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I. Executive Summary  
Millions of dollars are spent each year on research and development (R&D) initiatives to 
improve rural livelihoods in the developing world. Despite this expenditure, rural poverty 
remains an intractable problem in many places. Among the multiple causes of this 
situation is the limited collective learning that occurs between researchers, development 
workers, donors, policy makers and private enterprise.  As a result, useful research does 
not benefit the poor, lessons learnt do not influence research, donor and policy agendas 
are less relevant than they could be – and development falters. 
 
Starting in 2003, a group of actors in Central America including International and local 
NGOs, an international agricultural research center, a national university and the 
International Development Research Centre came together to explore how to improve 
the links between research and development actors through learning alliances.  The 
chosen thematic focus was rural enterprise development.    
 
Learning alliances were expected to facilitate the development of cumulative, shared 
knowledge between research organizations, development agencies and donors about 
what works, what doesn’t and why in temporal and spatial contexts.  Shared and 
accessible knowledge in this sense can contribute to improved development outcomes 
as lessons are quickly identified and learned.  Second, improved links among research 
and development actors should both improve research focus and development 
practice.  As funds diminish, increased efficiency becomes paramount in achieving 
positive livelihood change.  Thus, learning alliances were proposed as a process-driven 
vehicle through which the effectiveness of investments in rural livelihoods could be 
augmented. 
 
Four years later, learning alliances have contributed to significant changes in partner 
knowledge, attitudes and practices.  Evidence shows improved connectivity between 
organizations working on similar topics, better access to information and knowledge on 
rural enterprise development and access to improved methods and tools.  Attitudes 
have shifted from competition to collaboration as partners evidence that working 
together enhances their capacity to serve rural communities needs and receive donor 
funds rather than undermining it. Rural enterprise development practices and knowledge 
management have improved as shown by increased effectiveness in existing projects 
and more strategic new projects.  These shifts in turn contribute to a more efficient 
innovation system in favor of rural enterprise development as evidenced by the shared 
use and generation of information, joint capacity building programs and large-scale, 
collaborative projects.   
 
For research partners, learning alliances have allowed the development of stronger 
networks with end users.  These links provide clear orientation and feedback on key 
areas for further research, a potential platform to present additional action research 
proposals, reduced transactions costs in proposal development and project 
implementation and access to complementary funding sources including the sale of 
services to development partners and projects.  An additional gain is the capacity to 
offer a credible multi-sector learning platform for more systemic proposals.  Proposals 
that contain a critical mass of R & D actors are more attractive to both donor agencies 
as well as potential public and private sector partners.  Initial work in this area as a 
possible leverage point for pro-poor innovation between research, private sector and 
development agencies is shown to contribute to concrete changes that favor small rural 
producers and their families.  
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The learning alliance worked with a total of 25 direct partner agencies and through their 
networks influenced 116 additional organizations.  In total the learning alliance 
contributed to change in organizations working with 33,000 rural families (approximately 
175,000 people) in Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemala and El Salvador.  With a four-year 
budget of US$ 499,000, the alliance leveraged an additional US$ 990,000 in in-kind and 
additional funding exceeding budgeted counterpart funding by a factor of ten. The 
webpage of the alliance received 15,000 distinct visitors in 2007 and is on track to double 
that number in 2008, as it rapidly becomes a key site for practioners focused on rural 
enterprise development.    
 
Strengthened networks and knowledge management contribute to improved processes 
of collaboration between partners, but what do they mean for rural communities?  
Partner agencies report the use of methods and tools from the alliance in 46 occasions in 
on-going projects.  Community-level assessment in 2007 led to the identification of 30 
cases of most significant change that highlight the positive impact of these tools on 
income generation, natural resource management and the role of women.  One partner 
indicates that tools drawn from the learning alliance contributed to income gains in 
excess of US$ 10 million for rural agro enterprises in Honduras. Important new projects 
worth more than US$ 30 million based on the learning alliance tools are starting in 
Nicaragua and under development at a regional scale.  These projects will permit a 
more thorough assessment of the field-level impact of the learning alliance in the near 
future. 
 
During the first phase of the learning alliance, process facilitation and knowledge 
management was managed by the International Center for Tropical Agriculture, CIAT.  
Towards the future, these functions will be devolved to partner agencies in Central 
America based on a regional agreement and cost-sharing strategy.  A steering 
committee made up of representatives from Catholic Relief Services, Oxfam Great 
Britain, SNV, Swisscontact, CIAT, CATIE and CARE will oversee this process.      
 
In subsequent phases of the learning alliance, work will focus on sustainable pro-poor 
value chains, information and knowledge management for innovation and increasing 
linkages to multi-stakeholder spaces and networks to influence attitudes and practices in 
the private sector, donor agencies and state agencies.  Key issues include how to 
evaluate existing chains and changes induced in them by development interventions 
and their impacts consistently to generate comparable data sets.  The objective is to 
gain greater understanding of which interventions are the most effective under what 
conditions for pro-poor value chains.  Information and knowledge management for 
product and process innovation along pro-poor value chains continues to be a key area 
of research given its potential to augment incomes and market positions.  Finally, how to 
augment multi-stakeholder connections to leverage the learning alliance to influence 
private firms, donor agencies and the state remains critical.  The learning alliance is small 
but it can generate much greater impact by using solid evidence from the field to link to 
and influence others.  How to do this is a critical area for future work. 
 
This report provides a summary of the learning alliance project.  Further information is 
available by visiting http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org or contacting Mark Lundy 
(m.lundy@cgiar.org) at CIAT.    
 
 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/
mailto:m.lundy@cgiar.org
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II. Research problem  
How can research findings be translated into effective development outcomes that 
provide broad-scale livelihood enhancements for the rural poor?  This question is often 
raised regarding international agricultural research and the International Agricultural 
Research Centers, CG centers1, in particular.  International agricultural research donors 
have begun to demand concrete development outcomes from the centers they 
support.  Outcome reviews tend to employ ex post impact evaluations at farm scale and 
often seek to justify – using cost/benefit analysis – monies invested in agricultural 
research.  However, many traditional mechanisms to link upstream research to 
downstream development activities such as National Agricultural Research Institutes 
(NARIs) have atrophied due to years of budget cuts.  The remaining NARIs focus 
principally on increasing agricultural productivity with little capacity to tackle other issues 
relevant to rural development and, in particular, rural enterprise development.  Thus the 
traditional link between research and development in the agricultural sector is tenuous 
at best.  With weak traditional partners focused on productivity issues, how is a CG 
center working on enterprise development to achieve broad-scale results?  A promising 
option is the establishment of partnerships with other development actors, in particular 
international development agencies, with complementary skills and similar interests. 
 
In a parallel fashion, international development agencies have been under pressure to 
show their effectiveness as vehicles for improved rural livelihoods.  White and Eicher 
(1999) evaluate this capacity in Sub-Saharan Africa in areas such as community 
development, technology transfer, delivery of agricultural services, rural poverty 
alleviation and the replication of successful projects.  Key conclusions show that 
increased funding for NGOs has been based not on convincing empirical evidence of 
effectiveness, but rather on unsubstantiated claims about their comparative advantages 
in promoting development (White and Eicher, 1999). As critical evidence mounts, 
important donors are pushing increased NGO accountability and actively promoting 
inter-organizational partnerships.  Thus both research and development organizations 
have incentives to generate better outcomes from their activities. 
 
Our initial hypothesis was that learning partnerships between research and development 
organizations could contribute to more effective results for both sets of actors.  To test 
this, the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT) promoted collaborative 
learning processes, known as learning alliances, with international development NGOs 
and donor agencies in Central America from 2003 to 2007.  A learning alliance was 
initially defined as a process undertaken jointly by research and development agencies 
through which good practices, both from research and development, are shared, 
adapted, used and innovated upon to strengthen local capacities, improve practices, 
generate and document development outcomes and identify future research needs 
and potential areas for collaboration (Lundy 2004). 
 
After four years of action-research we understand that a learning alliance seeks to 
identify, innovate and disseminate effective practices related to rural enterprise among 
the partner agencies and to specific external groups including policy makers, donors 
and relevant private sector firms.  The alliance engages partners in processes of double 
loop learning, inviting participants to reflect on their underlying assumptions, identify 
knowledge gaps, co-develop innovative prototypes of approaches, methods and tools, 

                                                 
1. The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research, CGIAR or CG, is composed on 17 

international agricultural centers worldwide.  CIAT is one of these centers. Please see 
http://www.futureharvest.org/about/centers.shtml 
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test these in diverse contexts and reflect collectively about what works where, with 
whom and why (Lundy and Gottret, 2006).  An iterative learning for change process 
(Gottret, 2006) among multiple stakeholders with multi-layered sources of knowledge, 
across multiple scales, underlies the learning alliance approach. 
 
Learning alliances were expected to facilitate the development of cumulative, shared 
knowledge between research, development agencies and donors about what works, 
what doesn’t and why in temporal and spatial contexts.  Shared and accessible 
knowledge in this sense can contribute to improved development outcomes as lessons 
are quickly identified and learned.  Second, improved links among research and 
development actors should both improve research focus and development practice.  As 
funds diminish, increased efficiency becomes paramount in achieving positive livelihood 
change.  Thus, Learning Alliances were proposed as a process-driven vehicle through 
which the effectiveness of investments in rural livelihoods could be augmented. 
 
International development agencies operate in a time-bound and indicator measured 
system driven by accountability to donor agencies.  Open-ended research on what 
amounts to improved process in this context is not feasible.  As a result, the learning 
alliance project focused on a tangible central topic – rural enterprise development – of 
increasing interest to development agents and in which CIAT had significant capacity 
and experience.2  The learning alliance was built around this nucleus of common interest 
with a focus on processes and attitudinal shifts in addition to the achievement of specific 
development outcomes.  Most effort was focused on documenting and understanding 
the process rather than the traditional notion of impact per se.3         
 
The general objective of the project was to develop shared learning processes between 
development practitioners, researchers and donor agencies that facilitate more 
effective processes of rural enterprise development, better targeted research activities 
and contribute to improved rural livelihoods in Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemala and El 
Salvador. 
 
Specific objectives were to: (a) identify robust mechanisms for establishing, implementing 
and managing collaborative learning processes between researchers, development 
practitioners and donor agencies; (b) establish and manage a virtual learning 
community to promote the documentation, sharing and use of existing and new 
knowledge by partner organizations; and, (c) engage and influence key boundary 
partners with targeted documentation and dissemination mechanisms tailored to their 
needs.    
 
The development and management of effective partnerships is a critical element in this 
project.  Initial partnerships were geographically focused and grouped into three types 
of boundary partners: (a) international development actors; (b) local development 
actors; and, (c) research agencies.  During the life of the project, partner agencies 
expressed interest in including donor agencies and private sector actors as additional 
boundary partners, however the involvement of these actors remained limited to specific 
cases of collaboration and did not evolve into a systemic form of on-going collaboration.  
 
Table 1 lists the different partners in each category both at project inception and 
currently.  The list of partner agencies has grown substantially during the project lifespan 

                                                 
2. IDRC has financed work on post-harvest and market linkages with CIAT for nearly 20 years.  The principal 

researcher for the learning alliance project managed an earlier IDRC grant focused on the development 
of participatory methods and tools for market linkages from 1999 to 2002.      

3.  The project made use of the Outcome Mapping method (Earl et al, 2001) for this purpose.  
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but some agencies have dropped out over time.  In addition, not all listed agencies are 
active in all elements of the learning alliance.   A full listing of current direct and indirect 
partners of the learning alliance is available in Annex 1 and as a network map in Annex 2 
(initial partners) and Annex 3 (current partners).  At the conclusion of the project, in 
addition to the 25 direct partners, the alliance influenced 116 other organizations 
including 10 private sector companies, 11 state agencies, 11 universities and one 
Science and Technology Council.   
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Table 1 
Learning alliance partners past and present 4 

International development 
actors Local development actors Research agencies / 

Universities 
• Catholic Relief Services – 

Latin American and 
Caribbean Regional 
Office (LACRO) b 

• Oxfam Great Britain – 
Central America, Mexico 
and Caribbean Office 
(CAMEXCO) c 

• CARE Nicaragua, 
Guatemala and 
Honduras * 

• SNV Honduras and 
Nicaragua 

• Swisscontact Honduras 
and Nicaragua 

Nicaragua 
• Caritas Matagalpa 
• Caritas Estelí 
• Caritas Jinotega 
• Funica 
• Rainforest Alliance 

Nicaragua 
• GTZ MASRENACE 
• Empresa de Servicios 

Agropecuarios EMSA 
 
Honduras 
• Caritas Comayagua * 
• Caritas San Pedro * 
• GTZ PRORENA * 
 
El Salvador 
• Agrolempa 
• Caritas San Miguel 
 
Guatemala 
• Mercy Corps 
• Save the Children 
• SHARE 
• Caritas San Marcos 
• Caritas Alta y Baja 

Verapaz 

• Universidad Nacional de 
Agricultura (UNA) 
Honduras 

• CATIE 
• CIAT 
• Universidad Matías 

Delgado El Salvador 
• Escuela Nacional de 

Agricultura El Salvador 
 

 
Notes:  
(a) Underlined partners were involved with the development of the alliance 
(b) CRS LACRO participation included country offices in Nicaragua, Honduras, Guatemala and El Salvador.  
(c) Oxfam Great Britain CAMEXCO participation included offices in Nicaragua, Honduras and Guatemala 

directly with indirect links to work in Belize, Mexico and the English speaking Caribbean. 
(d) * Indicates a partner agency that was involved in the alliance but withdrew 
 
Given the diversity of partners, how effective was the alliance at promoting collaborative 
learning processes around the topic of rural enterprise development in Central America?  
The remainder of the report attempt to answer this question.  Sections III and IV focuses 
on the scientific and policy relevance of the project (Section II) as well as the fulfillment 
of project objectives as originally envisioned (Section IV).  Sections V, VI and VII examine 
how the alliance was designed and implemented (Section V), what was produced 
(Section VI) and how the sum of methods and outputs contributed to change in partner 
capacity (Section VII).  Section VIII quickly reviews relevant project administrative issues 
as managed by project staff.  Sections IX, X and XI attempt to make sense of four years 
of work on the learning alliance in terms of contributions to desired impacts, overall 
assessment of the project and recommendations for IDRC and others interested in 
following a collaborative learning model.          
                                                 
4. For a full list of existing direct and indirect partners of the learning alliance see Annex 1.  For graphic 

representation of the changes in the partner network, see annex 2 and 3.  
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III. Research findings 
The learning alliance started under the premise that improved linkages and shared 
learning between research and development actors contribute to more effective 
processes of rural enterprise development, better targeted research activities and 
improved rural livelihoods in Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemala and El Salvador.  Four 
years later, clear evidence exists to support the general hypothesis of augmented 
effectiveness and anecdotal evidence on the impact on improved rural livelihoods. This 
later point needs to be assessed in a more rigorous fashion once the outcomes from the 
learning alliance have been fully internalized by the participating partners.   
 
This section briefly reviews relevant literature and concludes with reflections on how the 
learning alliance has contributed both to knowledge on how to generate effective multi-
organizational learning processes and its policy relevance for the diverse boundary 
partners of the initiative.  

 

Theoretical underpinnings 5 
The Learning Alliance approach has its roots on two interrelated theoretical fields: “social 
learning” and “innovation systems”. By combining these interrelated concepts, Gottret 
(2006) defines innovation as “the process of technical, social and institutional change 
that results from the interaction among multi-layered sources of knowledge and its 
transformation into new things, products or practices, applied in a specific institutional 
and cultural context.”  

Social Learning 
According with Leeuwis and Pyburn (2002), academicians introduced the concept of 
social learning with an interest in studying – and contributing to – interventions aimed at 
enhancing sustainable development (Dunn, 1971; Friedmann, 1984; Milbrath, 1989; 
Woodhill, 2002). As discussed by (Röling, 2002), the concept of social learning aims for a 
movement from a reductionism to a holistic perspective, and from a positivistic to a 
constructivist perspective to tackle complex problems that cannot be solved by taking 
only a techno-centric or a eco-centric position. This change in perspective requires, in 
addition to mastering technology and ecology, to look at problems as the outcome of 
human activity and critical thinking. Leeuwis and Pyburn (2002) highlight that the notion 
of social learning was presented primarily as a critique of earlier discourses, which 
assumed that the future could be planned rationally from above  through a top-down 
approach. In contrast, social learning reflects the idea that the shared learning of 
interdependent stakeholders is a key mechanism for constructing sustainable societies. 
The concept of social learning has intertwined with related ideas such as soft systems 
thinking (Checkland, 1981; Bawden, 1994; Röling and Wagemakers, 1998) and 
adaptative management (Holling, 1995). A consistent characteristic of the various 
approaches is that they advocate for an interactive (or participatory) style of problem 
solving, whereby outside intervention takes the form of facilitation (Leeuwis and Pynburn, 
2002). 
 

                                                 
5. This section is an abridged version of Lundy, M., Gottret, M.V. 2006.  Learning Alliances: An Approach for 

Building Multi-stakeholder Innovation Systems in Smits, S.J., P.B. Moriarty and Sijbesma, C. (eds.) (2007) 
Learning Alliances: Scaling up innovations in water, sanitation and hygiene sector. Delft, the Netherlands, 
IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre (Technical Paper Series No 47).   
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Röling (1992) looks at social learning as an interactive process and attributes a central 
role to multi-stakeholder platforms in which the challenge is to facilitate interaction and 
promote learning processes for change. According to Röling, this approach capitalizes 
on the diversity of perspectives and experiences and seeks to harness the creative 
energy of collective engagement in problem solving. The facilitator’s role is to help 
establish platforms and catalyze dynamics that enable such synergy to occur. Leeuwis, 
Piburn and Boon (2002) derive several conclusions about social learning. The first is that it 
is the processes and not the preconceived outcomes that are amenable to design. The 
second is that even if processes are amenable to design, facilitators can only design 
them to some extent since social learning processes are evolving, contextual and 
affected by uncertainties of various kinds. Inherent to the idea of social learning is that 
one cannot predict in advance how processes will evolve, and what intermediary 
outcomes will be achieved, and neither can one foresee the capricious dynamics of 
human negotiation processes. The third is that it implies a movement away from 
methodological blueprints, and therefore, it is unhelpful and unproductive to try to 
structure and control interactive social learning processes by means of detailed ex-ante 
plans, schedules and procedures for the medium and longer term. This is incompatible 
with the idea that change processes are inherently context specific, messy and 
conflictual. Thus, facilitating an interactive process requires the weaving together of 
different strategies and activities in a flexible and contextual manner.  

 

Innovation Systems 
As concern regarding the role of knowledge and technology in economic development 
and poverty reduction has increased, the scope of the analysis expanded from exploring 
research and technology transfer to looking at the wider innovation process (Hall et al., 
2004a). The concept of innovation in agricultural knowledge and technology has its 
conceptual roots in debates over the last three decades reflected in works by Biggs on 
the institutional context of research (Biggs, 1978) and on multiple sources of innovation 
(Biggs, 1990). Also, Chambers and Ghildyal (1985), Röling (1990 and 1992), Lall (1993), 
and Echeverria (1998) made important contributions to the discussion of innovation.  
 
Hall et al. (2004b) highlights an important conceptual shift influencing innovation policies 
in an increased emphasis towards promoting innovation rather than focusing on 
research alone. As distinct from research and invention, innovation is a more complex 
process often requiring technical, social, and institutional changes, and involving the 
interaction of organizations across the conventional producer and user knowledge 
divide. Recently a number of policy analysts have started to explicitly use the innovation 
concept in relation to agricultural knowledge and technology generation employing an 
innovation systems framework for policy research in developing countries (Hall et al., 
2001a and 2001b).   
 
According to Hall et al. (2004c), the origin of innovation systems thinking can be traced 
to the idea of a ‘national system of innovation’ proposed by Freeman (1987) and 
Lundvall (1992) and that, at its simplest, this concept states that “innovations emerge 
from evolving systems of actors involved in knowledge production and use”.  Lundvall 
(1992) identifies learning and the role of institutions as the critical components of 
innovation systems. He considers that it is not possible to understand learning without 
referencing its institutional and cultural context since it is an interactive and socially 
embedded process. Other applications of the concept of innovation systems can be 
seen in the work of Ekboir and Parellada (2001), Clark (2002), Byerlee and Alex (2003), 
Temel et al. (2003), Douthwaite et al. (2004), and Biggs and Messerschmidt (2004).  
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A combination of the key elements of both social learning and innovation systems 
underlies the learning alliance concept as developed by CIAT.  The learning alliance as 
such seeks to actively engage diverse actors in processes of collaborative learning, 
adaptation and innovation through which all participants contribute to and share 
ownership of outcomes.  CIAT recognizes its role as a ‘process facilitator’ but actively 
seeks the participation of other members of the innovation system within which the 
process occurs.  As the remainder of this report will show, efforts have focused on 
developing process guidelines for this kind of work rather than detailed blueprints of 
inputs and expected outputs.     
 
The learning alliance approach implemented by CIAT is not limited to farmers and farmer 
organizations.  The majority of our learning occurs with actors that support and influence 
farmers and their organizations including local and international NGOs, universities, 
government agencies and private sector firms.  Through more structured learning 
processes, the learning alliance seeks to affect change in the larger innovation system in 
a way that provides support for subsequent innovation in rural communities.  In this sense, 
the learning alliance differs from traditional ‘bottom-up’ approaches that seek to push 
change through complex systems (i.e. from the farm outwards) by actively identifying 
and using higher-order leverage points to generate incentives that pull change through 
the system.  Building and testing organizational models that facilitate transparent links 
between rural communities and dynamic markets in collaboration with local and 
international NGOs, donors and private sector firms is one example of this.  Learning at 
this level provides knowledge and incentives to leverage innovation on a much greater 
scale than does similar work at the farm level.   
 
The decision to work with an innovation systems perspective across several scales has 
implications on how research organizations identify and define their agenda, the manner 
in which they carry out their research and disseminate their results.  In this context, 
research must identify its niche clearly vis-à-vis participating actors and engage them 
throughout the entire research cycle.  As a collaborative process, a learning alliance 
often mixes traditional socioeconomic research with action research, while generating a 
range of international public goods for a diverse set of actors.  We posit that a CGIAR 
Center is uniquely suited for this role.  However, we are cognizant that this type of 
approach has not traditionally been one of the areas of emphasis within the CG system.  
As such, the learning alliance approach attempts to break new ground and keep the 
CG vibrant and relevant for processes of enterprise development in rural communities 
and beyond.   
   

Scientific and policy relevance of the project 
In the literature on social learning and innovation systems, the emphasis is on theoretical 
constructs or macro level policy initiatives.  Relatively little has been published on how to 
implement these concepts at a smaller scale and virtually nothing on specific instruments 
or methods to this end. The learning alliance as such contributes to scientific knowledge 
through the development of a set of specific methods and tools to promote 
collaborative learning and support changes in practice.  These contributions include: i) 
principals for the establishment of collaborative learning processes; ii) agenda setting; iii) 
the learning cycle, and; iv) shared documentation and reflection.  These methods are 
described in detail in Sections V, VI and VII of this report. 
 
In the area of policy relevance, the learning alliance sought to influence the behavior of 
the following boundary partners: i) international development actors; ii) local 
development actors; iii) research agencies and universities, and; iv) donor agencies.  
Additional pieces of work focused on informing and influencing public and private 
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actors in specific contexts although not in a systematic fashion.  The rationale for 
focusing on behavioral shifts rather than more traditional indicator-based models of 
change is based on the hypothesis that shared learning contributes to improvements in 
knowledge, attitudes and practice and that the interplay between these factors leads to 
better field results.  By focusing on the attitude and behavior of key actors, project 
outcomes contribute to novel ways of working individually and collectively.  These 
changes were tracked using qualitative methods and tools as described in Sections V, VI 
and VII of this report.   
 
The specific focus of the alliance was on the development of methods to improve the 
overall innovation system for rural enterprise development through strengthened linkages 
between actors, continual feedback and learning processes and greater coherence 
between diverse interventions.  How effective was this approach?          
 
In the case of international development actors, policy level results included 
collaborative research and development projects, joint training activities and collective 
discussions with key donors.  These results come against a backdrop of decreasing donor 
funding for development work in Central America, increasing competition for remaining 
funds and often tense and territorial relationships between organizational leaders.  The 
following examples show that much can be achieved through collaboration.  
  
• CIAT, Swisscontact Honduras and CRS El Salvador assessed smallholder participation 

in horticultural value chains linked to supermarkets in Honduras and El Salvador using 
a method developed by SNV and funded by FAO.  This represented the first foray of 
both Swisscontact and CRS El Salvador into the field of research for development 
and allowed them to develop skills both for further research as well as for evidence-
based policy discussions with the public and private sectors as detailed in the 
Secretary of Agriculture and Ranching (SAG) and Hortifruti case below. 

• Development projects influenced by the learning alliance include the recent PL 480 
programs of USAID in Guatemala.  In the Departments of Alta and Baja Verapaz, 
current USAID PL 480 grantees include CRS, CARE, SHARE, Save the Children and 
Mercy Corps.  USAID promoted increased collaboration among these partners as 
well as a stronger focus on enterprise development.  Under the leadership of CRS and 
CARE, the learning alliance platform was selected for this process.   

• The Guatemalan chapter of the learning alliance has organized training sessions on 
topics related to rural enterprise development between CRS, CARE and other 
agencies including Mercy Corps and Save the Children.  In July 2007, CARE initiated 
its own learning cycle on value chains with the aforementioned agencies focused on 
the evaluation of 8 supply chains.   These courses are based on adapted versions of 
learning alliance methods and tools and facilitated by members of international 
development agencies.   

• In Nicaragua, CARE and Oxfam Great Britain maintain on-going discussions with the 
UK Department for International Development (DFID) based on work conducted by 
the learning alliance.  Similar discussions have existed over the lifespan of the project 
with the Agency for Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC) led by Swisscontact and 
in an indirect fashion with USAID in Nicaragua and Guatemala.   

 
Local development actors’ behaviors have changed as a result of their involvement in 
the learning alliance in similar ways to international development actors.  In Nicaragua, 
for example, the learning alliance has been an effective vehicle to strengthen 
collaboration around specific product and geographic clusters such as coffee in the 
Segovias and cacao in the Atlantic coast of Nicaragua or work in San Marcos and Alta 
and Baja Verapaz in Guatemala.  Increased feedback and learning was promoted 
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through a series of learning fairs developed at a national level with local actors in 2007 
(see Box 1 below for further details).  As a result of the learning alliance, local 
development actors have included enterprise development concepts in their planning 
and practice (see Section IX for further details).  
 
Research agencies and universities showed a range of shifts to which the project 
contributed.  In the case of CIAT, the learning alliance supported the development of 
additional linkages between CIAT scientists and other partner agencies.  As part of the 
European Communities’ Bi-National Development Program focused on the border 
between Honduras and El Salvador, CRS was able to access improved germplasm and 
expertise in tropical forages from CIAT.  CRS was also successful in submitting a joint 
project focused on integrated crop management for plantain with CIAT in El Salvador.  
Both projects were actively facilitated by the learning alliance.  
 
Other research agencies benefited from improved linkages during the learning alliance.  
The Center for the Competitiveness of Eco-Enterprises (CeCoEco) of CATIE successfully 
developed additional links through training – an alliance wide course on livelihoods and 
enterprise development in February 2005 in Honduras and a similar course for CRS LACRO 
in January 2007 – as well as field level alliances for projects in Nicaragua, Honduras and 
El Salvador.  For CIAT and CATIE, the learning alliance proved an effective bridge 
between research for development and the end users of these methods and tools.  As 
such the project helped both CIAT and CATIE focus their agendas, develop or strengthen 
linkages and improve their effectiveness.  The National Agricultural University of Honduras 
(UNA), a regional university located in the Department of Olancho, was less able to 
leverage linkages principally due to its focus on local farmer and enterprise issues and 
needs rather than service provision to development actors.     
 
During the mid-point evaluation of the learning alliance, donor agencies were included 
as an additional boundary partner in recognition of the strategic role they play in Central 
America in NGO and public policy.  Despite sporadic attempts to link to key donors such 
as DFID, SDC and USAID, few if any concrete advances exist beyond those with IDRC, the 
project donor for learning alliances.  It is difficult to identify a principal cause for this gap 
although several issues can be mentioned.  First, most donor agencies are undergoing a 
shift of activities that leads to personnel changes.  This makes building relations difficult as 
people with whom good exploratory conversations were held move to other regions or 
left donor agencies often relatively quickly.  Second, many donor agencies are focusing 
on sector-wide approaches and partnering with public sector actors which reduces the 
visibility of learning with NGOs although not its underlying importance.  Finally, the project 
invested insufficient time and effort in both establishing and building relations with key 
donor agencies.  The project facilitation team left this responsibility in the hands of 
specific NGOs which, in retrospective, was not a wise decision given the existing 
relationship between implementing and funding agencies.  Towards the future the 
alliance would be well served to identify and cultivate a few key change agents in 
donor agencies to establish and develop an on-going dialogue.      
 
Despite not being official boundary partners, the project achieved unexpected policy 
influence with some governments, spaces of public/private coordination and private 
enterprises.  Work carried out but the learning alliance – specifically the FAO funded 
project on smallholders and vegetable value chains in Honduras and El Salvador and 
work on business development centers with CRS in El Salvador – led to interesting 
discussions with the Ministries of Agriculture in both countries.  In the case of Honduras, 
the FAO funded work allowed Swisscontact – the local learning alliance partner in this 
project – to position itself as a relevant actor both with the Secretary of Agriculture and 
Ranching as well as with major private sector players including specialized wholesalers 
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and retailers.  In El Salvador, information from joint work on business development centers 
with CRS plus results from Nicaragua, Honduras and Colombia led to revisions in a project 
financed by the Inter-American Development Bank and the Ministry of Agriculture.   
 
Swisscontact participates actively in a public-private coordinating body for the 
horticultural sector in Honduras.  The sub-sector committee regulates, among other 
issues, public policy including the decision to grant or deny import licenses to Honduran 
supermarkets. Using results from the FAO funded work plus an additional study funded by 
the Regoverning Markets program (www.regoverningmarkets.org), Swisscontact was 
able to argue that additional potato exports by Hortifruti – the dedicated wholesaler for 
Wal-Mart Honduras – were unjustified given the existence of sufficient smallholder 
production to meet market demand.  As a result, the SAG denied the respective import 
license and Hortifruti purchased smallholder potato at higher prices.  Swisscontact 
continues to participate actively in this and other policy-level fora in Honduras and is 
viewed as an excellent source of field-level information both by the public and private 
sectors. 
 
A final unexpected result was achieved with CRS on the bean supply chain in 
Nicaragua.  Through this work, CRS was able to strengthen links with LAFISE, a major 
Nicaraguan export firm, and begin to assess governance structures and equity concerns 
among chain actors.  Discussions based on the chain analysis highlighted the need for 
improved coordination among buyers in terms of quality standards and information 
transparency.  Despite LAFISE recognizing this need, it was unwilling to lead a process of 
collective action around this, actively opposed inviting the public sector to do so and 
suggested that CRS assume this role.  CRS Nicaragua was wary of moving into a new role 
beyond service provision to smallholders and used the learning alliance to discuss events 
and review possible strategies.  While this issue was not fully resolved, the understanding 
of the need for transparency in the supply chain has led LAFISE to actively support the 
establishment of a market information system based on cell phones – which LAFISE would 
subsidize – as part of a new USAID funded project in Nicaragua.   

 

Reflections 
How effective was the learning alliance in generating both novel science and policy 
shifts?  As a mechanism for scientific discovery, the project’s contributions are best 
described as adaptive or pragmatic rather than theoretical.  In that regard, the use of 
collaborative learning platforms would seem most appropriate for initiatives that seek to 
build capacity and promote novel tools and approaches and relatively less useful for the 
theory advancement.  The process of building and maintaining a functional multi-
stakeholder platform is a reasonable research topic in its own right.  This project provides 
some key methods and tools for further work in this direction as well as initial evidence 
that increased efficiency and effectiveness can, in fact, be achieved this way. 
 
As a vehicle for policy or behavioral shifts, the learning alliance achieved contrasting 
results.  A learning process involving novel approaches, training, backstopping and 
coaching and shared learning shows great promise for changing development agency 
practice as it reduces the risk of innovation while allowing greater intra and inter partner 
learning to occur.  In the context of a donor-driven and inherently risk adverse system, 
this type of adaptative learning is highly valued.  While this process may also lend itself to 
exploratory learning processes, there was little indication of this occurring due principally 
to the risks of failure inherent in this approach. A collaborative approach is useful to 
better align research agendas with on-the-ground needs.  In particular, on-going 
interaction between research and development leads to more pragmatic and useful 

http://www.regoverningmarkets.org/
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methods, tools and approaches than those developed by research on its own.  A 
learning alliance approach can contribute to evidence-based policy discussions at 
various levels.  It appears to be a useful tool for strengthening the capacity of NGOs and 
potentially other civil society organizations to intervene in policy discussions.  It may also 
be useful to affect change in public and donor organizations if designed from the start 
with these actors in mind.   
 

IV. Fulfillment of objectives 
General Objective 
The general objective of the project was to, “develop shared learning processes 
between development practitioners, researchers and donor agencies that facilitate 
more effective processes of rural enterprise development, better targeted research 
activities and contribute to improved rural livelihoods in Honduras, Nicaragua, 
Guatemala and El Salvador over four years”.   
 
The project successfully developed shared learning processes between development 
practitioners and researchers as evidenced by the growth in direct project partners (from 
14 to 25 direct partners), the implementation of five learning cycles and the celebration 
of three local learning fairs in Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala.  The outcomes of 
this process are documented in specific partner reports prepared in a three-day write 
shop in December 2007 (see Section V for further details).   
 
Similar direct learning processes with donor agency were not effectively established.  
Despite that limitation, it is interesting to note the overlap between the learning alliance 
and evolving strategies and thinking by donors.  An example of this is the development 
of the Rural Poverty and Environment Program of IDRC (developed subsequent to the 
learning alliance project) where one of the four program areas (multi-stakeholder 
approaches and strengthening integration with economic and social systems) contains 
research priorities that overlap in a considerable manner with the activities of the 
Learning Alliance .  A RPE second program area (social learning for adaptation) also 
indicates significant methodological overlap. The learning alliance as such is an exercise 
in examining how to influence complex systems and how research for development 
interventions can support processes of adaptative management in this context.  In that 
sense, the learning alliance has much to contribute on how to work in complex 
adaptative systems using specific tools for learning among multiple actors and interests 
while being far from the definitive word on this emerging area of research.            
 
Through shared learning, the alliance sought to enhance the effectiveness of 
participating actors.  Increased linkages and collaboration are assumed to contribute to 
such a result. No direct measure of effectiveness exists.  In that regard, the project 
successfully established not only a regional network of actors 6 but also strong national 
level alliances in Nicaragua and Guatemala as well as a smaller national alliance in El 
Salvador (see Table 1 and Annex 1 for additional details).  As discussed above, these links 
led to increased information sharing, horizontal capacity building, greater collaboration 
at the field level and joint proposal development.  Taken as a whole, these shifts in 
organizational and personal behavior indicate a new way of approaching rural 
enterprise development (see Section IX for details).   
 

                                                 
6.  Including CRS, Oxfam Great Britain, CATIE, SNV, Swisscontact, CARE and CIAT. 
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An additional indicator of enhanced effectiveness is the existence of research that 
responds to the needs of the innovation system.  Increased linkages between CIAT and 
CATIE with other learning alliance partners as well as the successful implementation of 
action-research projects between research and development agencies provide 
evidence that this has occurred.  The elevation of the linking farmers to markets theme to 
an outcome line at CIAT also highlights the growing recognition of this area of work by 
the Center.  The inclusion of national university partners in El Salvador, Nicaragua and 
Guatemala is promising as it highlights the interest of these partners in more practical 
work with learning alliance partners.   
 
The combination of shared learning, increased effectiveness and better-targeted 
research should support a stronger innovation system that, in turn, contributes to 
improved rural livelihoods.  Evidence from the project is mixed in this regard.  On the one 
hand, formal impact assessment carried out at the organizational and field level in 2006 
demonstrated important changes in partner attitudes and practices but relatively limited 
impact at the field level (Gonzalez and Cordoba, 2006).  Please see Section IX for further 
details. 
 
The learning fairs [see box 1 below] organized in Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala 
a year later (2007) generated 30 community-level cases grouped into three categories: 
(a) marketing alliances with businesses; (b) environmental and social responsibility, and; 
(c) market driven farmer organization.  These cases show enterprise development 
projects implemented or supported by learning alliance partners contribute to improved 
incomes, greater participation of women, reinvestments in social processes and 
improved natural resource management practices.  What they do not show, however, is 
counterfactual evidence of processes not supported by the alliance and their results.   
 
It is fair to say that the learning alliance has contributed to strengthening the innovation 
system which seeks to support improved rural livelihoods.  The achievement of improved 
livelihoods, however, is not directly related to a stronger innovation system but rather to 
choices made by specific actors in specific contexts at specific points in time.  The 
attitudinal changes observed need to work their way through a system characterized by 
often-rigid projects, organizational cultures and donors.  Finally it is critical to 
contextualize the importance of the changes achieved by the project given the 
existence of other key drivers in the larger system of development.  The relative weight of 
a “soft” change such as attitudes versus “hard” changes such as donor or private sector 
policies is as of yet unclear.  The interplay between soft and hard changes is also poorly 
understood.  In conclusion, the project fulfilled its general objective but the relationship 
between this achievement and the final desired outcome of improved rural livelihoods is 
unclear.                
 

Specific Objectives 
The specific objectives established in the proposal included: 
• Identify robust mechanisms for establishing, implementing and managing 

collaborative learning processes between researchers, development practitioners 
and donor agencies.   

• Establish and manage a virtual learning community to promote the documentation, 
sharing and use of existing and new knowledge by partner organizations.      

• Engage and influence key boundary partners with targeted documentation and 
dissemination mechanisms tailored to their needs.    
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Specific objective 1 
Identify robust mechanisms for establishing, implementing and managing collaborative 
learning processes between researchers, development practitioners and donor 
agencies. 
The project successfully fulfilled this specific objective in its entirety.  The mechanisms 
developed are described in detail in Section V of this report and include: i) principals for 
the establishment of collaborative learning processes; ii) agenda setting; iii) the learning 
cycle, and; iv) shared documentation and reflection. 
 

Specific objective 2 
Establish and manage a virtual learning community to promote the documentation, 
sharing and use of existing and new knowledge by partner organizations. 
A virtual learning community comprised of a website 
(http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org) and a Dgroup was established.  The Dgroup 
started in 2004 while the website went live in mid-2005.  The website has proven useful as 
a tool to disseminate information among members and others interested in rural 
enterprise development in Latin America and beyond.  Since 2006, the first full year of 
operation, the number of individual annual visitors to the website has increased by 413% 
(from 3,862 to 15,423 annually or from 322 to 1,285 monthly) while the number of officially 
registered website members has grown to more than 428 in December of 2007.  During 
the first two months of 2008, the number of individual visitors has increased an additional 
102% to a monthly average of 2,604.  Statistics show visitors from a total of 68 countries, 
principally the Americas, as well as from Europe.   
 
Despite the fulfillment of this objective, the utility of a virtual learning community for the 
learning alliance is limited.  First, despite significant improvements in connectivity, many 
partners do not have easy access to the Internet on a daily basis.  The development of 
tools using cell phones might be promising in this regard.  Second, for those that have 
access, the relationship with the website remains principally one way with partners 
accessing information but providing little if any input.  The Dgroup is somewhat more 
effective in generating dialogue among partners but is only used when a partner needs 
something in particular.   
 
Finally, the effectiveness of virtual tools seems highly dependent on existing information 
and knowledge management culture.  Virtual tools were used to access specific pieces 
of information or identify key contacts – or information management – but making sense 
of that information, assistance in resolving how to use or adapt it to other contexts and 
problem solving – or knowledge management – remained much more personal.  For 
knowledge management, individual exchanges via e-mail, telephone or personal visits 
were more effective.  The initial proposal overemphasized the importance of Internet-
based tools in a context where face-to-face interactions remain critical to trust and 
effective knowledge management.  In conclusion, it would appear that for learning to 
occur, both information and knowledge management are needed but the ways that 
learning alliance partners went about accessing each is different.  Information placed 
on the website was deemed valid but when decisions and adaptations were called for 
then knowledge and personal contact gained importance.  Towards the future, the 
learning alliance should privilege knowledge spaces for raising questions, sharing 
experiences, adapting tools and reflection while virtual tools can support, facilitate and 
document these processes.             
 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/
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Specific objective 3 
Engage and influence key boundary partners with targeted documentation and 
dissemination mechanisms tailored to their needs. 
The learning alliance generated a range of documentation for key boundary partners 
including methods and tools, specific documents and reports on learning cycles or 
action-research initiatives, news items, monthly news bulletins and project reports every 
six months successfully fulfilling this objective.  Dissemination mechanisms included the 
website (as discussed above) as well as action-research processes, learning cycles 
(training, on-the-ground and virtual backstopping), process documentation and analysis 
and learning fairs.   
 
The sum of these tools and processes proved effective at engaging key development 
and research partners as shown by the stability and overall growth of the learning 
alliance, but was less useful with donor agencies.  In contrast to many network projects, 
the learning alliance did not focus its efforts on disseminating information alone but 
rather on the making that information useful in the hands of partner agencies.  To that 
end, the use of regional training workshops and, more importantly, field-level 
backstopping was critical.  The alliance applied the Learning to Innovate (LTI) model 
developed by Douthwaite et. Al (in press) which postulates four stages to successful 
innovation: i) creating awareness of new opportunities; ii) deciding to adopt; iii) adapting 
and changing practice; and, iv) learning and selecting.  Innate to this process is the 
development of collaboration networks which build trust and reduce the risk of doing 
something new.   
 
Based on the results achieved in the alliance, this approach seems most effective for 
those who need or want to upgrade their skills in a low-risk way.  This description aptly 
describes most development practitioners and their organizations whose backgrounds 
are historically production focused but who are increasingly being asked to work on 
market related projects and programs.7  It also seems effective for researchers wishing to 
link their work into processes of adaptation and improvement.  In the learning alliance, 
researchers facilitated the LTI model steps and assisted in documenting final outcomes.  
The approach seems less attractive for public sector and donor agencies that are 
focused on outcomes from policy-level decisions rather than specific capacity 
enhancements.  Finally, the approach also seems to work with the private sector in that is 
leads to practical knowledge and solutions to improve existing supply chains.8     
 

V. Project design and implementation 
The major contribution of researchers to development, policymakers and private sector 
partners in a learning alliance is to help them move from single-cycle learning processes 
(planning, followed by action, evaluation of results, and back to planning to start 
another single cycle) to a double loop learning process. This includes a periodic 
                                                 
7. One of the major changes seen in development programming over the past five years has been an 

increasing focus on market linkages as a leverage point for poverty reduction.  As a result, development 
organizations are increasingly asked to focus on this area as part of their interventions.  Historically, rural 
development programs tended to focus on increasing productivity with ideas on natural resource 
management and livelihoods gaining ground in the 1980s and 1990s respectively.  Staff profiles in rural 
development agencies still tend to be based on agronomy – the productivity model – with less historical 
capacity in market-based approaches.   

8. This is evidenced by work carried out by CIAT on the margins of the learning alliance project focused on 
horticultural crops in Guatemala (with US retailer Costco), coffee in Mexico, Guatemala and Nicaragua 
(with Green Mountain Coffee Roasters) and in a new project underway in Africa focused on business 
models for sustainable trading relationships.    
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reflection, after results are evaluated, during which partners review the basic premises on 
which strategic decisions are based. A double loop learning cycle helps to avoid the 
trap of replicating ineffective approaches by facilitating critical thinking about what 
actually needs to be done (Fairbanks and Lindsay, 1999). The strategies, methods and 
tools implemented by the alliance aimed at facilitating processes of double-loop 
learning among partners.  
 

Strategies, methods and tools 
The principal scientific outputs from the learning alliance focus on how to design, 
facilitate and document collaborative learning processes.  To achieve this, project 
strategy was designed around four pillars: i) common principals; ii) agenda setting; iii) the 
learning cycle; and, iv) shared processes of documentation and reflection.   

Project strategies 
Project implementation focused on four interrelated strategies including: i) capacity 
development of partner agencies through facilitated learning cycles; ii) targeted action 
research to answer specific questions; iii) connectivity and knowledge management; 
and, iv) policy incidence.   
 
Capacity development activities seek to strengthen or improve partner capacities in the 
selection, use, adaptation and improvement of specific approaches, methods and tools.  
This process is directly linked to specific learning cycles as described below.  Capacity 
building is not limited to training workshops but focused on field level use, adaptation 
and improvement with on-going support during partner implementation of the 
prototype.  As such partners strengthened their ability to use specific tools and 
approaches, adapt them to their needs and to discern when specific methods might or 
might not be useful.     
 
Targeted action research responds to specific knowledge gaps identified with partner 
agencies.  In this strategy, key research questions are identified and fieldwork designed 
and implemented in collaboration between CIAT and partner agencies.  Outcomes and 
findings are shared with other partner agencies in workshops and in electronic formats.   
 
Connectivity and knowledge management strives to increase the relationships that form 
the basis of the learning alliance.  The ‘densification’ of networks and personal 
connections is critical to the success of the alliance.  To achieve this, the alliance makes 
use of face to face meetings, training and exchange visits as well as virtual tools such as 
a website and a list server.   
 
A final strategy focuses on incidence vis a vi key decision makers in partner organizations, 
public sector entities, donor agencies and private sector firms.  This strategy has been 
markedly less successful than the previous three in engaging non-partners.  Despite this 
difficulty, the learning alliance partners still feel that this is a critical capacity that should 
be developed to leverage higher-level change based on field results. 
 

Common principals   
Collaborative processes require agreement on certain basic principals to govern 
collective work.  In the case of the learning alliance, these principals grew out of 
consultations between CIAT and NGOs in Honduras and Nicaragua between 2000 and 
2002.  An initial version of the principals was included in the project proposal.  They have 
remained relatively stable over the life of the project as shown in Table 2.  
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Table 2 

Key shared principals for an effective multi-partner learning alliance 
Principal Description 

Clear objectives 

Multiple stakeholders have different objectives and interests. A learning alliance is 
based on the identification and negotiation of common interests, needs and 
capacities of participating organizations and individuals. What does each 
organization bring to the alliance? What complementarities or gaps exist? What 
does each organization hope to achieve through the collaboration? How can the 
alliance add value to partner activities? 

Shared 
responsibilities, costs 
and benefits 

Organizations and individuals participate in learning alliances when: (1) they 
perceive benefits from this association, (2) transaction costs are lower than 
expected benefits, (3) benefits from collective action are perceived to be greater 
than those obtained individually, and (4) results do not conflict with other key 
interests. Learning alliances seek to benefit all parties.  Therefore, transaction costs 
and responsibilities, as well as benefits and credit for achievements, are shared 
among partners in a transparent fashion. 

Outputs as inputs 

Rural communities are diverse and no universally applicable recipes for sustainable 
development exist. Learning alliances view research and development outputs as 
inputs to processes of rural innovation that are place and time-specific. Methods 
and tools will change as users adapt them to their needs and realities. 
Understanding why adaptations occur, the extent that these lead to positive or 
negative changes in livelihoods, and documenting and sharing lessons learnt are 
key objectives. 

Differentiated but 
linked learning 
mechanisms 

Learning alliances have a diverse range of participants. Identifying each group’s 
questions and willingness to participate in the learning process is critical to success. 
Flexible but connected learning methods are needed.  

Long-term, trust-
based relationships 

Rural development processes stretch over many years or decades. To influence 
positive change and understand why that change has occurred requires long-term, 
stable relationships capable of evolving to meet new challenges. Trust is the glue 
that cements these relationships, but develops gradually as partners interact with 
each other and perceive concrete benefits from collaboration. 

Agenda setting 
The selection of themes and topics in the learning alliance is based on dialog among 
partners to identify knowledge or skill gaps that are limiting the success of their 
interventions. The alliance facilitates a critical review of existing practice and a thorough 
examination of issues from different perspectives. This step helps promote reflection and 
a clear definition of topics on which the alliance agrees to work.  Once a topic has been 
selected, the interested partners spell out the questions that need resolving.  These 
questions frame the learning process and may range from basic development issues to 
research hypotheses, depending on the participants’ interests (capacity building or 
strategic research) or intervention scale (micro, meso or macro).   
 
Partners select a small number of these options for development as full-blown learning 
cycles.  This process is mediated by financial, technical and practical considerations.  
Attempts are made to target areas where partners have both interest and on-going 
projects so as to align the learning process with concrete results that are useful for 
improving existing projects or contribute to the development of new proposals. 
 
Prior to implementing the learning cycle, partners discuss roles and responsibilities.  These 
include: i) good practice documentation; ii) prototype development; iii) capacity 
building and backstopping; iv) field-testing, adaptation and improvement of prototypes; 
v) documentation of results; and, vi) dissemination of findings.       
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Learning cycles   
A learning cycle seeks to facilitate a logical process of exploration and innovation 
common across topics and partner agencies and to draw out more robust lessons.  For 
each learning topic selected, the alliance implemented a learning cycle as shown in 
Figure 1.   
 

Figure 1 
The learning cycle 

Source:  Lundy and Gottret, 2006. 
 
The first step in a learning cycle is to clearly define what we seek to learn from this 
process.  These questions can take the form of research issues, methodological or ‘how-
to’ queries or policy level inquiries.  In many cases, a combination of diverse questions 
reflecting the diversity of participants’ interests in a specific topic occurs.   
 
Once the learning objectives are clear, the cycle focuses on generating a short review 
of existing good practice.  Traditionally this process is based on literature review 
conducted by research organizations.  This is complemented by rapid surveys of partner 
experience as well as the identification of other relevant field experiences that partners 
are aware of.  The final result is a short ‘state of the art and practice’ document focused 
on partner needs that combines external ideas as well as partner and regional 
experience.  
 
Based on the specific learning queries and existing good practice, the alliance develops 
a prototype9 for testing and improvement.  A prototype may include methods, tools or 
policy ideas that seem promising to help respond to the knowledge and skill gaps 
                                                 
9 . Prototyping is the process of quickly putting together a working model (a prototype) in order to test various 

aspects of a design, illustrate ideas or features and gather early user feedback. Prototyping is often 
treated as an integral part of the system design process, where it is believed to reduce project risk and 
cost. Often one or more prototypes are made in a process of iterative and incremental development 
where each prototype is influenced by the performance of previous designs, in this way problems or 
deficiencies in design can be corrected. When the prototype is sufficiently refined and meets the 
functionality, robustness, manufacturability and other design goals, the product is ready for production 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prototyping) visited 14 April 2008, 15:00 hours. 
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identified by partner agencies.  It is not, however, a definitive response but rather a first 
‘best-guess’ of what might work. 
 
Depending on the novelty of the prototype developed, the alliance provides more or 
less intensive support for capacity building and backstopping to partner agencies 
interested in using and improving the prototype to meet their specific needs.  This takes 
the form of regional or national workshops – open to all interested partner agencies – 
complemented by face-to-face or virtual backstopping to assist in processes of 
adaptation and improvement.  Partner agencies test and improve the prototype in 
existing development initiatives in a variety of contexts.  On-going results from this process 
are shared via Dgroup as well as the website. 
 
When prototype testing is well advanced or completed, the alliance facilitates a face-
to-face meeting to assess the learning cycle.  This meeting seeks to identify and 
document lessons learned and make sense of these collectively between partner 
agencies.  Specific attention is paid to how well the prototyping process resolved the 
initial knowledge and capacity gaps expressed by partner agencies, what policy 
implications this work has both for partner agencies and others and what positive 
adaptations and innovations were made during the process to the prototype itself.  
Products from this workshop may include empirical data to inform theory, practical results 
to inform diverse policy makers and improved methods and tools for further iterations of 
learning by partner agencies.              
 

Shared processes of documentation and reflection    
The development of feedback loops and space for reflection as a way to improve 
practice is the final method used by the learning alliance.  Diverse processes of 
collective documentation and sense making reflecting the breadth of participants and 
their interests but linked under common questions are needed.  In the alliance this is 
achieved using face-to-face meetings (workshops, backstopping, write shops and 
learning fairs) as well as web-based tools. 
 
Workshops are used as a way to work collectively and generate stronger linkages 
between partners.  These spaces range from one to four days and are used to set 
agendas, build partner capacity and share results.  These spaces are both regional – 
annual meetings for review and agenda setting, for example – as well as national or 
local.  Workshops are run in a participatory fashion and need to leave sufficient time for 
partners to interact in unstructured ways.   
 
Through the learning cycles, the alliance makes extensive use of backstopping as a tool 
for documentation and learning.  Backstopping is carried out by an alliance member 
with more experience with a specific tool or approach who pays periodic visits to other 
partners who are adapting the tool to their needs.  Once trust exists among partners, 
some backstopping can occur using phone, e-mail or other virtual tools.  Documenting 
this process is challenging, however, it is a rich source of learning and exchange among 
partners.   
  
Write shops are used to help distil lessons learned into documents.  They are especially 
useful with partners who have difficulties finding time to write up results from their work.  
The learning alliance adapted methods and tools developed by IFAD (Berdegué et al, 
2002) and Douthwaite et al (2007) for this purpose.  A typical write shop lasts three to four 
days.  During this time participants reflect on the situation prior to the intervention, the 
intervention itself, the organizations and networks involved in the process and lessons 
learnt.  At the end of the write-shop an advanced draft of a document is shared with 
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other participants in the intervention to check the content.  About a month after the end 
of the write shop a final version of the text is circulated and placed on the project 
website.  
 
The final face-to-face tool used to facilitate collective documentation and reflections 
are national level learning fairs.  Learning fairs are based on the Most Significant Change 
method developed by Davies and Dart (2005).  In this approach, partners define key 
fields in which to observe change and then identify specific stories that exemplify those 
changes.  Through successive discussions and reflections, the number of stories is 
reduced and additional insight gained through analysis.  The final stories are fully 
documented using interviews, video, pictures and drawings and key actors invited to 
share them in a national forum.  This tool is especially useful to highlight and share results 
achieved by rural families with support from local actors.   See Box 1 for more information 
on this process. 
 

Box 1 
Tools to link dispersed learning processes: Learning Fairs 

 
Since its inception, the learning alliance struggled with the development of specific mechanisms to 
facilitate the exchange of information and knowledge among diverse actors involved in this 
initiative. The documentation and sharing of field level, or family level, results from work by learning 
alliance partners proved especially difficult to capture through the use of tools such as Outcome 
Mapping that focused on attitude shifts among development NGO staff.  In response to this gap, 
the facilitation team reviewed existing tools and methods taken from the wider monitoring and 
evaluation community and particularly those focused on giving voice to rural or marginal 
populations. A promising method –Most Significant Change (MSC)–was identified and adapted for 
use by the learning alliance. 
 
The core of the Most Significant Change method is storytelling by project beneficiaries and sense-
making of those stories by people implementing the program.  The first step in the process is the 
identification of key observation fields in which the project is expected to generate change.  In the 
case of the learning alliance, observation fields for gender equity, income generation and improve 
natural resource management were selected. Based on those fields, partner agencies identified 
the specific cases in the stories they felt exemplified the kind of changes they were seeing in rural 
families based on tools and approach is promoted by the learning alliance.  These cases were 
gathered and shared between partner agencies and a limited number selected by the learning 
alliance participants themselves for development into more complete stories. 
 
The initial draft of the final stories was prepared jointly by the rural communities, organizations and 
families selected by the learning alliance partners and a partner agency staff.  This not only 
allowed for greater understanding of the changes have occurred had occurred, but also 
facilitated further dialogue about other less visible changes that these families and communities 
have experienced.  Based on these drafts, the facilitation team provided support both in the form 
of editing as well as through the contract in of communication specialists to finalize the 
documents. 
 
Based on the finalized stories, workshops were scheduled in three of the four countries where 
community level participants, local partner agencies and international NGOs came together to 
present the stories publicly, exchange experiences and collectively identify key lessons learned for 
future projects and programs focused on rural enterprise development. In the appendix of the 
current report there is an example of the final products developed and the Nicaragua learning 
fair. 
 
(For more information please see Annex 5 – Documents from the Nicaraguan learning fair) 
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The use of web-based tools also forms part of the alliance.  These tools are used 
principally for documentation and dissemination among partner agencies with little 
attempt at reflection.  They include: i) news items on a nearly daily basis related to 
partner activities and general information relevant for rural enterprise development; ii) 
sharing of partner documents; iii) formats to record relevant partner experiences; iv) field 
guides and other prototypes for partner use; and, v) the Dgroup for specific information 
exchanges and discussions.   
 

Problem management in the project 
Any research project and especially one with multiple partners encounters difficulties 
during its lifespan.  The learning alliance is no exception to this rule.  Problems can be 
grouped into three broad categories: i) project management; ii) partner management; 
and, iii) output management.  The first category is reviewed in detail in section VII while 
the other two are reviewed here.   
 
Relationships with partner agencies can be difficult.  The project managed changes 
related to entry anhd exit of partner agencies, discussions regarding the utility of the 
alliance for diverse partners, the development of specific strategies with different sub-sets 
of partners and the definition of future directions for the alliance.  In general problems 
were discussed with partners either in regional workshops or annual meetings and/or 
using virtual tools such as e-mail and VOIP.  These mechanisms proved adequate to 
resolve most issues.  Exceptional cases were resolved through direct consultations 
between project facilitators from CIAT and the partner agency staff.  In the case of 
future directions for the alliance, specific regional meetings and consultations were held 
to assure full assessment of options and agreement on actions to be taken.   
 
Discussions and difficulties also existed around the delivery of specific project outputs.  In 
several cases project partners requested targeted research that project facilitators were 
unable to provide in a timely fashion.  In these cases, the facilitation team attempted to 
identify and share as much relevant information as possible with partners.  Two examples 
of this are the assessment of the potential impact of CAFTA-DR on smallholders and 
incidence with key donor agencies.  In the former case, the alliance provided 
information and a conference paper co-authored by one of the facilitators.  In the later, 
the facilitation team requested that specific partner agencies facilitate links with donor 
agencies to advance in this direction.  This strategy let to meetings with SDC in Honduras 
and DFID in Nicaragua but no broad networking process with donor agencies in the 
region.            

 

Partnerships    
The establishment of partnerships was critical to this project.  As described above, this 
process began through consultations and pilot work with NGOs in Honduras and 
Nicaragua and expanded through this project to include similar work in El Salvador and 
Guatemala.  Partnerships with development actors were of particular utility in this project 
as they allowed the learning cycles to move from research to development and then 
back to research.  This process provided benefits for both research and development 
agencies. 
 
Partnerships with other researchers were more limited.  Links to other researchers within 
CIAT were positive as described above while the effectiveness of links to other research 
organizations members of the alliance was limited.  Partner research agencies supported 
additional capacity building exercises and local development activities but little else.  No 



 23 

joint research proposals were developed between research partners of the alliance 
while this did occur with development partners.  The lack of common research proposals 
is due to several factors.  First, this was never an explicit goal of the learning alliance as 
such and little time and effort was dedicated to developing this line of work.  Second, as 
in the case of development agencies, competition exists among research agencies – 
particularly CIAT and CATIE – for limited funding and few, if any, research proposals could 
finance the participation of both centers with their related staff and overhead costs.  
Finally, the learning alliance was seen as a CIAT driven network and not as a research 
platform open for all partners to use.  The regionalization of the alliance and the 
establishment of clear rules of engagement between the platform and research centers 
should help reduce this friction and open space for more collaborative research 
proposals.       
 
Finally the project established links with non-partner universities for specific pieces of 
work.  These included the University of Wageningen and Michigan State University.  Work 
with Wageningen was effective as shown by two studies conducted in Honduras – one 
the impact assessment of work by Swisscontact and the other an assessment of the 
coffee chain in Marcala with SNV – and led to additional requests for students from SNV 
to work on smallholder inclusion in the palm oil chain.  Studies by two PhD students from 
Michigan State University in Nicaragua were less useful and the relationship with the 
university difficult to manage.   
 
Despite the mixed results of work with research agencies both internal and external to 
the alliance, the general sense is that these links are useful.  A challenge for the alliance 
as it moves forward is to clearly identify the specific types of research needed and 
develop negotiation skills to ensure that the final products meet or exceed expectations. 
 
Partnerships with donor agencies proved problematic in the alliance.  The exception to 
this rule is the excellent relationship with IDRC both as donor and as a source of 
intellectual guidance and orientation throughout the project cycle.  Links with other 
donor agencies proved more limited both in scope and duration.  A donor-orientated 
portfolio of action-research is another key piece of work that the alliance should seek to 
develop in the near future to establish stronger relations with this key actor.          
 

Gender issues 
Gender issues in the learning alliance can be reviewed at two levels.  At the project 
design and implementation scale, project participants were highly gender unbalanced.  
Part of this is due to continuing male dominance in rural and agricultural development 
fields in general.  The geographic focus of the project also worked against a better 
gender balance.  Most partner field staff in Central America continue to be men.  Efforts 
were made to include women in the alliance including the hiring of women to facilitate 
documentation and learning processes as well as the learning fairs component of the 
project.       
 
Within the programmatic work of the alliance, a focus on the differentiated impact of 
rural enterprise development initiatives was adopted.  This focus included gender as well 
as social and actor differentiation and led to specific disaggregated work in supply 
chain assessments.  Despite this commitment, the operational use of gender as a lens for 
understanding and acting remains elusive.  Many alliance partners report results in 
gender-differentiated ways but continue to struggle with ways to move beyond 
quantitative exercises to efforts that would effectively address gender imbalance in ways 
that are productive for women and men.   
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It is important to note that the focus on gender in rural enterprise development was both 
part of the project proposal as well as an important agenda item for specific partner 
agencies such Oxfam Great Britain.  Despite this strong push, the project was 
unsuccessful in mainstreaming gender approaches in research and development 
practice.  Several factors explain this disappointing result.  First, there is little consensus 
among partner agencies as to the value gained by including gender in a more cross-
cutting fashion.  Development practitioners are pragmatic, solution oriented individuals.  
For most of them, the concept of gender seems marginal to poverty reduction.  The 
rationale is that increasing family incomes and employment opportunities is critical while 
what happens to that additional income at the household level is something that 
producer families will sort out.  This focus is supported by donor agencies that rarely go 
beyond requesting gender disaggregated data for impact analysis.   
 
A second aspect that plays a role is the cultural gulf that often exists between 
development agency gender specialists and rural development actors.  As mentioned 
previously, most learning alliance participants are men trained in agricultural sciences 
while gender experts – both women and men – tend to come from a social science 
background.  Establishing effective dialogues and common language between these 
two groups of actors is in itself a challenge.  When dialogue does exist, many rural 
development professionals are unwilling to voice honest concerns about the use of the 
approach for the fear of being catalogued as gender insensitive in their agencies.  As a 
result, they apply the absolute minimum of gender tools in project reporting as possible.        
 
Research organizations are part of this debate as well.  CIAT, for example, hosts the 
Participatory Research and Gender Analysis system-wide program for the CGIAR.  
Despite having easy access to specialists in the field, few if any programs at CIAT make a 
serious attempt at gender analysis of their research.  Part of this is due to the 
econometric impact assessment focus used by the CGIAR Science Council but much is 
due to a lack of understanding of the value of this work.  In the specific case of rural 
enterprise development, CIAT is still struggling with how to measure and assess poverty 
reduction among highly heterogeneous actors typically involved in a value chain to 
examine participation and equity.  The inclusion of gender adds yet another level of cost 
and complexity to what is already a highly complex exercise.  To mainstream this in CIAT 
agro-enterprise research would require the hiring or training of evaluation specialists for 
this work in Latin America.   Examples of how this might function and potential outcomes 
can be drawn from similar research in Eastern Africa.     
 
Finally, what outcomes are reasonable to expect from gender mainstreaming in large-
scale enterprise development initiatives.  The current focus of enterprise development is 
income generation and poverty reduction.  This process occurs in a complex system that 
can be partially understood through a supply or value chain lens.  In this framework, 
multiple actors collaborate and compete based on differing interests, information and 
knowledge to achieve their goals.  Research and development initiatives can, to some 
extent, promote gender-balanced approaches among the weaker members of the 
supply chain – i.e. the poor and their organizations – but have limited capacity to effect 
similar changes in powerful actors such as large-scale enterprises, government agencies 
and donors.  If gender balance is an overall development goal, shouldn’t the measure 
be applied equally to all actors in the enterprise system?  Mechanisms to achieve 
system-wide results in this regard remain difficult to identify.      
 
In conclusion, significant additional effort to mainstream gender in the learning alliance is 
clearly needed.  This involves developing linkages with relevant actors, constructing a 
common language to increase understanding of the concepts behind and utility of the 
approach, adapting tools to promote gender balanced programming and delving more 
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deeply into what increased income means for rural families.  The overarching challenge 
is how to move beyond just counting women and men to promote more equitable and 
lasting opportunities for all members of rural communities. 
 

VI. Project outputs and dissemination 
Learning alliance outputs can be grouped into three categories: i) learning cycles; ii) 
action research; and, iii) virtual tools such as the website and Dgroup.  Each output has 
different uses.  Table 3 illustrates how each type of output contributes to training, 
knowledge creation and information sharing and dissemination.  Learning cycles are the 
most complete tool followed by action research.  Virtual tools are useful for information 
sharing. 

 
Table 3 

Learning alliance outputs and training, knowledge creation and information sharing 
Output Training Knowledge creation Information sharing 
Learning cycles    
Action research    
Virtual tools    

 
 
The project developed six learning cycles.  Topics included: i) interest group formation; ii) 
market opportunity identification; iii) supply chain upgrading; iv) innovation and 
knowledge management in rural enterprise development; v) tools for process 
documentation and reflection; and, vi) learning fairs.  In each learning cycle (see 
Graphic 1), a diverse set of partners participated providing a rich ground to test and 
improve initial prototypes tools and methods.  Table 4 reports the number of field 
applications of each learning cycle with direct support from the facilitation team.   
 

Table 4 
Field applications for each learning cycle 

Learning cycle Applications Countries 
Interest group formation 3 Honduras, Guatemala 
Market opportunity 
identification 11 Honduras, Guatemala, Nicaragua 

Supply chain upgrading 11 Honduras, Guatemala, Nicaragua 
and El Salvador 

Innovation and knowledge 
management  4 Honduras, El Salvador and 

Nicaragua 
Process documentation and 
analysis 14 Honduras, Guatemala, Nicaragua 

and El Salvador 

Learning fairs 3 Nicaragua, El Salvador and 
Guatemala 

    
 
In the case of action research, the learning alliance supported a total of six specific 
projects between partners as well as between partners and external research 
organizations.  The initial proposal included funds for four masters level students.  Through 
joint proposal development the alliance was able to leverage a total of US$ 189,000 in 
additional funding to complement the US$ 33,000 invested directly.  Table 5 sums up 
these activities.  Final reports are available on the learning alliance website.   

 
Table 5 
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Action research projects supported by the learning alliance 
Title Partners Description 
Pro-poor climate indexed 
micro-insurance 

CRS NI, Caritas 
Matagalpa, Estelí 
and Jinotega, 
CIAT 

Pilot study to assess the feasibility of weather-
indexed insurance for small bean farmers in 
Northern Nicaragua.  Co-funding from BMZ. 

Smallholder vegetable 
production chains in 
Honduras and El Salvador 

Swisscontact HN, 
CRS SV, CIAT, 
FAO  

Study to assess the current situation of 
smallholder vegetable producers in light of 
rapid market restructuring.  Co-funding from 
FAO. 

Participatory selection of 
forage germplasm for 
smallholders in Honduras and 
El Salvador 

CRS HN, CRS SV, 
CIAT 

Selection and dissemination of promising 
forage varieties using participatory 
techniques.  Co-funding from European 
Community.  

Social equity assessment of 
the lead farmer model versus 
other market linkage 
approaches in Honduras 

Swisscontact HN, 
Rimisp, CIAT 

Comparison of lead farmer model (promoted 
by Walmart) versus farmer organizations and 
traditional trader networks.  Co-funded by the 
Regoverning Markets program.  

Assessment of organizational 
models for the bean and 
plantain supply chains in 
Nicaragua 

NI learning 
alliance, MSU, 
CIAT 

Review of the effects of different 
organizational structures on smallholder 
inclusion/exclusion from dynamic markets. 

Governance in the coffee 
chain in Marcala, Honduras 

SNV HN, 
Wageningen, 
CIAT 

Review of chain governance structures and 
their impacts on smallholder participation and 
overall chain performance. 

 
The virtual tools used by the learning alliance focused on information sharing and 
dissemination.  These can be divided between a virtual discussion group and the project 
website.  The Dgroup grew from 25 to over 100 members during the course of the project 
but the volume of exchanges in this medium was low.  In contrast, the website published 
a total of 528 individual news items between June 2005 and February 2008 and hosts a 
total of 276 electronic documents divided in the following categories: i) general learning 
alliance documents (90); ii) methods and tools (36); iii) partner histories and reflections 
(54); and, iv) general interest documents (96).  As mentioned previously total individual 
visitors to the learning alliance website exceeded 15,000 people in 2007 and is on-track 
to double again in 2008.        
 
A self-assessment of project outputs shows diverse utilities for each kind of output.  To 
support or promote changes in partner behavior, build networks, connect partners and 
contribute to increased levels of trust and collaboration, learning cycles and action 
research projects are effective.  To influence non-members with evidence-based data, 
action research processes with tightly defined research questions show promise.  To 
maintain partners and others interested in rural enterprise development informed of 
important developments, the Dgroup and the website are useful tools.  A successful 
collaborative learning project will mix and match these and other kinds of outputs to 
achieve its desired goals.        
 

VII. Capacity-building impact 
The capacity building impact of the learning alliance is best understood through the lens 
of boundary partners.  These, in turn, can be grouped into development actors – 
international and local NGOs – and researchers.  This section sums up generic capacity-
building impacts observed while specific details regarding individual organizations are 
best reviewed using the Outcome Mapping data (see Annex 4 for links to specific 
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documents) or the organizational histories developed at the final annual meeting in 
Guatemala. 

 

Development actors 
International and national NGOs reported a range of capacity-building results from their 
involvement in the learning alliance.  These include the development or honing of skills 
through participation in learning cycles and action research projects in topics related to 
rural enterprise development.  According to the impact assessment, development 
partner staff expressed that the alliance has offered them an important means for 
professional career development. It has not only provided them with new ideas and tools 
to do their job in a more effective manner, but has also contributed to better position 
themselves in their organization and in the job market. They feel better recognized for 
their knowledge and experience in the theme of rural enterprise development (González 
and Cordoba, 2006). 
 
The learning alliance provided capacity-building opportunities to approximately fifty mid 
to upper level technicians drawn from development organizations.  These people, in turn, 
are responsible within their organizations for inputs for strategic direction, guidance in 
proposal development, project management and direction as well as on-going training 
and backstopping of partner agencies and rural associations.  These processes of 
capacity building have contributed to improved project management, success in 
proposal development and processes of training and mentoring at diverse levels.  
Learning alliance alumni have been promoted to positions of increasing responsibility at 
the project level, at the national level in CRS El Salvador and at the regional level in 
Swisscontact.   
 
The alliance improved the effectiveness of existing projects.  Swisscontact reports that 
the alliance influenced projects in Honduras and led to significant income gains for 
participating agro enterprises.  Oxfam Great Britain reports seven examples of 
collaboration as the result of linkages with alliance partners in Nicaragua, Honduras, El 
Salvador and regionally (Vargas, 2007).  CRS Nicaragua reports that the learning alliance 
contributed to the organization of 15 cooperatives and two second-level associations 
with 1,200 producers as well as the establishment of a business development services 
center in Sebaco (Palma, 2007).  Box 2 provides an overview of how this process worked. 
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Box 2 

Improving the effectiveness of existing projects 
 

A major goal of the learning alliance was to help member agencies improve their day to day 
activities in existing projects.  To achieve this, the alliance facilitated access to new concepts, 
ideas and approaches for the promotion of rural enterprise development.  These novel ideas were 
complemented by new ways of working together – attitude shifts – focused principally on 
developing links with other organizations to learn how things work and why in diverse contexts.  
Knowledge and attitudes, in turn, were underpinned by improved skills both through formal training 
and, more importantly, through field level backstopping and problem solving both by CIAT and by 
other partner agencies.   
 
One example of the effectiveness of this approach is the incorporation of value chain analysis into 
the program focus of Swisscontact in Honduras. The learning alliance facilitated a joint action-
research program looking at the effects of supermarkets on smallholder vegetable producers in 
Honduras and El Salvador.  In Honduras, this work was led by the Agropyme project. Based on this 
work, Swisscontact adapted and implemented a value chain approach in its Proempresa project. 
This work proved especially useful because Proempresa was shifting its focus from urban to rural 
micro enterprise development.  As a result, Swisscontact was able to report better and more rapid 
results in Proempresa than had been anticipated. This, in turn, allowed the organization to 
successfully bid for a regional program to merge Agropyme and Proempresa into one rural 
enterprise development project for both Honduras and Nicaragua. 
 
Other examples include Oxfam GB, CRS Nicaragua and several agencies in Guatemala.  Through 
linkages with the learning alliance Oxfam was able to access both existing knowledge and 
practitioners to help them develop and focus their program in this area.  As a result, Oxfam was 
able to focus the Honduran component of its Global Agricultural Scale up Initiative and implement 
several important projects rapidly.   CRS Nicaragua improved the focus of its existing food security 
project and incorporated total of 1,200 new producers into collective marketing agreements, while 
CRS Guatemala was able to tightly focus its support of the coffee chain in San Marcos and 
develop links with other high value crops, such as French beans, in the same region.  Save the 
Children, CARE and Mercy Corps also redefined in refocused their food security work on market 
oriented agriculture through the application and adaptation of the value chain tools provided by 
the learning alliance. 
 
(For more details see the documents in Annex 4, section 1) 
    
The learning alliance process contributed to new projects valued at US$ 27.4 million in 
Nicaragua alone in the form of the ACORDAR project managed by CRS and funded by 
USAID.  This project includes 85 cooperatives, seven associations and benefits in total 
5,400 producers and their families.  Oxfam Great Britain reports four new projects under 
development in 2008 based directly on lessons from the learning alliance (personal 
comment, Carlos Vargas).  Box 3 provides details on this process. 
 

Box 3 
Contributing to better focused new projects 

 
As result of collaborative work carried out in the learning alliance, partner agencies reported being 
able to develop and fund both more and larger projects focused on rural enterprise development. 
Support from the learning alliance for new product development occurred principally through the 
learning cycles carried out at the field level.  As partner agency staff tried out, adapted and 
improved modern tools for market linked rural development they developed the capacity to 
incorporate these lessons into new project proposals.  The combination of improved approaches, 
tools and the ability to use them translated into better access to donor funding for market linkage 
projects as illustrated by CRS Nicaragua. 
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CRS Nicaragua has a long tradition of working with farmers to market their products. However, until 
their participation in the learning alliance, the focus had been principally on increasing 
productivity and developing simple links with market actors for the sale of undifferentiated 
commodity products.  In the learning alliance, staff from CRS Nicaragua learned how to 
understand the dynamics of supply chains, design and implement effective and sustainable 
business development services and begin to identify more strategic ways of linking it to the private 
sector. This led to the development, in 2007, of a large scale project presented to the USAID Global 
Development Assistance (GDA) program. This project focuses on the development of several pro 
poor value chains around coffee, cocoa, beans and other vegetable crops in more than 30 
municipalities in northern Nicaragua. The overall project budget, including partner and in-kind 
support, is worth more than 25 million U.S. dollars. 
 
The selection of CRS Nicaragua as the lead agency for this project was far from straightforward. 
Previous USAID rural enterprise development projects in Nicaragua had been awarded to U.S. 
universities such as Michigan State University and traditional enterprise development NGOs such as 
Technoserve.  CRS in contrast, was seen as an agency focused principally on food security and 
community organization. The successful development and funding of this proposal highlighted not 
only the significant changes in CRS staff capacity but also the potential returns to organizations 
willing to move in novel directions. 
 
(For more details see the documents in Annex 4, section 1) 
 
Finally, the learning alliance provided space and support for processes of horizontal 
training and backstopping such as those described in Section IV between various 
organizations in Guatemala.  Similar support has been provided by Swisscontact to 
Oxfam Great Britain in Honduras.  
    

Researchers 
The capacity building impacts on research participants are more limited than with 
development partners.  Principal gains include the establishment of broader networks 
with the final users of many research findings.  This gain is not evenly spread across 
research partners with most accruing to CIAT as facilitator of the learning alliance 
project.  As a result of increased linkages, researchers have gained access to additional 
field data and partners with whom to write proposals and conduct action research.   In 
practice this leads to research targeted on questions arising from development 
interventions.  In some cases, these questions are technical in nature – work on tropical 
pastures or plantain between CRS and CIAT in Honduras and El Salvador – while in others 
– livelihood projects with Oxfam GB – the focus is more qualitative.  In both cases, 
stronger linkages contribute to research projects focused on outcomes that contribute to 
on-going development work rather than only academic publications.  Incentive 
structures in research organizations that give equal weight to development outcomes as 
well as publications are still lacking and constitute a serious impediment for more 
outcome oriented work even in platforms such as the learning alliance where this is 
possible.     
 

Effects on previous IDRC investments in agro-industry research at CIAT 
IDRC has supported research on post harvest and agro-industry topics at CIAT for over 20 
years.  Previous projects in this direction facilitated the development of a coherent set of 
tools and approaches that eventually came to be known as the Territorial Approach to 
Rural Agro Enterprise Development.  Beginning in 1999 this knowledge was placed in a 
series of manuals and training materials and used effectively in pilot research sites in Latin 
America, Africa and Asia.  Despite the effectiveness of this approach, the results were 
limited to pilot sites with little additional uptake.   
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The learning alliance allowed large-scale development actors access to these research 
findings in novel ways.  Rather than focusing on traditional capacity building activities 
such as one-off training courses, the learning alliance focused on co-learning, 
adaptation and improvement of these tools in the context of on-going development 
projects.  In Table 4 (above) a list of learning cycle topics is shown.  The first three topics 
build directly on action research funded by IDRC and carried out in pilot sites while the 
fourth is a recombination of work linked to previous IDRC funded work.  Through the 
learning alliance these tools were put into use and improved a total of 29 times by 
different partner agencies.  The central focus of shared learning around market-oriented 
agriculture in a multi-actor supply chain context improved the focus on existing projects 
and provided the basis for new work as seen in Boxes 2 and 3 (above) and Box 4 
(below).  The learning alliance proved an ideal platform for effective mainstreaming of 
research findings that had had a relatively limited diffusion and use and, in this way, 
added significant value to previous investments made by IDRC and CIAT in Latin 
America.   
 
Additional return on investment was found through similar learning alliance work in Africa 
and Asia directly between CIAT and CRS.  Through those links, learning alliances were 
established in more than 30 countries with CRS country offices and their local partners 
leading to new adaptations of the territorial approach to diverse contexts.  Based on 
these results the Baltimore-based NGO decided in mid-2007 to incorporate an agro-
enterprise focus in the 90 countries where it currently has field operations.  The basis for 
the CRS agro enterprise approach are the original materials developed with IDRC 
funding during the period of 1999 to 2003 in Latin America.       
 

Effects of capacity building on organizational sustainability 
The capacity building initiatives included in the learning alliance contribute to the 
organizational sustainability of both development and research partners.  For 
development partners, capacity building allows them to better position themselves in an 
environment where enterprise development and increased trade via CAFTA play an 
important role in donor funding and in achieving results.  The learning alliance helped 
build skills for greater collaboration between development organizations, researchers 
and, indirectly, public and private sector actors.  Through these processes, partner 
organizations are better connected than prior to the learning alliance.  Partner agencies 
are beginning to reassess the role they play in development.  Many international NGOs 
are slowly moving towards an emphasis on process facilitation with less direct 
intervention while local NGOs are assessing their capacity to function as service providers 
linked to specific supply chains.  The learning alliance provided ideas and tools to 
facilitate these shifts, however the majority of partners are still evaluating how they will 
adjust to changing conditions. 
 
In the case of research partners, the development of stronger networks with end users is 
a critical element to sustainability.  Research agencies are increasingly asked to carry 
out regional interventions that generate comparable data sets.  The existence of strong 
networks facilitates precisely this kind of work.  In addition, these links provide stronger 
feedback on key areas for further research, a potential platform to present additional 
action research proposals, reduced transactions costs in proposal development and 
project implementation and access to complementary funding sources including the 
sale of services to development partners and projects.   
 
An additional gain from the learning alliances is the capacity to offer a credible multi-
sector learning platform for more systemic proposals.  Proposals that contain a critical 
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mass of R & D actors are more attractive to both donor agencies as well as potential 
public and private sector partners.  Work carried out with Costco in Guatemala and 
Green Mountain Coffee Roasters in Mexico, Guatemala and Nicaragua show the power 
of these kinds of partnerships to facilitate learning across diverse partnerships (see Box 4 
below). 
 

Box 4 
Leveraging large-scale change through multi-sector learning 

 
Through linkages to the Sustainable Food Laboratory – itself facilitated by Oxfam GB a learning 
alliance partner – CIAT conducted research on the French bean supply chain in Guatemala and 
on coffee sourcing in Mexico, Guatemala and Nicaragua.  Both studies have contributed to the 
development of pro-poor mechanisms by US retailers as well as the dissemination of these results to 
a group of large-scale buyers of agricultural products globally.   
 
The US retailer Costco manages a French bean supply chain in Guatemala that links nearly 2,000 
low-income rural producer families to dynamic markets, moves 4.2 million pounds of product a 
year and generates US $ 1.5 million income for producers.  Action research on the chain 
contributed to the following changes: i) a decision by the retailer to source its product exclusively 
from poorer producers and communities; ii) a commitment by the retailer to source additional 
products (i.e. frozen beans) from the farmer owned cooperative; iii) review of existing business 
practices on the selection of secondary suppliers; and, iv) the establishment of a fund supported 
by a small percentage of profit from chain actors to reinvest in health care access and 
educational scholarships for participating smallholder communities and particularly women.  The 
chain was expanded to include Caritas San Marcos – a learning alliance partner – and has since 
grown in that region of the country. 
 
Green Mountain Coffee Roasters is consistently ranked as one of the most ethical companies in the 
US.  GMCR has a strong commitment to sustainable purchasing and was a pioneer in both Fair 
Trade and organic coffee in the US.  Despite this, action-research conducted by CIAT highlighted 
that many producer communities still face between one and five months of hunger – times when 
the quantity and quality of food available decline considerably – a year.  Based on these findings 
GMCR is partnering with CRS and others to identify novel ways in which they can promote more 
diversified livelihood strategies to combat the hungry months.    
 
These cases contribute to thinking on sustainable relationships between major buyers of agricultural 
products globally and smallholder suppliers.  The Costco case is used as an internal teaching tool 
for fresh fruit and vegetable buyers at the company – which purchases US$ 25 billion a year of such 
products – and as in multi-company spaces such as the Healthy Value Chains workshop co-hosted 
by MIT, World Wildlife Fund and the Sustainability Institute in Boston (August 2007) 10 and the 
Sustainable Value Chains workshop hosted by the Sustainable Food Laboratory in Guatemala 
(October 2007).11  Companies involved in these learning and discussions spaces purchase well 
over US $ 50 billion of agricultural products annually.  They include Unilever, US Foodservice, Costco, 
CH Robinson, Chiquita, SYSCO, General Mills, Green Mountain Coffee Roasters, Coca Cola, IKEA, 
BP and Nike among others.  Based on this work, CIAT has secured funding through a consortium for 
US $ 5 million to work on new business models for sustainable trading relationships in Africa.  
 
The principal users of this work are global buyers of major agricultural products.  This line of work 
contributes to their understanding of how to build pro-poor mechanisms into their supply chains 
and, as a result, enhances opportunities for millions of smallholders globally directly and indirectly.  
Action research initiatives like this serve to initiate dialogues and concrete activities in this direction 
in a range of companies.  The final expected outcome, however, is far greater: the mainstreaming 
of sustainable trading practices by businesses globally, and the development of a sustainable food 

                                                 
10. http://www.sustainablefoodlab.org/article/articleview/17942/  
11.  http://www.sustainablefoodlab.org/article/articleview/18321/ , 

http://www.sustainablefoodlab.org/filemanager/download/7425/ 
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system.  Learning alliances are a vital part of these broader networks as they serve to facilitate 
dialogue and collective action among often disconnected parts of the global agrifood system.   
   
A significant caveat to these advances remains the continuity of the learning alliance 
platform as such.  The achievement of the gains identified above, while not dependent 
on the continuation of the alliance in its current form, would benefit greatly from 
continued structured interactions between existing and new partners.  This ‘Achilles heel’ 
of the learning alliance remains unresolved at this time.    
 

Particular capacity-building for women / marginalized social groups 
As mentioned previously, the learning alliance took an innovation systems approach to 
identify higher-level leverage points for systemic level change.  Under this focus, the 
decision was made to focus capacity building activities on actors who provide support 
to marginal rural communities in processes of rural enterprise development.  The working 
hypothesis is that the effective leverage of the project would be far greater working 
directly with farmer associations in specific project sites.  As a result, the project did not 
implement specific capacity-building activities for women and marginalized social 
groups directly.  However, project partners have improved their skills to provide this type 
of support and incorporated it into on-going and new project initiatives that, 
conservatively, contribute to the livelihoods of 35,786 families in Central America.12    
 
Some illustrative results of this process can be seen in the learning fair case studies.  In 
these stories, positive changes are seen in income, gender equality and natural resource 
management decision-making in Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala.  Data for 
Honduras are not included because the local learning alliance partners decided not to 
organize a learning fair.   
 

VIII. Project management 
Project management of the learning alliance at the research center can be divided into 
overall financial administration provided by CIAT and scientific management provided 
by the facilitation team.  At the general administration level, CIAT provided support in 
financial and technical reporting as well as other related services.  Initially CIAT was 
slated to provide support for the virtual learning platform but, due to limited capacity, 
this support was outsourced to a Colombian hosting and web design company.  A 
second issue related to overall CIAT administration is the impact of the financial crisis on 
the center from 2005 onwards.  The financial crisis at CIAT put pressure on the facilitation 
team to raise additional funds to cover salaries and operating costs thus reducing the 
time available to the learning alliance as such.  In response to this pressure, the 
facilitation team attempted to identify and accept additional work aligned with or 
coming from the learning alliance research agenda, however, this was not always 
possible.  As a result of this, some of the processes in the alliance were truncated or re-
orientated.   
 
The learning alliance facilitation team provided scientific management of the project.  
The facilitation team included the lead researcher (based in Colombia), a research 
assistant (based in Honduras) and a communications expert (based in Colombia).  The 

                                                 
12. Data from a 2005 social network analysis of the learning alliance illustrating project reach in terms of 

organizations and an approximate number of beneficiary families.  Since this time, other large-scale 
projects with many of the key elements of the learning alliance have been approved and are in process of 
implementation.  More information on this study is available in progress report number 3 from May 2005.       
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lead researcher was responsible for overall project management and direction as well as 
research.  The research assistant provided field-level backstopping and assisted in 
methods and tools development.  The communications expert established and 
facilitated the website and Dgroup as well as leading the work on write shops and 
learning fairs.  IDRC funding supported approximately half the cost of the team with 
additional funding coming from CIAT core resources as well as additional proposals.  
During the last year of the project the research assistant resigned and was not replaced.   
 
In reviewing the scientific management of the project, several lessons can be drawn.  
First, future projects of this nature should focus more resources on field level backstopping 
than on virtual tools.  In this sense, it is important to have both a technical backstopper 
(i.e. someone versed in enterprise development approaches, methods and tools) and a 
communications or learning backstopper (i.e. focused on documenting and sharing 
lessons learned).  Team members can handle Website and Dgroup management 
collaboratively once these tools are established.  In relation to this point, the project 
should focus much more clearly on documenting results, learning and sharing findings.  
To do this effectively requires having someone responsible for this at the field level.  The 
project tried to manage this through tool development and virtual support but this was 
not as effective as write shops and other face-to-face tools implemented in the last 18 
months of this phase of the alliance.  A final lesson relates to project support for partner 
time.  No funds were allocated to compensate partner time invested in backstopping, 
training and method development.  As a result these activities – when they occurred – 
depended on the ability of the individual involved to carve out space and time within 
their work plans.  Future iterations of the learning alliance would be well served by a small 
fund to help support these network building activities by partners themselves.   
 
Support for this project from the IDRC staff in Montevideo was, as usual, excellent.  The 
facilitation team received timely responses to questions as well as access to ideas and 
concepts relevant to the alliance on an on-going basis.  The level of engagement of 
IDRC staff – in particular the Project Officer – was exemplary.  This kind of support was 
highly valued by the lead researcher and the facilitation team in general.  
 

IX. Impact 
Methods and tools 
Documenting and assessing the impact of a multi-actor learning alliance is a 
complicated process.  To facilitate this process, the alliance developed a simplified 
learning model (Alianza de Aprendizaje, 2006) shown in Figure 2 below.  Figure 2 shows 
how the four strategies of the learning alliance – capacity building, action-research, 
knowledge management and documentation and reflection – fit together to promote 
both direct shifts in behavior by boundary partners.  The sum of these actions and the 
shifts in boundary partner behavior contribute to larger-scale changes in favor of the 
rural poor. 
 
While the process appears in a linear and causal manner in Figure 2, reality is far messier.  
During the learning alliance these processes have co-existed along with formal and 
informal feedback loops between processes, people and organizations.  The time factor 
is also critical. Figure 2 illustrates the totality of the model, however, the project itself 
focused activities at the left-hand side of the learning model under the understanding 
that behavioral changes and deeper systemic changes are long-term processes that the 
project can contribute to but not directly manage.  As such, the learning alliance 
recognizes that its activities help promote shifts in behavioral patterns and that these 
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changes themselves contribute along with many other factors to an improved 
innovation system.  Direct attribution of impact to a concrete set of interventions by the 
learning alliance is therefore not possible at the innovation system level.   
 

Figure 2 
The learning model 

 
Source: Learning Alliance, 2006 

 
Based on the above considerations, the learning alliance made extensive use of the 
Outcome Mapping methodology (Earl et al, 2001) to document the changes occurring 
over time in selected boundary partners.  However, many partner agencies expressed 
doubts regarding this approach given the rigidity of both their internal reporting 
processes and those required by donor agencies.  As a result, the learning alliance 
implemented additional attempts to document change.  In 2006 a targeted study was 
commissioned to measure both institutional level change within partner organizations 
and traditional impact data at the field-level (Gonzalez and Cordoba, 2006).13  In 2007, 
the project conducted learning fairs with local partners and a regional write shop to 
further illustrate attitudinal shifts and how these translate into changes in practice.  Figure 
3 shows how the different evaluation methods and tools link to the project’s learning 
model. 
 

Figure 3 
Learning model and evaluation methods and tools 

Source: Learning alliance, 2008. 
     
Using a range of tools to generate data on complex change processes is useful, 
however, making sense of the resulting data can be a challenge.  This section of the 
report draws on the data generated with the above methods and attempts to put them 
into context in terms of the reach of the project and its impact in knowledge, attitudes 
and practice of partner agencies.  The impact story is further supported by key pieces of 
evidence extracted from the diverse monitoring and evaluation tools employed.  The 
paucity of formal impact data in terms of the direct effect of the learning alliance on 

                                                 
13. The piece of work benefited from financial support from the Participatory Research and Gender Analysis 

(PRGA) program of the Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR).    
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inclusive processes of rural enterprise development is acknowledged.  However, the 
cumulative wealth of evidence of attitudinal change at the personal and organizational 
level as well as specific anecdotal evidence of community level advances provide 
strong support for the effectiveness of this project.            
 

Reach and investment 
Defining the reach of the learning alliance is a challenge.  The existence of a nested set 
of relationships and networks – partners that work with other partners who then 
contribute to improved livelihoods – makes any exercise in this direction complex.  Based 
on the best information available from interviews with partners, final documents 
prepared by partner agencies in the write shop and information in e-mails, the estimated 
reach of the Central American learning alliance is shown in Figure 4. 
 
Observations on Figure 4 include: i) the probable underreporting of indirect learning 
alliance partner organizations; ii) the probable underreporting of beneficiary families; 
and, iii) a limited understanding of the relationship between the learning alliance and 
the overall innovation system.  These gaps are due to incomplete and underreported 
data from direct partner agencies in regards to their networks both at the field level and 
at the level of the innovation system.  Attempts have been made to rectify this situation 
but Figure 4 is best viewed as an indication of the reach of the project rather than a 
definitive measure. 
   

Figure 4 
Estimated reach of the Central American learning alliance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: Learning alliance, 2008 

   
To establish and support the learning alliance network, IDRC funded a grant of US$ 
439,000 over four years.  Due to exchange rate variations favorable to the project, the 
final budget implemented was US$ 499,811. 14  Table 5 illustrates the funding invested to 
leverage change at each level of the network based on both the initial budget and 
actual expenditures.  These figures show that a relatively modest investment can be 
leveraged via a learning alliance to effect change at a large scale.  This is especially true 
when the real yearly costs are reviewed.   

                                                 
14 . Of the total budget, US$ 39,000 was reserved for work with the National Agricultural University (UNA) in 

Honduras.  These funds are included in the overall calculations but were not used to support the totality of 
the alliance but only activities in Honduras with UNA. 

Innovation system for 
rural enterprise 
development in 
Central America

Direct learning 
alliance partners 
(25 organizations)

Indirect learning 
alliance partners 

(~116 organizations)

Partner beneficiaries 
(~35,786 families)
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Table 5 

Funding invested to leverage change: Initial budget versus final expenses (in US$) 
Budgeted Real Real Yearly

IDRC investment 439,000.00$         499,811.00$          124,952.75$      
Per direct partner 15,678.57$           17,850.39$             4,462.60$          
Per indirect partner 5,226.19$             5,950.13$               1,487.53$          
Per beneficiary family 12.27$                   13.97$                    3.49$                  
Per beneficiary individual 2.45$                     2.79$                       0.70$                   
Source: Learning Alliance, 2008 

 
When partner support only in terms of estimated staff time is calculated, then the overall 
investment in the learning alliance increases substantially as shown in Table 6.15 
 
It is interesting to note that the project effectively leveraged US$ 1.98 for each US$ 1.00 it 
invested in partner co-funding excluding CIAT.16  The level of in-kind support received 
over the four years of the project far exceeded the initial budget (by a ratio of 10 to 1) 
and indicates the utility of the approach to partner agencies. However, it should be 
noted that there were significant discrepancies between partner organizations in terms 
of their participation in the learning alliance.  As in the case of Figure 4, Tables 5 and 6 
are best treated as indicative rather than exhaustive regarding the investments made in 
the Central American learning alliance.   

 
Table 6 

Total investments in the learning alliance: IDRC plus estimated partner staff time (in US$) 
Budgeted Real Real Yearly

IDRC investment 439,000.00$         499,811.00$          124,952.75$      
Partner investment 97,760.00$           990,000.00$          247,500.00$      
Total investment 536,760.00$         1,489,811.00$       372,452.75$      
Per direct partner 19,170.00$           53,207.54$            13,301.88$        
Per indirect partner 6,390.00$             17,735.85$            4,433.96$          
Per family 15.00$                  41.63$                    10.41$                
Per beneficiary 3.00$                     8.33$                      2.08$                   

Source: Learning Alliance, 2008 
    
How do the learning model, project reach and investments translate into changes in 
partner agencies and support for improved rural livelihoods?  The following section seek 
to explain and illustrate this process  
    

Impact and evidence  
The learning model shown in Figure 2 posits that the four project strategies – capacity 
building, action-research, knowledge management and documentation and reflection – 
contribute to three types of change in partners: i) personal change; ii) organizational 
change; and, iii) systemic change.  These changes are couched in terms of behaviors 
and attitudes in line with Earl et al. (2001) and can also be viewed as changes in 
knowledge, attitudes and practice.  The sum of changed behavior and attitudes 
contributes to inclusive processes of sustainable rural enterprise development in Central 

                                                 
15. Partner time is calculated as 50 partner staff investing 1.5 months a year (33 days) of time in activities 

related to the learning alliance.  Each partner staff is budgeted at US$ 150 per day.    
16. CIAT was budgeted to provide US$ 52,500 yearly in project co-funding principally in support for the 

facilitation team positions.  
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America.  What evidence is available that the project has contributed to these kinds of 
shifts?  To answer that question, we will briefly review each type of change and highlight 
evidence showing the results of the learning alliance in facilitating or supporting this 
change. 
   

Changes in individual behavior 
The learning alliance generated change in the individual behavior of participants in 
terms of skills and tools, connectivity and reflection.  The alliance strengthened the 
knowledge base of individual participants through the provision of training, field support 
for adaptation and permanent access to a website with relevant information on rural 
enterprise development.  For example, the Regional Market Access Advisor for Oxfam 
Great Britain notes that the learning alliance allows him to, “maintain permanent 
contact with country programs and share with them much of the information that the 
learning alliance places on its website…much of this information now supports learning 
by our regional staff and partner staff” (Vargas, 2007).  Save the Children Guatemala 
highlights that the learning alliance, “allows us to access information and technical and 
strategic knowledge to strengthen our capacity to respond to the demands…of the 
communities” (Lara, 2007) 
 
Individual attitudes have also changed through contact with the learning alliance.  Prior 
to this project, partner staff had limited access to knowledge networks of others working 
on similar topics.  As a result, their capacity to collaborate and innovate in topics related 
to rural enterprise development was restricted.  As noted by CRS El Salvador, “there was 
no access to information and knowledge in other organizations, we worked with the 
personal knowledge of technicians hired for projects and rarely accessed information 
from beyond CRS” (Centeno, 2007).  In Nicaragua, Oxfam notes that, “the participation 
in discussions and documentation workshops, sharing time and knowledge with alliance 
partners has been fundamental for the learning processes of colleagues from Oxfam 
Great Britain…this has great value for our organization” (Vargas, 2007).  The willingness to 
share knowledge with others working in similar topics is a significant attitudinal shift seen 
both at the personal and, as we will see below, at the organizational level.   
 
Participation in the learning alliance contributed to changes in partner practice at the 
field level.  This is shown at two levels.  In the case of partners with relatively limited rural 
enterprise development background, the alliance provided them with training and 
support to use new approaches and skills with confidence.  As noted by the Empresa de 
Servicios Agropecuarios (EMPSA) in Nicaragua, a local development partner of the 
alliance, “Our work has improved with the use of rural enterprise development 
methodologies, the method of Most Significant Change…and the results achieved with 
the Rural Agro Industrial Innovators (GIAR) method” (Rodríguez, B. 2007).  For partners 
with greater knowledge and capacity in rural enterprise development, the alliance has 
contributed to improved practice as well.  Swisscontact Honduras reports that the 
alliance supported processes of internal knowledge management between the 
Agropyme and Proempresa projects as well as providing significant added value 
through connections with international organizations and projects focused on rural 
enterprise development such as FAO and the Regoverning Markets program (Rodríguez, 
I., 2007).      
 

Changes in organizational behaviour 
Individual behavior shifts are important to promote change.  However, when these 
individual shifts come together to support processes of renovation and reorientation at 
the organizational level their power and importance increases exponentially.  The 
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greatest evidence of change from the learning alliance is found at the organizational 
level.  By observing these changes through the lens of knowledge, attitude and practice 
it is possible to gauge their relative importance and possible reach within partner 
organizations.   
 
As in the case of individual behavior, the learning alliance contributed to increased 
knowledge at the organizational level.  This occurred through the use of web-based tools 
as described earlier in this report as well as through processes of network building.  In this 
sense, the alliance facilitated partner access to both explicit and implicit knowledge. 
Oxfam notes, “The space of the alliance is an effective medium for personal and 
organizational capacity building in rural enterprise development.  For organizations like 
Oxfam Great Britain that permanently invest in training as part of our projects, the 
experience with the alliance opens new methodological possibilities with which to 
compare the traditional approaches used in projects” (Vargas, 2007).      
 
Perhaps the largest shift documented by the alliance relates to partner attitudes 
particularly in their willingness to share lessons with other organizations.  At the outset of 
the alliance, partners were unwilling to share information with each other.  As noted by 
CRS Nicaragua, “initially there were limitations to information sharing between partner 
organizations because, in a way, the results achieved by each organization helped 
position it with donors and because the trust needed for more open horizontal 
communications was missing” (Palma, 2007).  Or, as expressed by Caritas San Marcos in 
Guatemala, “before the alliance there were no trust-based links for coordination nor 
support to help improve project implementation through information sharing and the 
development of processes to increase impact” (Mendez and Ramírez, 2007).   
 
At the write shop in December 2007, participants highlighted how the alliance facilitated 
a more open attitude between partners towards collaboration, capacity building and 
information sharing.   
 

The usual way to learn is to sit down, receive training and take that learning to 
your organization or use it personally; the learning alliance is different, it’s 
about learning from everyone, even those considered to be competitors and 
learning to gain confidence (Centeno, 2007) 
 
(After) having jealously guarded information from other actors, entering into a 
phase of openness towards others and supporting better development 
processes from the perspective of sharing experiences and knowledge has 
allowed greater impact in our work as well as sharing successful processes 
that help others do their job (better) (Rodríguez, B., 2007)  

 
This information complements the specific achievements detailed previously in this report 
and highlights how the attitudes of partner agencies have shifted from one of 
knowledge and information hoarding to one of sharing and collaboration.  This process is 
by no means complete but important advances have been made.  This attitudinal shift, 
in turn, contributes to shifts in organizational practice as well.   
 
Organizational practice has changed through the learning alliance both in practical 
terms (i.e. new approaches, methods and tools) and also through greater programmatic 
coherence.  The impact assessment found that partner intervention approaches have 
changed radically from technical assistance for primary production to business 
development services for entrepreneurial development and marketing. In addition, rural 
entrepreneurial development has become the entry point for intervention in other 
development areas (Gonzalez and Cordoba, 2006).   
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In CRS Nicaragua this contributed to the ACORDAR project described earlier as well as 
the incorporation of rural enterprise development as a central focus on the agency 
(Palma, 2007).  Similar changes are reported by CRS El Salvador (Centeno, 2007).  In 
2007, Catholic Relief Services adopted rural enterprise development as part of its 
integrated approach to development in 99 countries globally based, in part, on work 
with learning alliances in Latin America, Africa and Asia.  Swisscontact reports that 
knowledge gained through the learning alliance facilitated the transfer and adaptation 
of methods and the co-funding of high impact projects that report income gains for 
supported agro enterprises to the tune of US$ 12.5 million (Rodríguez, I., 2007).   
 
An additional area of organizational change relates to knowledge management and 
learning.  The learning alliance has contributed to internal processes of knowledge 
management with Swisscontact, Oxfam Great Britain and SNV Honduras.  In the case of 
Swisscontact, a new project phase from 2008 to 2012 includes a clear mandate for 
knowledge management (Rodríguez, I., 2007).  Oxfam Great Britain has recently 
approved the CAMEXCO region as a pilot global learning center for market linkage 
projects based, in part, on the experience with the learning alliance (Vargas, 2007).  SNV 
Honduras has adapted the learning model of the alliance for use as the central method 
for the PREMACA project (Vander Heyden, 2007).   
 
The organizational impact of the alliance is best summed up by two partner agencies: 
EMSA from Nicaragua and Oxfam Great Britain.   
 

We can now say that we have better methodological tools to share 
experiences, have achieved new and better relationships with local actors 
and, at the same time, we have opened ourselves to share information, 
knowledge and, in the same vein, complement the activities of other actors 
in our region (Rodríguez, B., 2007) 
 
The connection of partner organizations in the alliance has been of great 
benefit for our organization, not only for the specific achievements but also 
for what is emerging towards the future.  The relationships tend to grow 
stronger and (as does the use of ) knowledge as a powerful tool for rural 
development…the learning alliance has been of great value for our 
organization (Vargas, 2007)              

 

Changes in systems dynamics    
How do the changes in individual and organizational behavior contribute to new systems 
dynamics?  Systems dynamics refer to ways of working that are greater than just 
individual and organizational shifts in that they involve not only the direct members of the 
learning alliance but other key public and private stakeholders as well.  Key impacts here 
include greater connectivity in a broad sense between actors; an important shift from 
competition between actors towards more collaborative approaches; and, broader use 
of improved approaches and tools to promote rural enterprise development.      
 
The learning alliance contributed to greater connectivity between agencies working on 
rural enterprise development in Central America.  The early project slogan, “connecting 
islands of success” has in effect come to pass both through web-based and face-to-
face processes.  The importance of greater connectivity lies in the potential for better 
learning and improved project and program design.  While regional-scale impact data is 
still spotty, the implementation of rural enterprise development projects such as 
ACORDAR en Nicaragua based on networks, modern tools and approaches and shared 
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learning may well be a harbinger of things to come.  Similar collaborative networks in 
Northern Nicaragua for coffee involving various learning alliance partners – SNV, Funica, 
Rainforest Alliance and CATIE – and Guatemala for solidarity-based trade also show 
promise in this regard (López, 2007; Tecú, 2007).  The successful use and adaptation of 
the Most Significant Change method and the organization of local learning fairs in 
Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala to highlight lessons learned at the community 
level is a final example of how connectivity in a broad sense is shifting the system. 
 
Collaborative work is becoming more common among partner agencies.  This can be 
seen in all countries but especially in Nicaragua and Guatemala where dynamic local 
learning alliances exist.  As Funica notes, “the learning alliance is a key space…to 
achieve better results in the support of local organizations because it strengthens 
capacities and improves the ability of actors to learn and teach” (López, 2007).  The list 
of collaborative activities between partner agencies has expanded notably since 2003 
to include information and knowledge exchange, joint capacity building and shared 
projects.  This shift from competition to collaboration is far from homogenous but nearly 
all partner agencies report more coordination with alliance partners and some, like 
Oxfam Great Britain and Swisscontact, seem particularly capable of leveraging these 
processes (Vargas, 2007 and Rodríguez, I., 2007).      
 
Finally the learning alliance has, through processes of capacity building, targeted action-
research and knowledge management, contributed to wider use of modern methods 
and tools for rural enterprise development.  The regional impact of these approaches on 
rural livelihoods is not yet clear although Swisscontact reports important income gains 
through the use of tools accessed through the alliance.  The success of partner agencies 
in winning competitive grants against stiff competition – CRS Nicaragua beat out a 
consortium led by Michigan State University for the ACORDAR grant – implies that project 
results will be forthcoming in the near future to assess the effectiveness of these 
approaches in a systematic fashion.  Despite the lack of field level impact studies, the 
learning alliance has contributed to raising the floor in terms of approaches, methods 
and tools and thus contributing to a more modern and dynamic approach to rural 
enterprise development in Central America.  Much remains to be done but further 
conversations and collaboration between agencies should be facilitated by the work 
conducted by the learning alliance.  
 
Beyond Central America the learning alliance project contributed to new ways of 
conceptualizing multi-stakeholder work in enterprise development and beyond.  The joint 
learning in specific supply chains highlighted in box 4 above as well as the new business 
models work in Africa apply the principals of the learning alliance with the private sector.  
The concept of joint learning – as well as the term learning alliance – was adapted to the 
needs of the water and sanitation work led by the International Water and Sanitation 
Centre (IRC) who hosted an international conference on the topic, published a book 
and currently run a serious of learning alliance projects in Africa and the Middle East.17  
Case studies on the learning alliance were published by the Institutional Learning and 
Change (ILAC) initiative of the CGIAR, invited to participate in a workshop on innovation 
systems at the World Bank and adapted for use on knowledge intensive agriculture and 
rain-fed rice cultivation by the World Wildlife Fund and the Xavier Institute of 
Management in India.    
 
While the actors directly involved in the learning alliance constitute a tiny portion of the 
larger agrifood system, the learning alliance as a concept and, more importantly, as a 

                                                 
17. For more information see http://www.irc.nl   
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way of working together seems to have struck a chord.  Significant work remains to 
mainstream the idea of joint learning among diverse partners.  However, this project 
constitutes a first attempt at moving from rhetoric on the need for systemic learning and 
change to concrete action.  The power of this approach lies not in simplistic answers to 
complex problems but rather in providing a consistent and transparent process through 
which multiple actors can contribute their knowledge, perspectives and energy to 
answering the tough questions faced by the overall agrifood system.   
   

X. The learning alliance in Honduras 
Despite the overall positive results of the learning alliance in Central America and 
beyond, results in Honduras were mixed.  This case merits special attention both because 
of the strength of the learning alliance partner agencies there as well as the provision by 
IDRC of a separate grant for work with the National Agricultural University (UNA).18  This 
section of the report will review the specific case of UNA as well as the overall dynamic 
of the learning alliance in Honduras in an attempt to understand why approaches that 
led to solid collaborative partnerships elsewhere were less effective in Honduras. 
 

The UNA sub-grant 
The initial draft of the learning alliance did not include any research partners beyond 
CIAT based, in part, with previous negative experiences with managing other universities 
in Central America in CIAT projects.  The IDRC Honduras office suggested that UNA and 
its fledgling program on agribusiness could benefit from links to the regional program and 
a proposed to add US$ 39,990 to the overall budget to this end.  After discussions with 
IDRC, CIAT agreed to this even though no previous relationship existed between CIAT 
and UNA.  The official kick-off workshop for the learning alliance was held at UNA in 
November 2003.   
 
The initial vision of UNA’s participation in the learning alliance was both as a training 
center for future rural development professionals and also as a specialized service 
provider for local and national rural agro enterprise development activities.  CIAT 
expected UNA to participate in the project learning cycles to test, adapt and improve 
methods and tools for rural enterprise development with local partners and then both 
incorporate the knowledge gained into the academic curriculum as well as offer training 
and learning services to other development organizations.  UNA received financial 
support to attend regional training workshops and carry out action research in Olancho 
with selected farmer and rural enterprise organizations.  
 
During project implementation, UNA became embroiled in administrative problems 
which led to the replacement of the University dean and significantly limited the 
capacity of the agribusiness team to access vehicles and other tools they needed for 
their field work.  In addition, other project funding from IDRC and elsewhere led to 
competing commitments for the agribusiness staff and the virtual halt of activities.  After 
a relatively lengthy period of inaction compounded by communication difficulties, the 
decision was made to transfer authority for work on the learning alliance from the initial 
project leader to another member of the UNA agribusiness team.  The shift of 
responsibility improved activities in Olancho but was insufficient to fully execute the 
budget and complete the overall work plan.  At the end of the UNA component of the 
project, US$ 3,635 remained unspent from the budget.   
 
                                                 
18. Total funds provided US$ 39,990 as part of IDRC Grant No. 102224-001-UNA.  
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Results with UNA were limited to work with local farmer associations and the 
implementation of a series of workshops on value adding with little strategic value.  Links 
with other members of the learning alliance were limited to the participation of UNA at 
regional workshops.  No cases of collaboration in training, joint project development or 
research between UNA and other partners were reported despite significant investments 
in training of UNA staff by this and other IDRC-funded projects and the earmarking of 
funds for student thesis work.  Competing priorities for UNA staff due to additional funding 
made management of this component of the project complex, time consuming and 
frustrating for the facilitation team and the CIAT Honduras office staff.  Finally poor 
communication both in terms of connectivity and frequency of contact effectively 
isolated UNA from the overall learning alliance dynamic.   
 
In retrospect, what lessons can be drawn from this experience?  First, the inclusion of new 
partners in specific projects should be based on mutual interest and affinity rather than 
on financial incentives.  The other learning alliance founding members were involved in 
project conceptualization and design and feel significant ownership of the process.  
UNA, in turn, was included at the end of the project design process and had little interest 
in the overall goals of the alliance.  Second, CIAT needs to learn how to handle both 
requests for partner inclusion and difficult partnerships better.  In the future a more 
proactive position on how, why and when to accept additional partners in proposals is 
needed.  Additional skills for managing difficult relationships also need to be developed 
both by researchers as well as by administrative staff.  Finally, care should be exercised in 
choosing the individuals in partner organizations to ensure the timely delivery of agreed 
outputs.  Communications between partners is critical and should be fluid and continual.  
CIAT failed to achieve this level of communication with UNA and, as a result, the project 
never really hit its stride.   
 

The Honduran learning alliance 
If the experience with UNA was difficult the overall learning alliance in Honduras is best 
catalogued as perplexing.  At the outset of the project, the Honduras partner 
organizations seemed far stronger than any other country in the region both in terms of 
coverage as well as in terms of experience in rural enterprise development initiatives.  All 
four organizations – CRS, CARE, Agropyme and Gtz – had important track records and 
seemed ideal candidates for processes of collaborative learning.  In addition, CIAT had 
its regional office in Tegucigalpa and the technical backstopper for the alliance was 
based there thus ensuring easy access.  However, as the alliance evolved, three partners 
effectively withdrew from the process and were replaced by SNV and Oxfam Great 
Britain.  Unlike the other Central American countries a national level alliance never 
evolved and horizontal activities remain much more personalized and ad hoc than in 
any other country.  Despite these limitations, some promising work occurred in Honduras.  
Notable successes in Honduras include the Honduran segment of the FAO funded action 
research on smallholder vegetable producers as well as the Regoverning Markets follow-
up study managed by Agropyme, promising work on coffee chain governance in 
Marcala between SNV and the University of Wageningen and horizontal linkages 
between the Oxfam GB Global Agricultural Scaling-Up Initiative and Agropyme.   
From this work, two major questions arise: (a) what led to the relatively high rate of 
partner desertion in Honduras as compared to other countries?; and, (b) what factors 
help explain the modest results in terms of formal organizational collaboration?  
 
The entry and exit of partner agencies in the learning alliance is to be expected and 
may actually be positive in terms of maintaining a dynamic configuration of people and 
organizations focused on learning.  Why was this process so much more common in 
Honduras than anywhere else?  The partner agencies that effectively left the learning 
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alliance include two that really never participated in a meaningful fashion – CARE and 
Gtz – and one that did participate initially but then basically withdrew – CRS.  In the case 
of CARE Honduras, the organization was successful in establishing market linkage 
programs prior to the beginning of the learning alliance both for the domestic and 
international markets.  CARE enterprise development staff was comparatively well 
trained and knowledgeable and may have felt that the alliance did not offer them little 
additional value for the time it required.  Gtz, on the other hand, had relatively limited 
experience in the enterprise development field and expressed a strong interest in 
collaborative learning.  The limiting factor here was the operational form of the specific 
project that participated in the alliance whose budget was limited to facilitation 
activities with no money for actually implementing specific activities.  CRS Honduras 
started the alliance as the weakest CRS office in terms of enterprise development due to 
a significant reduction in staff and budget in the aftermath of hurricane Stan funding.  
This situation was never rectified and CRS Honduras participation in the alliance is best 
described as forced.  Work was much more effective with local Caritas offices than with 
CRS itself.  When CRS LACRO stopped pressuring the Honduras office to attend meeting 
and implement activities most work stopped.   
 
The promotion of national level learning alliances began in 2006 with support for incipient 
organizational efforts in Nicaragua and Guatemala.  Similar support was offered to 
Honduras and El Salvador but only the later accepted.  What explains the reticence of 
Honduran partner agencies to collaborate in a more formal fashion?  Several possible 
explanations can be advanced.  First, funding for rural development and rural enterprise 
development is still widely available in Honduras unlike in Guatemala and El Salvador.  
Significant investments by the Millennium Development Corporation and others, while 
not accruing to a learning alliance partner, show that individual agencies can still raise 
money for important projects on their own in Honduras.  It may be that partner agencies 
still see incentives to compete for funds by guarding their knowledge as a way to 
differentiate themselves vis a vi donors rather than collaborate for better results.  Second, 
donor agencies in Honduras are exploring the use of sector-wide approaches (SWAPs) 
whereby development funds are given to the relevant line ministries who then decide 
their eventual use either in projects or direct activities.  This approach adds an additional 
level of politics to the already highly politicized process of donor decision-making and 
may prove an incentive for direct, one-on-one deal making between NGOs and the 
government rather than more cumbersome collective action.  Finally, the structure of the 
first phase of the learning alliance with its focus on capacity development may not have 
been the most appropriate to generate partner buy-in in Honduras.  Given the relatively 
strong capacity of current Honduran partners, an action-research focus building on the 
positive work mentioned above might have been more effective.  Problem-oriented 
action research will form the backbone of future learning alliance work in Central 
America so it will be possible to test this hypothesis in Honduras and the rest of the region.   
 
Are the aforementioned limitations specific to the Honduras partner agencies or are the 
applicable more broadly to the learning alliance?  Is an excess of funds or at least the 
impression of an excess of funds a negative incentive for collective learning?  What 
policies could donor agencies put into place to both fund activities and provide 
incentives for learning?  Are strong partner agencies an advantage or disadvantage for 
collective learning processes?  How important is it to have mix of partner capacities for a 
learning alliance to work?  Finally, how best can more advanced development agencies 
be engaged in learning?  What incentives are needed for them to both share what they 
know and participate in broader learning processes?  These questions cannot be 
answered fully for now but should be revisited as the learning alliance evolves both in 
Honduras and elsewhere.   
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XI. Overall assessment and areas for further work 
The establishment and facilitation of a multi-stakeholder project such as the Central 
American learning alliance requires time, effort and financial support.  In this case, four 
years of time, innumerable hours and days of work from all partner agencies and an 
investment of approximately US$ 1.3 million dollars when partner and additional funding 
is considered.  However the results from such efforts are highly positive to development 
and poverty reduction efforts. 
 
The learning alliance improved linkages among organizations working in rural enterprise 
development in Central America.  Through the use of face-to-face and web-based tools 
it successfully contributed to increased information flows, connections and trust.  These 
bridges between isolated islands of success in turn allowed all alliance participants, both 
direct and indirect, to learn how to work better, not harder in favor of rural women and 
men.        
 
Starting from high levels of distrust and organizational secrecy, the alliance was effective 
in showing that collaboration and sharing are more conducive to improved outcomes 
both for partner agencies as well as for rural communities. The density of these 
connections continues to increase as evidenced by the growing number of 
collaborative initiatives and projects in the region.  This shift from competition to 
collaboration is an important attitudinal shift that facilitates greater innovation and 
learning that that which existed prior to the initiative.   
 
In addition to showing the fruits of collaboration, the learning alliance provides specific 
tools and approaches to facilitate this process.  The recombination of existing tools for 
learning and knowledge management as well as the development of new approaches 
contributes to a tool kit useful for research and development actors interested in 
processes of co-innovation.  These tools work for agricultural as well as for other sectors as 
shown by their effective use in the water and sanitation sector by the International Water 
and Sanitation Centre.   
 
The Central American learning alliance contributed to new skills among partner 
agencies.  Development actors learned how to promote effective processes of rural 
enterprise development, how to organize interventions in a logical fashion and began to 
debate their on-going role in this area.  Research agencies learned how to become 
better partners in research for development, how to set collaborative agendas and how 
to respect and incorporate a broad range of knowledge in new approaches, methods 
and tools.  All partners learned the importance of documenting, reflecting on and 
sharing lessons learned both directly and through efforts with local partner agencies.  
Write shops and learning fairs helped technicians and rural women and men find their 
voices and tell their stories.   
 
The alliance helped increase dialog between research and development actors and 
generate a new set of research questions that respond to development needs.  This 
process is far from concluded but the on-going discussions will help assure a better fit 
between international and national research and development agendas.  Initial links for 
similar work involving the private sector have been established.  Similar connections with 
donor agencies and governments remain limited, however. 
 
The sum of these activities contributes to a more functional innovation system for rural 
enterprise development in Central America.  They generate increased connectivity in 
the system, build trust among actors, increase knowledge and skills about both how to 
connect and how to collaborate and highlight the need to continue to talk and learn 
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from each other.  These activities contribute to shift the system towards a path that 
supports improved rural livelihoods for rural communities throughout the region. 
 
The challenges that remain at the end of this first phase are many.  They range from 
operational concerns regarding leadership and facilitation to questions on how to 
involve other members of the innovation system in this process.  Perhaps the greatest 
challenge, however, is to continue honing and deepening the approaches and skills that 
the learning alliance has fostered in all partners.  While less urgent than the resolution of 
key organizational questions, it is the continued practice of the knowledge, attitude and 
practice coming from the alliance that will lead to truly important changes.   
 
In sum, the establishment of collaborative learning processes does contribute to 
improved outcomes for all actors.  Four years later we know how to initiate and support 
these processes.  Questions remain in terms of how to sustain and deepen practice and 
expand this process of learning to other actors.  The relationships forged in the process 
and the collective knowledge generated will help resolve these and other problems that 
arise.       
 
Finally, the learning alliance would like to thank the International Development Research 
Center and in particular Dr. Merle Faminow for the support and guidance provided to 
this project.  Without the continual interest, engagement and constructive debates, the 
learning alliance would not have achieved what it has.   
 

Areas for further work 
The learning alliance fulfilled the majority of its initial goals.  Despite these successes, 
there are important areas for further work which build on gains made to now.  Areas 
include sustainable pro-poor value chains, information and knowledge management for 
innovation and increasing linkages to multi-stakeholder spaces and networks to influence 
attitudes and practices in the private sector, donor agencies and state agencies.   
 
Sustainable value chain issues include how to assess existing chains and evaluate 
changes induced in them by development interventions consistently to generate 
comparable data sets.  A major focus of this work is equity with a special emphasis on 
gender impacts.  CIAT would seek to develop links with similar lines of work in Africa to 
track how market linkages affect not only household income but also internal gender 
dynamics at the household level.  The objective is to gain greater understanding of 
which interventions are the most effective as vehicles for wealth creation for rural women 
and men and under what conditions.  This area is promising for linkages with private 
sector companies – what purchase policies best contribute to rural poverty reduction, for 
example – as well as the public sector – what public policies are most needed for 
inclusive value chains.  Finally, the Donor Committee for Enterprise Development is 
pursuing similar lines of work – a common evaluation framework for Private Sector 
Development projects – and is open to collaboration on this.     
 
A second area of work is information and knowledge management for product and 
process innovation along pro-poor value chains.  Market linkages are useful but all too 
often development interventions assume the market to be a static entity when, in reality, 
change is the only constant.  Inclusive value chains and their associated actors, 
especially rural populations, struggle with how to respond to market demands for novel 
products as well as how processes between and within actors must shift to 
accommodate these changes.  As Dave Boselie from the AgroFair Assistance and 
Development Foundation noted, “one thing is getting smallholder products into the 
mainstream but another is being able to ‘broad stream’ and consistently leverage 
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knowledge along the chain for the introduction of a new product every six months which 
is what the retailers want” (Dave Boselie, personal comment).   
 
Overlaps between sustainable value chains and information and knowledge 
management also provide a rich area for additional learning.  For example, work 
focused on increasing the resilience (or innovation capacity) of smallholder chains to 
adapt to climate change and thus guarantee continuing supply for key market actors is 
promising.  This work would build on earlier work that facilitates links between producers, 
post-harvest managers and commercial actors to meet market demands and include 
the use of climate modeling and digital elevation maps for specific biophysical 
targeting.     
 
Finally, efforts need to be made to develop effective linkages between the alliance and 
other key actors to leverage field based learning to influence private firms, donor 
agencies and state agencies.  The learning alliance is small but it can generate much 
greater impact by using solid evidence from the field to link to and influence others.  
Initial forays in this direction with the private sector as described in Box 4 appear 
promising but learning how to identify and develop these options more systemically is a 
critical area for future work. 
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XIII. Annexes 
Annex 1 – Learning alliance partners 

 
Central America Regional Partners 
Direct partners 
- Comité Oxford para la lucha contra el Hambre, OXFAM Gran Bretaña - CAMEXCO. 

Centro América, México y el Caribe,  
- Catholic Relief Services, CRS – LACRO. Latinoamérica y el Caribe. 
- Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical, CIAT  
- Centro Internacional de Investigación para el Desarrollo, IDRC  
 
El Salvador 
Direct partners 
- Catholic Relief Service, CRS,  
- Escuela Nacional de Agricultura “Roberto Quiñónez” ENA 
- La Asociación Agropecuaria de productores del sur del Bajo Lempa R.L, Agrolempa  
- Oxfam Gran Bretaña 
- Universidad José Matías Delgado, UJMD 
 
Indirect partners 
- Cáritas Diocesana 
- Centro para la Competitividad de Ecoempresas. CATIE- CECOECO 
- Fundación Nacional para el Desarrollo, FUNDE  
- Fundación para el Desarrollo de El Salvador FUNDESA 
- Fundación para la Cooperación y el Desarrollo Comunal en El Salvador, CORDES 
- Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganadería, MAG 
- Universidad Centroamericana UCA 
- Universidad de El Salvador  
 
Guatemala 
Direct partners 
- Asociación SHARE  
- CARE Internacional 
- Cáritas Diocesana San Marcos 
- Catholic Relief Services, CRS  
- Mercy Corps 
- Save the Children  
 
Indirect partners 
Development organizations: 
- Asociación de Pequeños Caficultores Orgánicos Maya-Mames, APECAFORM 
- Asociación de Productores Cooperativa Todos Nebajencesco, COTONEB 
- Caritas Verapaz 
- Coordinadora de ONG’s de Desarrollo de Guatemala, CONGCOOP 
- Cuerpo de Paz 
- Fundación para el Desarrollo y la Educación de la Mujer Indígena, FUNDEMI 
- Pastoral de la Tierra 
- Programa Municipios para el Desarrollo Local, PROMUDEL 
- Red de Intercambio Solidario, RAIS 
- Technoserve 
- Vecinos Mundiales  

http://www.funde.org/
http://www.geocities.com/lia_hernandez/Perfil.html
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Research agencies / Universities:  
- Centro Universitario del Norte 
- Fundación Talita Kumi  
- Universidad de San Carlos de Guatemala, USAC 
- Universidad Rafael Landivar, URL  
 
Public sector: 
- Instituto de Ciencia y Tecnología Agrícola, ICTA 
- Instituto Nacional de Bosques de Guatemala, INAB. 
- Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganadería y Alimentación, MAGA  
- Ministerio de Economía, MINECO 
- Ministerio de Salud Pública y Asistencia Social, MSPAS. 
- Proyecto de Desarrollo de la Fruticultura y Agroindustria, PROFRUTA 
 
Private sector: 
- Forestrade 
- Cooperativa Cuatro Pinos 
- Procesadora Montesol 
- Sustainable Food Laboratory, SFL 
- Walmart  
 
Donors: 
- Agencia internacional para el Desarrollo de los Estados Unidos Americanos, USAID 
- Unión Europea 
 
Honduras 
Direct partners 
- Fundación Suiza para el Desarrollo Técnico  Swisscontact 
- Servicio Holandés de Cooperación al Desarrollo, SNV 
- Universidad Nacional de Agricultura de Honduras  
 
Indirect partners 
Development organizations: 
- Agencia de cooperación de Dinamarca, DANIDA 
- Asociación de Productores Orgánicos de Lepaterique, ASOPROL 
- Asociación de Rosquillerías y similares del Oriente, ARSO 
- Asociación Nacional de Apicultores de Honduras 
- Central de Cooperativas de Café de Honduras 
- Cooperativa de Apicultores Pionera de Honduras, COAPIHL 
- Cooperativa de Horticultores Siguatepeque LTDA, CHORSIL. 
- Fundación hondureña para el desarrollo de inversiones y Exportaciones, FIDE 
- Fundación intibucana de Desarrollo, FUNIDE 
- Fundación para el Desarrollo Empresarial Rural, FUNDER 
 
Research agencies / Universities: 
- Consejo hondureño de Ciencia y Tecnología, COHCIT 
- Universidad de Wageningen 
 
Public Sector: 
- Comité Nacional de Cadena de Vegetales de Clima Templado, 
- Comité Nacional de la Cadena Apícola 

http://www.swisscontact.org.sv/quienes.htm
http://www.snv-la.org/pais/Nicaragua
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- Comité Nacional de la Cadena de Papa 
- Comité Nacional de la Cadena de Vegetales Orientales 
- Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería, SAG 
- Secretaría de Industria y Comercio, SIC 
 
Private Sector: 
- Hortifruti – Walmart Centroamérica 
 
Donors: 
- Organización de las Naciones Unidas para la Agricultura y la Alimentación, FAO 
- Regoverning Markets 
 
Nicaragua 
Direct partners 
- Agencia Alemana de Cooperación, GTZ 
- CARE Internacional 
- Catholic Relief Services, CRS  
- Centro Agronómico Tropical de Investigación y Enseñanza, CATIE  
- Empresa de Asistencia Técnica SA,  EMPSA 
- Fundación para el Desarrollo Tecnológico Agropecuario y Forestal de Nicaragua, 

FUNICA  
- Organización de Desarrollo Oxfam GB 
- Rainforest Alliance 
- Servicio Holandés de Cooperación al Desarrollo SNV 
 
Indirect partners 
Development organizations: 
- Asociación de Cafeteros de Jalapa, Nueva Segovia, ASOCAFEJ 
- Asociación de Cooperativas de Pequeños Productores de Café de Nicaragua, 

CAFENICA 
- Asociación de Desarrollo Agrícola Comunal, ADDAC 
- Asociación de Desarrollo Social de Nicaragua, ASDENIC 
- Asociación de Educación y Comunicación, CUCULMECA  
- Asociación Pueblos en Acción Comunitaria, PAC 
- Caja Rural Nacional 
- Cáritas Diocesana Estelí 
- Cáritas Diocesana Jinotega 
- Cáritas Diocesana Matagalpa 
- Casa de la Mujer Mercedes Rosales de Estelí 
- Central de Cooperativas Agropecuarias de Jalapa, CCAJ 

Empresa de Asistencia Técnica, CONAGRO. S.A.   
- Central de Cooperativas Cafetaleras del Norte, CECOCAFEN  
- Central de Cooperativas de Servicios Múltiples Aroma de Café, CECOSEMAC 
- Central de Cooperativas de Servicios Múltiples Exportaciones e Importaciones del 

Norte, CECOOPSEMEIN 
- Centro para la Promoción, la Investigación y el Desarrollo, CIPRES 
- Conglomerado de Café de Jinotega 
- Cooperativa Agroforestal de Cacao de Nicaragua, CACAONICA 
- Cooperativa de Servicios Múltiples de Productores de Café Orgánico Certificado Las 

Segovias R.L.,PROCOCER 
- Fondo Internacional para el Desarrollo Agrícola, FIDA 
- Fundación de Investigación y Desarrollo Rural, FIDER 
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- Fundación entre Mujeres, FEM 
- Fundación Jinotegana para el Desarrollo Sostenible, FUNJIDES 
- Instituto de Desarrollo Rural, IDR 
- Instituto de Mujer y Comunidad, IMC  
- Instituto Nicaragüense de Desarrollo, INDE 
- Instituto Nicaragüense de Promoción Humana, INPRHU  
- Lutheran World Relief,  
- Organización no gubernamental OCTUPAN  
- Organización para Desarrollo Rural, ODESAR 
- Programa Campesino a Campesino, PCaC 
- Red del Café de Las Segovias 
- Red Nicaragüense de Comercio Comunitario, RENICC  
- TechnoServe 
- Unión de Agricultores y Ganaderos de Nicaragua, UNAG 
- Unión de Cooperativas Agropecuarias Cafetaleros del Dipilto, UCAFE 
- Unión de Cooperativas Agropecuarias, SOPPEXCCA 
- Unión de Cooperativas de Servicios Múltiples del Norte R.L., UCOSEMUN 
- Unión Nicaragüense de Cafetaleros, Unicafé 
 
Research agencies / Universities:  
- Instituto Interamericano de Cooperación para la Agricultura, IICA 
- Instituto Nicaragüense de Tecnología Agropecuaria, INTA  
- Universidad Centroamericana, UCA 
- Universidad de León 
- Universidad Estatal de Michigan, MSU 
- Universidad Huracán de Nueva Guinea  
- Universidad Nacional Agraria, UNA 
- Universidad Nacional Autónoma de Nicaragua, UNAN 
 
Private Sector: 
- Agropecuaria LAFISE 
- Aldea Global 
- CISA Exportadora 
- Exportadora ATLANTIC S.A. 
 
Public Sector: 
- Comisión Nacional del Café, CONACAFÉ 
- Ministerio Agropecuario y Forestal, MAGFOR 
 
Donors: 
- Agencia de cooperación de Dinamarca, DANIDA 
- Agencia internacional para el Desarrollo de los Estados Unidos Americanos, USAID 
- Departamento Británico para la Cooperación Internacional, DFID 
- Embajada de Noruega 
- Unión Europea 
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Annex 2 – Initial Partners Map (2003) 
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Annex 3 – Actual Partners Map (2008) 
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Annex 4 – Full list of documents generated by the learning alliance 
 
Note:  The documents listed below are available in the library section of the project 
website (http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org) for public review and use. 
 
 
Sección 1. Informes de la Alianza de Aprendizaje: 
 
 

 Experiencia_CIAT_Alianzas (911.53 Kbytes)  2008-04-29 

Informe de la experiencia del Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical, CIAT en la Alianza de 
Aprendizaje. El objetivo de este texto es revisar de manera crítica los avances y las dificultades en el 
proceso y evaluar su contribución final a la hipótesis inicial de trabajo. Autor: Mark Lundy. 

  

 Experiencia_CRSElSalvador_Alianzas (84 Kbytes)  2008-04-29 

Informe de sistematización de la experiencia de CRS El Salvador en las Alianzas de Aprendizaje. 
Autores: Lourdes Centeno y José Ángel Cruz. 

 

 Experiencia_ENA_Alianzas (85 Kbytes)  2008-04-29 

Informe de Sistematización de la experiencia de la Escuela Nacional de Agricultura ENA en la Alianza 
de Aprendizaje. Autor: Oscar Escobar. 

 
 

 
Experiencia_CAREGuatemala_Alianzas (885.23 Kbytes)   2008-04-23 

Este documento es la recopilación de los procesos que CARE Guatemala ha realizado en el tema de 
Servicios de Desarrollo Empresarial antes y durante su participación en la Alianza de Aprendizaje, y 
busca aportar ideas para la estrategia de Desarrollo Económico a nivel regional y para la 
elaboración de propuestas de proyectos en el futuro. Autor. Efraín Tecu. 

  

 Experiencia_CARENicaragua_Alianzas (614.64 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

Este informe presenta los elementos más relevantes de la participación de CARE Nicaragua como 
miembro de la Alianza de Aprendizaje en Centroamérica, con el propósito de compartirla y mejorarla 
en futuros esfuerzos. Autor: Álvaro Ponce. 

  

 Experiencia_CaritasSanMarcos_Alianzas (1.25 Mbytes)  2008-04-23 

Documento que registra la vinculación de Caritas San Marcos en Guatemala con la Alianza de 
Aprendizaje. Autores: Juan Manuel Méndez y Ronel Ramirez. 

  

 Experiencia_CRSNicaragua_Alianzas (519.03 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

Este documento contiene una descripción resumida de la participación de CRS en la Alianza de 
Aprendizaje de Centroamérica, el proceso que se desarrolló en esta primera fase de funcionamiento 
y los principales resultados alcanzados, así como las lecciones aprendidas, las limitantes y las 
dificultades enfrentadas durante estos cuatro años. Autor: Santos Palma. 

  

 Experiencia_Empsa_Alianzas (1.03 Mbytes)  2008-04-23 

Sistematización de la participación de la Empresa de Servicios Agropecuarios (EMPSA), en la Alianza 
de Aprendizaje. Autor: Bayardo Rodríguez. 

 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/components/com_docman/dl2.php?archive=0&file=RXhwZXJpZW5jaWFfQ0lBVF9BbGlhbnphcy5wZGY=
http://www.cropster.org/~norbert/alianzasdeaprendizaje/Experiencia CRS ElSalvador Alianzas.pdf
http://www.cropster.org/~norbert/alianzasdeaprendizaje/Experiencia ENA Alianzas.pdf
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&Itemid=112&task=docclick&bid=318&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&Itemid=112&task=docclick&bid=318&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=318&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=319&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=320&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=321&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=322&limitstart=0&limit=5
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 Experiencia_Funica_Alianzas (884.03 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

Informe de sistematización de la Fundación para el Desarrollo Tecnológico Agropecuario y Forestal de 
Nicaragua (FUNICA) que refleja el por qué se ha integrado en la Alianza de Aprendizaje y cuáles son 
las acciones y logros concretos alcanzados a la fecha, de igual manera señala planteamientos de 
acciones que proponemos y podríamos estar ejecutando como temas concretos en el 2008. 

  

 Experiencia_MercyCorps_Alianzas (893.73 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

El presente documento es la sistematización de la experiencia de Mercy Corps en la Alianza de 
Aprendizaje. Aquí se describe la situación inicial de Mercy Corps al momento de integrarse, el 
proceso de participación y la situación actual, entorno al siguiente eje: La Alianza de Aprendizaje ha 
innovado al vincular distintos actores para potenciar su trabajo en el tema de desarrollo empresarial 
rural. Autor: Carlos Aquino. 

  

 Experiencia_OxfamGB_Alianzas (973.21 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

Con este documento se pretende dejar registrado lo que ha significado para Oxfam GB su 
participación en un proyecto novedoso como lo es la Alianza de Aprendizaje, y reflexionar alrededor 
de la siguiente pregunta: ¿Hasta donde nuestro quehacer institucional en el tema de desarrollo 
empresarial rural -uno de nuestros principales ejes de trabajo-, se ha visto potenciado debido a la 
participación en este espacio de la Alianza? Autor: Carlos Vargas. 
 

 Experiencia_SavetheChildren_Alianzas (747.07 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

El presente documento tiene como propósito dar a conocer la experiencia y logros que Save the 
Children ha tenido al participar como miembro de la alianza de Aprendizaje. Autor: Héctor Lara. 

  

 Experiencia_SNVHonduras_Alianzas (649.38 Kbytes)  2008-04-23 

Este documento describe la participación de SNV Honduras en la Alianza de Aprendizaje, (AdeA) y 
sobre todo, las dificultades en el camino que no permitieron alcanzar resultados concretos a pesar de 
las buenas intenciones iniciales. Autor: Damien Vander Heyden. 

  

 Informe_de_Avance_6_octubre_06 (458.27 Kbytes)  2007-05-09 

Informe de Avance de la Alianza de Aprendizaje. Noviembre de 2005 a Octubre 2006. 

  

 
Informe de Avance Centroamérica - noviembre 2005 a mayo de 2006 
(1.16 Mbytes)  2006-05-17 

Informe los avances presentados desde noviembre de 2005 a mayo de 2006.  

  

 
Informe de Avance Centroamérica - mayo a octubre 2005 (624.57 
Kbytes)  2006-02-23 

Informe del período de mayo a noviembre del 2005.  

  

 
Informe de Avance - Centroamérica - Noviembre 2004 a Mayo 2005 
(770.85 Kbytes)  2005-08-02 

Informe del período de noviembre 2004 a mayo 2005. 

  

 
Informe de Avance - Centroamérica - Mayo a Octubre 2004 (1.96 
Mbytes)  2005-08-02 

Informe de mayo a octubre de 2004. 
 

 Informe de Avance - Centroamérica - Noviembre 2003 a Abril 2004 2005-08-02 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=323&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=324&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=325&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=326&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=327&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=246&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=184&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=166&limitstart=10&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=78&limitstart=10&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=79&limitstart=15&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=81&limitstart=15&limit=5
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(372.54 Kbytes)  

Informe de noviembre de 2003 a abril de 2004. 

  

 
 
 
 
Sección 2. Productos de procesos de investigación acción 
 

 IRC_book_chapter_Learning_Alliance (171.42 Kbytes)  

Capítulo del libro Learning Alliances: Scaling up innovations in water, sanitation and hygiene, 
publicado por el IRC, International Water and Sanitation Centre, por Stef Smits, Patrick Moriarty and 
Christine Sijbesma, 2007. "Learning Alliances: An Approach for Building Multi-stakeholder Innovation 
Systems"Autores: Mark Lundy y Maria Verónica Gottret  

 
 RM_informe_Honduras_vch2007 (492.78 Kbytes) 2008-04-21 

Este estudio co-financiado por el programa “Regoverning Markets” y adelantado en Honduras por 
Swisscontact, Rimisp y el CIAT, enfatiza en las innovaciones o adaptaciones que los pequeños 
productores han implementado para permanecer en el mercado de vegetales frescos en Honduras, 
adecuando su oferta a los cambios en la demanda liderados principalmente por los supermercados.  

  

 FAO_book_on_commod_chains_2007 (2.45 Mbytes)  2007-11-18 

Publicación de la FAO sobre gobernabilidad, coordinación y distribución en las cadenas de valor. 
Uno de los capítulos es resultado de una investigación adelantada por Agropyme en Honduras, la 
Agencia Humanitaria CRS en El Salvador y el Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical, CIAT, que 
evalúa la participación de los minifundistas en las cadenas de valor mediante el caso de los 
vegetales en Honduras y El Salvador.[disponible en inglés] 

  
 

 Informe_Final_CIAT_PR30169 (1.28 Mbytes)  2007-01-30 

Informe final del Proyecto "Inserción de productores de Hortalizas de Pequeña Escala y 
Supermercados en Honduras y El Salvador". Financiado por la FAO y Desarrollado por los socios de la 
Alianza de Aprendizaje, CRS, Agropyme y CIAT 

  
 

 FAO_conference_paper_apr06 (234.84 Kbytes)  2007-01-30 

Conferencia en un evento de la FAO sobre la experiencia de inserción de pequeños productores de 
hortalizas y Supermercados en Centroamérica 

  

 
A system of drought insurance for poverty alleviation in rural areas 
(234.84 Kbytes)  2007-01-30 

Informe de la investigación sobre seguros de índice climatológico para Fríjol en Nicaragua. 
 
 
 

Sección 3. Metodologías para el desarrollo de capacidades   
 

 Manual_GIAR_Parte1 (1.95 Mbytes)  2007-07-19 

Esta es la segunda versión del manual sobre la metodología Gestores de Innovación en Agroindustria 
Rural [GIAR], que fue enriquecida con la experiencia de aplicación de varios socios de Alianzas. Este 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/components/com_docman/dl2.php?archive=0&file=SVJDX2Jvb2tfY2hhcHRlcl9MZWFybmluZ19BbGxpYW5jZS5wZGY=
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=316&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=290&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=225&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=227&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=227&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=268&limitstart=0&limit=5
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documento presenta la metodología y algunos conceptos claves de una manera sencilla y práctica, 
razón por la cual exige menos conocimientos técnicos previos que la primera versión. Contiene 
experiencias reales de aplicación, testimonios, ejemplos hipotéticos, ejercicios, formatos de apoyo y 
dibujos humorísticos que además de hacer la lectura más amena, permiten una mejor comprensión 
de la metodología. Esta es la primera de tres partes que conforman el manual de la Metodología 
GIAR. 

  

 Manual_GIAR_Parte2 (2.09 Mbytes)  2007-07-19 

Parte 2 del Manual de la metodología GIAR. 

  
 

 Manual_GIAR_Parte3 (1.29 Mbytes)  2007-07-19 

Parte 3 del Manual de la Metodología GIAR 

  
 

 Guias_trabajo_sistematizacion_1 (2.58 Mbytes)  2007-07-19 

En estas guías de trabajo se encuentran las agendas y los contenidos abordados durante los talleres 
del Ciclo “Capitalizando nuestro aprendizaje a través de la sistematización”; así como los ejercicios 
realizados y la bibliografía recomendada. Este material fue elaborado por el CIAT en el marco de una 
consultoría contratada por el Consorcio CRS – Cáritas – Fundesa y el Programa Binacional de 
Desarrollo Fronterizo Honduras –El Salvador, Microregión Nororiental de Morazán. Esta es la primera 
parte del documento. 

  

 Guias_trabajo_sistematizacion_2 (2.37 Mbytes)  2007-07-19 

Parte dos de la Guía de Trabajo del Ciclo de Aprendizaje en Sistematización de Experiencias 

  
 

 Resumen_metodologia_CMS (266.7 Kbytes)  2007-06-12 

Resumen sobre la guía de la Metodología Cambios Más Significativos de Rick Davis y Jess Dart. 

  
 

 guia_escritura_historiasCMS_final (429.53 Kbytes)  2007-09-03 

Este documento es una guía para la escritura de historias de Cambio Más Significativo y fue 
preparado en el marco de las Ferias de Aprendizaje en Centroamérica. 

  

 

 Guia_metodologica_sider_2007 (1.1 Mbytes)  2007-06-06 

El Sistema de Información para el Desarrollo Empresarial Rural [SIDER] es un modelo o enfoque de 
trabajo cuyo objetivo es poner al alcance del productor rural de pequeña escala la información que 
necesita para fortalecer su desarrollo como empresario. En este documento se recogen los 
principales aprendizajes del proceso desarrollado en el departamento del Cauca, Colombia, durante 
el período 2002-2005, con la intención de facilitar un enfoque metodológico para el desarrollo de 
sistemas de información con orientación en demandas locales. 

  
 

 metodologia_idop_CIAT (2.04 Mbytes)  2007-03-01 

Descripción de la metodología Identificación y Evaluación de Oportunidades de Mercado para 
Pequeños Productores Rurales. 
 

 guia_idop_centroamerica (1.07 Mbytes)  2008-04-21 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=269&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=270&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=271&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=272&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=263&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=273&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=259&limitstart=10&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=231&limitstart=10&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=317&limitstart=0&limit=5
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Adaptación de la metodología Identificación de Oportunidades de Mercado para Pequeños 
Productores, IDOP, a partir del ciclo de aprendizaje realizado en Centroamérica. 

  

 manual_giar_version_uno (1.14 Mbytes)  2006-12-22 

Esta primera versión del manual sobre la metodología Gestores de Innovación en Agroindustria Rural 
[GIAR] se escribió a partir de la primera experiencia formal con Gestores de Innovación en Colombia 
y presenta, principalmente, el margo conceptual que les dio origen. La descripción metodológica 
que se halla en esta versión ha sufrido varios cambios, a raíz de nuevas experiencias de aplicación de 
la metodología con socios de Alianzas en Nicaragua y Honduras. Dichos cambios pueden encontrase 
en la segunda versión de este manual. 

  
 

 
Guía Metodológica para Evaluación de Cadenas-12mayo05 (1.43 
Mbytes)  2005-07-18 

Tercer borrador de una metodología para evaluar los temas de equidad y gobernabilidad en 
cadenas productivas que esta siendo probada en Ecuador y Colombia por medio de estudios de 
caso. El objetivo de realizar estudios de caso con cadenas productivas en la zona andina es el de 
sistematizar experiencias que utilizaron el enfoque de cadenas productivas para analizar a 
profundidad los diferentes procesos que se generan al interior y entre los diferentes eslabones de la 
cadena productiva, enfatizando en: Los mecanismos de articulación de los productores de pequeña 
escala a las cadenas La gobernabilidad de estos procesos y su incidencia en la equidad con se 
distribuyen los beneficios entre los diferentes actores de la cadena El flujo de información y la gestión 
de conocimiento para la innovación institucional, tecnológica y de procesos El papel de los servicios 
de apoyo en la facilitación de estos procesos 

  

 Formación de Grupos de Trabajo, (438.67 Kbytes)  2005-06-14 

Manual metodológico del Proyecto de Desarrollo Agro-empresarial Rural del CIAT. 

  
 

 
Formación de Grupos de Trabajo para Procesos de Desarrollo 
Empresarial Rural (459.79 Kbytes)  2005-06-14 

Presentación en PowerPoint, Metodología del Proyecto de Desarrollo Agro-empresarial Rural del CIAT. 

  

 
Diseño de Estrategias para Aumentar la Competitividad de las 
Cadenas Productivas con Productores (1.6 Mbytes)  2005-06-14 

Metodología diseñada por el Proyecto de Desarrollo Agro-empresarial Rural del CIAT. 

  

 
 
Sección 4. Documentación de procesos de la Alianza  
 
Formación de Grupos de trabajo: 
 

 
Formación de Grupos de Trabajo para Proceso de Desarrollo 
Empresarial Rural - CRS Guatemala (119.49 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Grupos de Trabajo en Desarrollo Empresarial Rural  

  

 
Diagnóstico del Territorio El Merendón, Honduras – Caritas San 
Pedrana-CIAT-Productoras El Merendón (280.22 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Diagnóstico territorial El Merendón, Honduras  
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 Diagnóstico territorial de Concepcion, Maria_y_Corpus (0 bytes)  2008-04-24 

Diagnóstico del Territorio de Concepción de María y Corpus, Choluteca, Honduras. Bajo un enfoque de 
Desarrollo Empresarial Rural, producto de la aplicación de la metodología Formación de Grupos de 
Trabajo, CIAT. Realizado por la Cooperativa Justa Nueva Lucha, CRS y CIAT. 

  
 

 Diagnostico_territorial_Santa_Ana (0 bytes)  2008-04-24 

Diagnóstico del Territorio de Santa Ana, La Paz, Honduras. Bajo un enfoque de Desarrollo Empresarial 
Rural, producto de la aplicación de la metodología Formación de Grupos de Trabajo, CIAT. Realizado 
por Pastoral Cáritas Comayagua, CRS y CIAT. 

  
 

 Diagnostico_territorial_candelaria (0 bytes)  2008-04-24 

Diagnóstico del Territorio de Erandique, Gualcinde y San Andrés, en Lempira, Honduras. Bajo un 
enfoque de Desarrollo Empresarial Rural, producto de la aplicación de la metodología Formación de 
Grupos de Trabajo, CIAT. Realizado por COCEPRADIL, CRS y CIAT. 

 
 
Documentación de Buenas prácticas y experiencias en Desarrollo Empresarial Rural: 

 
 Sistemas Agro acuícolas - CARE Nicaragua (389.8 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Experiencias de Desarrollo Empresarial  

 

 Plantas Medicinales – CARE Nicaragua (349.75 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Experiencias de Desarrollo Empresarial [Buena Práctica] 

  
 

 Producción de Flores en Invernadero – CARE Nicaragua (444.42 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Experiencias de Desarrollo Empresarial  
 

 Producción y Comercialización de Productos Orgánicos (0 bytes)  2005-06-29 

Informe de Gira para Conocer Experiencia de CLUSA Nicaragua [San Pedro Sula, 2 Diciembre 2004]. 
Participaron la Pastoral Social, CARITAS Sampedrana, el Centro Internacional Agricultura Tropical y los 
productores de San Pedro de El Merendón.  

  
 

 
Facilitando Procesos de Desarrollo Empresarial Rural en el Corredor 
Económico Binacional (201.07 Kbytes)  2005-06-29 

SNV Honduras, CRS Honduras y el Proyecto de Desarrollo Agro-empresarial Rural [DAeR] del CIAT 
lideran componentes del núcleo de desarrollo local Marcalá-Perquin, en la frontera hondureña-
salvadoreña. 

  
 

 Desarrollo Empresarial Rural –CARE Nicaragua (289.29 Kbytes)  2005-06-08 

Experiencias de Desarrollo Empresarial  

  

 
 
proyecto_deshidratacion (346.46 Kbytes)  2007-01-04 
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Este documento presenta la experiencia del Proyecto de Desarrollo Agro empresarial Rural de CIAT en 
la producción y comercialización de frutas tropicales deshidratadas con dos microempresas del 
Departamento de Yoro, Honduras (LISAN S.R.L. en Villa de San Antonio, Sulaco y LAS ACACIAS S.R.L. en 
La Sabana de San Pedro). Este trabajo se viene adelantando desde el 2002 y el presente documento 
sistematiza la experiencia en el desarrollo del secador eléctrico artesanal, la deshidratación de frutas, 
empaque, legalización de las empresas y productos, financiamiento para la fase de comercialización 
y lecciones aprendidas del proceso.  

  

 Papel Ecológico – CARE Nicaragua (327.63 Kbytes)  2005-06-07 

Experiencias de Desarrollo Empresarial [Buena Práctica] 

  
 

 Deshidratadoras Solares –CARE Nicaragua (241.74 Kbytes)  2005-06-07 

Experiencias de Desarrollo Empresarial  

  
 

 
Sistematización de la experiencia del proyecto RENACER en Estelí y 
Madríz, Nicaragua (1.12 Mbytes)  2005-06-03 

Sistematización de Buenas prácticas Sistemas Agroacuícolas, Producción de flores de corte, 
Microempresa productora de papel,Plantas Medicinales, Metodología de Desarrollo Empresarial Rural 
y Deshidratadores Solares. 
 

 
Sistematización de la Experiencia del Proyecto Piloto de 
Comercialización Alternativa en Las Segovia (432.5 Kbytes)  2005-08-24 

La información contenida en el presente documento es el resultado de la indagación sobre los 
diferentes puntos de vista individuales y grupales de los participantes directos e indirectos en la 
vivencia experimentada durante once meses (Enero del 2004- Noviembre 2004), del Proyecto Piloto 
de Comercialización Alternativa ejecutado en alianza por RENICC R_1-CARE-CONAGRO, financiado 
con recursos propios de la Alianza.  

  

 Los MicroTuneles en Cultivos Hortícolas – CRS El Salvador (417.74 Kbytes)  2005-06-08 

Tecnologías de Producción [Buena Práctica] 

  

 Guía de Requisitos Legales para Productos Agroidustriales (826.4 Kbytes)  2005-06-29 

Investigadores del CIAT elaboraron una guía práctica donde se explica detalladamente los pasos a 
seguir para completar los requisitos legales de los productos agroindustriales de Honduras y, así, 
comercializarlos en los mercados formales [supermercados, mercaditos, tiendas de conveniencia, 
entre otros].  

  
 

 Guía de Negociación de Productos Agropecuarios (239.54 Kbytes)  2005-06-29 

 hits: 7 

 Manual de Deshidratación (797.45 Kbytes)  2005-11-28 

En el 2002 el Proyecto DAER de CIAT inició actividades de desarrollo empresarial con las 
microempresas LISAN y LAS ACACIAS en Yorito, Yoro, Honduras. Estas fueron formadas por el Comité 
Local de Desarrollo Sostenible de la Cuenca del Río Tascalapa –CLODEST-. La sistematización de la 
experiencia con estas dos microempresas, se documentará en otro documento de CIAT así cómo la 
tecnología desarrollada por CIAT. Se mencionan estos antecedentes, porque en base a estas 
experiencias, se pudo elaborar el presente manual.  

  

 empaques_lacteos (548.46 Kbytes)  2007-01-12 
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Este documento titulado "Guía de empaques para productos lácteos" es un trabajo desarrollado por la 
Universidad Nacional Agropecuaria y el CIAT en Honduras. 

  
 

 
Guía para el Llenado Rápido de Cápsulas de Medicina Natural (302.82 
Kbytes)  2006-03-06 

Guía práctica para hacer más eficiente el llenado de cápsulas de medicina natural por medio de una 
"llenadora plástica". El documento detalla los pasos esenciales para usar este utensilio y así aumentar 
la competitividad de las microempresas rurales. El CREE es ejecutado por ONILH, asesorado por el CIAT 
y financiado por el Programa Binacional de Desarrollo Fronterizo Honduras - El Salvador. 

  

 
  Análisis de Cadenas: 
 

 
Estudio de Articulación de Pequeños Productores [as] a la Cadena de 
Pollo en el cantón de Latacunga (119.28 Kbytes)  2005-11-18 

  
 

 
Estudio de La Cadena de La Cebada en La Provincia del Chimborazo 
(98.77 Kbytes)  2005-11-18 

Estudio realizado por la Alianza en el Ecuador. 

  
 

 
Estudio de la Experiencia de la UNOCACE en la Cadena de Cacao en 
el Ecuador (283.67 Kbytes)  2005-11-18 

Estudio realizado por la Alianza en el Ecuador [junio 2005]. En este estudio de caso, veremos qué 
respuestas han sido dadas al problema de calidad del cacao ecuatoriano a nivel nacional con la 
organización de la cadena de cacao fino y de aroma. Analizan de manera profunda la experiencia 
de la UNOCACE (Unión de las Organizaciones Campesinas Cacaoteras del Ecuador) que logró una 
integración horizontal y vertical interesante con pequeños productores. 

  
 

 
Estudio de la Cadena de Hierbas Medicinales y Aromáticas (181.27 
Kbytes)  2005-11-18 

Estudio realizado por la Alianza de el Ecuador. 

  
 

 
Mecanismos de Articulacion a Mercados de los Productores de Mora 
(111.89 Kbytes)  2005-11-18 

Mecanismos de Articulación a Mercados de los Productores de Mora de las Asociaciones San Luis de 
Tisaleo y Yanahurco, En la Provincia de Tungurahua. Estudio de caso realizado por la Alianza en el 
Ecuador. 

  

 Cadena de la Cebada en Ecuador (256.5 Kbytes)  2005-09-11 

Estudio de caso de la cebada en la Provincia de Chimborazo, Ecuador.  

  
 

 
Estudio de la Experiencia de CORECAF en la Cadena de Café en 
Ecuador (473 Kbytes)  2005-07-18 

Estudio de Caso - Resultados julio 2005 
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Informe de Avance del Proyecto de Comercialización Comunitaria en 
la Alianza CARE-RENNIC-Conagro (168.5 Kbytes)  2005-04-29 

Se presenta un pequeño informe de avances sobre nuestras experiencias en una Alianza Local para 
el DER. Esta es una réplica y un proyecto Piloto financiado por CARE Nicaragua y la Red de Comercio 
Comunitario de Nicaragua (RENICC) y ejecutado con varios socios locales. Los talleres y varios 
eventos son réplicas realizadas por líderes, técnicos y técnicas de los diferentes organismos que 
forman la alianza. El papel de CARE Nicaragua ha sido de acompañante y facilitador [Julio a 
Septiembre 2004].  

  
 

 
Cadenas de Producción para el Desarrollo Económico Local y el Uso 
Sostenible de la Biodiversidad (868.3 Kbytes)  2005-04-29 

Seminario Internacional, 17 al 19 de marzo de 2003, Managua, Nicaragua.  

  
 

 Cadena_del_Cacao_chisec_Guatemala (0 bytes)  2008-04-24 

Sistematización del Análisis de la Cadena del Cacao en el municipio de Chisec, Guatemala. Ciclo de 
aprendizaje sobre Análisis de Cadenas de Valor, realizado por cÁritas Verapaz. 

 
 
Identificación de Oportunidades de Mercado e Inteligencia 

 

 Análisis de las Importaciones Agrícolas de El Salvador (812.5 Kbytes)  2006-02-20 

Este documento hace un análisis de las importaciones de más de 60 productos agrícolas usando 
como fuente los datos del Banco Central de Reserva de El Salvador. El estudio fue elaborado por el 
CIAT con fondos del Programa Binacional de Desarrollo Fronterizo Honduras El Salvador. Los datos 
fueron proporcionados por el Banco Central de Reserva de El Salvador.  

  
 

 Pasos para el Estudio de Mercados de Productos o Servicios (0 bytes)  2005-06-29 

Guía a para obtener información de los consumidores. Autor: Marco Vásquez, Proyecto DAeR CIAT 
Honduras.  

 
  

 
Experiencias con la Identificación de Oportunidades de Mercados – 
CRS Honduras (142.83 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Identificación de Oportunidades de Mercado  

  
 

 
Estudio de Mercado para Productos Agropecuarios en Catacamas, 
Honduras – UNA-CIAT-La Avispa (493.6 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Identificación de Oportunidades de Mercado  

  

 Sondeo de Mercado - CRS Guatemala (91.2 Kbytes)  2005-06-03 

Inteligencia de Mercados 

  

 estudio_mercado_juticalpa (0 bytes)  2008-04-24 

Estudio de Mercado para Productos Agrícolas en Jutijalpa, Olancho, Honduras. Realizado por la 
Universidad Nacional de Agricultura, UNA y el CIAT. Réplica de la metodología Identificación de 
Oportunidades de Mercado, IDOP. 
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 Estudio_mercado_comayagua (0 bytes)  2008-04-24 

Estudio de Mercado de Miel de Abeja y derivados, cerdos (vivos y en canal) y Medicina Natural para 
en Comayagua, Honduras. Realizado por Cáritas de Comayagua y el CIAT. Réplica de la 
metodología Identificación de Oportunidades de Mercado, IDOP. 

  
 

 
Gestores de Innovación en Agroindustria Rural 
 
 

 informe_giar_honduras (964.16 Kbytes)  2007-07-10 

Informe sobre la réplica de la metodología de Gestores de Innovación en Agroindustria Rural -GIAR- 
con microempresas de té ó infusiones de manzanilla, canela, menta y otras hierbas en Santa María 
del Real, Honduras. 

  
 

 informe_maestro_experiencia_crs_nicaragua (496.96 Kbytes)  2007-03-12 

Informe que sistematiza la experiencia de la Agencia Humanitaria CRS de Nicaragua con la 
aplicación de la metodología Gestores de Innovación para la Agroindustria Rural, GIAR. marzo 2007 

  
 

 informe_maestro_experiencia_snv___prococer (504.1 Kbytes)  2007-01-26 

Sistematización de la Experiencia de aplicación de la metodología de Gestores de Innovación en 
Agroindustria Rural, CIAR en Nicaragua. Proceso liderado por los socios de SNV en la Cooperativa 
PROCOCER. 

  
 

 

 ejercicio_sistematizacion_GIAR_Socios_CRS (565.47 Kbytes)  2007-01-26 

Ejercicio de sistematización de la aplicación de la metodología GIAR en Nicaragua por CRS y sus 
socios de empresas cooperativas. 

  

 
Documentación de historias de cambio 
 

 historia_CRS_nicaragua (251.11 Kbytes)  2007-09-13 

Historia de una experiencia adelantada por la Agencia Católica Humanitaria [CRS, Catholic Relief 
Services], sobre la articulación de productores con el sector privado en Matagalpa, Jinotega y Estelí. 

  

 COOSEMSAN_Alianzas_para_comercializacion (671.25 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de la Cooperativa de Servicios Múltiples (COOSEMSAN)en la comunidad El Tisey, Reserva 
Natural en Estelí, Nicaragua. Cuenta que mediante el establecimiento de alianzas comerciales han 
logrado incrementar en un 50% los ingresos de los 40 asociados. Autor. José Ángel Ordóñez, Cáritas 
Estelí. Con el apoyo de CRS Nicaragua. 

  
 

 EcoVegetales_Alianzas_para_comercializacion (793.2 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de la Cooperativa de Productos Vegetales Ecovegetales en su incursión de comercialización 
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con supermercados. Fue contada por Juan Matamoros y escrita por Reynaldo Centeno de Cáritas 
Matagalpa. con el apoyo de CRS. 

  

 PAC_Alianzas_para_Comercializacion (689.6 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de Pueblos de Acción Comunitaria en su articulación con ATLANTIC, S.A. apoyados por 
FUNICA. 

 UCOSEMUN_Alianzas_para_comercializacion (796.79 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de la Unión de Cooperativas, UCOSEMUN que a través de Alianzas están exportando cerca 
de 39 mil quintales de Café a distintos mercados del mundo. Autor: Juan Francisco Martínez. SNV 
Nicaragua. 

  
 

 Mujeres_de_COAGRUM_Organizacion_para_mercado (825.64 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia sobre un grupo de mujeres en Tecuaname, Nicaragua que se han organizado para la 
comercialización de la semilla del marañón. Autor: María Teresa Hernández, Oxfam GB.  

  

 

 Mujeres_del_Bambu_Organizacion_para_Mercadeo (683.86 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de mujeres que se están abriendo campo en la producción y comercialización de productos 
de bambú. Autor:Aminta Sanabria. Oxfam GB 

  
 

 Dimas_Cerrato_Responsabilidad (710.37 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de un productor de hortalizas orgánicas que ha reducido costos de producción e 
incrementado en un 20% sus ganancias en la conversión orgánica. Autor: José Ángel Ordóñez, Cáritas 
Estelí. apoyado por CRS Nicaragua. 

  
 

 economias_familiares_Responsabilidad (653.47 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia del cambio de la familia Gutiérrez Acuña en Estelí, luego de 5 años de trabajar con enfoque 
empresarial. Autor: José Ángel Ordóñez, Cáritas Estelí, apoyado por CRS Nicaragua. 

  
 

 Productor_con_Responsabilidad_ambiental (494.34 Kbytes)  2008-04-13 

Historia de Marvin de Jesús López en Jinotega. Autor: Efraín Zeledón, Cáritas Jinotega. apoyado por 
CRS 

  
 

 COOSEMES_Alianzas_para_comercializacion (763.33 Kbytes)  2008-04-12 

Historia de la Cooperativa de Servicios Múltiples de Matagalpa, Nicaragua que han accedido a 
programas de diversificación y financiación mediante su articulación con LAFISE, empresa privada. 
Autor: Augusto Gutiérrez de Cáritas Matagalpa, con el apoyo de CRS 

  

 Prococer_Responsabilidad (1.03 Mbytes)  2008-04-12 

Historia de Productores cafeteros de Las Segovias que han desarrollado su propia marca: El Doradito, 
con las ganancias que han obtenido, cuentan con un programa de becas para la educación de los 
hijos de asociados. 

  

 AndresVel_squez_Organizacion_para_Mercadeo (553.77 Kbytes)  2008-04-11 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=309&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=310&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=311&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=312&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=313&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=314&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=315&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=305&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=306&limitstart=10&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=304&limitstart=10&limit=5
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Historia de Cambio de Andrés Abelino Velásquez, un productor de 40 años que ha cambiado su 
manera de hacer negocios. Hoy busca mercados más rentables y en seis meses, ha logrado 
incrementar en un 21% el precio de venta de uno de sus productos. Autor: Ramón Díaz. EMPSA, 
Nicaragua 
 

 

 historia_catalino (2.76 Mbytes)  2007-09-04 

Ejemplo de Historia de Cambio Más Significativo presentada en PPT. Taller contando Historias. 
Guatemala 

  

 Cecoopsemain (118.4 Kbytes)  2007-09-13 

Documento que explica el funcionamiento de la Central de Cooperativas de Servicios Múltiples de 
Exportación e Importaciones del Norte. 

  
 

 HistoriaAdeA_CRS_ElSalvador (140.61 Kbytes)  2007-05-10 

Historia corta que narra el impacto de la Alianza en el Centro de Agronegocios de San Vicente en El 
Salvador, con la aplicación de la metodología IDOP. Por Ivania Rivas. 

  

 historiaAdeA_CARE_guatemala (114.44 Kbytes)  2007-05-10 

Historia corta que refleja un cambio de enfoque en intervención a cadenas por parte de los socios 
de la Cooperativa Americana de Remesas al Exterior, CARE Guatemala, a partir de su 
participación en la Alianza de Aprendizaje. Información brindada por Efraín Tecu  

  
 

 historiaAdeA_Apecaform_guatemala (152.88 Kbytes)  2007-05-10 

Historia sobre el impacto de la aplicación de metodologías de la Alianza como Estudio de 
Cadenas Productivas e IDOP en San Marcos Guatemala mediante la intervención de CRS, en la 
Asociación de Pequeños Caficultores Orgánicos de San Marcos. 

   

 historia_exito_proyectoDAP (120.3 Kbytes)  2006-12-15 

Historia del proyecto DAP adelantado por los socios del CRS en Nicaragua 

  

 resumen_feria_Nicaragua (499.49 Kbytes)  2007-12-12 

Resumen de las principales conclusiones generadas en la Feria de Aprendizaje de Nicaragua. 
Managua 22 de noviembre de 2007. 

 

http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=279&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=280&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=254&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=255&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=256&limitstart=5&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=211&limitstart=0&limit=5
http://www.alianzasdeaprendizaje.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=112&bid=292&limitstart=0&limit=5
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Annex 5 – Documents from the Nicaragua Learning Fair 
 
Note:  The documents from the Nicaragua Learning Fair are only available in the paper 
copies of this report.  They include a pamphlet and a DVD with multimedia versions of 
the stories of most significant change.  These documents will be available via IDRC 
documentation facilities.  
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