, and adofiteddea in order to develop novel
approaches to dealing with persistent problemsuttiDlivestock production.

- Regarding responsiveness

Among the characteristics of the approach developeslits deliberative perspective.
Stakeholder participation was made a cornerstott@nking about, and developing
novel, sustainable approaches to livestock prodaciyet in the practice of the eight
concrete projects that were P348'’s spin-off, tledifators often put an emphasis on
pushing participants forward so as to avoid a negrgmisation’ of the existing
unsustainable system instead of the envisionedaimedtal change of that system
(Bos, pers. comm.). The project proposals thatired¢he Core Programme Team, in
spite of the team’s efforts, were rather traditiggraposals aiming atificremental
improvemenbf isolated elements of livestock systems rathen tontrans-
disciplinary, reflexive design systef@Grin et al., 2003; italics in the original). €h
project facilitators took the lead in setting cauasd objectives of the projects
proposed.

- Regarding knowledge issues

The first output of the P348 program consisted pbdrayal of various broad visions
for livestock production in the Netherlands. Thpar (Ketelaar — De Lauwere, 2000)
was richly illustrated with images of the futuretiops envisoned. The report had
been written in close cooperation with stakeholdésseception was mixed. Those in
favour of the ideas expressed in the program watteusiastic about the report.
However, it was also set aside as being “not séi€h{Spoelstra, 2002), which was
not done within the institutional context of the gféaingen university. This “put
additional pressure” on the team members (Grial.e2003: 12). A way to deal with
this was to seek to translate the broad visiorsnmich more specific options for
implementable designs.

- Regarding power issues

The Core Programme Team that gave shape to P348omasitted to exploring new
modes for fundamentally redesigning livestock pwtidun in the Netherlands. Its
remit enabled the core team to do so, as its gavenital ‘steering group’ agreed. Yet
the contextures in which the programme was to dgvedere not all set to welcome
the innovations suggested. The cluster of resaastitutes (‘DLO’) to which the
programme was commissioned by the Ministry of Agjtiere itself was in the midst
of fundamental change: its previous lump sum cacstn of budgeting by the
Ministry was changed into a programme-based sysfdinancing, while the main
part of its budget now had to be found with priviateestors such as businesses. This
meant that P348’s initiative to develop projectsadaupra-institutional’ basis, in
which outside — and mainly non-investing — paniese to play a major role — landed
in a situation that was not sympathetic to the .ideparallel governmental programs,
Ecology Economy Technolo@yET), that financed innovative projects in andsoie
the agricultural realm in contrast to P348 aimemhabvation in the traditional sense
of the word. The approach to dealing with this imgietency, which put tension on the
progress of the projects, was to make the adheteratekeholder deliberationsine
qua nonfor funding through the P348 project. Commitmamd angagement in this
way were ‘forced on’ the project, so to speak kjrtFacilitators (cf. Bos and Grin,
2008).



- Regarding anchorage

The project developed an entirely novel institusioarrangement within the context
of research institutes (now Wageningen UR) in wiiietlas embedded. Key to this
arrangement were a commitment to establishing t@ndisciplinary project team and
the idea that ‘programme interest would considatgale institutes’ interests’
(Spoelstra, 2002). At the time, these choices wagdly unprecedented, and led to a
lot of stress and a tuck of war between diverseareh institutes about budget and the
question of responsibility. To ensure the ‘ancheray its key principles, the project
leaders of each spin-off project were made to aeagtain rules such as: a project
team had to include a stakeholder in addition ¢éorésearch institutes’ own people,
and project implementation was to be done by teaatswvould include several
research institutes (ibid., p.13). Thus, the speaoiture of the P348 program was
anchored via the formal rules for acquiring reseanm@ants for agricultural innovative
projects at Wageningen UR.

2.3 Energy Webs: developing cooperation between vaties of actors

The liberalization of the energy market in 2003eyapportunity for the glasshouse
horticulture sector to become a new player in thergy sector. Growers were

allowed to exploit Combined Heat and Power (CHR)jiregs and sell the excess
electricity on the open market. Heat exchange betvggowers for them was
interesting when combined with artificial light ketlamps produce year-round heat so
the CHP-heat can be shared with heat-requiringhtasses. This led to a number of
energy clusters among growers in the Netherlantdtheédsame time the technique of
storing solar heat from glasshouses in aquifersusig it for heating the glasshouses
in the winter became available (Van Andel, 2002)spite of the advantages and
potential viability (Velderet al, 2007), heat exchange between glasshouses and non
horticultural counterparts in so-called ‘energy wetmas not developed fully, due to
organizational and cultural obstacles for crossanegco-operations. Of the 15
initiatives for energy webs that developed sinc@6nly two energy web are
operational.

The Energy Web-project was aimed at understandidgoaercoming the
pitfalls in the co-operation process, and was foeghby the Dutch ministry of
Agriculture. The project was set up as action basedarch and supported three
initiatives. One of these that was not succes$te required cooperation between a
grower, a housing cooperation, a project develapédrthe local city council did not
work out. The facilitator did his utmost. He indtall growers in the area for a
collective meeting with the city council, housingvelopers and the participating
housing corporation. The meeting was aimed at pteggetechnical options for the
combination of glasshouses and prospect energyresgent of the buildings. All
parties were interested in further calculation whadlowed the facilitator to gather
data and take the lead in drafting the principfesooperation. Thereupon one grower
was selected. Focusing on this grower, follwing timggs were meant to help develop
a clear view on each others motives, the technigquedved and the implementation
timeline. The facilitator was asked to continue fénalitation activities, mainly for his
ability to cross the cultural bridges and rolenitiating the process. The process
stranded however, when the housing cooperatiomwiable to build a business case
on heat exchange given the legal limitations ofingnout houses in the social sector.

- Regarding responsiveness



Forming an energy web was a complex process, tealhilegally and
organizationally. On top, the participants’ timeailaons differed greatly: the grower’s
context is a yearly crop- and market cycle, withrarestment horizon of maximum
10 years. The housing cooperation in contrast asadlti-year planning of building,
and counted on decades for exploiting a site. Tower was interested in a
sustainable energy concept but was averse of takirextra responsibilities. The
facilitator helped to build an understanding betwparticipants, by organizing visits
to each others’ companies and by encouraging ttieipants to be frank about their
ideas and concerns. In addition, the facilitat@ugad to keep the momentum going,
and with that keep the participants excited abloeifgrocess and progress.

- Regarding knowledge issues

The technical tools used in the process allowetigsato roughly calculate energy
flows and economic viability The relevance of tkimwledge however, was heavily
debated. Debates revolved around the reliabilityr@tevance of knowledge like
calculation tools and (informed) assumptions onciwhio base the business case, like
the gas and electricity prices and the energyieffy of the system. The
interpretation of information could calculate thystem as viable, but with minor
adjustment as non-viable — this made both theprggaition tool and the information
itself subject to discussion. The facilitator helgbe participants to interpret new
knowledge in the perspective of their ambition lewred in view of the trust between
partners. He helped them to develop their ownpiskeption and to see how much
risk they were willing to take.

- Regarding power issues

Powerful institutes like housing developers andgynpeompanies seemed hesitant in
cooperation with glasshouse horticulture or pradiyoobstructive, leading to delays
and a lack of trust in other energy-web initiativés avoid collision, the parties
focused on a relatively small scale project thal@de performed outside the
influence of such institutes. De parties in théative thus remained owner of the
process.

- Regarding anchorage

Anchorage was aimed at in three ways. First bygiésgy and developing an energy
web. Secondary, the partners as well as the fatitvould fulfil an ambassadors’
role for the concept of energy webs. Thirdly, ssses in the process were
communicated to growers, civil servants of oth&esiwith a horticultural connection,
housing corporations and project developers. Wtier¢hird type of anchorage
seemed to deliver some level of anchorage in tefmfisrther consultation of two
municipalities based on the experience in this dhgesecond form resulted in parties
that were open to cooperation but aware of the ¢exity, yet the energy web was
never concretely built.

2.4 Developing a collective trade monitoring uniorn the pepper supply chain

The vegetable chain in the Netherlands used t@b&ed on the regional auctions,
but this changed dramatically over the mid ninetieshe process of mergers
between auctions in those years, auctions — orgiéoms based on grower-
cooperatives — also took on the role of tradingaarsations, often by take-over. This
process of mergers and take-overs lead to an sedezonflict of interest between the
organisation and its growers. It also coincidechwih increase in power of the large



retail organisations, resulting in a limited numbébuyers in Europe. The central
auction lost its function as a result of the adrifamultiple (grower owned) trading
associations. As a side effect, product flows werecentrally monitored anymore,
leading to a loss of oversight and lack of contmolprice stabilisation, while
increasing the distance between growers and thkemaince trading organisations
started to play a dominant role.

The position of growers was in addition was damabednost by European
subsidies for market development (abbreviated a©%iM horticulture, which were
distributed via trading organisations and formeut @ill cooperative) auctions. These
subsidies allowed such ‘GMO-worthy-organisatiomsirtvest in for example
packaging utilities. Growers were obliged to coapemith these GMO-organisations
in order to develop products of higher added valuéd0 years time, growers had lost
insight in the product streams and were now cotuedly bound to a GMO-partner
for their development.

In 2005, a number of leading growers met to loakafevay out. The growers
decided on hiring an external consultant to le&ir fhrocess in regaining control in
the market. A new formed alliance was called P@giper 8’ — for the participating
eight pepper growers’ associations, collectivefyresenting about 90% of pepper
production in the Netherlands). Later this effoesxcopied to the tomato, cucumber
and egg plant sector.

The first steps of P8 were (internally oriented}}dring structure and focus
in the list of wishes and actions previously deiesd by the growers, 2) positioning
the organization through many presentations arcudgons with growers throughout
the country and 3) achieving quick results to dsthteredibility and (externally
oriented) 4) to get insight in product streams pratiuct quality development from
moment of harvest to sales at the retailer, 5)istaa debate among growers on the
nature of their problems in the marketplace anihi@ting an international
promotional campaign for Dutch Peppers. Thesedicibns led to a base on which
P8 could discuss with traders on issues of proguality and fairness in price
formation and even discuss with retailers on fasia the product chain. Over time
the nature of P8 changed — from a starting alliangeg to establish new working
relations between growers and the trading corpmrafito an organization that tried
to ‘referee’ towards such relations.

- Regarding responsiveness

While P8’s aim was to regain a powerful positiorthe market — in balance with the
relative high business risks that companies imptiteary sector face, the process
facilitator felt his primary goal was to establesh alliance that could ‘face the storm’
in the power struggle with parties in the markegsponsiveness for the facilitator in
the internal organization of the growers’ colleetimeant dealing with wishes and
emotions within the P8 board, building trust amémggrowers nationally while
proposing and facilitating towards a new organaadl design. Outwardly,
facilitating this process meant keeping good refeghips with the representatives of
powers challenged, while being able to make a shtgiaghst them.

- Regarding knowledge issues

The facilitator had to work on a number of differerpertise levels: getting updates
and expertise on facts of market dynamics and mtostteams, communication,
process interventions, stakeholder interventiondetstanding power structures in the
supply chain, designing organizational structuced8 as it developed.



For growers the process involved understanding raboeit the nature of their
position in the market and the needed attitude gham overcome this: ‘The
availability of product has to be controlled by wsrs again, and this can only be
done collectively.” For the facilitator this phase@olved convincing growers that P8’s
views were correct.

- Regarding power issues

The project was aimed at reaching a stronger positi the market, which meant
other parties in the supply chain would have toidish in power. The very presence
of P8 therefore caused a power struggle amongatieep in the supply chain. These
existing powers were challenged on aspects likéitgwantrol and efficiency and
over time presented with a competing organisatiomadel. The facilitator had, being
the chairman and spokesman of P8, the leadingnmaenfronting these powers. This
meant debating with both the participants (intertmhave them all adopt the same
strategy, and with the (external) ‘competing’ posvir argue the growers’ case — and
the un-sustainability of the current situation ddmave these supply-chain parties
allow more power for primary producers.

- Regarding anchorage

The strategy of anchorage was uniting the P8 mesrdoed gaining their trust in the
proposed strategy. The facilitator himself gotisglg tainted through the process as
ambassador, which over time meant that the comswltirm he was hired from lost
clients like the trading organisations. The ultiengbal of anchorage was the
introduction of the new market organisation. Thistfattempt at this has failed, but a
second attempt with a different organisational glesieems likely.

3. Comparison and discussion

The above descriptions of the ways in which projaciitators dealt with the four
challenges identified in the introductory secti@saemingly inherent to the
management of projects for sustainable agriculiaravation show quite some
similarities in the approaches developed and dggwadopted.

- Regarding responsiveness

The cases show that it is wise for facilitatorsap in to the participants’ needs and
beliefs. To be responsive, the facilitators hadxpress an open attitude and genuine
interest in the participants, had to be able td W&l emotions and allow criticism
and even doubt in the projects’ chance for sucogedt proved of help if a facilitator
had the courage to show his or her vulnerability ancertainties (P8).

While exposing such a modest and service-orierttédde, the facilitators in
the cases described howewareable to steer the processes beyond fulfilling the
participants immediate needs, in order to reacimiore fundamental innovations.
Here differences between the two types of casebeaiserved. Where the idea-
developing-project aimed at having participantinklout of the box’, the
implementation oriented projects needed the pp#ids to adopt and collectively
pursue a new concept or design. For ‘thinking duhe box’ the project facilitator
had to help participants to find a proper balanetsvben far-sighted designs and
practical feasibility, by challenging them time aaghin to explore the ‘margins’ of
what they deemed feasible. In the projects aimim@gh implementable design, the
facilitators consciously steered toward a consortwth a willingness to ‘get



inspired’ and work towards an aligned vision (pap@nts joined because of a
concrete goal) and a shared strategy to achievgdah A process therefore meant to
bring a sense of collectivity around a problemlarsd interest, and develop the trust
needed among parties to invest time, effort anan@st cases) money. In the cases
presented trust was build by the facilitator defivg quick results, engaging in a
(public) debate on the challenges the projectsemd@id, protect a high level
confidentiality within the group and at times wittdividual participants and

providing the knowledge base on which the desigs lald.

- Regarding knowledge issues

Acquiring new knowledge or adopting new ways of \ktezlge application is at the
heart of transitional projects. New applicationkodwledge may be challenged by
assumptions about the authority and relevanceiefse that root in a neo-positivist
research tradition. In the cases observed, thetemluif a project determined the type
of knowledge issues that came up in the courskeofdspective cases. Within the
‘idea-developing’ project, quite innovative stant@wards knowledge production
were developed, which caused the project to claghimstitutional contexts. In
projects aimed at implementing new designs new kexbge applications (and limited
new technical research) were introduced by thdit@cirs to inspire participants to
develop implementable concepts with a high ambitoterms of sustainability. In the
P8 case new organizational models were copied &itver market domains and for
energy webs calculation tools were developed basembmmon practices in other
sectors. The struggle on the focal point of knogtetherefore didn’t revolve about
the nature of knowledge (rigor of knowledge), kather the applicability for the case
at hand (relevance of knowledge). This involvedhallenge for the facilitator to be
well informed in proposing the knowledge applicatand to be trusted by the
participants to extrapolate using these tools.

- Regarding power issues

Both types of projects had to face challenges bfidg the self-evidence of ‘business
as usual’. The ‘harness of normality’ could be tedgpartly in the institutional
context and (economic, technological and cultwstl)ctures in which the respective
projects were situated, and partly in the mindstagalts of their participants who
were bound to build on their experiences with thatld, as were, for instance, the
applicants for research funding in the P348 confBx¢ challenge for the facilitators
was to shield the project to some extent from tipeseers while at the same time
carving out space for their projects and resulgilags to develop. The facilitators in
the cases observed used different approachesate @ech conditions given the
projects’ respective ambitions. The idea-focusejieat tended to coach its
participants on areas of understanding and reafisiructures and helping them
observe positions of stakeholders that can impecsystem at hand — for change or
stagnation, whereas a design-oriented project seznesgjuire a ‘steering’-attitude of
the facilitator in terms of proposing and workirgvards a position of power of the
group. The facilitators led the groups towardsrategyy of impact within or against
the system through a process of presenting analf/$i® current power structures
and alternative strategies. In these projectshlosen position of power differed from
avoiding collision (case: energy web) or challeggdime current structures (case: P8).
In both types of cases, we can observe that thepbasis depends on whether or not
the facilitator is able to have the participanteapwith one voice and present the
group as a unity.
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- Regarding anchoring project dynamics

All project facilitators saw themselves faced witle need to reach beyond their
project’s remit and duration, to try to ensure thlab in the future conditions were
favorable to a project’s results. The projects dbsd may be conceived of as sites
for experimenting and technical innovation thatspré challenges to the dominant
(socio-technical and governmental) regime. The mjgsazns show how in each case,
such a particular site was used as a stepping staset in motion changes beyond the
project’s immediate results.

In the idea-developing project, the facilitatorsgvaware of the fact that
ideally, the changes set in motion were themsetee®f a one-off nature, but were
dynamic in character, allowing for future changesine with the ambitions to be
developed in particular projects. A case in porettae efforts by the facilitators to
develop innovative research plans, by setting newditions for funding agricultural
research proposals).

In the design oriented projects the main form afreming was found in the
structures that were designed — an energy welmewamarket organization (P8). In
the process the facilitator however focused orrinégliate forms of anchoring, both
to use them as milestones to show progress aravimpact beyond the design
objective — impact often desired by the particisaMost tangible, the following
impacts were seen beyond the immediate designgtsoje8 led to the formation of
K8, T8 and A8, resp. cucumber, tomato and egg @adtthe experiences in energy
webs were used by growers and project participardgher energy-web initiatives.

The overall findings on the facilitators’ approastaand attitudes developed are
summed up in table 1 distinguished for the two eetipe types of projects.

Table 1 - Reflection on the process facilitatorrapghes regarding the four focal points given the
project ambition of ‘developing ideas’ versus ‘dgsng implementable structures’

Process Facilitators’ approach: “The facilitator ....
ambition
responsive knowledge power anchoring
Developing develops an designs the project consults 1) takes up the
ideas understanding | as a process of participants on role of project
of, and joint knowledge their (individual) | ambassador ang
responsiveness| production on the | challenges with invites

to participants’
needs as a basi
for pushing
ideas and
visions beyond
their immediate
reach

basis of practice,

sinducing reflexivity

and learning on
the part of the
participants

power structures

participants to
also become
ambassadors
2) actively links
up project
dynamics and
findings with
external events
and
developments;
3) engages
outsiders to take
the lead in
pursuing (parts
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of ) the agenda
for action
developed in the
project

Designing
implementablg
structures

strives for an
understanding
of, and
responsiveness
to the
participants’
needs and
motives to gain
their mandate
for steering the
process towards
a shared vision
and an
implementable
design

applies (new)
knowledge to
design new
(technological or
organisational)
structures. To
enable
implementation
participants will
(often) need to
understand and
accept the
proposed
knowledge
application

steers towards a
desired position of
power of the team
or project in the
given context.
(avoid or engage
external powers)

1) steers
towards
milestones of
intermediate,
tangible results,
2) takes up the
role as
ambassador and
coaches
participants to
also become
ambassadors
and 3) steers as
direct as
possible towards
the new order or|
system.

4. In conclusion

Comparison of the cases shows that the approachtandies developed by a
facilitator differs per project yet that similag# can be indentified. Among these, the
main difference can be observed between the appesadopted in facilitating a
project that seeks to elaborate the notion of suabdity in generic terms, to set an
agenda for further project development on the amalhand in facilitating projects
that aim at developing implementable designs orother.
Among the differences is the attitude of facilitattowards the idea of visions
and visioning in dealing with some of the challengkentified. In P348, the facilitator
(team) looked upon visioning as an objective ofghgect as such, and used it as a
means to lever, so to speak, the project’s gewertabme beyond short-term,
incremental solutions. Visioning in the other podgewas a starting-point rather than
an outcome, a tool to get the participants to gaththe first place. In contrast to the
previously discussed projects, here facilitatorsked hard to develop the idea of a

sharedvision.

A related observation concerns the attitude thafdhilitator develops

towards the project participants when ‘facilitatititge processes intended. There
seems to be a recurrent alteration between twimdistttitudes that a facilitator
exploits: on the one hand, a responsive, servieeathttude, with which the facilitator
tries to connect with participants to identify theeeds and wishes, and on other hand,
an attitude of leadership, with which a facilitafsolitary) decides on the way the
project is to move forward.

The two attitudes can be labelled ‘Learning’ verdiemding’. Both are meant to
help coordinate the project and make it resulhimovative and sustainable options for
sustainable agriculture. Yet while a Leading rdi¢he facilitator requires a
consultancy or ‘interim management’ approach - ddp® on the mandate given by
the process partners — a ‘Learning’ role impliéssa obvious yet equally decisive
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stance, aimed at coercing or ‘luring’ participant® new modes of reflecting and
acting.

The two different manifestations of attitudes deyeld we suggest to describe as:

o0 Learning, that is: a ‘connecting’ attitude — witliah a facilitator invests in

understanding and responding to participants’ needsmotivations. This
connecting attitude leads to acceptance of thétttors’ role and — from the
facilitators point of view — a deeper understandhthe challenges as seen by
the participants. This attitude was typically despdd at the start of a project,
in the design phase of implementation-orientedgutsj
o0 Leading: a ‘steering’ attitude — with which a faeaitor uses the trust (or
mandate) she or he managed to generate to conmirpersuade participants
to develop more ambitious points of view, or admaoiposed ideas, strategies
or designs or challenge power structures.
Facilitators describe these attitudes and the subittes between these in terms of
‘gut-feeling’. The learning attitude was wordedféiently by different facilitators,
but was recognized by all. They used phrases sutpedting the wind in the sails” or
“wanting to add value for someone else” to expthssway of dealing with the
challenges met. The leading attitude was descilseédrabbing the helm’, ‘putting
the participants in the right mindset’ or ‘captinaft others’.

Finally, the alternating attitudes are not exclador one type of project or the
other. A Leading role adopted in the design-oriémmjects seemingly involved
subtle forms of expressing leadership as the prejeat through phases such as
building a consortium, adopting a shared visiotgudating the business model and
eventually signing the deal. Group dynamics amdegproject participants oblige a
facilitator to be ever so subtle in expressing éeglip, in order to create trust and to
build understanding among them. Likewise, a Leaymote in idea-generating
projects implied an extreme flexibility on the paftthe facilitator, who was to help
participants to frame problem issues in novel tetm$rmulate innovative solutions
that they themselves were not likely to concur ugheut the facilitator’'s involvement.

The case descriptions lead us to conclude thatilgtdi#or is engaged in a
continual balancing act between these two attitudeghermore, it can be observed
that the proper balance is to be found in the &ddeternal dynamics (within the
project group) in regard to the challenge ‘no RAattis, to balancing responsiveness vs.
lifting up ambitions. In contrast, in the faceedfternaldynamics, the balancing act is
determined by the power issues that come up.
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! The title’s emphasis on doing is inspired by tkespective on reflexive innovation developed in
Wageningen UR (cf. Bos, 2008; Bos and Groot-Koeika2009)

% The typology made here is reminiscent of Vogelgzamd Wijnands’ (2009) distinction between
transition pathways that originate from experiméatain practice on the one hand, and those that
originate in developing future visions, in orderdierive at innovation experiments from these vision
on the other. However, the two modes of distinguaighbetween projects do not overlap: in this paper
the projects aiming at an implementable design aiidner find their origin in practices-based
experimentation of in processes of visioning therel Likewise, the projects aiming at elaboratimg
notion of sustainable development may or may ndtigke visioning exercises.

® The description of this project is based on Gtialg 2003, Bos and grin, 2008 and on personal
communication with one of the programme design&psil 7", 2010.
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