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Abstract 

 

Agriculture plays a major role in most sub-Saharan countries of West Africa (W/A) and is the 

main source of income for a majority of rural & sub-urban households. In a context of increased 

climate variability and change, attention has been given to the importance of adaptation 

strategies to cope with or benefit from weather and climate events. Climate information and 

services, involving the production, translation, transfer, and use of weather and climate 

information for decision-making can strengthen the resilience of farmers and farming systems 

to face climate-related risks. Research on climate services had been extensive in assessing the 

impacts of climate change on agriculture and the type of information needed for decision-

making. However, there is still little evidence on the capacity of climate information and 

services to respond to their promises of improving agriculture, especially in sub-Saharan W/A.  

In this paper, we bring some insights to this critical research gap, from the user 

perspective, by analysing (1) farmer needs in terms of information type and ability to act on it, 

(2) uses of climate information for adaptation to climate change and (3) systems of knowledge 

production and communication to better understand information-seeking behaviour and access 

to it. Our case study is a climate information and services project currently implemented in the 

South-West region of Burkina Faso (commune de Dano), working with rural farmers. From 

this specific study case, we conclude on some opportunities that climate information and 

services represent for agriculture in Africa and draw some lines of thought on the ideal 

architecture to guarantee access, understanding and use of climate information for adaptation 

strategies.  

 

 

Keywords: climate information and services; adaptation to climate change; agriculture; West Africa   
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Introduction: climate information and services for agriculture  

 

Adaptation to climate change is a growing issue in scientific, political and civic agendas. As 

a result of current and projected impacts of climate change, adaptation is sought to reduce 

vulnerability, cope with and exploit potential opportunities linked to climate variability and 

change. In the adaptation agenda, knowledge and knowledge-sharing are considered as key 

assets. The low understanding of climate information has been regularly pointed at as a barrier 

to adaptation (e.g. UNEP, 2014; Pasquini et al., 2013; Begum et Pereira, 2013). Hence, 

producing high quality, understandable and usable weather and climate information is 

increasingly recognized as fundamental to the resilience of societies.  

Climate information and services (CIS) have been presented as a key element to support 

adaptation to climate variability and change, by improving the management of climate-related 

risks and increasing adaptive capacities in the long term (Vaughan & Dessai, 2014; Hansen et 

al. 2014; Zillman, 2009). CIS “involve the generation, provision, and contextualization of 

information and knowledge derived from climate research for decision making at all levels of 

society” (Vaughan et Dessai, 2014). They operate in multiple sectors and include numerous 

products such as data and information on temperature, rainfall, wind, soil moisture and ocean 

conditions; specific maps; early warning systems; risk and vulnerability analyses and/or 

assessments; long-term projections and local scenarios, advisory services. Depending on user 

needs, CIS may be linked to socio-economic variables (such as agricultural yields, health 

services, road maps etc.) (Lugen, 2016). They attract many actors such as development 

organizations and agencies, scientists, administrative authorities and the private sector.  

In recent years, CIS have been established at local, national, regional and even global scales - 

with the creation in 2009 of the Global Framework for Climate Services (GFCS) coordinated 

by the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) (Jones et al., 2016; Vaughan & Dessai, 

2014). The GFCS can be understood as a platform aiming to accelerate and coordinate the 

implementation of relevant climate services worldwide. Due to their specific needs, the GFCS 

targets projects in developing countries in five key sectors: agriculture and food security, 

energy, water, health and disaster risk reduction.  

Despite a growing interest for CIS, little empirical knowledge yet exists on their use and 

effectiveness beyond the production of climate information (e.g. Vincent et al., 2015; Reinecke, 

2015; Vaughan et Dessai, 2014). Research on climate services for agriculture has shown 

extensive attention to how weather and climate can affect agriculture, the type of information 

that can inform decision-making, the potential uses of information for agriculture and current 

state of data availability and quality (Vaughan et al, submitted). However, there is still little 

evidence on the capacity of climate information and services to respond to their promises of 

reducing climate-related risks in societies and the degree to which farmers access and 

concretely use information.  

In this paper, we bring some insights to this critical research gap, from the user 

perspective, by exploring how climate services for agriculture in developing countries can 

favour adaptation strategies. We review a project of CIS in West Africa, Burkina Faso. This 

case study is taken from CIS activities implemented through the research and extensions project 

of the research centre WASCAL, called APTE-21 project 
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(https://www.wascal.org/research/core-research-programme-phase-1/further-projects/apte-

21/). 

Three lines of research are more specifically explored:  

1) What needs are expressed by smallholder farmers in terms of climate information, 

and are those needs coherent with current CIS provided? 

2) How the provided CIS are used by farmers for adaptation to climate change and 

which impacts for agriculture? 

3) How is knowledge built and shared in a CIS project, especially in terms of farmers 

participation? 

By analysing coherence and use of the available CIS, we seek to better understand their 

relevance in the current design for users (farmers in our case study) as well as their role for 

adaptation to climate change. We focus on the model of knowledge dissemination and level of 

participation of farmers in knowledge production and sharing, to better understand 

information-seeking behaviour and ability to act upon it. Based on this case study, we formulate 

some analysis and comments on the nature of climate information and services and the 

opportunities they bring. We finally propose some lines of thought to improve their 

effectiveness for adaptation to climate change and resilience. 

1. A climate information and services project 

 

1.1 Case study 
 

APTE-21 is “Applications des prévisions climatiques et pratiques agricoles dans la traduction 

des événements pluviométriques extrêmes du 21ème siècle des zones semi-arides à risques”1. 

APTE-21 project aims at exploring and exploiting the potential advantage of rainfall extremes 

to boost smallholder farm production. In particular, the project seeks to improve the production, 

access and use of local information on high impact weather/climate events to family farms in 

Bakel (Senegal), Ouahigouya & Dano (Burkina Faso) and Bolgatanga (Ghana). Figure 1 

illustrates the position of the pilot sites and demonstration farms. The project uses proactive 

and participatory dissemination protocols such as “climate field schools” (CFS) 2, community 

co-production, advisory and new technology (mobile phones, apps, and internet) for 

agroclimatic information extensions, and builds small on-farm infrastructure to alleviate 

negative impacts of rainfall extremes. APTE-21 project is coordinated and implemented by 

WASCAL in collaboration with other partners over 30 months (June 2016- November 2018) 

for a total funding of 230,000 euros from the Fonds de Solidarité Prioritaire -Agriculture et 

                                                      
1 Applying climate predictions and agricultural practices to translate rainfall extremes of the 21st century in high 

risk areas of the semi-arid zones: http://www.wascal.org/research/core-research-programme-phase-1/further-

projects/apte-21/atelier-du-projet-apte-21/  
2 Farmer Field Schools consists of groups of people who get together on a regular basis to study the “how and 

why” of a particular topic (Gallagher, 2003). Climate field schools (CFS) is a derivative and can be understood as 

a communication methodology around climate information. The idea of CFS is to disseminate weather and climate 

information to farmers by “translating the information from scientific language into field language and then 

translating field language into farmers’ language…” (Boer et al, 2004). It takes the shape of training and capacity-

learning session in site (in the fields), to privilege practical rather than theoretical teaching. 

https://www.wascal.org/research/core-research-programme-phase-1/further-projects/apte-21/
https://www.wascal.org/research/core-research-programme-phase-1/further-projects/apte-21/
http://www.wascal.org/research/core-research-programme-phase-1/further-projects/apte-21/atelier-du-projet-apte-21/
http://www.wascal.org/research/core-research-programme-phase-1/further-projects/apte-21/atelier-du-projet-apte-21/
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Gestion des RIsques Climatiques: Outils et Recherches en Afrique (FSP AGRICORA), which 

is an initiative by the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Development.  

In this study, we focused on the Dano pilot site. Dano is located in the South-Western 

region of Burkina Faso (Sud-ouest), province of Ioba. Burkina Faso is a landlocked country 

in West Africa, characterized by three agroclimatic zones: Sahelian in the Nord, Sudano-

Sahelian in the center and Sudanian in the South. Dano is part of the Sudanian climate, although 

located at the border with the central zone. The rainy season lasts about 4 months in this region 

and begins around May-June to usually finish in September – early October. The average 

rainfall in the Sudanian region is close to 1000 mm per year (CONEDD, 2007). The rainfall 

pattern in Burkina Faso shows interannual variability both in quantity and distribution (De 

Longueville et al., 2015). A wide range of variability is found in some influential seasonal 

parameters such as optimum sowing dates and length of the rainy season, challenging the 

agricultural activity (Salack et al, 2015). As in Sub-Saharan Africa, agriculture is the main 

activity in Burkina Faso. It is mainly rainfed and family agriculture. According to Safietou et 

al. (2017), the main rainfed crops include maize, sorghum, millet, cotton and, to a lesser extent, 

cowpea, groundnut and sesame. Sorghum, cotton and maize are grown in the best soils; millet 

and sorghum are grown on shallower soils and maize in home gardens. Cowpea is usually 

grown in combination with a cereal. Rice is grown in flooded lowlands during the rainy season. 

In lowlands with a low flood risk one can also find maize. 

 

Figure 1: Location of the APTE-21 pilot sites and demonstration farmers in Burkina Faso, northern Ghana and 

Senegal 

Data were collected during a field study in February 2018, involving semi-structured 

interviews with the coordinating team of APTE-21 (four interviews), two members of the 
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national meteorological agency (ANAM), ten farmers from three villages around Dano where 

the project is implemented (Tambiri, Soriane and Pontiéba) and finally two focal points of the 

project at Dano (one member of WASCAL and one agent of agriculture). Quantitative 

questionnaires with 120 households in the same villages, but not directly involved in the 

project, were also conducted mainly to review larger access to climate information. Those 

questionnaires were highly built on previous investigations led by WASCAL in other pilot sites 

of APTE-21 project.  

Herewith, we refer to our interviews as “ITV, 2018” and specify the type of interlocutors when 

considered relevant. To answer our research questions, we review more in-depth the interviews 

with the farmers directly involved with the activities of APTE-21 project (eight of the ten 

farmers’ interviews).  Interviews with focal points at site will also be emphasized to get an 

overview of the project since its beginning, especially the development steps and current state 

of implementation. Remaining interviews and the questionnaires will be occasionally used to 

enlighten some of our results and discussion. 

 

1.2 Development steps  
  

The project in Dano began in winter 2016, with socioeconomic surveys conducted in villages 

around the area, to establish a baseline scenario before implementation. Following the survey, 

during the rainy season 2016, WASCAL and focal points proceeded to the identification of 

model farmers and portion of their fields in which climate field schools would be organized. 

The selection of these farmers was made based on roughly three criteria: i) own the farmland 

(in some cases the concept of land ownership may be limited to the farmers’ ability to exploit 

the farmland for at least the next 5 years) ; ii) the farmland may present the following 

categories: plots with high erosion potential due to runoff (steep slope),  plots with high flood 

potential (low slope field with weak drainage), plots with high degradation of arable land 

(advanced degradation of nutrients) and iii) the farmer must have a child or an immediate 

member of the family enrolled in local secondary school or equivalent. In total, 10 ‘model 

farmers’ have been selected as direct beneficiaries for the APTE-21 project. The delineation of 

fields consisted of taking the GPS outlines and the topo-sequence of the fields in full, as well 

as listing biophysical problems encountered. Portion of fields were also delimited to serve as 

control and assess later on the impacts of the project.  

In Dano, the following year (2017) consisted in conducting specific trainings with the model 

farmers, around agricultural practices and aiming to tackle some ‘inefficiencies’ raised by the 

focal points. The two trainings organized were related first to the itinerary techniques of maize 

and niébé (cf. Annex 1) and second to picketing and seeding in lines. The rainy season 2017 

was the first trial year of the project: climate information and agricultural advices were 

delivered prior, during and at the end of the rainy season. Model farmers received direct 

incentives from WASCAL: in addition to climate information, they received phones (with an 

abonnement system covered by WASCAL), some tools, seeds, fertilizers to conduct their 

activities in the lines of the project. They were also given pluviometers and a short training on 

how to use them.  By the end of the rainy season, samples of the crops in the control fields 

were taken to calculate the yields for the first year. A similar path is implemented in 2018, with 

one main difference: a new group of farmers’ beneficiaries has been created to constitute an 

additional experimental group. It will participate to trainings but will not receive direct 
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information from WASCAL. The creation of this group results from a discussion between 

WASCAL and the scientific advisory committee in Paris in September 2017 where the issue 

on how to assess the role of information was raised due to the presence of incentives that model 

farmers received through the project.  

 

1.3 Knowledge system (actors, exchange and type of knowledge)  
  

Three main groups of actors typically involved in CIS are: users, communicators and providers. 

CIS users resort to it for decision-making. CIS communicators are the media, extensions 

intermediaries and some private companies (for example cellphones) involved in disseminating 

or airing it. The CIS providers are the scientists and technicians in charge of the production and 

supply3.  

Usually, CIS is produced, made available and transferred in a top-down, pyramidal 

model from providers to end-users. For APTE-21 this scheme includes feedbacks from end-

users as well. In the case of Dano, categories of actors interact under the following chain: 

 
Figure 2: Chain of knowledge dissemination in Dano, APTE-21 project  

WASCAL is the main provider of CIS. They collaborate with the national meteorological 

agencies of Burkina Faso (ANAM), Senegal (ANACIM) and Ghana (GMet) for data and 

                                                      
3 For more details about the definition of climate services, see a previous Klimos Working paper: number 13, 

Lugen (2017) 
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climate information. In addition to being funded by the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 

International Development, WASCAL is supervised by a scientific committee gathering 

experts from three institutions and research centers in Paris, France (LOCEAN, climate-related 

lab belonging to the Institut Simon Laplace; CIRAD, center for research on agronomy and 

development and the IRD, Institut de recherche pour le développement). Ad-hoc capacity-

building activities are being organized by those centers. 

The information flow is represented in Figure 2. In Dano, customized climate information is 

being transferred from CIS providers at WASCAL to the treatment group of farmers (the model 

farmers) and focal points: a technical agriculture agent and WASCAL basin coordinator. 

Communication is made by email or direct phone calls, when an urgent information needs to 

circulate (for example, the arrival of a rain). Climate information is also translated into 

agricultural advices by the focal points for which their experience and judgement are required. 

Farmers receive CIS through phone and are welcome to call Wascal or focal points whenever 

needed. Focal points also use techniques of door-to door to ensure that all model farmers have 

information that was sent before and that the practical utility of such information is well 

understood. Finally, it is hoped that other farmers from surrounding villages will benefit from 

climate information through a process of knowledge-sharing and/or direct observation.  

The main information tool of APTE-21 was developed during the first year. Called 

‘AgInfo’, it is a series of climate information in different timeline (Table 1). AgInfo is 

transmitted through email to focal points.  

Table 1: Content and format of ‘AgInfo’ as planned in the protocol (adapted from WASCAL, 2016a) 

Format Frequency Examples / Typical information included 

Forecast 48h Every 5 days from June till 

October 

 

Occurrence of a rain event 

Strong wind 

Humidity rate 

Extreme rainfall  

Onset of rainy season, drought spells greater than 9 

consecutive days 

Wet spells greater than or equal to 5 days 

Cessation of rainy season 

Probability of above, below normal rainy season  

Seasonal drought 

Forecast 10 days Every week from May till 

October 

Forecast 3 months Every 10 days from May till 

July 

Seasonal forecast Around April 

 

Observations that allow the "verification” of AgInfo content (feedbacks) are also required to 

be transmitted by model farmers, directly to WASCAL or through the focal points. Feedback 

from users about the pros and cons of the provided information is expected to ensure a 

continuous cross-validation process to improve the agroclimatic models and the science of 

forecasting (Salack et al, 2015).  

While it is not expressly said but rather implied, agricultural advices delivered by the focal 

points are considered as mandatory. The focal points have, in addition to disseminate the 

information, the mission to supervise the project at site and convince the model farmers to act 

on the information received, as prescribed. Local anchoring of the focal points and a relative 

freedom of interpretation between climate information and concrete agricultural advices make 
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them important actors in the implementation of the project. The agriculture agent, having been 

for a long time in Dano, is usually well known by farmers in the area. 
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2. Results 

   

2.1 Climate information needs of farmers 
 . 

The survey was conducted after the first trial year of the project and includes 8 of the 10 model 

farmers in Dano. Table 2 summarizes the needs expressed for climate information by the 

model farmers according to three criteria: (1) type of information farmers consider as useful, 

(2) frequency and ideal timing to receive information and (3) preferred means of 

communication. Interest for content, format and channels is justified by a review of user studies 

investigating ‘information needs’ and showing the importance of both the type of information 

and the way to access it in information-seeking behavior (Wilson, 1981, 2-3)4. The model 

farmers are identified in the vertical column by the first letter of their name and an indication 

of their gender (Male or Female (M/F)) and age. When necessary, these indications are later 

used to distinguish farmers. 

Table 2: Needs for climate information as expressed by model farmers of APTE-21, Dano (ITV, 2018) 

Farmers Villages Type of information Frequency and timing 
Means of 

communication 

P.  

M (24) 

Tambiri 

Rainfall  

Pockets of drought 

Winds 

Training 

Beginning of the season Radio 

Y. 

M (35) 

Rainfall 

Dates and duration of the 

rainy season 

Pockets of drought 

Beginning of the season and 

during the season, monthly 
Collective meetings 

D.  

M (42) 

Pontiéba 

Rainfall  

Pockets of drought 

Beginning of the season and 

during the season, every 

week 

Phone or calendar 

E. & I. 

M (55) & M 

(40-45) 

Rainfall  

Pockets of drought 

Beginning of the season and 

during the season, every day 
Radio, oral, calendar 

P. 

M (38) 

Soriane 

Rainfall  

Pockets of drought 

Winds 

January, March, May, June 

and twice a month the rest of 

the year 

Oral 

A. 

F (~50) 

Rainfall  

Pockets of drought 

Winds 

Heat 

Every day, twice (mornings 

and evenings) 
Radio  

G. 

F (38) 

Rainfall  

Pockets of drought 

Winds 

Beginning of the season and 

during the season 
Phone 

The needed climate information is mainly about rainfall and droughts, especially presence or 

absence of rain during the rainy season for one hand, existence of drought spells5 on the other 

                                                      
4 This research field presents a great degree of complexity when it comes to theorize information-seeking behavior 

and, crucially, bring a definition to what we call here “information needs”. Alternative concepts, as “expressed 

demands”, “wants” etc. have been for example discussed. For this paper, we do not get into this debate and we 

voluntarily simplify the framework. Nevertheless, the investigation we lead relies on frameworks developed in 

that field, as it seeks to approach those central questions of “information needs” and “information use”. 
5 Drought spells refer to a dry zone for a certain time during the rainy season.  
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hand. Farmers also considered extreme rain events in the general rainfall variable. Half of the 

farmers mentioned winds as an important variable to receive information on. One farmer (Y) 

specified wanting information about the beginning and duration of the rainy season. Another 

(A) said that heat was an important variable too. Finally, one farmer (P - 24) said that he 

considered training as a type of information he needs. It may be interesting to mention that this 

farmer is in a somehow privileged position in the group of model farmers: he is the main 

translator between WASCAL and others, as he speaks both French and Dioula (the local 

language around Dano). He is also completing ad-hoc missions for WASCAL when requested. 

It appeared in our interviews that he was perceived as the responsible of the group and had 

more influence in the collective decisions to take (he was decisive, for example, in the choice 

of seeds that would be tested for the 2017 rainy season). It is finally interesting to note that 

each model farmer expressed other needs than purely climate information: mainly financial 

help, better phones and tools, to be able to act on the information.  

Timescale for climate information differs from one farmer to another. While most of farmers 

request climate information prior, during and following the rainy season, two of them said they 

would like to be informed throughout the year (P – 24 & A).  

Preferred means of communication also differs between farmers. Four different means were 

listed: radio, phones, oral or the use of an agricultural calendar. Radio was mentioned three 

times, as well as oral communication. Calendar and phones were mentioned two times.  

Our small sample does not allow for much generalization here. However, if we look at the 

literature, it is also seasonal forecasts which are usually the most demanded by farmers (e.g. 

Ouedraogo et al, 2018; Roudier et al, 2014). As for the preferred channels, a quantitative study 

conducted in Northern Burkina Faso in 2014 showed a very high preference for radio (116 out 

of 169 respondents and 37 “no answers”) with all other means were extremely marginal in the 

general sample (Ouedraogo et al, 2018). 

Those answers tend to show that personal preferences of farmers can be decisive when it comes 

to how to access the information, while which type of information is more coherent between 

them. 

 

2.2 Coherence between offer and demand for climate information 
 

If we compare the needs expressed by model farmers (see 2.1, Table 2) with the device set up 

by APTE-21 for climate information, we can first note that the offer of information in APTE-

21 tends to be wider and includes all needs expressed by farmers. The AgInfo tool offers 

climate information for rainfall, temperature, wind, humidity and drought in terms of 

parameters, as well as indications of starting dates for planting and extreme events. It also 

translates some of this information in agricultural advices directly, for example: when to seed 

or harvest. An issue that became prominent is nevertheless the ability to act upon the 

information. Indeed, e.g. other varieties of seeds to plant may require funds. Plowing can be 

facilitated by small tractors. A rush harvest because of an upcoming heavy rain can require 

hiring labor and therefore money etc. This is not trivial, as the purpose of climate services is to 

trigger some action (adaptation) through delivery of information to decision-makers. 
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Understanding whether climate services users have the means to do so is fundamental. It seems 

to be a point to improve in this specific project. 

 

The frequency of predictions is more important too: in addition to seasonal forecasts, 

information is delivered on a regular basis all along the rainy season (see 1.3, Table 1), a 

minimum of one time per week. Frequency, one could argue, could be let to the discretion of 

farmers and it can be their choice to not consider the information, in a situation where the offer 

is abundant. In the case of APTE-21, though, accessing the information is not so much a 

proactive behavior of farmers rather than a direct consequence of their involvement in the 

project. 

The means of communication are finally more restricted: it is mainly phones and emails, 

although face-to-face conversation can occur too through training, climate fields schools and 

on request from farmers if a problem in their fields occurs. Radio is not considered in the 

project, yet it is important to specify that local radios are already somehow used in Burkina 

Faso to deliver forecasts (Oyekale, 2015; Rasmussen et al., 2014) and could then be implicitly 

admitted as a complementary channel for information6.  

This raises the question of access to information, that we review by looking at the 

questionnaires in the villages of implementation of APTE-21, in Dano. They showed that very 

few farmers received climate information. Only 12 out of 120 households declared receiving 

information on rainfall (Table 3). Among them, only 9 said that they trust this information 

(agree or agree strongly) – and that it is useful (agree or agree strongly). Interest for climate 

information seems nonetheless present: when interrogated about rainfall, 75% of household 

declare that they use or would use this information to adapt their agricultural calendar or select 

their crops and varieties. The other 25% declare not wanting to use it because the information 

is not specific enough neither adapted to their fields or they do not trust it. 

Table 3: Reception of information from 120 households’ farmers in 3 neighborhood villages around Dano  (ITV, 

2018) 

Do you receive any 

information on…? 

Rainfall Temperatures Drought 

pockets 

Floods 

Yes  10% 0% 4% 4% 

No 90% 100% 96% 96% 

Those numbers reflect a preoccupying situation regarding access to weather and climate 

information. Previous studies in Burkina Faso and W/A were nevertheless showing better 

perspectives. The results of such studies must be taken with caution as they are limited in 

number and reflect divergent realities. For instance, Zongo et al. (2016) found 22% of sampled 

farmers (n=629) had access to climate information, while Rasmussen et al. (2014) found a 

minority of Burkinabe herders (n=61) had access to weather forecasts (30%), flood information 

(6-13%), and seasonal forecasts (7%). Oyekale et al (2015) sampled 134 701 farmers in five 

West African countries, finding that slightly more than half were able to access climate 

                                                      
6 However, it would be false to think that this way of communicating forecasts is widely spread. Rasmussen et al. 

(2014), for example, found out that a minority of farmers own a radio and national radio is not understandable for 

many of them who do not speak French. Oyekale (2015) investigated the question in terms of gender and found 

that women are usually not favoring radio as a trustable channel for information. 
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information. In Vaughan et al. (submitted), they cumulate the data from 8 published peer-

reviewed articles between 2002 and 2017 and find that in West Africa, the range of climate 

information access goes from 5.6% to 75%, for 2079 individual surveyed, 192 interviews and 

144 focus group. This shows a high territorial variability. 

One of the solutions for this key issue might be looked at in the role of agricultural agents.  

All model farmers interviewed referred to them as the ones that should deliver climate 

information, revealing a clear understanding of agents as having for mission to assist them in 

their activity. The quantitative study showed likewise that 74% of them were aware of their 

presence (89 households out of 120) and 58% declared meeting with them (70 out of 120 

households). Given this, the choice of WASCAL to include an agricultural agent as focal point 

is relevant: by being familiar to the farmers and area, and reciprocally, the project is likely to 

gain legitimacy. Other actors could also be considered but were not included in APTE-21: we 

think mainly of NGOs, as some of them started to develop an interest in climate services and 

place themselves as potential knowledge brokers (Jones et al, 2016). 

 

2.3 Uses of information for adaptation to climate change  
 

This section resumes uses of climate information in agricultural practices as mentioned by 

model farmers, especially in terms of adaptation strategies. It will also give further elements 

on the type and format of information relevant for farmers, as all strategies are linked to a 

specific type and moment of information dissemination. Finally, we include the resources that 

farmers mentioned as necessary to implement adaptation strategies, to reflect on the ability to 

act upon information.  

Table 4: Uses of climate information as expressed by model farmers of APTE-21, Dano (ITV, 2018) 

Farmers Villages 
Uses of climate 

information  

Type and format of 

information 
Resources needed 

P.  

M (24) 

Tambiri 

Crops and seeds selection 

Selection of portions of 

the field best adapted 

Reduction of the 

agricultural activity to the 

profit of others (pastoral, 

work in the city) 

Before the season, about 

the quality of the rainy 

season 

Money to buy the seeds  

Y. 

M (35) 

Adjusting the calendar to 

fit the rains (ex: seeding) 

Protection of the field 

against a periodic event 

(ex: weeding; stony cord 

in case of rain) 

Beginning of the season 

(dates) 

Intraseasonal (weather) 

Agricultural material 

Labor 

Money to hire 

D.  

M (42) 

Pontiéba 

Protection of the field 

against a periodic event 

(ex: stony cord in case of 

rain) 

Before the season, 

estimates the quality of 

the season by looking at 

clouds 

 

Intraseasonal (weather) 

Agricultural material 

Money 
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E. & I. 

M (55) & M 

(40-45) 

Crop and seeds selection 

Adjusting the calendar to 

fit the rains (ex: seeding) 

Protection of the field 

against a periodic event 

(ex: stony cord in case of 

rain) 

Before the season, about 

the quality of the rainy 

season 

Beginning of the season 

(dates) 

Intraseasonal (weather) 

Labor 

Agricultural material 

P. 

M (38) 

Soriane 

Crop and seeds selection 

Protection of the field 

against a periodic event 

(ex: stall the feet of crops 

in case of wind, stony 

cord in case rain) 

Before the season, about 

the quality of the rainy 

season 

 

Intraseasonal (weather) 

 

Agricultural material 

Labor  

Money to hire 

A. 

F (~50) 

Adjusting the calendar to 

fit the rains (ex: sowing 

or weeding when a rain 

comes) 

Protection of the field 

against a periodic event 

(ex: stony cord in case of 

rain) 

Intraseasonal (weather) 

 

Straw and stones 

Labor  

G. 

F (38) 

Field preparation (ex: 

weeding) 

Adjusting the calendar to 

fit the rains (ex: 

harvesting, weeding) 

Beginning of the season  

 

Intraseasonal (weather) 

 

Labor 

Money to hire 

 

We can sum up uses of climate information for adaptation by gathering them in three 

categories: 

1) Selection of crops and seeds based on seasonal forecasts. As decision type, such 

selection refers to crop type and sequence (Meinke & Stone, 2005). It is anticipative adaptation, 

as the choice will be made before the rainy season, based on expectations of crucial 

characteristics (duration of the season, drought spells, average rainfall etc). 

2) Adaptation of the agricultural calendar (seeding, weeding, harvesting) based on 

intraseasonal weather forecasts. It can be generalized as logistics (Meinke & Stone, 2005). This 

is also anticipative adaptation, as the calendar will be mainly adapted in the occurrence – or 

not – of a rain. For example, seeding will be done before the arrival of a rain and postponed if 

no rain is expected for several days. Harvesting could also be decided if the crops are mature 

enough and an extreme rain is expected to occur and could potentially destroy crops. 

3) Crop management (stone barriers, zaï, weeding…): all adaptation strategies that 

seek to reduce the exposition to a risk or benefit from a climate event, mainly linked to water. 

This can be both anticipative and reactive adaptation, as these actions can be conducted before 

and after the event occurs.  

In terms of information format, it is very clear that seasonal and intraseasonal forecasts are 

dominant, which is also coherent with previous studies in the literature (e.g. Roudier et al, 

2014; Crane et al., 2010; Ingram et al, 2002).  It also concurs with the policy framework through 

which the national meteorological institute in Burkina Faso (ANAM) is currently strengthening 

climate services in the country (Lugen, 2017). This confirms more generally that the type of 
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information needed for climate services targeting agriculture is already well known and 

understood. 

In APTE-21, the first category of information uses (selection of crops and seeds) is somehow 

the choice of the farmers themselves, while the other two (agricultural calendar and crop 

management) are typically transmitted through concrete advices by the focal points. The choice 

of crops and seeds is nevertheless also framed by coordinators of APTE-21 in Ouagadougou 

or focal points. Indeed, one of the trainings with model farmers was especially around technical 

itinerary of crops and included a presentation of the different seeds and crops they could plant 

during the first trial season of the project. Model farmers were advised on the type of crops to 

pick, based on the characteristic of their fields and their gender7; and on the type of seeds to 

get, based on seasonal forecast. Arguably, we could consider the range of agricultural advices 

provided by focal points as a fourth category of adaptational behaviour: we think then of the 

trainings received through APTE-21 and including sowing techniques, use of urea, use of 

fertilizers (both natural as manure and chemicals). In this case, climate information is used to 

build the advices but is not directly provided to farmers. 

 

The novelty of a CIS project like APTE-21 may well be in those integrated categories that are   

adapting the calendar and delivering informed agricultural advices depending on forecasts. 

Indeed, when we look at the households’ questionnaires, 99% of farmers declare already using 

at least one adaptation strategy, regardless of information received, as follows:  

Table 5: Adaptation techniques used by households’ farmers in 3 neighborhood villages around Dano (ITV, 

2018)  

New 

varieties 

Water 

conservation 

techniques 

Assisted natural 

regeneration 

Supplementary 

irrigation 

Organic 

matter 

Mulch Others 

73% 86% 26% 2% 23% 40% 22% 

These adaptation strategies correspond to selection of crops / seeds and crop management 

decisions. As such, it seems that decisions around the agricultural calendar, and assimilated 

agricultural advices, are less intuitively put in place by farmers and are one of the added-value 

of a project like APTE-21. 

 Beyond the uses, finally, what impacts do adaptative strategies have? Usually, studies 

assessing the impacts of adaptation in the case of farmers in developing countries compare the 

productivity of crops before and after the project, assessing then yields as an indicator of 

success. Lately, to respond to some critics pointing this as a limited approach, a new tendency 

is to assess projects in terms of farmers’ revenues (Vaughan et al, submitted). The purpose is 

then to evaluate whether adaptation strategies lead to an increase in revenues, more than in 

yields: indeed, as implementing strategies can be costly, an increase in yields only does not 

necessarily translate in less poverty for farmers. While more refined, this approach also faces 

challenges, as it relies heavily on the farmers’ memory and estimation of their own spending 

and returns, which can prove difficult. Moreover, this does not necessarily translate year to 

                                                      
7 In the area under study (Dano), it is culturally important for men to cultivate at least one cereal. Women, on their 

side, typically receive the poorest fields which are not suitable to every crop, for example cereal. Focal points 

showed sensitivity in this situation and offered solutions to integrate cultural considerations with the best choice 

of crops for each field of model farmers.  
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year variability of climate, which tends to be high in West Africa. Climate variability should 

therefore be considered in any impact’s assessment. The purpose of this paper is not to debate 

or offer an evaluation framework for APTE-21, rather to investigate how such a project is 

implemented and how it translates in concrete uses of information for farmers. Nevertheless, 

compared to previous year it seems interesting to note that for the first trial year of APTE-21, 

in 2017, crop yields of all model farmers in Dano increased quite significantly and they all 

registered better yields than the previous year, before the project (WASCAL, 2017b). As an 

illustration, the following pictures were taken in the field of one of the model farmers (D.) in 

September 2016 (top images) and September 2017 (bottom images). 

 

 
 

Above: Field of D., Pontiéba, in September 2016, maize crop. The field was abandoned because of problems of 

engorgement due to a large capillary rise. 

  Below: The same field in September 2017, with adapted practices and application of AgInfo. The field has been 

partitioned into two portions: the severe waterlogging portion exploited in strict rainfed rice and the rest in corn 

associated with niébé after a system allowing the drainage of excess water. 

 

 
 

Figure 3: One of the model farmers crops for APTE-21, Dano, in September 2016 (control year) and September 

2017 (following the first project’s year) (WASCAL, 2017b) 

It is difficult to link directly this increase to climate information per se, as model farmers also 

received agricultural advices, material and fertilizers. The margin and factors of improvement 

of the yields are therefore numerous. Nevertheless, the rainy season 2017 was not as good as 

the previous one, even if the province of Ioba, where Dano is, was not dramatically affected8. 

Furthermore, almost every study assessing climate services projects and reported in the 

literature concluded on better crop yields for farmers (Vaughan et al, submitted). So far, in 

Dano, APTE-21 seems to reinforce the idea that climate information translates into better 

agricultural practices as reflected by an increase in production. The new experimental group 

formed for the rainy season 2018 aims to verify this hypothesis: this group will receive advices 

                                                      
8 These information come from gathering some journal articles, mainly: http://www.commodafrica.com/27-01-

2017-bonne-campagne-agricole-201617-en-vue-au-burkina-faso, http://lefaso.net/spip.php?article80679  

http://www.commodafrica.com/27-01-2017-bonne-campagne-agricole-201617-en-vue-au-burkina-faso
http://www.commodafrica.com/27-01-2017-bonne-campagne-agricole-201617-en-vue-au-burkina-faso
http://lefaso.net/spip.php?article80679
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but not climate information, to have a better idea on the specific role of information in 

adaptation and consequent impacts. 

Furthermore, improved crop yields had one positive consequence: it contributed to build some 

trust towards WASCAL at the level of model farmers but also to attract interest for the 

project from other farmers in the same villages. This interest is based on observations of 

improved crop yields in the model farmers’ fields. This could potentially trigger a system of 

knowledge-sharing between all farmers at the level of villages as WASCAL originally hoped 

in the design of the project, but which didn’t happen yet at the time of our field study. 
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3. Discussion  

 

3.1 Role of climate services for adaptation 
 

The main objective pursued by climate services for agriculture is to help farmers adapt to 

climate change through the dissemination and contextualisation of climate information.  

APTE-21 showed so far that coupled with agricultural advices and material incentives (as 

fertilizers), climate services can contribute to boost crop yields and increase the management 

skills of farmers. The exact part of information and/or advices in these results is nevertheless 

unknown, as we explained in the previous section. Furthermore, this still does not provide a 

clear idea of the role of climate services for adaptation in the longer term, while it is the basis 

of their promises. In order to provide some elements on that crucial point, we use Jones & al.’s 

framework to assess adaptive capacity at the local level (Jones et al., 2010) and see how a 

project like APTE-21 participate to those capacities. We choose to focus at the local level, as 

research showed that social, cultural and contingent factors are a major influence on adaptation 

capacities and that social vulnerability to climate change is to be understood in the specific 

context under study (see, for example: Hamilton, 2011; O'Brien et Wolf, 2010; Adger et al., 

2009; Dessai et Hulme, 2004).  

The next table resumes Jones & al. framework, while the third column is our addition with 

indications from APTE-21 for each characteristic of adaptative capacity. Indications are 

simplified in three levels: low, medium or high; with a few explanations to justify our ranking. 

This evaluation is based on our interviews and at the time of the field study, but this of course 

could change with time. It is important to specify that this is based on the model farmers 

interviews mainly as well as the current architecture of the project. Situation for other farmers 

is different and our assessment would be more severe if we included them as the broad target 

of the project. In this case, as our purpose is to understand how climate services participate to 

adaptation, we restricted the analysis to farmers who did receive climate services information 

(model farmers), regardless of how they did so.  

Table 6: How do APTE-21 participate to adaptation? (adapted from Jones, Ludi and Levine, 2010) 

Adaptive capacity at the local level   

Characteristic

  

Features that reflect a high adaptive 

capacity  

Indications from the APTE-21 project 

(1) Asset base

  

Availability of key assets that allow the 

system to respond to evolving circumstances

  

Medium  

(crop / seeds, material, finance and human capacity 

are crucial asset and are variable in availability) 

(2) Institutions 

and entitlements

  

Existence of an appropriate and evolving 

institutional environment that allows fair 

access and entitlement to key assets and 

capitals  

Low  

(financial and human capacities are limited, for 

model and a fortiori other farmers) 

(3) Knowledge 

and information

  

The system has the ability to collect, analyse 

and disseminate knowledge and information in 

support of adaption activities  

High  

(main objective of the project and establishment of a 

relevant chain for dissemination) 

(4) Innovation

  

The system creates an enabling environment 

to foster innovation, experimentation and the 

ability to explore niche solutions in order to 

take advantage of new opportunities  

Medium 

(some space for experimentation exists through the 

climate field schools, or better access to improved 

seeds; research on climate services is expanding; yet 
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this is dependent on the presence of external actors 

and funds) 

(5) Flexible 

forward-looking 

decision-making 

and governance 

The system is able to anticipate, incorporate 

and respond to changes with regards to its 

governance structures and future planning  

Low  

(participative dimension to be improved, short term 

project with no perspective of continuing, certain 

randomness in the choice of actors involved) 

 

For obvious reasons, a climate services project as APTE-21 acts mainly on the knowledge and 

information characteristic (number (3) in table 6): they are a system of knowledge 

dissemination where information is derived from climate science and in this case adapted to a 

specific sector, agriculture. They contribute to improve chains of knowledge and to put an 

emphasis on the importance on meteorological data, which tends to lack in Sub-Saharan Africa 

(James et al. 2014; Dinku et al., 2014).  

The capacity of climate services to act on other characteristics of adaptive capacity is less 

obvious.  

We evaluate asset base (1) as medium, as resources needed to implement adaptation strategies 

at the level of farmers are usually available, although this varies with time: it is mainly seeds, 

agricultural material and labor force. This is nothing new and those resources, except human 

capacity, are usually at the disposal of farmers in exchange for money. Finding help in the 

village respond to the same law: it depends to the capacity of farmers to offer a remuneration. 

Access to resources and credits to buy them is not the target of a project like APTE-21. 

Nevertheless, it contributed to it by providing some seeds, material and fertilizers to model 

farmers.  

An issue is more around access and equity, which is linked to institutions and settlements (2). 

We consider that it is rather low, as APTE-21 do not play a role here and can even arguably 

contribute to some inequity by giving material, information and seeds to model farmers. This 

is the rule of many development projects: practical reasons usually oblige to work directly with 

just a few farmers, who receive some sort of bonus by being involved in a project. But this is 

true only for the (usually short) duration of the project and can potentially create some tensions 

within villages or neighborhood villages as clear advantages are given to a few9. For APTE-

21, we observe a relatively rigid governance structure, with a classic top-down model of 

information dissemination and limited space for participation and co-production of knowledge 

(we develop this point on 3.2). Indeed, the short-term shape of the project makes it extremely 

challenging to implement a more democratic model of knowledge diffusion.  

We then estimate that the flexibility of the decision-making and governance (5) as low in 

APTE-21. The power of decision is mainly in the hands of some coordinators of the project in 

                                                      
9 This tendency is typical and problematic of development projects and explain the preference of some donors to 

invest in capacity-building or infrastructure in developing countries rather than financing a project, which also 

exists in the case of climate services. Mainly, meteorological institutes in developing countries, including Burkina 

Faso, are seeking funding to implement national framework for climate services in their country. Typically, it 

starts with the intention of strengthening the network of pluviometers and meteorological stations (Lugen, 2017). 

This does create challenges too though, as this in turn usually does not target poorest and most vulnerable people 

in a country, sometimes not even users of information but rather providers only.   
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WASCAL, with some influence from the scientific committee in Paris. Focal points have some 

margin to interpret information and translate it into agricultural practices but have nothing to 

say on the design of the project. Farmers are finally absent of the governance structure even if 

their feedback on the accuracy of information is requested. While including participation has 

proved to be extremely challenging for a long time (Lavigne Delville, 2000), this questions the 

degree to which information-seeking behavior has been modified through APTE-21 or not as 

well as its overall legitimacy.  

Finally, we estimate that projects like APTE-21 have some value in terms of innovation (4). 

This is especially true for climate information providers who can withdraw conclusions on 

climate services based on assessments of the project, potentially increase the general scientific 

knowledge on the topic and use that opportunity to refine climate models based on which the 

information is transmitted. It also triggers the use of phones to receive climate information, 

which proved an efficient channel to reach a wide range of farmers in other countries of W/A 

(Tall et al, 2014). Finally, model farmers are exposed to new agricultural practices thanks to 

the trainings and climate field schools. 

 

3.2 Co-production of information  
 

Many researches point out the benefits from a dialogue between scientists and decision-makers 

for efficiency of climate services, especially in the emergence of a new discourse on adaptation 

practices (Strauss 2009, Orlove et al., 2010, Nakashima et al. al., 2012). Goosen et al. (2014) 

state that understanding local specificities in the development of adaptation strategies requires 

the integration of a multitude of actors working together to create a common ground for solving 

the problem. Researchers have therefore been interested in introducing a participatory 

component in the construction of climate services for adaptation, especially co-production of 

knowledge between scientists and decision-makers. The co-production approach aims to 

reconcile the production of knowledge with the needs of decision makers, especially at the 

level of territorial planning (Lemos and Morehouse, 2005). These alternative models aim at   

responding to the lack of success experienced by traditional, linear-type methods of knowledge 

delivery, simplifying the relationship between science and society (Regeer and Bunders, 2009). 

In these approaches, stakeholders engage in a process of social learning, where the values and 

demands of co-creators are integrated, which would favor the success of the models and 

consequent action (Voinov et al., 2014). 

APTE-21 integrates some of those concerns. The protocol privileged participatory 

dissemination approach through the climate field schools and community co-production 

(WASCAL, 2016b). However, participation proved more difficult to be implemented, 

especially when it comes to co-production of knowledge (ITV, 2018, focal points). Farmers 

are sending feedback about the accuracy of information, but do not take part on its design. 

Focal points have a say in interpreting climate data and translating them into agricultural 

practices. However, this does not result from a dialogue with WASCAL. The model of 

knowledge dissemination remains overall top-down and pyramidal, more than horizontal and 

participative. 

If we look at the typology of participation designed by Pretty (1995) for development projects 

(Table 7), we would situate a project like APTE-21 somewhere between participation by 
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consultation and participation for material incentives (steps 3 and 4 out of 7, ranking from 

manipulative participation to self-mobilisation). Indeed, much of the project’s design is pre-

decided and does not leave space for discussion. However, CFS and trainings were reported by 

farmers as being platforms for exchanges where they clearly felt comfortable to ask questions, 

report problems or raise issues within the group. Our interviews also showed that APTE-21 

generated new exchanges between model farmers and some identity as a group (ITV, 2018, 

model farmers).  

Table 7: Typology of participation (adapted from Pretty, 1995) 

Typology of participation 

Typology  Characteristics  

Manipulative 

participation  
Participation is simply pretence, with ‘people’ representatives on 

board but who are not elected and have no power. 

Passive participation People participated by being told what has been decided or already 

happened. It involves unilateral announcements by an administration or 

project management without listening to people’s response. The 

information shared belongs only to external professionals.  

Participation by 

consultation 

People participate by being consulted, and external people listen to 

views. The external people define both problems and solutions, and 

may modify these in light of the people’s responses. Such a consultative 

process does not concede any share in decision-making, and 

professionals are in no obligation to take on board people's views. 

Participation for 

material incentives 

People participate by providing resources, for example labour, in return 

for food, cash or other material incentives. Much on-farm research fails 

into this category, as farmers provide their land but are not involved in 

the experimentation or the process of learning. It is very common to see 

this called participation. People have no stake in prolonging activities 

when the incentives run out.  

Functional 

participation 

People participate by forming groups to meet predetermined objectives 

related to the project, which can involve the development or promotion 

of externally initiated social organisation. Such involvement does not 

tend to be at early stages of project cycle or planning, but rather after 

major decisions have been made. There institutions tend to be 

dependent on external facilitators or initiators but may become self-

dependent. 

Interactive 

participation 

People participate in joint analysis, which leads to action plans and 

formation of new local institutions or the strengthening of existing 

ones. It tends to involve interdisciplinary methodologies that seek 

multiple perspectives and make use of systematic and structured 

learning processes. These groups take control over local decisions, and 

so people have a stake in maintaining structures or practices.  

Self-mobilisation People participate by taking initiatives independently of external 

institutions to change systems. They develop contacts with external 

institutions for the resources and technical advice they need but retain 

control over how resources are used. Such self-initiated mobilisation 

and collective action may or may not challenge existing unequal 

distribution of wealth and power. 

 

It is not possible to date to situate APTE-21 on a higher step in the typology, as farmers 

are not acting independently from the existence of the project and actors involved. The presence 

of incentives for model farmers (phones, manure, seeds…), although positive for them and 

fundamental for their ability to access and act on information, brings some questions about 

their motivation in the project beyond such incentives. Participation proves to be a complex 
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phenomenon, occurring to different extents at various levels, from the management levels in 

Ouagadougou to the micro-decision level in the climate field schools. 

Beyond the efficiency of climate information, participation is also expected to improve the 

credibility of scientific information. When looking at the literature, the importance of building 

and maintaining long-term communication, in an iterative process and with active knowledge-

sharing, is regularly emphasized (see e.g.: Ziervogel et al, 2014; Roncoli, 2006). This tends to 

increase trust towards information and the communicators themselves, and therefore 

consequent action. At this stage of APTE-21, it is still early to know whether this trust is being 

built or not. Experience from year one and our interviews showed the existence of 

misunderstandings at the beginning of the project, as a few model farmers feared that the 

portion of their fields used for the CFS would be taken by WASCAL and not returned. As it 

did not occur after the first year, this tension disappeared and the satisfaction of model farmers 

towards the project seemed high when we conducted the interviews.  

Arguably, more structural change in terms of adaptation and information-seeking behavior 

would be expected if participation increased. Such situation, of course, is not rigid and evolve 

in time: it is possible that some initiative will remain after the project’s ending through the 

dynamic that it contributed to create. As for now, the risk is that agricultural practices and uses 

of climate information are ad-hoc and linked to the existence of the project itself. Short-term 

and top-down models of knowledge dissemination do not seem the best ways to engage 

more structurally actors into information-seeking behavior. Unfortunately, this remains the 

dominant approach in development projects where research of efficiency and results to expose 

is privileged by donors. A reflection about the donors’ role and priorities would seem 

relevant as they have a major influence on the nature of projects, in duration and objectives. 
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Conclusion 

 

This paper investigated (1) the coherence between climate information as delivered in a climate 

services project (APTE-21) with needs expressed by target beneficiaries, rural farmers. It also 

reviewed (2) concrete uses of climate services for adaptation strategies. Transversely, it looked 

at the architecture of (3) systems of knowledge production and communication to better 

understand information-seeking behaviour, access and ability to act upon it. 

Our review showed that the current offer of climate services was coherent with needs 

expressed, even more extended, in terms of type of information and frequency of information 

delivery. Preferred means of communication revealed to be divergent between farmers and 

therefore partially with the project studied, where emails and phones are the main 

communication channels.   

Farmers who received climate information, coupled with agricultural advices, showed a great 

understanding on how such information can be translated into adaptation strategies. Farmers 

who did not receive climate information mentioned using a range of adaptation strategies as 

well and understand intuitively the link with climate information. Information prior and during 

the rainy season (seasonal and weather forecasts) were the most demanded and used so far for 

adaptation, which is coherent with previous studies in the literature. In our case study, all 

farmers receiving information directly experienced better crop yields after one year of project, 

which is in line with existing assessments of climate services. As they received incentives 

through their involvement with the project (seeds, fertilizers, training for agricultural 

practices…), there is no evidence whether improved crops are the results of climate information 

delivery per se. In addition, as adapting their practices based on information was requested for 

being involved in the project, it is also unclear whether more structural change is to be expected 

from this project, in terms of adaptation. Finally, farmers expressed alternative needs to 

climate information necessary to act on the information received: mainly material, products 

and funds (to hire workforce or buy seeds, for example). While this is not the scope of climate 

services, it is worrying as such basic assets may lack or be difficult for some farmers to obtain 

and could therefore diminish the overall efficiency of climate services. Providing those assets 

is crucial to improve adaptive capacity of farmers, and this calls for a follow-up project or an 

addition to the current one. To date, there is no guarantee of an extension of the project on the 

donor side. Nevertheless, WASCAL could benefit from this experience and their own capacity 

to reflect on this during the next steps. 

Climate services are typically produced and delivered through a top-down, pyramidal model 

of knowledge production and dissemination. The limited participation of farmers in the 

creation of knowledge is challenging the access and use of information. Mainly, we saw that 

farmers which were not directly involved in the project had a low access to climate information 

while most of them declared being interested by it. Projects work typically with just a few 

beneficiaries rather than targeting a larger audience, for practical reasons. While 

understandable, we fear that this tendency could contribute to reinforce inequalities in the 

ground, by targeting already more capacitated farmers rather than the poorest or most 

vulnerable ones.  

In the end, considerations of legitimacy, availability of basic assets and trust towards 

information seem crucial points to be targeted by further research to improve climate services 
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for adaptation. Some reflection around the systems of dissemination and production of 

knowledge seems fundamental here. Additionally, reflection on the donors’ side could be 

brought around the classical shape of development projects. The financial and temporal 

constraints imposed by the structure of a development project do not guarantee a spread access, 

or long-term actions (as adaptation strategies) upon information delivered. By traditionally 

privileging short-term projects, with visible results expected quickly, the danger is to not 

provide an appropriate environment to build trust and interactions between beneficiaries and 

coordinators of the project.  
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Annex 1. Technical itinerary of crops (maize, sorghum, niébé, rice) (WASCAL, 2017a) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


