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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
Agroecology is widely regarded and advocated as a participatory Agroecology; participatory;
approach. This scoping review assessed the extent, range, and scoping review; South Asia
nature of available evidence on participatory research methods in

agroecology studies conducted in South Asia. From 2069 records

identified in two databases, we included a total of 27 studies, of

which 20 were conducted in India. We found that a diverse range

of participatory research methods have been used in agroecol-

ogy studies. However, farmers are rarely engaged as study colla-

borators, co-researchers and decision-makers. We recommend

that more researchers consider the full potential of participatory

methods to develop relevant and effective agroecological

solutions.

Introduction

Agroecology has been described as a transdisciplinary, participatory and
action-oriented approach (Méndez, Bacon, and Cohen 2013) and experts
have advocated for agroecology projects to “focus on solving real-world
problems in close collaboration with the individuals and communities affected
by those problems” (Mason et al. 2021). As an approach to agroecology
research, local experiential and indigenous knowledge must be integrated
with scientific knowledge through a collaborative, iterative and equitable
research process.

Participatory research emphasizes direct engagement of local priorities and
perspectives. It encompasses “research designs, methods, and frameworks that
use systematic inquiry in direct collaboration with those affected by an issue
being studied for the purpose of action or change” (Vaughn and Jacquez
2020). What these approaches all have in common is the value of doing
research with people, rather than on subjects.

The distinguishing feature of participatory research is, therefore, the power
of non-academic stakeholders to contribute to decision-making about the
design and implementation of the research. In agroecology research, non-
academic stakeholders include smallholder farmers, community members,
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civil society organizations, farmer associations, non-government organiza-
tions, local governments, and private sector organizations.

The degree of engagement and participation in the research process varies
between and within studies, and the design of participatory research is likely to
influence the impact it will have in the real world. Ideally, academic and non-
academic partners will work together to co-design research that meets each
other’s needs.

Decisions about the degree of participation may happen at different steps or
‘choice points’ in the research process (Vaughn and Jacquez 2020). Figure 1
presents a framework to help research teams to co-design genuine and mean-
ingful participatory research by considering whether to inform, consult,
involve, collaborate and empower stakeholders.

Mason et al. (2021) used bibliometric and network analysis techniques to map
the evolving landscape of agroecological research, showing how the field has
transformed and diversified beyond the application of ecological principles to
agricultural systems. This demonstrated that agroecology has become increasingly

Participation Choice Points in the Research Process

At each step in the research process, there is a choice about the degree of
participation. The choice guides the selection of research methods and tools.

INFORM

Information is provided
to community

CONSULT

Input is obtained from
community

INVOLVE

Researchers work directly
with community

COLLABORATE

Community is partner
in research process

EMPOWER

Community leads research
decisionmaking

Levels of participation based on:
Spectrum of Public Participation
© International Association for
Public Participation www.iop2.0rg

Figure 1. Participation choice points in the research process (source: Vaughn and Jacquez 2020).



AGROECOLOGY AND SUSTAINABLE FOOD SYSTEMS . 3

concerned with social and political aspects of food production and the interests of
different actors/stakeholders in food systems. Hence, the term ‘participatory’ has
slowly become more commonplace in agroecology research papers since the 1980s
(Mason et al. 2021). Mason et al.’s review focused on identifying ‘research fronts’
or sub-fields of agroecology at global level. It did not disaggregate studies by region
or explore the details of methods used.

Our review seeks to expand the growing body of work examining partici-
patory activity in agroecological settings and give impetus to studies that
empower local populations. We are interested in participatory and commu-
nity-led approaches, and developing innovative methods and tools, to engage
farmers and rural communities in transitions to agroecology. When we
explored the literature in 2020, we found no comprehensive or systematic
reviews of participatory research methods in agroecology. Furthermore, the
IMMANA (Innovative Methods and Metrics for Agriculture and Nutrition
Actions) Evidence and Gap Map launched in 2019 highlighted a paucity of
studies using community-led or participatory approaches in the interdisci-
plinary field of agriculture-nutrition research.

The field of agriculture is, however, vast and it is necessary to set parameters
in any study to make the process manageable and the results focused.
Considering agroecology on a regional basis is a sensible first step at bridging
the gap in the literature and offers a potential template to other work in
different geographical areas as well as a platform on which to build work in
our chosen location. We have an existing research interest in South Asia
(specifically the nations of Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal,
Pakistan, Sri Lanka and the Maldives) and this fits with a particular need for
work on participatory approaches in agroecology in this region (Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2015; Rahmanian et al. 2016).
As Rahmanian et al. (2016, 198) note in their reflections on the FAO symposia
on agroecology of 2014 and 2015, participants in Asia “stressed the need to
move to a holistic and inclusive approach for the development of agroecology,
enhancing connections and partnerships between producers’ organizations
and other public and private actors.” The FAO report for Asia and the
Pacific (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2015, 4) is
explicit; “As a marriage of knowledges of farmers’ traditional knowledge and
other sciences, agroecology calls for participatory research.” Consequently, the
purpose of our review was to inform the co-development of research proposals
with academic and non-academic partners in South Asia.

This scoping review specifically addresses the following research question:
What is extent, range, and nature of available evidence on participatory
research methods in agroecology studies conducted in South Asia?
Furthermore, it aims to explore the types of agroecology research in which
participatory research methods have been used, and the ways in which parti-
cipatory research methods have been used across the field of agroecology. It
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will identify approaches where evidence exists, and highlight gaps and oppor-
tunities to engage individuals, communities and other non-academic stake-
holders in the research process.

Methods
Review frameworks

We used two existing frameworks to ensure that our scoping review would
provide a clear and comprehensive overview of available evidence on partici-
patory research methods in agroecology studies conducted in South Asia.

First, we used the methodological framework for scoping reviews by Arksey
and O’Malley (2005). This framework was developed based on the authors’
experiences of conducting scoping studies and was chosen as one of our
approaches as it provides a practical and logical approach to conducting
scoping studies and has been extensively cited since its publication. The
framework outlines five stages for conducting a scoping study or review
(Arksey and O’Malley 2005):

(1) Identifying the research question

(2) Identifying relevant studies

(3) Study selection

(4) Charting the data

(5) Collating, summarizing and reporting the results

Second, we used the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
reviews and Meta-Analyses) extension for scoping reviews, which provides
reporting guidelines for this specific type of evidence synthesis and a checklist
of 22 items to include when reporting a scoping review (Tricco et al. 2018).

We followed the PRISMA checklist except for three items. We did not
register the review protocol (item 5), undertake critical appraisal of sources
of evidence (item 12) or include studies (item 16). These are considered as
optional items in the checklist and scoping reviews do not require formal
appraisal of the quality of evidence, which is a key difference from systematic
reviews (Sucharew and Macaluso 2019).

Search strategy

We developed a broad search strategy to identify articles relating to agroecol-
ogy. We used similar search terms to Mason et al. (2021) including hyphe-
nated and non-hyphenated spellings of agroecology (Tables 1 and 2) and
included studies conducted in South Asia (the countries of which are similarly
noted in Tables 1 and 2). Our linguistic capability meant limiting the scope of
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Table 1. Search terms used in Web of Science (search conducted on 4™ March 2021).

# Search terms
1 TS = (agroecolog*) OR TS = (agro-ecolog®) 8,328
2 TS = (agroecolog*) OR TS = (agro-ecolog®) 869

Refined by: COUNTRIES/REGIONS: (INDIA OR PAKISTAN OR BANGLADESH OR NEPAL OR SRI
LANKA OR BHUTAN OR AFGHANISTAN)
3 TS = (agroecolog*) OR TS = (agro-ecolog¥) 869
Refined by: COUNTRIES/REGIONS: (INDIA OR PAKISTAN OR BANGLADESH OR NEPAL OR SRI
LANKA OR BHUTAN OR AFGHANISTAN) AND LANGUAGES: (ENGLISH)

Table 2. Search terms used in Scopus (search conducted on 4™ March 2021).

# Search terms

1 (TITLE-ABS-KEY (agroecolog*)) OR (TITLE-ABS-KEY(agro-ecolog*)) 10,861

2 (TITLE-ABS-KEY (agroecolog*®)) OR (TITLE-ABS-KEY (agro-ecolog*)) AND (LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, 1,201
“India”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Pakistan”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Bangladesh”) OR

LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Nepal”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Sri Lanka”) OR LIMIT-TO
(AFFILCOUNTRY, “Bhutan”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Afghanistan”))

3 (TITLE-ABS-KEY (agroecolog®)) OR (TITLE-ABS-KEY (agro-ecolog*)) AND (LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, 1,200
“India”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Pakistan”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Bangladesh”) OR
LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Nepal”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Sri Lanka”) OR LIMIT-TO
(AFFILCOUNTRY, “Bhutan”) OR LIMIT-TO (AFFILCOUNTRY, “Afghanistan”)) AND (LIMIT-TO
(LANGUAGE, “English”))

publication to studies published in the English language. We searched two
multidisciplinary academic research databases: Scopus and Web of Science
(both 1970 to present) in March 2021. The searches were applied to titles,
abstracts and keywords.

While it might have been of interest to include variations on the term
‘agroecology’ (or ‘agro-ecology’) in our keyword searches this is a commonly
used term, that we define below. Consequently, it would be expected to be
included in any work within our search parameters. If the term was not
included in search results, we would question whether these results were
aiming to cover agroecology to the degree we identified (again defined
below). Moreover, the volume of results that were initially returned from
our searches was significant and to have included variations on either word,
that could also have prompted a debate on accuracy, would have potentially
increased the data to unmanageable proportions. However, this may be some-
thing that future studies consider as the literature is developed.

Study selection

Records identified during the search process were exported into Microsoft
Excel (Version 2008) for de-duplication and screening. One reviewer (HO)
removed the duplicates using the built-in function in Excel. Any other dupli-
cates identified during the screening process were removed manually.
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To be included in this review, studies were assessed against the following
criteria:

e Primary research of any design

Research conducted in one of more countries in South Asia (Afghanistan,
Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and the Maldives)
Relevance to agroecology

Participatory research methods

Agroecology and participatory research methods are both deliberately broad
concepts, and we have also adopted a broad and inclusive approach in this
scoping review. The following definitions were used during the screening
process:

Agroecology was defined as “the application of ecological concepts and
principles to the design and management of sustainable agroecosystems”
(Gliessman 2000). Studies were not included if they only referred to ‘agroe-
cological zones’ or other geographical/physical indicators (regions, areas,
locations, sites, conditions etc.) without also referring to agroecology as
a practice or way of farming. This approach was consistent with the recent
global review by Mason et al. (2021).

Participatory research methods were defined as any methods (qualitative or
quantitative) that were designed or implemented in direct collaboration with
farmers, communities, or any other stakeholders involved with or end-users of
the research. The research team agreed a list of terms that were used to identify
potentially relevant studies: participatory, participative, cooperative, commu-
nity-led, collaboration, collaborative, co-design, co-production, co-research,
engagement, bottom-up, grassroots, etc.

The study selection process was completed in two stages. Titles and
abstracts were independently screened against the inclusion criteria by two
reviewers (HO and ZI). Studies appearing to meet the criteria were obtained as
full text articles, which were independently screened using the same criteria
(HO, ZI and CL). Any differences or disagreements were resolved through
discussion with the whole team.

Mapping process

Data were extracted as needed to describe the key characteristics of each
included study: authors, year of publication, title, study location, study design,
study participants (number and stakeholder group) and types of participatory
methods used. To explore the extent, range and nature of the evidence in more
depth, we used the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
10 elements of agroecology as a framework to examine which aspects of
agroecology were considered in each study (Food and Agriculture
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Organization of the United Nations 2018). We also mapped included studies
against the five levels of participation depicted in Figure 1; to show which
studies used participatory research methods to inform, consult, involve, col-
laborate and empower stakeholders (Vaughn and Jacquez 2020).

Results
Search results

The PRISMA flow diagram shows how studies were identified and selected
(Figure 2). A total of 2069 records were identified in the electronic database
searches, of which 97 appeared to be potentially relevant. In the full text
assessment, 27 articles met the inclusion criteria for this review (reasons for
exclusion of 70 articles shown in Figure 2).

General characteristics

Table 3 presents key characteristics of the 27 studies included in this scoping
review. The studies were conducted in four South Asian countries: India
(n = 20) (Banerjee et al. 2014; Banik et al. 2006; Bhatta et al. 2017; Bijarniya,
Parihar, and Jat et al. 2020; Bisht, Rana, and Pal Ahlawat 2020; Bonny et al.
2005; Borah et al. 2018; Chakraborty and Chaudhuri 2018; Friedrichsen et al.
2021; Gangwar, Tyagi, and Soni 2020; Kumar et al. 2019; Maikhuri, Rao, and
Semwal 2001; Meinke et al. 2006; Rafiq, Najeeb, and Sheikh et al. 2016;
Ramdas, Deepika, and Deepika 2001; Rawat et al. 2010; Reddy et al. 2016;
Singh, Gohain, and Datta 2016; Singh, Singh, and Pandey 2014; Singh and
Sureja 2008), Nepal (n = 5) (Bhatta et al. 2017; Gartaula et al. 2020; Pant et al.
2014; Yadav et al. 2018-1, 2018-2), Bangladesh (n = 3) (Bhatta et al. 2017;
Ferdous et al. 2016; Kashem and Islam 1999) and Sri Lanka (n = 1) (Williams
et al. 2018). We were unable to identify any relevant studies conducted in
Afghanistan, Bhutan, Pakistan or the Maldives. The 27 included studies were
published between 1999 and 2021, with more than half (n = 16) published
since 2015.

Types of agroecology research

The included studies varied in terms of relevance to agroecology and specifi-
cally the 10 elements of agroecology (Table 4). All 27 studies were aligned with
co-creation and sharing of knowledge since this element refers to participatory
processes (and therefore integral to our inclusion criteria). Across the other
nine elements, the most frequently represented in our included studies were
human and social values (22/27 studies), culture and food traditions (22/27
studies) and resilience (20/27 studies). These elements are perhaps more
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Records from database searches
n=2069
(Scopus n=1200; Web of Science n=869)

\ 4

Records after duplicates removed

n=1275
Records for title/abstract screening Articles excluded
n=1275 n=1178

A 4

Full text articles assessed for eligibility
n=97

Articles excluded with reasons:

Full text not available n=15
Not a research article n=11
Not conducted in South Asia n=3
Not relevant to agroecology n=17
Not relevant to participatory methods n=24

Total excluded n=70

v

Studies included in review
n=27
(of which 20 were conducted in India)

Figure 2. PRISMA flow chart for scoping review.

closely aligned to participatory research methods than others, such as syner-
gies (11/27 studies), responsible governance (8/27 studies) and circular and
solidarity economy (6/27 studies). However, the 10 elements of agroecology
are quite broadly defined, interrelated and overlapping (Food and Agriculture
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Organization of the United Nations 2018) and some studies referred to them
less explicitly than others. With that in mind, Table 4 illustrates the diversity
and range of agroecological studies that have used participatory research
methods in South Asia.

Types of participatory research methods

Table 3 includes a summary of the participatory research methods used in each
study. The most reported method was Participatory Rural Appraisal (7/27
studies) (Banik et al. 2006; Kashem and Islam 1999; Rafiq, Najeeb, and Sheikh
et al. 2016; Ramdas, Deepika, and Deepika 2001; Reddy et al. 2016; Singh,
Singh, and Pandey 2014; Singh and Sureja 2008). Participatory Rural Appraisal
(PRA) is an approach that enables farmers (and rural communities) to assess
their own situation and contribute knowledge and opinions into the planning
and management of natural resource management and agriculture (Better
Evaluation. Participatory Rural Appraisal 2021). Other participatory research
methods that were specifically named in the study methods include commu-
nity-level participatory exercises (Bhatta et al. 2017), participatory strategic
research trials (Bijarniya, Parihar, and Jat et al. 2020), participatory interaction
meetings (Bisht, Rana, and Pal Ahlawat 2020), Participatory Learning,
Experimentation, Action and Dissemination (PLEAD) (Bonny et al. 2005),
Integrated Farmer Participatory Watershed Management (IFPWM) Model
(Friedrichsen et al. 2021), participatory village appraisal (Kumar et al. 2019),
participatory climate risk-management workshops (Meinke et al. 2006) and
participatory action research (Rawat et al. 2010). We also included eight
studies that used methods or approaches that we judged to be participatory
but were not explicitly described using that terminology in the study methods
(Banerjee et al. 2014; Borah et al. 2018; Ferdous et al. 2016; Gartaula et al. 2020;
Maikhuri, Rao, and Semwal 2001; Pant et al. 2014; Singh, Gohain, and Datta
2016; Williams et al. 2018). The 27 included studies varied in terms of the
degree or level of participation reported (Table 5). A greater proportion of
used participatory approaches to inform (13/27 studies), consult (all 27 stu-
dies) and involve (18/27 studies) stakeholders; compared to higher levels of
participation such as shared decision-making, co-design and co-leadership of
research, whereby participatory research methods were used to collaborate (9/
27 studies) and empower (2/27 studies) stakeholders. We did not assess the
degree of participation at each stage of the research process (as depicted in
Figure 1) because in many cases the study methods were not reported in
sufficient detail to enable us to do this equitably across all 27 included studies.



(panunuod)

"(SIXYdd) uonde-uondayal
—uol1e Jo ssad0.d ay3 ybnouyy siaxew

UOISIDAP SAIIRYD 9q 01 Way} bulgeus uolnejuswRdxs ainynduby
‘s;awiey jo uonedpiyed aAdRIAUI SMO|[R paj-Jowie) u1 uoninjoaz Abojouyda] Aioyedidiied-1awie
Yd1ym ‘|opow (gy31d) uoneulwassig pue sdnoib pue bujuueds 10} [9POW V :(QV¥31d) uoneulwassig pue (5002)
uoldYy ‘uoleiuswiadx3 ‘bujuies Lioyedpiued YoJessal Jawey [ed0| g wi15A5039-016y elpu|  uolPY ‘uoneuswadxy ‘buuiea Lioyedpiued ‘e 39 Auuog 9
(0z0?)
(suoissnasip suolelapisuo?) Ayjigeureisng awos 1eme|yy |ed
dnoib sndoy) sbunaaw uondeidiul A1oyedpdined HH Jawuey 00S  A3AIns Aiojesoldx3 elpu| :elpu| Ul bujwie4 Jap|oy|jewsS 0 inIn4 3yl pue ‘euey ‘Wsig S
Sulid 1004
ubisap |eluswuolIAug pue Aduady)3 Isn 921n0say (0202)
"SOLeUIS XIS JpuUn sadidesd |einyndube ¥20]q 919|dwod ‘fAuAidNpoid dou) — sule|d dnebuen-opu| ‘e 39 er
Jews dewlpd Jo soljojuod juasayip paziwopuel uld1ses Jo WAISAS 1LY -1y Jap|oy|lews ul pue ‘Jeyued
UM s|en] ydieasas d1baress A1ojedpdined Jews dewp € ul sidwled :spuawiLRdxd pjalq eIpu|  S3JIPRIJ INYNdLBY Lews d3ewl|) JO SOIj0jH0 ‘eAluefig %
SUOIUIAJRIUI
|ein}ndLbe JewS-91ewWi|d UO UdIeasal
uoipe fiojeddipied !s19Aup d1jewip-uou
pue dl1eWIP JO 1X3IUO0D Y} Ul SUOIIIR [IAJ) JedaN eIsy Yinos uj sa160]033-016e 3SI9AIP
-f}unwwod 3y} puy 0} Pasn 3Iam S Yydoea elpu| wouy DUIPIAS [eduidwd :dbueyd ayewp (£102)
Ul s3s121axa Aloreddiued [9A9-AHUNWWOD) HH 00§ salpnis ase) ysape|bueg 03 uopieldepe pue uojeAouu| [einyndLbY ‘e 39 eneyg €
juswdo|ansq [einynduby d|qeuleisng
K1ojuanul Joy suonedijdwy :eipuj Jo neaje|q uidise (9007)
(Y4d) |estesddy |einy Kioreddiiied SENIEA] 92IN0SaJ [einieN eipu| ‘3be||ip 1ddn jo A101udAU| 321N0SAY |eINleN ‘e 39 yiueg 4
‘uof3elNsuod
J1apjoyaxels buoj-Aep e Buunp paidnisuod suoIssndsIp
B 3|NPaYIs MIIAIBIUI PINIINIIS B Ul dnoib elpu| uIdlsea ul Ayjigerea
< pa1eiodiodul Sem SHSIA Wiey pue suoissnsip sn2o0y Aonins-aid plalk (] sAew ea7) aziew Jo S)ueUIWIDIDP ¥102)
] dnoib sndoy ay3 ur pasayied uonewlojul ay | slawuej 081  pue sAaaIns wieq BIpU|  DIWOU033-0120s pue |edisAydolq buipueisiapun  °|e 39 J3fiaueg l
W spoyiaw ydieasas K1ojedidiued syuedpiyed Apnis ubisap Apnis uoledo| JML (1e3A) sioyiny al
o Apmis
T

"pasn spoyiaw ydieasas Alojedpiried pue salpnis papnpdul /g Jo sonsuaIdeIeYd A3 *€ d|qe]

o
—



AGROECOLOGY AND SUSTAINABLE FOOD SYSTEMS 1"

(panuruod)

*S3UNWIWOd
Buipunouins pue spuejIam pPa1dNJISUOD
3Y3 JO SINO} pue ‘SUOIIBAISSCO ‘SMIIAIDIUI
paininas-was buisn syueddied
pue sIaydieasal usamiaq abueydxa
abpsjmou pue uonesIUNWWOD 31e}|IDey
0} paubisap sem Apnis siyj "saised pue
“19puab ‘suoibijai jo abues apim e Juasaidal
OYM SI9P|OYd¥eIS SNOLIBA JO SISISUOD
1By} P3WLIO) S| 931)IWIWIO0D PIYSsIalem e
219ym [apow juswdolaaap Aioredpiyied e
uo paseq s! (WMd4I) [SPOW Juswsbeuepy
paysiaiep Alojeddined Jswie pajelbalul
‘spjoyasnoy pa129as
91 Jo siaquidw Ajiwey sy jo uonedpied SIawley
SAI1DE 3Y) YIIM pawiopad aI9m SJUSWSSasse |lews ¢ pue |euibiew
9D10Yd pUB SPIU ‘S3DIN0SAU PSISIWOH 1 ‘ss3|pue| G bulpnpul HH L
‘abpajmouy
pajesauab ayy buneuiwassip 1oy [spow
UOI1EIUNWIWOD |ewlojul paseq yoeoidde
Kioyedpiued e dojaasp 03 Quawiamodwa
J1awuey 1oy Kemyied e se uonebiysanul
19A3] punoib sy} wo.y uonelbaul abpajmouy
10} yoeoidde paseq-|esideid e 1onIIsU0d 0

sldqWBW AJunwwod
pabejuenpesip A|jeos
pue pabajiaud ‘sisuiey
‘sysuaps buipnpul
syuedpiued malaIRIUL 6€

sidwey 671
'siap|oy abpajmouy payiauapl sy}
YUM p|ay 3a19m suolssnasip dnoib pasndoy
puB SMIIAIBIUL DAIIIIIP-IWAS {UOIIRAILND 3L
9B|q YlIM P31eID0SSe ALUNWWOoD faia)y Jo
sad110eid |ean}Nd pue abpajmouy [euoiipely
SY3 3qLISIP pue JuUsWNd0p 03 swie Apns Siy |

(s1awiey)
s19pjoy abpamouy| 7/

ubisap |euoiidas
-S5012 saIpNIS 3se)

SUETIE)E]

elpuj

pasiadsig ysape|bueg

SMIIAIRIUI
PaJNIdINIS-IWSS

SUoISSNISIP
dnoub sndoy
pue smalnIul
SAI1IBIIP-IWISS
pue Asnns plaiy

elpuj

eIpu| |edny Ul JuSWIRAI|

191eMB]SBA\ PIZI[RI1UID( J0) duURUSWIE  (LZ0T) '[B 19
pueIaM PaIONIISUO) JO Uolen|eA [einjd PPNA  UISYILPaLIS ol
ysape|bueg ur A3undss
pooy pjoyasnoy Jood-a3inosal buiroidwi
10} uondwnsuod pue uopdnpold punol (9107)
163K 1o} [opow uapieb swoy jo JuswdoaAsg  °|e 19 SnopI4 6
(8107)
unypneys
elpu| ul siduwiiey |edo| buuamodws pue
1oy saseq abpajmouy asianlp bunesbaju]  Auogenjeyd 8
Indiuepy jo f1suen
911 [eUOI}PEI] JURID|0) SSRIIS pue Jueliodwi (8107)
elpu]  Ajjeanynd y :( eAnes ezAIQ ‘2d1Y Xdejg) oeyyeyd  ‘|e 19 yelog 1A

spoylaw ypieasal Aioredpinied suedipiyed Apnig

ubisap Apms

uolledxo|
Apmg

3L (1eaA) sioyiny a

‘(panunuod) "€ o|qeL



H. OHLY ET AL.

[l
—

(panuiuod)

*SuoISSndSIp
199d-01-193d 10} winioy e Buipiroid
Ajdwis jJo wie [eniur ayy yum sdoysyiom

Juswabeuew-ysu dxewid Alojedpiuey

siawey
wnipaw pue |jews |6

'SUOIIRAIDSCO Play Ybnoayy payLan

pue pasn a1am 3|doad 3jqeabpajmous

pue SI3PJ3 YIM SUOISSNISIp pue

spoylaw (yyy) |esiesddy |einy pidey ‘abueyd
wia1sAsoda01be Jo buuoyuow [aA3] abe|jIp

‘siapjoyayeys ajdinw wiojul

0} SUOIJUSAISIUI UYDNS PIJeN[BAD dJUB-Xd

!ssa204d £103edidied aazessy ue ybnoiyy

SUOIUSAJRIUI DYI23ds-1Xa3u0d paubisap-0d

‘suojuandul Jo uopeziyioud Kioyedpiued
pue sjesiesdde abejjia A101eddinieyd

syuewojul A3y G/
pue sabej|IA 0€ Ul HH JO %09

HH wie} 95¢

vid HH Buiwuey 651
‘siawey |ed0|
3Y3 yum Bupjiom usaq pey oym s19YdIessal
A}UNWwWwod [e30] Y3IM UOI}eHNSUOD
ul padojansp a1am suonsanb 1se1
abpajmouy ‘aunyndube pue pooy 03 133dsal

sisayiuks (9007)
salpnls ase) elpu|] 01 sisAjeue wouy :abpajmouy SlewWlp JqeUciDY  |e 13 MUIBN 91

elpu| ‘eAejewiy (1007)

|e13ud) Ul 3BueYD [BIUSWUOIIAUS JO JOledIpUl [eMWS

skanins ue ‘A)Is1aAIpolqo.be Jo sso| :swalsAsoda0.be pue
|eu0[3295-5501) elpu| ueAejewiH Jo oueudds buibuey) ‘oey ‘Unyyiep Sl

sishjeue AbojodAy eISY Yynos jo

pue Aamnns uoibas pue ue ul uonedijdde uy :JuSWISSISSE (6107
ployasnoy wie4 eipu| Kbojouyday pue siskjeue AbojodAy) wueq e 13 Jewny yl

ysape|bueg (6661)

SM3IAIIUI Ul SI9WIe4 USWOAN PUB USJ [einy 3yl weys|
painpnis-lwas  ysapejbueg Aq saibojouyda] [eanynduby snouabipul jo asn  pue wiaysey €l

ubisap

Y3M YIno£ Jo S3saialul pue abpajmous SJUIPNIS [00YdS YdJeasal spoylaw JedaN

9y} uo A1inbur yoieasas dnewsaishs e yb1y 9zz pue siaydJeasal -paxiw |eppusanbas |eans wouy syybisu) :yinoA buowe Adeia1| pooy (0207)

0JUI PIAJOAD SIDWLIRY YIM SUOIIBSISAUOD) AHunwwod [eX0] ‘sidwieq Kioreueldx3 |jedaN  pue spooy |eu e1} Jo abpajmouy snoudbipu| °|e 313 ejneyen 4
SENTT

Bunedpiyied pue ‘sisuiesy Aujigeureisng (0Z07) 1uos

921 Jo $3|24A> doud aAISS3IINS omy Bunp AHuUNWWO) ‘s1333UNjoA |e2160]023016Yy 40} SuOIINYISU| pue pue ‘16eA|
uonienjeaa A1ojedpiued pue aAeioqe||0) ‘siadojanap Abojouyda| Apnis ase) eipu| SyI0MI3N ‘abpajmouy 03 sisweq bupdsuuo) ‘lembuen 1L
spoyiaw ydieasas K1ojedidiued syuedpiyed Apnis ubisap Apnis uol3ed0| JML (1e3A) sioyiny al

Apnms

‘(Penuiuo)) € 3|qeL



AGROECOLOGY AND SUSTAINABLE FOOD SYSTEMS 13

(panuruod)

‘[s12WIR) YUM UOIIRIOQR|[0D 1I31Ip (9102)
ul pajuswajdwi sem Apnis sy 9°1] sedndeud elpuj Jo suoz uield |esidon eneq pue
Buiuapieb pealsswoy Aiisalojoibe uo —plw Ul A114NJ3S POOYI[SAI| PUB JIWIOUOIS 10} ‘uleyon
paules} a1am saljiwey pealsswoy bunedpied Sal|lwey siawle) 9| Kanns Kiojelojdxg eipu|  suapieb pearsawoy Ansasojoibe jo buiedsdn ‘'ybuis 44
213 ‘9311 bulnjos
- wajqoid ‘weibelp 3duanbasuod ‘buiddew
Kbojouyday ‘siskjeue pooy1[aAl| ‘duljawiy
‘siskjeue 19puab ‘Jepusjed [euosess ‘pus.y siskjeuy wa1sAs033-016y
awn ‘buiddew |epos ‘buiddew |ed160j0da ue oul 1ybisu| buniao oy yoeouddy dnsijoH v (9107)
-01be “jjem 1d9suel) apnppul buisn yyd Vid elpu| :spuejkiq ul jesiesddy eany Kiojedpiued  (je 19 Appay 1z
apow Aiojedpiued uy saibojouyday
Jeanu dyads-||1y 150> mo| ‘buisiwoid
1dope 03 way) s1eapow pue sdnoib eAejewlH [emyJen) Jo 3sed e :juawdolaasp
195N Jayjo pue siawiey [ed0] jo Aypeded $351n0d Buluiely as yo1easal |eans 3jqeulelsns 1oy saibojouydal (0102
p|ing pue ules} 01 ydieasas uoide Kiojedpiued  -uo g ul syuedpiied gzez  uonde Aiojedpied elpu]  A|pusly-033 Yum S32inosal [ednjeu buibeuepy | 19 1emey 0z
(1007)
'SWR)SAS abpajmouy pue pooylaAl| JIdy} eyidasqg
J0 5103dse JUaJSYIP JUSWNDOP 0] ,SI9YDIe3Sal pue
100J3Jeq, SB paules] a19m AUNWWOod 3y} eJjyseleye|y pue ysapeld eiypuy ur wied ‘eyidasq
W04} UBWOM pue usw ‘sbunsaw dnoib snaoy SQON pue Yo1easal 113y 9)e1S USWOA :SWwalsAs abpajmouy| ‘sepwiey
pue sbueaw dnoib jewoyul ‘sa1pnis ased ‘yyd  suoneziuebio sa)doad [0 Kioledpiuey eipu| |e207 pue }201S3AI7 ‘spooylaAl] buibuey)  pue sepwey 6l
*ApN3s yons 1oy payiuapl a1am
91IS Y. 1e SISWiie) 05 pue A3j[eA Jiwysey| ubisap A3jen  (9107) ‘je 1@
3o s3160]023 oibe uieyunow apniije ybiy SUOIIed0| JAY 1e ¥20|q paziwopuel Jwysey ul (7 eanes ezA1Q) a1 ediuoder yy1ays pue
Bunuasaidal sa)s 9| 1e PIIONPUOd SeM YYd  S|el} JI9YIow Ul SIdulie) 7| | :sjely pjal4 elpu| ul uonda|as [elaleA Aiojedpiued s swie]  ‘gasfeN ‘byey 8l
"SI3WIe} JP|OY|[_WS YIM SUOISSNISIP
dnoib sndoy pue suonuaaidlul 1d3foid
ybnoiy3 uonealasqo 1aiip buipnpui ssadoid
213531 SpoyIW paxiw Jusbisws uy |edaN JO sulelunoyy I[euley| syl ul
"A)ijigeurelsns [eanyndube o3 suoljewiojsues) Ayjigeurelsns [ean3nd1by 03 suolewiojsues ] #102)
Joj yoeoidde Juswabeueyy uonisuel] aandepy sanuNwwod bujwiey 9| Apnis ase) |edaN 10j uswabeuey uonisuel] aandepy ‘e 19 Jueq Al
spoylaw ydieasas Aioredidineqd syuedpiued Apmis ubisap Apmis uonedo| apL (1e3A) sioyiny al
Apnis

(panupuod) *€ s|qe]



|esteaddy |einy A1o1eddined = yyd

‘salaLeA buiqudsap pue
Buiweu uf JUSISISUOD I SIBWLIRY JSYIBYM

dUIWJIAP 01 P|aYy Y} Ul 320|q AUSISAIP sjel}
3Y1 Yd1em O} PAYAUI UM SIawey ‘doid pIaIA pue 30|q
9y 3sIeJ 01 PAMO||0} dIaM sdNdRId S JdwIey (Pa1e3S 10U U) SPLISIP A)SISAIp wiej-uo UoI3eN|eAS WIRJ-UO PUB JUSWSSISSE AISIDAIP (z-8102T
|edo| :yoeoidde Huipaaiq uejd K1ojedpiied  suielUNOW OM) UL SIdwLeq :sjuswiLRdXd plalq Jedan ybnouyy 131w [1eIX04 Jo BudINOS AUSISAI | 19 AepRA 1T
EEIEITEN

Buiqudsap pue Buiweu ul JuSISUOd
3l SIaWley) JAYIDYM SUIWIAIAP 0} |3y Y}
U1 520|q AUSISAIP Y3 Ud3em O} PIYIAUL UM

siawiey ‘ad130eid s awle) 3y 4ad se pamoj|oy s|ew1 %20|q
2Jam sad1deld Juswiabeuew pue djwouoibe (Pa1e1S 10U U) SUOIIRIO| AVISISAIP WiBy-Uo sadeipue| A3)ieq 1-810T¢
J|e :yoeoudde buipaaiq ueid K1ojeddinaed snouleluNOW INOJ Ul SIDWIRS :sjuswiRdxd plalq |edaN payeu asajedap jo Ausianlp [edibojoydiow-0iby ‘|e 19 Aepej 9z

'SI3YDIeISA pUR SISPUD)Y

uap.eb Aq pa1dNpUod d19M SILIOIUBAUI
uapiebawoy ‘21nuisul bujuiesy |ex0|

3Y] WOl SI9YDIe3S3s OM) YIIM UOI1RIOqR||0d
u| padojaAsp a1am syuawinisul A3AINS
‘s19pea| uoneziueblo Jawuey [ed0] A paNIaA

S3S1| J91OA paJ3sibal uo paseq Ayunwwod HH 05 jo ajdwesqns
yoea Joj padojanap sem awely buljdwes yum Aanins dn-moj|oy skanins 3uoz AiQ s,equeT 1S Ul spjoyasnoH bujwie
‘sysijeads |esnyndube ueyueq S jo dnoib e S9UUNWIWOD OE Ul HH Aunwwod Buowy A111nd3S poo4 uo duRUIIUIRK (8102)
yum uofreioge|jod ul padojanap sem Asaing Bujwiey Japjoyjjews ooy L pue pjoyasnoH eyue U A)s19n1poIqoiby jo syedw| ayy buissassy  °|e 319 SWel||Ip (4
juawabeuew 3jqeureisns
pue uo1eAIdSUOD 10} suofiedfjdwi :eipu) (¥102)
‘ysapeid Je1 uIdlsea Jo swaisAsodvolbe  Asapued pue
Vdd pue SM3IAIBU| [RUOSIDY siawuey) gl vid eipu| paseq-1eaym—adu ul Alsisaipolg-oiby  ‘ybuis ‘ybuig T
_ ‘IoA9|
M 9be||IA 1e a1nyndube o1 uonejas ui sadPesd waysAsoda-oibe pajulel (8007)
H Juswabeuew sy pue $321N0saJ |einjeu |e103 Ul 0L = sabe||in Japun juswabeuew s321n0sas [einyndLbe efaing
2 40 3sn juasaid 3y buizAeue Joj poylaw yYd  / JO Yoed Woij sidwie) 07 v4d eipu| 3|qeuleisns pue abpajmouy snouabipu| pue ybuis €T
M spoylaw ydieasas A1oyedpined syuedpiued Apnig ubisap Apms uonedxo| JUL (1e3K) sioyiny al
Apms

‘(penunuod) ¢ 3|qeL

<«
—



Table 4. Elements of agroecology that were considered in each included study.
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Included studies

FAO 10 elements of agroecology

ID | Authors (year) Diversity C ffi ycling Human Culture and | Responsible | Circular and
and sharing of and social food governance solidarity
K values iti
1 Banerjee et al.
(2014)
il © | ® @
e ® ©[0 @
(2017)
4 Bijarniya et al. @ @ @
(2020)
| | @0 QO ®
6 Bonny et al. @ @
(2005)
7 Borah et al. (2018) @ @ @
8 Chakraborty and
Chaudhuri (2018) @
A S| ®[®
(2016)
10 | Friedrichsen et al. @ @ @ O
(2021)
11 | Gangwar et al.
ot ® © 1 ®
12 | Gartaulaetal.
(2020)
13 | Kashem and Islam Q @
s ® @
14 | Kumar etal. @ @ ‘
i ® ® @ ®

Included studies FAO 10 elements of agroecology
ID | Authors (year) Diversity i Human Culture and | Responsible | Circular and
and sharing of and social food governance solidarity
knowledge* values traditions economy
15 | Maikhuri et al. @ @ @
(2001)
16 | Meinke et al. @ O
(2006)
T O © @
(2014)
18 | Rafigetal. @
(2016)
19 | Ramdas and @
Deepika (2001)
* o © 1 ® &
(2010)
e | © ) &
(2016)
o | © © 10 ®|D
(2016)
* |sopions | € © 010 O @ | @
Sureja (2008)
Lo © 616 O &)
(2014)
il O @
(2018)
26 | Yadavetal. @
(2018-1)
27 | Yadavetal. °
(2018-2)
Total number of 17 27 11 18 13 20 22 22 8 6
studies representing
each of the 10

*Co-creation and sharing of knowledge include participatory processes, therefore this element was integral to all
studies included in this review.

Discussion

This scoping review provides an overview of the extent, range and nature of
available evidence on participatory research methods in agroecology studies
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conducted in South Asia. We included 27 relevant articles, of which 16 were
published since 2015, suggesting that participatory approaches have become
more commonly used in recent years. This finding is consistent with a recent
study using bibliometric and content analysis techniques, which showed that
use of the word ‘participatory’ in agroecology studies has gradually increased
over time (Mason et al. 2021). Given that participatory and action-oriented
approaches have been widely advocated by experts in agroecology (Méndez,
Bacon, and Cohen 2013), the adoption and development of participatory
research methods appears to have been slow — or perhaps they are not always
clearly reported. Indeed, we identified some studies that we considered to be
participatory in nature, which did not use the term ‘participatory’ at all.

As we approached the final stages of our review, a global systematic review
was published that explored the use of participatory methods in agroecology,
and the extent to which participatory approaches contribute to agroecology
transitions (Sachet et al. 2021). The authors of this opted to limit the search
results by including “case study” as a keyword. They identified 23 case studies
using participatory methods, out of 145 case studies in total that were relevant
to agroecology. Only three of the 23 case studies were also included in our
scoping review (Bhatta et al. 2017; Meinke et al. 2006; Rawat et al. 2010). We
included primary research of any design and, therefore, our review captured
more relevant studies from South Asia than did the systematic review.

Despite these differences, the findings of this recent systematic review
complement our findings and demonstrate the potential for developing this
body of work through further investigations. Sachet et al. also identified
a diverse range of participatory methods, including participatory rural apprai-
sal (PRA), rapid rural appraisal (RRA), participatory learning, and participa-
tory action research. They described some participatory methods as
‘extractive’ meaning that “participants are consulted on a particular topic
without opening space for co-learning, interaction, and potential self-
mobilization” (Sachet et al. 2021).

This reflects our findings on the degree or level of participation in agroecol-
ogy studies not limited to case studies (Table 5). We found that many studies
used participatory methods to obtain or exchange knowledge with farming
communities, or to engage farmers in study implementation on their land,
rather than empowering them as collaborators and co-researchers throughout
the research process. However, we identified two studies conducted in India
that exemplified a deeper level of participation and engagement with farmers
and farming communities i.e. the end-users of the research.

Bonny et al. (2005) developed the PLEAD model (participatory learning,
experimentation, action and dissemination) through consultation and colla-
boration with 18 farmer research groups in Kerala. This farmer-researcher
partnership model promotes interactive co-learning and innovation, with
farmers empowered as knowledge holders, decision-makers and problem
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Table 5. Degree or level of participation reported in each included study.

Included studies Degree of participation reported

ID Authors (year) Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower
1 Banerjee et al. (2014) v

2 Banik et al. (2006) v v

3 Bhatta et al. (2017) v v v

4 Bijarniya, Parihar, and Jat et al. (2020) v

5 Bisht, Rana, and Pal Ahlawat (2020) v v

6 Bonny et al. (2005) v v v v v
7 Borah et al. (2018) v

8 Chakraborty and Chaudhuri (2018) v v v

9 Ferdous et al. (2016) v v v

10 Friedrichsen et al. (2021) v v v

1 Gangwar, Tyagi, and Soni (2020) v v v v

12 Gartaula et al. (2020) v v v v

13 Kashem and Islam (1999) v

14 Kumar et al. (2019) v v v v v
15 Maikhuri, Rao, and Semwal (2001) v

16 Meinke et al. (2006) v v v

17 Pant et al. (2014) v v v

18 Rafig, Najeeb, and Sheikh et al. (2016) v

19 Ramdas and Ramdas, Deepika, and Deepika (2001) v v v v

20 Rawat et al. (2010) v v v v

21 Reddy et al. (2016) v v v v

22 Singh, Gohain, and Datta (2016) v v

23 Singh and Sureja (2008) v

24 Singh, Singh, and Pandey (2014) v

25 Williams et al. (2018) v v v

26 Yadav et al. 22018-1 v v

27 Yadav et al. 22018-2) v v

Total number of studies representing each level of 13 27 18 9 2

participation

solvers. It resulted in the development of effective coping strategies and
interventions to enhance the long-term sustainability of local agroecosystems.

Kumar et al. (2019) used participatory village appraisals to understand the
priorities and constraints of smallholder farmers in three districts in
Rajasthan. Study methods included transect walks, household surveys, focus
group discussions, consultation meetings and a multi-stakeholder interactive
platform. A participatory process was used to develop a farm household
typology (reflecting biophysical, socio-economic and ecological characteris-
tics) and subsequently co-design and pilot context specific interventions for
each household type.

We acknowledge some limitations of this scoping review. We endeavored to
be systematic, consistent, inclusive and transparent during the study selection
process. However, this was challenging with criteria based on two broad
concepts: agroecology and participatory research methods. As we identified,
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additional key words that some authors may use synonymously for these
concepts could have been included. We may also have included some studies
that other reviewers would not have included. This challenge has been
observed in the wider literature on participatory research methods:

“Although the results of participatory research are prolific in the literature,
it can be difficult to isolate concrete descriptions of how the research was
collaboratively conducted” (Vaughn and Jacquez 2020).

We focused on two academic research databases (due to resource limita-
tions) and we may have missed additional relevant studies published in the
gray literature. Scopus and Web of Science are two of the largest databases and
they only include articles published in peer-reviewed journals, thus providing
some level of assurance of coverage and study quality. Future reviewers could
improve on our approach by consulting the gray literature and developing
a more targeted search strategy. The FAO Agroecology Knowledge Hub is
a valuable resource containing not just articles but video, learning and other
materials outside of traditional academic search parameters that could be
a useful starting point for this. Moreover, it may be of interest to compare
agroecological projects with more ‘conventional’ agriculture work, identifying
if there are more innovative participatory approaches in the former than the
latter, or if conventional agriculture can be part of the increasing participation
discussion.

In conclusion, this scoping review illustrates that a diverse range of parti-
cipatory research methods have been used in agroecology studies in South
Asia. However, farmers and other non-academic stakeholders largely remain
in the position of participants and informants. They are rarely engaged as
study collaborators, co-researchers and decision-makers. We recommend that
more researchers consider the full potential of participatory methods to
develop relevant and effective agroecological solutions.
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