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Chapter 6
Emergence and Compartmentalisation
of Advisory Subsystems
for the Ecological Intensification
of Agriculture in Burkina Faso

Aurélie Toillier, Saydou Bancé, and Guy Faure

In sub-Saharan Africa, the political and development aid spheres are looking for
newmodels of agricultural production that are capable of feeding the population and
addressing environmental challenges at the same time (HLPE, 2019). Civil society is
also engaged in this search through the voices of producer organisations and NGOs
(Coordination Sud, 2019).A newparadigm, adopted by several international research
and policy organisations, has gained prominence in their discourses. It calls for the
increased mobilisation of natural processes, reflected in the notion of ecological
intensification (Caron et al., 2014; Tittonell, 2014). This new paradigm is backed by
a large body of scientific literature on new agricultural practices, new ways of organ-
ising production and agri-chains, and new consumption habits that are all necessary
to produce as much or even more, while reducing the use of synthetic inputs and
being eco-efficient (Garnett et al., 2013). In contrast, there is far less research on
the implications for the evolution of the agricultural advisory systems that will have
to accompany these changes on farms and in territories. The trajectories of change
of ecological intensification will necessarily differ depending on country, region or
locality (Meynard, 2017; Lucas et al., 2018). An advisory system is understood as a
social system that encompasses all the actors involved in the provision of advice and
their interrelationships. Today, all actors in their broad diversity, including govern-
ments, the private sector and civil society, are considered stakeholders in the agri-
cultural advisory system since these actors ‘support and facilitate people engaged in
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agricultural production to solve problems and obtain information, skills, and tech-
nologies to improve their livelihoods and well-being’ (Birner et al., 2009). Jayne
et al. (2019) emphasise the need to develop adaptive local research and advisory
systems, since such changes require incremental and collective learning based on
local knowledge.

In practice, an advisory system is the result of agricultural development policy
choices and complex social constructions (Faure & Compagnone, 2011). It is both a
means of making farms evolve according to orientations defined by policies, markets
or certain sectors of society (Davis, 2008), and a means of supporting the complex
processes that take place within a broader innovation system involving different
categories of actors (Hermans et al., 2015).

Our aim in this chapter is to explore the evolution of relationships between advi-
sory actors with regards to incentives for ecological intensification of agriculture in
Burkina Faso. The context is marked by a strong political period of promotion of
agroecology, followed by commitments to sustainable intensification of agricultural
production by a plurality of private and public actors (Côte et al., 2019). We are
interested in particular in the possible emergence of advisory subsystems (Klerkx
et al., 2017), i.e. of the multiple advisory systems which can coexist and are aimed at
supporting the transformation needs of agriculture in different ways, from the farm
to the value chain and the territory. In this perspective, we address the following
questions: Who are the different advisory actors promoting ecological intensifica-
tion in Burkina Faso today? What are their intervention methodologies? What roles
do they play within the advisory system?

Wefirst present the context of Burkina Faso, followed by the analytical framework
we have developed, which combines structural analyses of networks of advisory
actors and analyses of these actors’ registers of action. We then present the three
advisory subsystems we have identified, before concluding with the political and
theoretical implications of these subsystems’ existence.

1 Exploring Ways of Supporting Ecological Intensification

InBurkinaFaso, as inmanyotherAfrican countries, the partialwithdrawal of theState
from the domains of agricultural advice and orientation has opened up a space for a
multiplicity of actors (producer organisations, NGOs and associations, consultants,
international agencies). They are using new methods to provide advisory services,
and proposing and advocating alternative, more ecological models of agricultural
production, at the fringe of the conventional intensification advocated by the Green
Revolution (increased use of synthetic fertilisers, improved seeds and agricultural
equipment). What results is a large number of actors and of interventions in support
of farmers.
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1.1 A Pluralistic and Poorly Coordinated Agricultural
Advisory System

From the time ofBurkina Faso’s independence in 1960 to the early 1990s, agricultural
extension followed a top-down, dirigiste approach, mainly focused on cash crops,
primarily cotton, in which the producer was a ‘supervised’ actor who was asked to
apply recommendations made to him. The State had a large network of supervisory
agents for disseminating technological packages through ‘training and visits’ and
relay farmers.

As in many African countries, the freeze on the recruitment of supervisory staff
and the lack of funding for technical services, arising from the structural adjustment
programme of the 1990s, weakened and contributed to the dismantling of the Burkina
Faso extension and advisory system. Producer organisations, NGOs and other private
sector actors reacted by building up their capacities to take over the functions that
were earlier the State’s prerogative and responsibility. They undertook initiatives and
put the producer at the centre of their agricultural advisory mechanisms. Diversified
advisory approacheswere developed, such as field schools, farmmanagement advice,
model farms, as also more collaborative and open approaches such as discussion
forums and peer-to-peer exchanges.

At the international level, during the African Union Summit in 2003 in Maputo,
Mozambique, the adoption of the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development
Programme (CAADP), the agricultural component of NEPAD,1 marked a turning
point. Indeed, it was decided to focus on agricultural advisory services, considered
as a tool to achieve food security while better addressing farmer needs.

This encouraged Burkina Faso to set up, in 2010, the National Agricultural Exten-
sion and Advisory System (SNVACA2), whose guiding principle is the empower-
ment of the various actors (producer organisations, NGOs and associations, consul-
tants, technical and financial partners) involved in the design and implementation of
advisory support approaches that meet producer needs. Under SNVACA, producer
organisations are seen as the pillars that should guide these approaches, with the
State retaining the prerogative of regulating, orienting, steering and monitoring-
evaluating extension and advisory services. However, given its limited resources, the
State simply encourages the various actors in the agricultural sector to clarify their
roles and responsibilities, leaving them relatively wide margins for taking initiatives.

1.2 A Diversity of Alternative Agricultural Models

Despite theGreenRevolution,WestAfrican agriculture, andBurkina Faso’s in partic-
ular, remains less productive than those in other regions of the world, with yields

1 New Partnership for Africa’s Development agency.
2 French: Système national de vulgarisation et d’appui-conseil agricole (SNVACA).
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increasing more slowly than elsewhere (Ouedraogo et al., 2016). On the margins of
the conventional agricultural development model planned by politicians and imple-
mented by the major economic actors in the rural world (public advisory services,
agribusiness firms, producer organisations), alternative agricultural models based on
ecological principles have developed over the past 30 years: organic farming (Toil-
lier & de Lapeyre de Bellaire, 2017; de Bon et al., 2018), conservation agriculture
(Dugué et al., 2015) and agroecological farming (Temple & Compaoré Sawadogo,
2018). These more ecological production models are anchored in different institu-
tional processes, through markets, through the governance of resources and terri-
tories, or even through policies as was the case with agroecology during Thomas
Sankara’s presidency of the country in the 1980s. These models are not necessarily
geared towards intensification, but cross-fertilisation between them in pursuit of
sustainable intensification has been observed in various Burkinabe regions. Sustain-
able intensification is characterised by conventional intensification, combined with
agroecological intensification strategies based on agricultural techniques borrowed
from production models, such as the combination of cultivation and livestock
husbandry, and the maintenance of trees in fields, as described by Vall et al. (2017)
in mixed crop-livestock systems in western Burkina Faso.

These different dynamics of the parallel evolution of advisory systems and agri-
cultural production systems have resulted in a great diversity of actors involved in
supporting different models of the ecologisation of agriculture, mobilising various
advisory support mechanisms that are not necessarily known and recorded by the
State.

1.3 An Approach Based on the Networks of Actors Involved
in Advisory Support and Their Registers of Action

To be able to characterise advisory systems supporting ecological intensification,
we sought to identify the various types of actors who offer advisory services for
agricultural models other than those of conventional intensification, their roles within
the advisory system and their registers of action.

1.3.1 Registers of Action

Thewidening of the ambit of agricultural advisory services from guidance and super-
vision to accompaniment is reflected in a diversity of advisory approaches (Faure
et al., 2018): decision-making support, problem solving, capacity building aimed
at empowering farmers, or accompanying an individual or collective project. On
the basis of the professional practices identified in the accompaniment sector (Paul,
2004), we propose to group these actions under three main registers: guidance, inter-
vention, and incentive. Guidance refers to the co-construction of a project with and
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for the person or entity concerned. Intervention is initiated in response to a problem
in order to solve it, usually with a solution found by people other than those affected.
Incentive leaves the choice to those concernedofwhether or not to apply the suggested
changes.

1.3.2 Networks of Actors

In a context of pluralism and liberalisation, the provision of agricultural advisory
services mobilises a range of actors who play different roles (Birner et al., 2009):
funding of advisory services (Compagnone et al., 2015), governance of the system
as a whole, identification of advisory support needs of final beneficiaries, design
of innovative advisory approaches, creation of content suitable for illiterate popula-
tions, networking of advisory actors, intermediation between providers and clients
(Klerkx et al., 2012), advisory service delivery in villages, training of agricultural
advisors, etc. An analysis based on actor networks helps to understand how this
collective action is organised by visualising the position of the different organisa-
tions within the network (Borgatti et al., 2009) as well as the nature of their roles
(funding, governance, training, transfer of techniques and knowledge, co-production
of solutions).

1.3.3 Data Sampling and Collection

Using a documentary search (websites, grey literature, brochures, activity reports),
we built a sample of about 30 advisory service providers that seemed to play an
important role (heads of networks, size of the structure and of intervention areas,
reputation) in newmodels of agricultural production possibly linked to various forms
of ecological intensification (sustainable intensification, agroecology, conservation
agriculture or organic farming).

Interviews with operations managers allowed us to establish how these service
providers justify their actions, design their offers, take the needs of producers into
account, and interact with other organisations in the advisory system. The areas
of intervention were also identified for each type of advisory service recorded.
Specific interviews with beneficiaries of advisory services (producer organisations
and farmers) made it possible to clarify the way in which the changes proposed by
advisory actors are understood and interpreted.

2 Three Advisory Subsystems with Distinct Registers
and Areas of Action

We have identified three types of advisory subsystems (ASSs) that differ in their
registers of action: the first aims to solve the problems of sustainable intensification
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of conventional farming (ASS-CF); the second aims to encourage conversion to
organic farming (ASS-OF); and the third aims to raise awareness of and provide
training in agroecology (ASS-AE).

2.1 Registers of Action

The advisory services implemented within the different ASSs pertain to different
registers of action: transferring techniques, solving problems in a participatory
manner, educating to build up overall capacities.

TheASS-CFmainlymobilises approaches that enable technology transfers and/or
problem solving (integrated soil fertility management, rational management of
inputs), but does not really look at the issues causing the problems and generally
does not undertake an evaluation at the end of the projects or recommend reorien-
tation of actions. The ASS-OF and ASS-AE both rely on training and the use of
model farms for teaching agroecological practices and integrated management of an
overall farming system (management of spatial and temporal interrelations between
cropping systems, livestock systems and fallow land, which cannot be taught via
field schools). However, field schools are used extensively for teaching certain plot-
level agroecological techniques (soil preparation, management of crop associations,
fertiliser distribution). TheASS-AE tends tomobilise approaches basedon exchanges
of experience, peer-to-peer learning and action-researchplatforms.The intentionhere
is to take advantage of the capacity of individuals and of local knowledge. The actors
did not really identify contributions in terms of production of new useful knowledge,
but it does not mean that this new knowledge is not produced.

2.2 Areas of Intervention

The geographical location of activities within each ASS is strongly correlated to
different agroecological regions in the country and to the registers of action, yet this
is rarely reflected in the actors’ discourses.

The discourses on agroecology mainly concern the Sahelian context. Thus, activ-
ities of ASS-AE concern only the country’s north-central region, where commercial
agriculture is not very developed and access to production factors is limited, and
the area around Ouagadougou, where most of the ASS-AE actors are based. This
geographical localisation is also a legacy of the activities of Pierre Rabhi, who set
up the first agroecological centre in the Sahel, at Gorom-Gorom, and thus laid the
foundations of technical, social, cultural and economic references around agroe-
cology for the Burkinabe context. It is on this basis that associations such as the
Association for the Extension and Support of Agroecological Producers in the Sahel
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(AVAPAS3) and the Association for Sustainable Resource Management (AGED4)
have continued to promote agroecology. Their ambit of activities does not encom-
pass the country’s southern region, where they would no doubt have an important
role to play. However, although there is no mention of agroecology in the cotton
basin, other agricultural models such as organic farming or conservation agriculture,
which promote the same practices (with the exception being the use of GMOs), are
being tested. In this cotton zone, there is a lower overall presence of development
aid associations. Pockets of development of organic farming mainly correspond to
areas in which the production chains are well organised (cotton, fruit and vegetables)
around large cities (Ouagadougou, Bobo-Dioulasso, Fada N’Gourma).

3 Interconnected Actor Networks

3.1 The Advisory System for Solving Problems
of Sustainability in Conventional Agriculture

Support for the sustainable intensification of conventional agriculture follows the
State’s directions and vision, which are essentially to ‘produce more, diversify,
improve access to inputs and sell the products’ (Government of Burkina Faso, 20115).
Environmental concerns are subordinate to these objectives. Achieving these objec-
tives involves the application of research results and technical developments to find
solutions to the problems of soil fertility and access to water that the majority of
production systems in Burkina Faso face, solutions that have been validated by the
State through its Ministry of Agriculture. Advisory services are built around the
following aims: reducing the risks of pests and pesticides, adopting good agricultural
practices, practising integrated pest management, encouraging the use of personal
protective equipment, and producing transgenic cotton (Bacillus thuringiensis, or
Bt), as also organic and fair-trade cotton meeting international standards to obtain
better market value for Burkinabe cotton.

Organic farming therefore finds a place in this advisory system, as it is seen as
a form of diversification and intensification, and provides access to international
markets. Indeed, in cotton-based systems, organic farming allows ‘cotton cultivation
by those who do not have the capital to adopt the conventional system’ (National
Union of Cotton Producers of Burkina Faso, UNPCB6). It is mainly women who
undertake organic farming of cotton, with a very low productivity since they were
left the most degraded lands. But organic cotton cultivation enables the adoption of

3 French: Association pour la vulgarisation et l’appui aux producteurs agroécologistes du Sahel
(AVAPAS).
4 French: Association pour la gestion durable des ressources (AGED).
5 National Rural Sector Programme (PNSR) 2011–2015.
6 French: Union nationale des producteurs de coton du Burkina Faso (UNPCB).
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rotation systems based on sesame, soya and shea production, which become organic
products from the organic cotton fields and for which there already exists a market.
Organic cotton thus meets both the challenges of ecological intensification and the
State’s objectives (diversify, intensify, sell).

The actors guiding this advisory subsystemare the State, alongwith the processing
and inputs industries, some producer organisations (such as UNPCB) and public
research organisations, mainly the National Institute for Agricultural Research
(INERA7) and the Institute for Research in Applied Sciences and Technologies
(IRSAT8). Both the latter are public entities; private research entities do not exist
in Burkina Faso. All these actors have been collaborating for many years (Fig. 1).

Producer organisations are technical partners in the provision of advisory services
through their agricultural advisors. In this ASS, actors who promote AE or OF
(such as AVAPAS or Centre Écologique Albert Schweitzer, CEAS) are the ones
primarily involved, but only as trainers in more ecological practices. It is interesting
to note that the entities that are promoting OF are expressing a growing interest in the
results of agroecological experiments, but no formal links exist at this time. Playing
a secondary role are a dozen development NGOs such as SOS Sahel, Ocades Caritas
Burkina, Office de développement des églises évangéliques (ODE) and Terre Verte,
which provide ad hoc support in the case of multi-donor programmes and which also
intervene in the other advisory subsystems as agricultural advisors.

Associations
(producer, entrepreneurs)

Ministry of Agriculture
and Agro-hydrological Development

Agriculture
and environment

technicians

Regional
directorates
of agriculture

Advisers

Inputs suppliers,
credit, and agrifood

companies

Local NGOs

Technicians,
facilitators Advisers

National research
institutions

(INERA, IRSAT)

International
research

institutions

Production of scientific knowledge, technical references 

Higher education
institutions,

universities (IDR)

International funders

NGOs
specialising in

capacity building

Facilitators,
trainers

Directorate
of agricultural

production

Researchers
and technicians

Farmers

Producer
organisations

Transfer of techniques, knowledgeFunding and injunctions

Coproduction of technical references, knowledgeTraining

Fig. 1 Actors and interactions within ASS-CF. IDR: Institut de développement rural

7 French: Institut national de recherche agronomique (INERA).
8 French: Institut de recherche en sciences appliquées et technologies (IRSAT).



6 Emergence and Compartmentalisation of Advisory Subsystems … 99

Trainers

Agrifood businesses
(processors, exporters)

Farmers and producer groups

Local NGOs
(APIL, ATAD, Le Baobab)

Research and training centres
(CEAS, AVAPAS, INERA)

International funders 

Producer
organisations

International certification
bodies

(IFOAM, ECOCERT)

Model farms
and experimentation sites Technician-

researchers

National certification
bodies

(CNABio)

Trainers

Internal controllers 

Transfer of techniques, 
knowledge

Funding
and injunctions

Coproduction of technical references,
knowledge

Training

Technician-
advisers

Fig. 2 Actors and interactions within ASS-OF. APIL Action pour la Promotion des Initiatives
Locales; ATAD Alliance Technique d’Assistance au Développement; CEAS Centre Écologique
Albert Schweitzer; IFOAM International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements

3.2 The Advisory System for the Development of Organic
Farming

This advisory subsystem (Fig. 2) aims on the one hand to develop organic farming
for local markets, eschewing the export sector, in order tomarket ‘healthy and quality
products at a reasonable cost’, according to CNABio,9 address ‘the uncontrolled use
of chemicals that endanger consumer health’, according to AVAPAS, and meet the
needs of urban populations. On the other hand, it aims to respond tomarket incentives
for organic products in countries of the Global North, as encouraged by international

9 French: Conseil National de l’Agriculture Biologique (CNABio).
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development organisations such as Helvetas or the International Development and
ResearchCentre (IDRC),whichmainly support producer organisations. The latter are
then responsible for the entire process themselves (production training, collection,
sales, internal controls).

The challenges for these actors are to develop a legislative and regulatory frame-
work (monitoring, certification, specifications) through the adaptation of national
specifications to the constraints and practices of local production, whichwill however
still meet international export standards (Europe or sub-region), in order to ensure
that certified products are available at a reasonable cost to the people of Burkina
Faso. The main actors of this ASS, i.e. local NGOs and associations, pushed for the
creation of CNABio in association with all the agroecology actors and by involving
the Ministry of Agriculture. These actions are being supported by foreign donors
(the Agronomes et Vétérinaires Sans Frontières association, the European Union,
the Action Solidarité Tiers-Monde NGO). Knowledge and technical references are
produced in conjunction with the ASS-AE.

Private companies involved in collection, processing and export occupy a minor
place in this subsystem. They work mainly with ad hoc producer groups, which they
train and certify collectively. They maintain few links with other advisory services
(public or private) and national agricultural research entities. As a result, the technical
support they provide is not always adapted to the production context. There is a lack
of effective alternatives to chemical plant protection products. Producers are still not
convinced of the effectiveness of biopesticides, especially for fruit and vegetable
crops, which are prone to attack by a very high number of pests. Furthermore, the
advisory actors of this subsystem are unable to respond to the constraints linked to
the emergence and development of several GMO crops (Bt cotton, Bt cowpeas and
Biofort sorghum) which limit the deployment of OF in these territories. They do not
have the flexibility to offer advisory services geared towards consultation between
production agri-chains, which would allow GMO and organic crops to coexist in the
same territory.

3.3 The Advisory System for Awareness Raising
of and Training in Agroecology

AlthoughPresident Sankara introduced agroecology in a revolutionaryway, itwas the
subsequent intervention of donors that led to the experimentation and development
of more ecological production models. For a long time, however, these initiatives
remained on the fringes of the dominant model of the Green Revolution. NGOs,
associations and small producer organisations have nevertheless been able to create
networks to accompany these changes. While these actors consider agroecology in
all its three dimensions—technical, socio-economic and cultural, and socio-
political—, their main activities consist of participatory design of new production
systems based on agroecological principles, and the production and dissemination of
technical references. The limited access to production factors (biomass, equipment)
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makes it necessary to define a set of practices that are similar to the already known
‘good agricultural practices’ (composting, water and soil conservation, rotations,
agroforestry), with which indeed there exists consensus with the other ASSs. The
emphasis is thus on empowerment and capacity building of farmers and on the fight
against GMOs with the promotion of local seeds.

The actors managing this system (Fig. 3) are international and national NGOs
often with ties to religious groups (Terre et Humanisme, Global Neighbours,
Groundswell, Christian Aid), as well as international research organisations for the
production of technical references and, to a lesser extent, local research entities.
Some NGOs with ties to international research networks specialise in the production
of technical references, such as ACT (African Conservation Tillage) for conserva-
tion agriculture. Consumer networks and public services are conspicuous by their
absence, even though the objectives of the leading NGOs are to ‘prepare a newmodel
of society’ according to AVAPAS. Close ties have been established with applied
research entities through development programmes. Most often, the aim is to make
technologies available that are adapted to agroecological practices, as is the case with
CEAS, whose objective is to ‘develop appropriate technologies for agroecology and
environmental protection’ (kassines, beehives, natural insecticides). Local producer
organisations are essentially intermediaries in facilitating communication with and
training of farmers, and support them in conducting experiments. There are no links
with farmer unions or federations at the national level.

National
applied research

centres
(AVAPAS, INERA, CEAS,

ACT, CNSF)

National research
institutions

(INERA)

Local associations specialising
in training and local support
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International foundations and NGOs
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Technician-
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Fig. 3 Actors and interactions within ASS-AE. CGIAR Consultative Group on International Agri-
cultural Research; CIRAD French agricultural research and international cooperation organisation;
AIDMR Association Interzone pour le Développement en Milieu Rural; ANSD Association Nourrir
SansDétruire;ADTAE Association pour leDéveloppement desTechniquesAgroécologiques;APAD
Association pour la Promotion d’une Agriculture Durable; ARFA Association pour la Recherche et
la Formation en Agroécologie; ALED Association Les Enfants de Demain; CNSF Centre National
de Semences Forestières
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4 Political and Theoretical Implications

The different ways identified in which ASSs can support ecological intensification
has both political and theoretical implications.

4.1 The Compartmentalisation of Advisory Subsystems:
Obstacles to Ecological Intensification

Our results show that the ASSs are relatively compartmentalised due to the type of
the actors they involve and by their geographical areas of operations within Burkina
Faso. These compartmentalised configurations may be the root cause of hold-ups in
innovation in the domain of ecological intensification.

The extension service providers of the ASSs are mainly from the public sector in
the case of ASS-CF, and from the private and associative sectors in the case of ASS-
AE and ASS-OF. The different actions of the ASSs are, moreover, subordinated to
both ecological contexts and spatial logics of intervention that stem from historical,
logistical, political or economic reasons, specific to the various networks of actors,
andwhich are disconnected from the farmers’ actual advisory and support needs. The
regions concerned have already been the subject of numerous diagnoses which have
ascertained theproblems tobe addressed and the actions to be taken (combatingdeser-
tification, famine, soil degradation, adaptation to climate change) in the context of
arguments that have been accepted for decades (lack of soil conservation techniques,
overgrazing, overpopulation, lack of means of production).

The absence of spaces and time for re-examining and debating these old consen-
suses imparts a kind of rigidity to the differentASSs,whose actors are often caught up
in the urgency of project implementations and in dealing with the lack of means. It is
difficult for them to initiate and justify actions that are very different from those they
have conducted up to now. For example, several projects to improve soil fertility
have been undertaken in the past three decades, all promoting the same practices
(animal manure and manure pits) even though there is no consensus on the origins
of the problem and how to address it (Vall et al., 2017). The compartmentalisation
of actor networks is not conducive to the sharing of knowledge and experiences,
which is nevertheless an important factor in assigning a common sense to the actions
undertaken and in supporting change in a given territory.

In this divided landscape, there are no links between unsolved problems, innova-
tors, advisory, research and training systems, and political will. In this sense, both
the rigidity of advisory systems and their propensity to embrace turnkey technical
packages act as a brake on innovation in the search for original and territorialised
forms of ecological intensification.

In the French context, Labarthe (2010) also shows how an advisory system can
be subject to ‘lock in’ by its inclusion in institutionalised power relations, which
prevent the construction of shared knowledge bases. As a result, certain agricultural
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production practices persist, even if they are not the most effective in preserving the
environment.

It is therefore incumbent upon political actors to monitor the emergence and
functioning of these subsystems and to become active participants in some of them,
in accordance with the government’s role as regulator of SNVACA, in order not
only to mitigate the shortcomings of the subsystems, but also to take advantage of
their complementarities. This observation about the State’s essential role in such
configurations has also been made in the context of the privatisation of advisory
services in Europe (Klerkx et al., 2006).

4.2 Reconsidering the Boundaries of Advisory Systems

This analysis of actor networks shows that the governance, knowledge and financing
structures of the differentASSs are rooted outside the territories inwhich they operate
and even outsideBurkina Faso’s borders. The notion of subsystems,which, as defined
by Klerkx et al. (2017), suggests a subnational level, should instead refer to extra-
national advisory systems that operate in Burkina Faso.

Various authors have begun to highlight the importance of international linkages
between regional and national advisory and innovation systems (Carlsson, 2006;
Grillitsch & Trippl, 2013). They show, among other aspects, that a system’s perfor-
mance in the development and dissemination of innovations depends not only on the
existence of coherent subsystems, but also on the possibility of structural coupling
between them. This structural coupling takes place if specific actors, actor networks
or institutions transverse or overlap various subsystems in a specific region or country,
for example in a global NGO or a multinational corporation (Binz & Truffer, 2017).

These advances lead us to propose a deeper exploration of how the various paths
to ecological intensification coexist even within the organisations that promote them.
This will help us better understand the origin of the divides between ASSs. While
we have emphasised geographical, technical and institutional divides, they can also
be political or financial. Goulet (2019) shows how support for family farming in
Argentina by the research and development system has become an alternative to the
extension entities of public institutions promoting the Green Revolution.

5 Conclusion

There is little research being conducted on determining the specific configurations
of an advisory system at the country scale, potentially involving the coexistence of
advisory subsystems, each of which supports a different path to ecological intensi-
fication. The system of actors involved in the provision of advisory services for the
ecological intensification of agriculture in Burkina Faso is complex and diversified.
It is complex because the historical perspective of interventions and the political
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and economic issues play an important role in defining the objectives and modali-
ties of action. Diversified because, in addition to the public system, there is a large
number of national and international NGOs, producer organisations with widely
varying capacities, and private companies, which are also expanding their activities
rapidly as a result of the State’s investment promotion programmes. Moreover, the
term ‘ecological intensification’ does not have a common meaning and encompasses
a diversity of agricultural development methods that differ based on geographical
location and which are followed and advocated by different, relatively compartmen-
talised subsystems of actors. To support ecological intensification, we can, most
importantly, position ourselves to help the various actors already involved in these
subsystems in order not only to strengthen their capacities to guide, advise and
support, but also to facilitate the production and exchange of knowledge between
them. Forms of coordination at the national level involving political actors must also
be pursued. It is necessary to overcome certain historical and geographical divides
between the organisations involved, which, due to these organisations’ limited room
for manoeuvre to change production contexts, ultimately contribute to holding back
innovation on farms.

References

Binz, C., & Truffer, B. (2017). Global innovation systems. A conceptual framework for innovation
dynamics in transnational contexts. Research Policy, 46(7), 1284–1298.

Birner, R., Davis, K., Pender, J., Nkonya, E., Anandajayasekeram, P., Ekboir, J., Mbabu, A.,
Spielman, D., Horna, D., Benin, S., & Cohen, M. (2009). From best practice to best fit: A
framework for designing and analyzing pluralistic agricultural advisory services worldwide. The
Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension, 15(4), 341–355.

Bon H. (de), Temple, L., Malézieux, E., Bendjebbar, P., Fouilleux, E. & Silvie, P. (2018).
L’agriculture biologique en Afrique: un levier d’innovations pour le développement agricole.
Perspective, 48, 1–4.

Borgatti, S. P., Mehra, A., Brass, D. J., & Labianca, G. (2009). Network analysis in the social
sciences. Science, 323(5916), 892–895.

Carlsson, B. (2006). Internationalization of innovation systems: A survey of the literature. Research
Policy, 35(1), 56–67.

Caron, P., Biénabe, E., & Hainzelin, E. (2014). Making transition towards ecological intensification
of agriculture a reality: The gaps in and the role of scientific knowledge. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability, 8, 44–52.

Compagnone, C., Goulet, F., & Labarthe, P. (2015). Conseil privé en agriculture: acteurs, pratiques
et marché (252 p). Quæ/Educagri.

Coordination Sud. (2019). Quelles politiques publiques pour soutenir la transition agroécologique?
Les Notes de Sud, 19, 4 p.

Côte, F.-X., Rapidel, B., Sourisseau, J.-M., Affholder, F., Caron, P., Deguine, J.-P., Faure G.,
Hainzelin E., Malézieux E., Poirier-Magona E., Roudier P., Scopel E., Tixier P., Toillier A., &
Perret S. (2019). Agroecological transition of agriculture in the countries of the Global South:
taking stock and perspectives. In F.-X. Côte, E. Poirier-Magona, S. Perret, P. Roudier, B. Rapidel,
M.-C. Thirion (Eds.), The agroecological transition of agricultural systems in the global south
(pp. 327–349). Quæ.



6 Emergence and Compartmentalisation of Advisory Subsystems … 105

Davis, K. (2008). Extension in subsaharan Africa: Overview and assessment of past and current
models and future prospects. Journal of International Agricultural and Extension Education,
15(3), 15–28.

Dugué, P., Djamen, N. P., Faure, G., & Le Gal, P. Y. (2015). Dynamiques d’adoption de l’agriculture
de conservation dans les exploitations familiales: De la technique aux processus d’innovation.
Cahiers Agricultures, 24(2), 60–68.

Faure,G.,&Compagnone,C. (2011). Les transformations du conseil face à une nouvelle agriculture.
Cahiers Agricultures, 20(5), 321–326.

Faure, G., Toillier, A., Havard, M., Rebuffel, P., Moumouni, I., Gasselin, P., & Tallon, H. (2018).
Advice to farms to facilitate innovation: between supervision and support (chapter 11). In G.
Faure, Y. Chiffoleau, F. Goulet, L. Temple & J.-M. Touzard (Eds.), Innovation and development
in agricultural and food systems. Quæ.

Garnett, T.,Appleby,M.C., Balmford,A., Bateman, I. J., Benton, T.G., Bloomer, P., Burlingame,B.,
Dawkins, M., Dolan, L., Fraser, D., Herrero, M., Hoffman, I., Smith, P., Thornton, P. K., Toulmin,
C., Vermeulen, S. J., & Godfray, H. C. J. (2013). Sustainable intensification in agriculture:
Premises and policies. Science, 341(6141), 33–34.

Goulet, F. (2019). Faire science à part (p. 264). Presses universitaires de Liège.
Grillitsch, M., & Trippl, M. (2013). Combining knowledge from different sources, channels and
geographical scales. European Planning Studies, 22(11), 2305–2325.

Hermans, F., Klerkx, L., & Roep, D. (2015). Structural conditions for collaboration and learning
in innovation networks: Using an innovation system performance lens to analyse agricultural
knowledge systems. The Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension, 21(1), 35–54.

HLPE. (2019).Agroecological and other innovative approaches for sustainable agriculture and food
systems that enhance food security and nutrition. Report by The High Level Panel of Experts on
Food Security and Nutrition. HLPE report 14, FAO, Rome, 162 p.

Jayne, T. S., Snapp, S., Place, F., & Sitko, N. (2019). Sustainable agricultural intensification in an
era of rural transformation in Africa. Global Food Security, 20, 105–113.

Klerkx, L., De Grip, K., & Leeuwis, C. (2006). Hands off but strings attached: The contradictions
of policy-induced demand-driven agricultural extension. Agriculture and Human Values, 23(2),
189–204.

Klerkx, L., Schut, M., Leeuwis, C., & Kilelu, C. (2012). Advances in knowledge brokering in the
agriculture sector: Towards innovation system facilitation. IDS Bulletin, 43(5), 53–60.

Klerkx, L., Stræte, P., Kvam, E., Ystad, G.-T., Butli, E., & Hårstad, R. M. (2017). Achieving
best-fit configurations through advisory subsystems in AKIS: Case studies of advisory service
provisioning for diverse types of farmers in Norway. The Journal of Agricultural Education and
Extension, 23, 213–229.

Labarthe, P. (2010). Services immatériels et verrouillage technologique. Le cas du conseil technique
aux agriculteurs. Économies et Sociétés, 44(2), 173–96.

Lucas, V., Gasselin, P., & van der Ploeg, J. D. (2018). Local inter-farm cooperation: A hidden
potential for the agroecological transition in northern agricultures. Agroecology and Sustainable
Food Systems, 43(2), 145–179.

Meynard, J.-M. (2017). L’agroécologie, un nouveau rapport aux savoirs et à l’innovation. OCL,
24(3), D303.

Ouedraogo, S., Vall, E., Bandagao, A.A., Blanchard, M., Ba, A., Dabire, D., & Saba, F. (2016).
Sustainable intensification of mixed farming systems in sub-humid savannah of Western Africa
in relation to local value chains (maize, cattle, small ruminants, cotton…). PROIntensAFrica. In
Depth Case study Final Report, Inra-Cirad, Bobo-Dioulasso, 57 p.

Paul, M. (2004). L’accompagnement: Une posture professionnelle spécifique (p. 352). Éditions
L’Harmattan.

Temple, L., & Compaore Sawadogo, E.M.F.W. (Eds.), (2018). Innovation Processes in agro-
ecological transitions in developing countries (187 p). Iste-Wiley.

Tittonell, P. (2014). Ecological intensification of agriculture: Sustainable by nature.Current Opinion
in Environmental Sustainability, 8, 53–61.



106 A. Toillier et al.

Toillier, A., & de Lapeyre de Bellaire, L. (2017). Contribution of research to innovation within
agri-chains. In E. Biénabe, A. Rival & D. Loeillet (Eds.), Sustainable development and tropical
agri-chains (pp. 93–105). Springer.

Vall, E., Marre-Cast, L., & Kamgang, H. J. (2017). Chemins d’intensification et durabilité des
exploitations de polyculture-élevage en Afrique subsaharienne: Contribution de l’association
agriculture-élevage. Cahiers Agricultures, 26(2), e25006.


	6 Emergence and Compartmentalisation of Advisory Subsystems for the Ecological Intensification of Agriculture in Burkina Faso
	1 Exploring Ways of Supporting Ecological Intensification
	1.1 A Pluralistic and Poorly Coordinated Agricultural Advisory System
	1.2 A Diversity of Alternative Agricultural Models
	1.3 An Approach Based on the Networks of Actors Involved in Advisory Support and Their Registers of Action

	2 Three Advisory Subsystems with Distinct Registers and Areas of Action
	2.1 Registers of Action
	2.2 Areas of Intervention

	3 Interconnected Actor Networks
	3.1 The Advisory System for Solving Problems of Sustainability in Conventional Agriculture
	3.2 The Advisory System for the Development of Organic Farming
	3.3 The Advisory System for Awareness Raising of and Training in Agroecology

	4 Political and Theoretical Implications
	4.1 The Compartmentalisation of Advisory Subsystems: Obstacles to Ecological Intensification
	4.2 Reconsidering the Boundaries of Advisory Systems

	5 Conclusion
	References




