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ABSTRACT

In 1999 Primary Industries and Resources South Audrdia (PIRSA) and Addade
Universty developed the NAVIGATOR extenson process to assst producers in determining
aress in their busnesses that needed improvement and from this develop Strategies to make
change. The principle objectives of NAVIGATOR were to promote culturd change, sdf-
reliance, develop drategic planning skills and new thinking patterns, to assst producers in
deding with their congtantly changing circumdgtances, in the areas of production, market,
natural and socid environments, business and finance.

Quditative evauation has been undertaken to develop the NAVIGATOR process and
determine if the program outcomes are being met. To achieve this, close collaboration
between the program designer/manager and an evauation practitioner, together with inputs
from faclitaiors engaged in presenting pilot versons of NAVIGATOR to groups of
producers occurred. Quditative evaudion data, including outputs from group activities
together with focused facilitator feedback on group process were gathered. These data
were sysematicaly andysed in light of overal project objectives, as well as desrable and
grower determined outcomes for participants. The development of the program
increasingly focused on participatory processes, active grower determination of direction
and activities for groups.

The “Stand and Ddiver” gdyle of information ddivery was progressively removed, except
where particular groups specificdly identified it as dedrable for gpecific purposes, in
favour of process oriented participatory modes of learning. Features of the role and nature
of fadlitation emerged as dgnificat for the ddivery of NAVIGATOR, though the
NAVIGATOR processes have shown themsdves to work with, or in spite of, a variety of
fedlitation tyles.

KEY WORDS. Agriculturd Extension, Participation, Self-direction, Qualitative Evauation,
Cultura Change.



1. BACKGROUND TO NAVIGATOR

Throughout the 1990s the wine industry in Audtralia has been expanding. In particular this
period has seen both an expansion in vineyard area and the number of new playersinto the
winegrape production end of the industry. This expansion occurred as aresult of an
increased demand for Augtrdian wines, reds in particular, in both domestic and
international markets. South Audtrdiaisidentified as the mgor wine producing statein
Audrdiawith an image of digtinctive, ‘clean and green’ product embodying innovetive
wine styles tailored to the demands of particular markets and market segments (Boon et d,
1999). Primary Industries and Resources South Australia (PIRSA) recognised that if the
date isto maintain thisimage, and continue to meet market demands, it must assst new
and existing winegrape producers to acquire more knowledge and improve their skillsin
running thair business. This would maintain the environmental and financd

sugtainability, and stability of the wine industry, while extending benefits to both the
regions and the Sate.

The rapid expansion in the wine industry had highlighted the increased complexity of all
aspects of the industry, but particularly at the winegrape production end. Here, traditional
reliance upon government and large wineries for market and production information was
recognised as no longer sufficient. The speed and complexity of changesin both the
market and production through the 1990s, together with the importance of matching
production practice outcomes to market demand, has meant that producers need to be much
better able to handle complex information. They needed to be much more ‘savvy’ than has
been the case in the past. In addition, the 1990s saw increasing community awareness of
and concern about increasing sdinity, both dryland, in the magor river sysemsand in
ground water in Audrdia. Again, this hasimpacted on the options available to winegrape
producersin their businesses.

NAVIGATOR, an agricultura extension program, was response to this Stuation. It was
innovative both in the program that was ultimately devised and it was innovative in that the
program was devel oped using qualitative evauation gpproaches to program logic. The
NAVIGATOR brief was to facilitate among winegrape producers the development of the
wide range of skills necessary to both the continued international success of the industry
and to the sugtainahility of the individua winegrape producer and the environmern.

The importance of a sustainable agriculturd sector cannot be overestimated. For most of
regiond and rura Audradiaagriculture is an important eement of the economy. However
the promotion of sustainable agricultura practices in genera has been recognised to be
more demanding than ‘traditional’ extension programs advocating the adoption of ‘add on’
technologies (Bart & Campbell 1999, Panndll, 1999; Marsh & Pannell, 1997). Indeed
Réling and Jiggins (2000) have suggested that sustainable agriculture involves a complete
trandformation in the manner of farming. This transformation, moreover, requires
condderable changesin the way farming and land management are gpproached. They
advocate “fogtering discovery learning” which involves the acceptance and devel opment
among farmers of new complex behaviours. None of this bears much resemblance to
traditiond agriculturd extension.

Leading wine companies have aso identified that producers need to become more self-
reliant as more speciaist knowledge is required. Companies such as Orlando-Wyndham
have clearly identified this through a study performed by Wine Industry Consultant
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Bronwyn Hadliday in conjunction with Erngt and Young. They have noted the importance
of increasing the levels of communication between the company and its contracted
producers, referring technical enquires to speciaists as the producers knowledge and
sophistication has increased to produce a consstent and qudity product (Gifford et d,
1997).

All this, as noted above, was the spur to NAVIGATOR' S development, however, NAVIGATOR
was not limited to a particular industry or narrowly production focussed in its objectives,

the project evolved into much more. A structured process that enables producers to

identify their own areas of need and develop projects to meet these needs, which empowers
the producer giving them responghility for their own future. Thisevolution wasduein

large part to the program logic, quditative methodology that underpinned the program
development process.

NAVIGATOR, which began itslife as Better Practice Winegrape Production, has been
evolving over the past two years. The gpproach taken, gpplying a modified quditative
eva uation methodology to the development of the program, and basic rationde of the
program were such that the extension process that emerged was naither exclusvely
production focussed, nor did it gppear to be only suitable for wine-grape producers. Asa
result the name was changed to NAVIGATOR, as this name was held both to more closely
mirror the breadth of possbilities opened to participants, aswell as being a process that
enables them to chart a course that addresses the needs they have identified.

Essentidly the developed NAVIGATOR process was looking a stimulating a culturd change
from dependency on government and larger industry players to well-informed and
independent winegrape, or other agricultura, producers. Thus as producers increase their
knowledge and learn where and how to access resources, information, funding for projects
and resources outs de the traditiona government services, they will become more
“empowered”.

2. BASIC RATIONALE OF PROGRAM

NAVIGATOR uses and builds on principles and approaches that are not new, such as adult
learning and action learning principles, but it does not just follow these. In both adult and
action learning the facilitator or instructor takes a more active and directive role than isthe
casein NAVIGATOR. Indeed in NAVIGATOR the fadilitator is merely a guide who will teke
participants through the process once, or perhaps twice, but dways with the view that the
participants will become independent of the facilitator and the process.

Adult learning proposes that people learn by doing, while action learning states that people
learn by working on redl problems. In the latter meta-learning is occurring, in that with
action learning people are ‘learning to learn’ by ‘doing learning’. Thelearning is a two
levelsin the NAVIGATOR process, on the one hand producers are finding and using
information they have determined will be useful to them in their business, thus they learn
about drategies and activities that enable them to find and manage information.

Zemke and Zemke (1984) note that for adult learners there must be a use for knowledge
sought. Adults are interested in concept gpplication rather than a survey of thefield. They
will seek to integrate new knowledge into existing knowledge and tend to conservative



solutions, rather than be ‘wrong’. Because adults will come with arange of vaues, various
viewpoints will need to be takeninto account. Adults prefer sdif directed and sdif-
designed learning projects. Sdf-esteem and pleasure are secondary motivators for
learning. They didikelong ‘lecture’ type presentations.

Mwauko and Ryan (2000) “define action learning as a persona development program
where agroup of people learn by working on real problemsinteractively and
autonomoudy by questioning and reflecting in order to gain insght and understanding and
considering how to behavelact in future’. NAVIGATOR clearly uses action learning
principles. These authors characterise action learning as being undertaken by a small
group, who mest regularly for alimited period of time. Threeto Sx monthsisthetime
frame Mwaluko and Ryan (2000) suggest. Producer projects have taken up to eighteen
months, with time taken out at peak times such as vintage, which can be up to 5 months.

The projects undertaken in action learning are red projects. They are important to
participants (even generated by them) they are also relevant to the organisation from which
the participants have been drawn, thet is to the wineries and wine industry for which the
grapes are produced. In the case of NAVIGATOR projects, the projects are of relevance to
the participants businesses and to their industry. The projects are feasible in terms of
time, resources, and skills. The learning processitsdf involves participantsin the
presentation of information, active listening, questioning and reflecting on information
presented. Mwaluko and Ryan (2000) note that the learning includes some ‘ programmed
knowledge i.e. materia available in books, magazines, on the internet and so on, together
with agreat ded of ‘discriminating questions which may lead “to a course of action rather

gue that in organisations action learning can lead to employee
empowerment. This description paralels precisdy the nature of learning that occurs with
NAVIGATOR projects.

In NAVIGATOR meta-learning is part of a trategy, which builds particular learning
objectivesinto the structure of the program. Thus for example, Strategic planning and a
strategic approach to problems on the part of producers are objectives of NAVIGATOR. To
achieve this, grategic planning is not explained at length or ‘taught’ to producers, rather

the process asks producersto think strategicaly at certain points, for examplein the
identification of the information they require and the means they will use to accessiit.

2.1. Delineating The objectives

At the outset the broad objective was culturd change among wine grape producers.
Clarification and development of this objective asit applied to winegrape producersin the
late 1990s was put entrain as part of the development of the process. Tentatively such
changes as the development of producers ability to identify, understand and respond to
congantly evolving and changing circumstances in terms of their production, market,
natural and socia environment, business and finance were seen as aspects of the changes
believed to be necessary for the both continued success of the industry aswell asitslong
term sudtainability.

Clearly these are not objectives that lend themselves to easy interpretation or immediate
measurement. Further they are objectives that seek to address essentiadly fluid sets of
circumgtances. The winegrape production industry like other primary industries is engaged
in aglobalised market place where *qudity’, and therefore returns are defined ultimately



by consumer preference, which can be fickle and unpredictable beyond a quite short
period.

As a consequence of the difficulty in *measuring’ cultura change, a number of concurrent
objectives emerged, many of which are subsdiaries of cultural change. Prominent among
theseisthe call for increased sdf-reliance. Again there has been an absence of aclear
definition. Moreover, in light of the history and practice of agriculturein Audrdia, it is
hard to see Audrdian farmers as anything but sdf-reliant. However, higtoricdly, the sdlf-
reliance of Audtrdian farmers has been of a highly practical nature. Contemporary
circumstances require that some of that ingenuity be turned to the less overtly practicd
matters that impinge on farming practice, often matters whose origin is off-farm. The
market and the environment are two; there is aso increased pressure for improved
financid and business management. Focus on these rdlatively abstract factors, together
with their off-farm origin for many winegrape producers condtitutes a sgnificant changein
direction indicative of a culturd change.

3. PROGRAM LOGIC AND THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Funndll (1997) suggests that as the use of amode can be beneficid in the evaluation of a
program, so the use of amode can aso be beneficia in the design phase of a program.
Bennett’ s Hierarchy isamodd that is quite commonly used in the evauation of

agriculturd extenson programs. It proposes 8 leveds (figure 1 below) at which evauation
can occur. Achieving at any one level (except the lowest) is dependent on the outcomes of
the preceding level. Thus the objectives, understood in terms of the prevailing socid
environmenta and economic circumstances, are achievable if certain practices are
undertaken, to undertake these practices, then knowledge, attitudes, skill and aspirations
may need to change, and so on.

Figure 1: Bennett’sHierarchy

Ideals and Objectives
Socid, Economic, Environmenta Conditions
Practices
Knowledge, Attitudes, Skills, Agpirations
Reactions
Participation
Activities
Resources

Modified from Bennett (1979)

Asadesign toal, the hierarchy was used both ‘top down’ and ‘ bottom up’. Careful
attention was paid to the relationship between the various levels. Activities were designed
with the overdl objectivesin mind. An iterative process of trailing activities, andysng
outcomes in light of overal objectives and adjusting activities and dlarifying objectives
was undertaken. Outcomes of activities were conddered in light of the participation they



generated, the reactions of participants and the knowledge, attitudes, and so on that were
implicated, and the key question dways was. were the objectives addressed?

3.1. Evaluation and development

Because of the process focus of NAVIGATOR, qualitative evauation has been undertaken.
This has been done as part of the development of NAVIGATOR processes, with aview to
ensuring outcomes of culturd change and development of human capitd, which are a the
heart of NAVIGATOR. Evaduation in this project has not been a post hoc examination of
outputs. Rather an active eval uation process has been devel oped which has contributed
strongly to the development of the NAVIGATOR process.

Formally, the process evauation hasinvolved areport from the facilitator after each group
meeting in which the facilitator comments on how well (or otherwise) each section or
activity went and some explanation of the indicators that have lead the facilitator to reach
these conclusions. Thus the facilitator is asked to say whether the process was Poor, okay,
Good or Excdlent, this judgement is then supported with observations of the group during
the sesson. Facilitators are thus encouraged to observe closely such things as how many
of the group are actively participating, the level of discusson and what was discussed, and
body language of participants. Basicdly where the facilitator felt something went well,

they were asked to look for and note concrete points that explain why they fdt it went well.
They were dso asked to look for ‘ counter instances : if the discussion went well, was
everyone involved, or wasit just afew, were the others listening, or just putting up with

the discusson? And so on. Thisis not only auseful exercise for evauation purposes, but
resulted in improvement in fadilitators skillsin working with groups, making them more
observant and responsive to nuances in group behaviour.

The second strand of the evaluation data has been the outputs from the sessons. Thus any
points or information that were generated in sessions was preserved and used in

conjunction with the facilitator’ s comments to develop, systematicdly, a picture of the
process. This picture was then used to identify points that address the overall objectives of
NAVIGATOR, and was fed back into the developing process. Where the objectives were not
addressed, careful analys's was undertaken to identify reasons for the faillure. The point

and vaue of activities was scrutinised and changes were made, or in severd ingtances the
activities were dropped.

An interesting and counterintuitive observation has been that sections of the process
identified by the facilitator as being ‘Good’ or ‘Okay’ have in generd produced better and
more numerous responses than those sections identified as * Excellent’ by the facilitator.
Tentatively, it seemsthat where the processis‘Poor’ or ‘Bad', getting anything out of a
group is like pulling teeth, the process is not working for some reason. Where the process
isseen as ‘Excdlent’ by the facilitator, there islots of animation and enthusiasm evident,
but the output of the group in these circumstances is not dway's very impressive, though of
course there are exceptions. It seems that the more subdued, ‘Good’ or ‘Okay’ indicates
that the group is actudly working hard, and advancing their learning in solid and
measurable ways.

Further as NAVIGATOR groups identify and carryout ongoing projects, this information was
gathered over periods of up to two years. Changesin group function and output were
tracked, providing evidence of changes particularly in gpproach to problems. Findly as
groups have come to the end of their first projects, further data has been gathered direct
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from participants regarding their experience of the process and their perceptions of changes
in the way they ded with information and handle problems. This has so far strongly
endorsed the process and reinforced inferences about improved self-confidence, holism
and cultura change made on the basis of outputs from sessons.

3.2. The Process and the Participants

Overd| paticipantsin NAVIGATOR groups have been drawn from arange of backgrounds.
Participants ranged in age from mid twenties to mid sixties, there have been both men and
women in groups, but a preponderance of men has been noted. Participants have had a
range of educationa backgrounds, including some with tertiary qudifications, and some
with much lessforma education. There have aso been participants whose entire working
lives have been in winegrape production and participants whose experienceis only a
couple of years. Participants have dso come from arange of cultura backgrounds, though
al have been English speskers.

NAVIGATOR is strongly process oriented. That iswhere ever possble participants are
active in exploring idess, gathering information, making decisons, and S0 on. The process
pushes participants to the fore front and facilitators into a more covert helping role. High
levels of overt energy generated by afacilitator are not important for this process, indeed

they may have a negative effect.

The process has been presented by a number of facilitators with quite arange of experience
and given that early in the development of the process training was not offered to
facilitators, these facilitators sometimes had imperfect understandings of NAVIGATOR
principles ad objectives. The process stood up well to this range of presentation styles
and understandings, which has demonstrated that the processis robust, it has worked well
‘despite’ the facilitator. This robustness we speculate is because the process is strongly
participatory. |nexperienced facilitators may try to ‘talk at’ participants, but the process
rarely alows much opportunity for this. Where facilitators attempt to remain ‘in control’,
aslong asthe processis broadly followed as described, the process itsdlf empowersthe
group, such that the group has sometime seemed to be ‘in advance of the facilitator in
their actions.

3.3. Cultural change

Mirowsky and Ross (1998) describe human capital as comprising the skills and
knowledge, mativation and creativity, and Smple labour-power of the people involved in
an activity. They, among others, dso note that the theory of human capital converges with
the theory of persond control in many ways. Through forma education people learn to
solve problems and to be active and effective agentsin their own lives (Mirowsky and
Ross, 1989). Following Coleman (1988), private effectiveness that is developed with
human capitd isfacilitated by socia capital, which exigts as a collective public good.

Socid capitd thenis those aspects of asocia structure that facilitate action (Coleman,
1988). Thus, socid capitd isto be found in any sort of socid relation that provides a
resource for action which “inheresin the structure of relations between persons and among
persons’ (Foley and Edwards, 1998). Thus rather than create or develop self-reliance, the
notion of developing human or socid capita then seemed to be more appropriate.

The centra point hereisthat in the iterative developmental process, the identification and
clarification of festures that either contribute to, or are indicative, of culturd change and
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human or socid capita emerged gradudly. For example, we consstently found that the
more participatory and non-directive as to outcome processes and activities were, the more
strongly did outputs indicate evidence of culturd change. In response to thiswe cameto
recognise fird, the importance of the facilitator as facilitator rather than as leader or
information provider or organiser of the group or any of the myriad other tasks
‘facilitators have traditiondly taken on in agriculturd extenson. We further recognised
the importance of non-directive learning strategies and devel oped processes that enable
groups to take control of the direction and content of their learning. The linked processes
of developing increasing clarity in regard to the objectives and devisng Strategies should
be understood, not as circular, but in terms of a spiraling maturation of concepts and
activities.
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