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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examines a rural community’s engagement with practice-ready knowledge 

gathered by the SKIN (Short Food Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation Network) 

Horizon 2020 project. The use of participatory action research to facilitate interactive 

innovation in a rural community to co-create multiple enterprise opportunities that reflected 

the local, history, culture and heritage of the area is detailed throughout. The study gives an 

in-depth analysis of the participatory process undertaken, which was documented by the 

researcher and included the incorporation of her own personal reflections. The use of tools 

from the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ along with the implementation of a range of methods 

and techniques including interactive innovation techniques are documented throughout. This 

research also acted as a testbed to co-create tools for impact assessment/evaluation of 

interactive innovation for the LIAISON project.  

A detailed account of the process is included in the below study with each of the different 

stages clearly identified starting with the initial phase of engaging and incentivising 

participants right up to the final group workshops. Throughout the process power struggles 

and power dynamics emerged which are reflected on and included in the findings chapter.  

The findings of this study highlight the non-linear and cyclical nature of participatory action 

research which does not follow a particular set of steps. The usefulness of the SKIN multi-

actor ‘toolbox’ is included but the use of the ‘toolbox’ as a guide for participatory action 

research rather than a method is recognised. The successful engagement of the community at 

the heart of this research was key in the project’s success. The time and effort required to 

engage and incentivise the community was very worthwhile as it resulted in a truly ‘bottom-

up’ approach, with the community at the core of the research. The facilitation of the 

community in an innovative non-judgemental space brought to light the range of innovative 

ideas which silently existed within a rural community. This highlights the role that 

agricultural extension agents could play in future by not just continuing to share technical 

knowledge but also assuming the role as a facilitator/innovation broker, to facilitate low-

income farmers to diversify and to increase overall farm income.  
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1 CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Introduction  

The research and action project presented in this thesis reflects on an Irish community’s 

engagement with, and application of ‘practice ready knowledge’1 generated by a Horizon 

2020 Thematic Network – Short Food Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation Network 

(SKIN), which was facilitated by the author.  The project was conducted using Participatory 

Action Research (PAR), which recognises people as contributors to, rather than subjects in, 

Research & Development Innovation (R&D). This project was implemented by working 

closely with participants rather than studying them from a distance. Specifically, the project 

sought to  facilitate a rural and farming community to identify and create an ‘ecology’ of 

mutually re-enforcing enterprise opportunities, centred on Short Food Supply Chains 

(SFSCs), that reflect the culture, heritage and traditions of a local area. 

This project had three main aims. The first was to conduct PAR while facilitating diverse 

actors within a region to engage with, adapt and apply practice-ready knowledge gathered by 

SKIN. The second aim was to document, analyse and reflect on the PAR process used in this 

project. The third aim was to use the SKIN Regional Node as a testbed for the evaluation of 

interactive innovation models. Associated with these aims, the overall research question that 

this thesis seeks to answer is what can be learned from the experience of using PAR in 

supporting multi-actor engagement, adaptation and application of practice-ready knowledge 

that can inform rural development approaches. The factors that enable/disable interactive 

innovation will be identified and learning will be distilled to support advisory services in 

considering development models appropriate to support establishment of local value chains. 

Furthermore, characteristics of tools suitable for evaluating the interactive innovation process 

will be identified. 

 

  

 
1 Practice ready knowledge is easily accessible knowledge on innovation approaches and practices Invalid 

source specified. 
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1.2 Aim - Intended Identification of Implications for Policy and Practice   

This project aimed to animate and facilitate an Irish community’s engagement and application 

of practice-ready knowledge.  

The project aims were as follows  

1. To conduct participatory-action research while facilitating interactive innovation with. 

a multi-actor group (innovation brokers, researchers, farmers, B&B owners, chefs and 

restaurant owners) to “co-create” local value food chains and other enterprise 

opportunities that reflect the history, culture and traditions of the area and that  

improve livelihoods using a ‘bottom-up’ approach. 

2. To document, analyse and reflect on the participatory process used in this research and 

how practice-ready knowledge gathered by the SKIN project was adapted and applied 

by the rural community. 

3. To use the SKIN regional node of West Kerry as a testbed to co-create tools for 

impact assessment/evaluation of interactive innovation for the LIAISON project.   

 

This project examined how interactive innovation can be evaluated by using the regional node 

as a testbed to co-create tools for impact assessment/evaluation for the LIAISON project. It 

identified the factors that drive and support or enable interactive innovation in a rural 

community along with examining what kind of development-model advisory services could 

be used to help support local farmers, in particular, to establish local value chains.  

The project employed an action research/participatory development approach to work with a 

group of West Kerry famers along with other actors to generate a locally-devised 

development model reflecting the particular physical landscape, skills, cultural preferences 

and character of the local community. This thesis documents and reflects on the participatory 

process used to facilitate the rural community to co-create enterprise opportunities which can 

serve as a model that other communities can follow. It can be used to demonstrate to 

policymakers that using PAR is a very effective and beneficial way to empower communities 

to improve their livelihoods.  
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1.3 Background  

This research project uses participatory processes to facilitate and empower a rural 

community to improve their livelihoods by supporting them to create enterprise opportunities 

both on and off-farm.  

This project began in September 2018, supported by a Teagasc/UCD Walsh Fellowship; 

Masters in Agriculture Innovation and Support (MAIS). The research was funded by Teagasc 

– the Irish Agriculture and Food Development Authority and SKIN (Short Food Supply Chain 

Knowledge and Innovation Network), an EU Horizon 2020 Thematic Network.  

1.3.1 Why Short Food Chains? 

In the last number of years consumers have become more aware of where their food comes 

from.  The term ‘‘food miles’’ was a term first coined in the UK in the early 1990’s by Dr 

Tim Lang.  The “food miles” concept is based on the rather simplistic notion that the further 

food travels between farm and plate, the greater its negative environmental impact must be 

(Kemp, et al., 2010). As climate change comes to the fore consumers are becoming more 

aware of where the food that they consume comes from and the levels of carbon that are 

needed to both produce and transport each food item to their plate.  Consumers’ new 

awareness ties into the aims of the SKIN project i.e. ‘Re-connecting the two extremities of the 

food supply chain, reconciling producers with citizens, stimulating mutual trust and 

supporting the development of the short food supply chain economy, based on common 

values on food, its origin and production method’ (SKIN, 2016).  

Renting, et al., (2003) highlight the importance of new shortened food-supply chains to create 

linkages between agriculture and society, producers and consumers and to allow consumers to 

be brought closer to the origins of their food. Shortened food chains can potentially enhance a 

re-embedding of farming towards more environmentally sustainable modes of production due 

to an increased income from a shortened food chain. Studies which have examined producers 

operating within short food chains point to a heightened sense of pride and confidence in their 

work due to connecting directly with consumers (Kirwan, 2004; Griffen & Frongillo, 2003).  

Shortened food chains provide farmers and food producers with the opportunity to remove 

themselves from traditional supply chains where farmers are price takers and are producing 

products to meet a certain criteria for the next stage of production.  
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In a short food supply chain farmers can be the price-setters and are more likely to produce 

food in a more environmentally sustainable way as they have the opportunity to reduce the 

scale of their production while also increasing income (Macken-Walsh, 2009). 

Shortened food chains can add value to a food product which in turn results in a very positive 

financial benefit for both farmer and food producers. Engaging in short food chains provides 

farmers and food producers with an excellent opportunity to increase farm income and to 

engage in more environmentally sustainable farming and food-production practices.  

In saying this, Meredith, et al. (2009) found that in Ireland less than 4% of farmers are willing 

to diversify from their conventional production systems. In the past ‘top-down’ prescriptive 

farming schemes along with cash-poor farmers have resulted in farmers feeling 

disempowered from adopting creative entrepreneurial approaches such as short food chains 

(Macken-Walsh, 2011). Due to this farmers would prefer to expand their current farm 

enterprise or to secure income off the farm and continue to be price-takers in a more 

traditional supply chain rather than diversify into areas such as short food chains and become 

price-setters which would provide an increased farm income (Macken-Walsh, 2009). Farmers 

may be slow to diversify into short food chains as they may not be fully aware of their 

benefits and may not have the resources, knowledge or support to diversify.  

According to the Teagasc National Farm Survey the average net profit (including direct 

payments) on sheep hill-farms in 2018 was €13,281 (Dillion, et al., 2018) compared to a net 

profit of €14,744 in 2015 (Hennessy & Moran, 2015) while the average net profit on beef dry 

stock farms in 2018 was €14,562 (Dillion, et al., 2018) compared to €16,319 in 2015 

(Hennessy & Moran, 2015). Sheep hill-farmers’ and beef-farmer’s income is dropping and 

this is something that the farmers at the core of this research project have acknowledged. The 

realisation that the tradition of hill-farming is unlikely to continue in its current format into 

future generations was one of the factors that kick-started this particular project aligned with 

concerns that the loss of hill-farming in particular would have significant negative, ecological 

and socio-economic consequences in the area. 
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1.3.2 The Short Food Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation Network 

(SKIN) ‘Good Practices’ 

The Short Food Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation Network (SKIN) Thematic 

Network2 was funded by the European Commission’s Horizon 2020 programme. The project 

ran from the 1st of November 2016 to the 31st of October 2019. The mission of the SKIN 

Horizon 2020 project was ‘Re-connecting the two extremities of the food supply chain, 

reconciling producers with citizens, stimulating mutual trust and supporting the development 

of the short food supply chain economy, based on common values on food, its origin and 

production method’ (SKIN, 2016). Throughout the lifetime of the SKIN project over one 

hundred ‘good practices’ were collected from all over Europe that showed innovations and 

solutions to help producers add value to their produce and bring it in a more direct manner to 

consumers. “SKIN creates a European network of ‘good practices’ in the short food supply 

chain domain, connected to overcome knowledge fragmentation and to support bottom-up 

innovation initiatives” (SKIN, 2016, p1).  

1.3.2.1 ‘Hot Topics’ 

From the literature a number of specific elements that qualify a good practice were identified. 

A wide range of topics that could be investigated for the collection of ‘good practices’ were 

identified as ‘hot topics’. The ‘good practices’ collected and identified would reflect ‘hot 

topics’ at regional, national and EU levels.  Four module categories of hot topics were 

identified: Products, Organisational/Institutional Systems, Governance (Figure 1) (Macken-

Walsh, et al., 2017).  

 
2 Short Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation Network website:  

http://www.shortfoodchain.eu/ 

http://www.shortfoodchain.eu/
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Figure 1 Interactive Business Model Canvas identifying 'Hot Topics' 

‘Good practices’ valorise products either by having a novel development or being a novel 

product themselves or products that add value through the incorporation of culture and 

tradition or climate. Branding and labelling of products in innovative ways was also identified 

as being a ‘good practice’. The quality of a product in terms of its value of freshness, 

healthiness, nutritional value or superior taste was also identified along with the social-

suitability measures including connection between producer and consumer, trust, a sense of 

community and recognition of producers. Economic sustainability and environmental 

sustainability were also identified.  

In the Organisational/Institutional/Systems Grouping, ‘good practices’ included cross-

learning between actors, networking along the food chain and a reduction in dependence on 

powerful actors within the supply chain resulting in a more direct relationship with 

consumers. Along with that, process innovations to achieve efficiencies though collaboration, 

logistics and distributions were also ‘good practices’. 

In the Governance Grouping, good internal governance practices included good decision-

making structures and contractual agreements between producers along with examples of 

mediation and facilitation. External governance ‘good practices’ included enabling 

government policies and regulatory frameworks and the use of social and environmental 

criteria in public procurement.  
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In the Sales grouping, collaborating with food hubs to bring together supplies from multiple 

small producers, using efficient sales methods such as an online shop or an effective ordering 

system and having a good connection with customers through social media and ‘meet the 

producer’ events were also considered to be ‘good practices’. 

1.3.2.2 ‘Good Practice’ Template 

A template for describing ‘good practices’ was developed by Macken-Walsh, et al., (2017). 

The template when completed was three to six pages in length and was presented in a user 

friendly way which was easily searchable for end-users along with project participants and 

partners. The template included the title of the ‘good practice’ along with the SKIN ‘hot 

topics’ category which it fitted into, a short description, the main results/outcomes of the 

activity and the practical benefits of the good practice. Those recording the good practice 

were encouraged to make the good practice as interesting as possible and use direct and 

understandable language to make it appropriate to the end-users.  

In order to assist actors to engage with the ‘good practices’ that were gathered through SKIN, 

a multi-actor ‘toolbox’ was developed outlining six scenarios to approaching stakeholder 

engagement and innovation brokering. The interactive ‘toolbox’ developed by Macken-

Walsh, et al., (2017) outlined participatory tools and techniques that could be used to achieve 

the objectives identified by the SKIN project.  

1.3.2.3 Case Study: Ballymaloe Cookery School 

One case study profiled in Ireland had multiple ‘good practices’ identified within the case, 

and that was the Ballymaloe Cookery School in Co. Cork. Set up by Darina Allen in 1983, 

Ballymaloe Cookery School has grown to be a world-class cookery school and is part of a 

number of enterprises based in Ballymaloe.  

Ballymaloe represented a hub/ecology of business, suitable for an area-based development 

approach involving multiple actors and enterprise opportunities. The Ballymaloe model was 

mapped out using social network analysis (S.N.A.) as seen in Figure 2. Social network 

analysis is the process of investigating social structures through the use of graphs and 

networks (Otte & Rouseeau, 2002). 
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Figure 2 SNA Diagram of Ballymaloe House 

 

This provided the SKIN project with a case study of a working development model which 

placed an emphasis on sourcing local ingredients while also highlighting how different family 

members, employees and businesses link to create a highly successful, mutually supportive 

local enterprise ecology. The SNA diagram also highlights the key ingredients that are needed 

in order to run a successful enterprise. This Ballymaloe model was added to the collection of 

SKIN ’good practices’.  

Twenty-two partners from fifteen European countries were involved in the project. 

Throughout thirteen European countries, seventeen areas were designated as ‘regional nodes’.  

A regional node is an area which brings the learnings of SKIN and facilitates the people in 

that area to interrogate existing knowledge to co-create an ecology of mutually-reinforcing 

local enterprise opportunities (SKIN, 2016). One area in Ireland was selected as a regional 

node. This project focuses on the regional node selected in Ireland. 
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1.3.3 West Kerry 

West Kerry, located on Irelands Wild Atlantic Way, was chosen as Ireland’s regional node, 

on the basis of the level of interest shown by local development organisations and by farmers 

on the ground (see Chapter 3). Kerry is a county situated on the west coast of Ireland with a 

population of 147,707 people in 2016 of which 12,508 people lived on the Dingle peninsula 

in West Kerry (Central Statistics Office, 2016). The area of West Kerry which this research 

focuses on is located on the Dingle peninsula in Co. Kerry as seen below in Figure 3. With a 

population of 12,508 people (Central Statistics Office, 2016) the Dingle Peninsula stretches 

45 miles into the Atlantic Ocean on the west coast of Ireland. The peninsula is dominated by 

the range of mountains that form its spine, running from the Slieve Mish range to the Conor 

Pass and Mount Brandon (Dingle Peninsula Tourism Alliance, 2020).  

 

 

Figure 3 A Map Identifying the Area of West Kerry in Co. Kerry. 

The average age dependency (people outside the normal working age) in West Kerry in 2016 

was 57 years of age which was an increase compared to 51 years in 2011 (Central Statistics 

Office, 2016). Nearly half of the Dingle peninsula is in the Gaeltacht region. The term 

‘Gaeltacht’ is used to denote areas in Ireland where the Irish language is, or was until the 

recent past, the main spoken language of a substantial number of the local population (Údarás 

na Gaeltachta, 2020) . In 2016 there were 2,057 daily Irish speakers living on the Dingle 

Peninsula in West Kerry (Central Statistics Office, 2016).  

 

https://dingle-peninsula.ie/explore/conor-pass.html
https://dingle-peninsula.ie/explore/conor-pass.html
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The main town on the peninsula is Dingle which acts as the hub for the peninsula. During the 

height of the tourism season from March to October the town is a hive of activity. The town 

itself boast over fifty different food venues along with a large array of pubs. In recent years 

Dingle town has developed a reputation as a ‘foodie’ town due to its many award-winning 

food venues. Each year the town welcomes thousands of people in October to the Dingle 

Food Fair and Food Trail.  

1.3.3.1 Tourism 

The principal industries on the peninsula are tourism, fishing and agriculture. Within the 

county tourism plays a major role in the economy with tourists who visited Kerry spending 

€542 million in 2017 (Fáilte Ireland, 2018) . 

It is estimated that 1.1million visitors visit West Kerry each year with one third of visitors 

staying on the peninsula, one third of visitors being free independent travellers (travelling by 

car) and the remaining third visiting West Kerry on coaches. For both the domestic and 

overseas visitors, walking is the number one activity. The Dingle Way in West Kerry has seen 

an increase in walkers in the last number of years particularly from Germany. Key markets for 

West Kerry include the domestic Irish market, as well as USA, German, UK, French, 

European, Australian and Canadian markets. West Kerry tourism also relies heavily on 

walkers, families, the over 55's along with activity and leisure visitors and cultural visitors 

(Dingle Peninsula Tourism Alliance, 2020). 

 Key festivals and events have played a particularly significant role in bringing visitors to the 

area including traditional events such as the Dingle Regatta and the Dingle Races.  In the last 

twenty years Féile na Bealtaine and the Dingle Food Festival / Blas na hÉireann Awards have 

attracted a number of visitors to West Kerry while also providing a number of opportunities 

for local food producers and farmers.  

1.3.3.2 Agriculture 

According to the Census of Agriculture in 2010 there were 882 farmers on the Dingle 

Peninsula farming 28,820 hectares. Half of all farmers were 55 years and older highlighting 

the ageing farming population. The main farming enterprise on the peninsula is hill-farming 

with 112,668 sheep being kept in West Kerry in 2010.  There were also 14,478 cattle on the 

peninsula used for beef and dairy production (Central Statistics Office, 2012). 
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There is no fresh food grown on the Dingle Peninsula, apart from a very small quantity 

produced by local seasonal growers. The most up-to-date data available comes from 2010 

when just 37 ha of land were used to grow crops on the peninsula in West Kerry. A project to 

explore the feasibility of producing more of the food requirements for the Dingle peninsula 

locally by Maguire & Ní Shé, (2010) identified that there was a substantial market for fresh 

produce to supply to restaurants and food outlets who cater to the local residents and the 

visitors that come to the area every year. The report also highlighted that the Dingle peninsula 

has a relatively mild year-round climate favourable to growing many types of vegetables and 

fruits. Temperatures during the winter are, on average, 2.5 C higher than temperatures in parts 

of the midlands of Ireland. As a result most of the lower-elevation areas of the peninsula have 

a growing season of about 320 days out of the year making it an ideal climate to grow fruit 

and vegetables.  
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1.3.4 SKIN Multi-actor ‘Toolbox’ 

The SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ was developed to provide a range of ‘tools’ for engaging 

stakeholders in collaborative innovation processes and for ‘innovation brokering’. Howells, 

(2006) first coined the term “innovation intermediary” which he described as “an organisation 

or body that acts as an agent or broker in any aspect of the innovation process between two or 

more parties”. EIP-AGRI, (2016)  states “An innovation broker tries to link different partners 

from the files, from science, commercial partners etc. and make sure that the right expertise 

and knowledge is involved in the project. They must ask themselves, who should we get 

together in the same room to discuss this particular subject?”.  It recognises that no one 

protocol can be universally applied to support engagement and collaborative innovation but 

that a range of techniques and tools can be used in different contexts.  

The multi-actor ‘toolbox’ as seen below in Figure 4 outlines six scenarios to approach 

stakeholder engagement and innovation brokering. Scenario one involves engaging and 

incentivising stakeholders while scenario two involves interrogating existing knowledge from 

experts, stakeholders and SKIN ‘good practices’. Scenario three looks at creating new ideas 

and knowledge while scenario four looks at addressing problems and challenges. Scenario 

five seeks to apply knowledge to particular contexts and scenarios. Scenario six includes 

evaluating and assessing the impact of the previous scenarios.  

 

Figure 4 SKIN Multi-actor ‘Toolbox’ 

This project used PAR to facilitate and animate actors within the West Kerry Regional Node 

to engage, adapt and apply SKIN ‘good practices’. This multi-actor ‘toolbox’ contains links to 

tools that are consistent with those used in PAR. The ‘toolbox’ provides a range of existing 

participatory tools and techniques which are suitable to use in each of the six scenarios.  
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1.3.5 LIAISON Project  

The LIASION (Better Rural Innovation: Linking Actors, Instruments and Policies through 

Networks)3 project was launched in May 2018 and was funded by the EU Horizon 2020 

programme. The aim of the project is to ‘produce practice-ready methods and tools for 

optimising the use of the interactive innovation approach in projects funded within the 

framework of the EIP-AGRI – and beyond’. LIAISON can be described as ‘a truly multi-

actor project that brings together a diverse community of researchers, actors from innovation 

projects, initiatives and networks, decision-makers and administrators in a highly-interactive 

work programme to jointly investigate the design and implementation of interactive 

innovation projects – both inside and outside of the EIP-AGRI.’ Part of the project seeks to 

co-design tools for impact assessment and evaluation of interactive innovation. 

The SKIN Regional Node was selected as a testbed for the co-design of tools for 

Developmental Evaluation for LIAISON. Developmental Evaluation (DE) ‘is an evaluation 

approach that can assist social innovators develop social-change initiatives in complex or 

uncertain environments’ (Quinn Patton, 2010) pioneered by Michael Quinn Patton.  

The LIAISON project was incorporated into the research process in June 2019 at which time 

the community were fully engaged in interactive innovation.  The regional node was therefore 

an ideal location to use as a testbed for the co-design of tools for DE as a participatory process 

was already been undertaken. Therefore DE techniques could be easily incorporated into 

participatory tools used for PAR (see Figure 4 multi-actor ‘toolbox’ above) and were 

supportive of the PAR process. Furthermore, their implementation provides evidence in 

relation to how the interactive innovation process at play in the SKIN Regional Node may be 

evaluated. 

 

  

 

 

 
3 LIAISON Website: https://liaison2020.eu/ 

https://liaison2020.eu/
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1.4 Overview of Content  

Chapter two is a review of literature focusing on participatory development, participation and 

collaboration of SFSC and interactive innovation, three concepts used in this action and 

research project.  

Chapter three presents the methods used in the project. The participatory process is presented 

in three sections: the initial phase, the middle phase and the later phase under which each of 

the methods used are described in detail. The use of reflective practice and interactive 

innovation methods are clearly explained along with the inclusion of a willingness-to-pay 

survey.  

Chapter four presents the findings from this action and research project and follows a similar 

layout to chapter three where the findings of the participatory process are presented in three 

sections. In this chapter the researcher’s reflections and key moments in the project which are 

captured as lightbulb moments are also included. The use of Developmental Evaluation (DE) 

as a technique for evaluating interactive innovation is documented along with the findings of 

the willingness-to-pay survey.  

The final chapter, chapter five, draws a number of conclusions from the process. The 

researcher provides a number of recommendations for agriculture and rural development in 

Ireland having facilitated and documented the entire process.  
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1.5 Conclusion 

PAR was used to develop a process that reflected the needs of a number of rural communities 

in West Kerry. Using PAR ensured that the rural communities were at the core of this 

research and that they were involved and engaged in the decision-making process. The 

importance of stakeholder-engagement is to drive a project in a strategic direction as well as 

ensuring that the aims of the project are accomplished (Underman, et al., 2007). Using a 

‘bottom-up’ approach in this project ensured that the rural community at the centre of this 

research were the key decision-makers and were at the core of the project. This in turn 

encouraged the community to take ownership of the project.  

SFSC have  proven to be very successful at increasing revenue on small to medium-sized 

farms as producers can get a premium price by selling through SFSC (Pearson , et al., 2011) 

eliminating the ‘middleman’ and increasing profit on farm (Sage, 2003). The collection of 

‘good practices’ by the SKIN thematic network allowed the sharing of ideas and knowledge 

in relation to short food chains. This project facilitated the West Kerry community to create 

multiple enterprise opportunities that reflected on the history, culture and heritage of the area 

by adapting a specific SKIN ‘good practice’.  

The project was a classic example of interactive innovation as the project used a multi-actor 

approach which included a diverse range of actors including end-users. The project also acted 

as a testbed for the co-design of tools for DE and provided an opportunity to learn from these 

tools.  
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2 CHAPTER TWO:    LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents an overview of literature linked to this action and research project. 

Literature in relation to three key topics is reviewed in this chapter and is presented under the 

headings of Participatory Development, Participation/Collaboration and Short Food Supply 

Chains and Interactive Innovation. This gives the reader an insight into important concepts in 

relation to this action and research project.  

2.2 Participatory Development  

2.2.1 What is Participatory Development? 

Participatory development, a concept which has been around for many years, seeks to engage 

local populations in local development projects. Participation has been widely advocated and 

documented as a philosophy and mode in development (Cernea, 1991). The basic belief of 

participatory development theory is that human beings are subjects, able to think and reflect. 

In reflecting this, individuals and communities should be active in the decision-making 

platforms meant to improve their lives because they can contribute working solutions for their 

community challenges (Molosi-France & Dipholo, 2019) Participation emerged as a way to 

employ a ‘bottom-up’ approach that could empower communities in response to global 

demands for more localised and individual control over state and private agents’ activities 

(Karl, 2000). Participation was also seen as a way to respond to failures of the more 

traditional ‘top-down systems’ and to meet the needs of those in countries less developed 

(Stewart & Ranson, 1994; Brett, 2003). Participatory development represents a new way of 

“doing” development using principles such as ‘bottom-up’ communication and appreciation 

of local knowledge (Schneider, 2012). Many researchers have examined participatory 

development and the role it can play to empower and mobilise local people to influence 

factors within their community. Some of the most widely known participation techniques 

relate to Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) developed by Robert Chambers in the 1980s. 

PRA outlines how communities can be engaged using flexible methods and improvisation 

rather than following a blueprint model that may have no real reflection on the community 

(Chambers, 1994). PRA is linked to Participatory Urban Appraisal (PUA), another technique 

developed by (Chambers, 1994). These techniques use a range of separate initiatives 

developed in the 1970s and 1980 and include Participatory Action Research (PAR), activist-
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led approaches that illustrate “that poor people are creative and can and should do much of 

their own investigation, analysis and planning” (Chambers, 1994, p954) while “outsiders have 

roles as convenors, catalysts and facilitators” (Chambers, 1994, p955). In PAR researcher do 

not conduct a study on the community but instead build relationships and partnerships to 

identify local issues and develop ways of studying them, collecting and interpreting data and 

then therefore taking action  (Smith , et al., 2010). This builds on the ideas of radical educator 

Paulo Freire’s work in the 1960’s that the poorer and more oppressed people in society should 

be supported to conduct analysis of their own reality and build a theory of action (Freire, 

1968). 

Chambers, (1994) also proposes that field-learning in participatory rural appraisal should be 

considered as a flexible art rather than a rigid science where local knowledge should be 

included and outlines that communities need to be given time to express themselves and need 

to be listened to rather than lectured and encouraged to share their ideas. More importantly 

communities engaged in participatory development need to take hold of their future and need 

to investigate, analyse, present and use their own local knowledge and expertise to achieve 

their goals. Communities need to be facilitated to do this which requires taking an approach to 

create a space to encourage people to share their ideas (Chambers, 1994) 

2.2.2 Why Participatory Development?  

Different definitions of participation in development exist. However theorists agree that 

participation is ‘a process by which people, especially disadvantaged people, influence 

decisions that affect them’ ( Bhatnagar & Williams , 1992, p177) instead of decisions being 

made on their behalf and being imposed on them by outside agencies.  Participatory 

development has proved to work successfully to empower communities to work together and 

to take ownership of development projects. Participatory development is seen as community 

driven as it gets people involved in the decision making process and implementation of 

projects (Pawar & Cox, 2010). Participatory development can be seen as putting people at the 

centre of the development process and involving them in decision-making on initiatives which 

are aimed at their progress (Osikhena & Chikadzi, 2014). Price & Mylius, (1991) identified 

local ownership of a project or program as a key to generating motivation for ecologically-

sustainable activities. Chamala, (1995) stated ‘involving stakeholders and empowering 

community participants in programs at all levels from local to national, provide a more 

effective path for solving sustainable resource management issues’ (Chamala, 1995, p22). The 
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importance of participation in development is summarised by  Gow & Vansant, (1983) in four 

points; 

• People organise best around problems they consider most important 

• Local people tend to make better economic decisions and judgments in the context 

of their own environment and circumstances 

• Voluntary provision of labour, time, money and materials to a project is a 

necessary condition for breaking patterns of dependency and passivity 

• Local control over the amount, quality and benefits of development action helps make 

the process self-sustaining.  

Participation can be described as a collaborative and empowering process bringing people 

together to discuss problems which are common to them. This allows those at the core of the 

project to validate their experiences acting as the foundation for understanding and critical 

reflections.  

Participation also allows the knowledge and experiences of external researchers to be 

presented as additional information while contextualising problems which have previously 

felt like individual small problems and weaknesses by linking them to political realities and 

developmental actions (Gonsalves, et al., 2005). Participation should be looked at as an 

engagement supporting development and learning of a wide range of knowledge and 

transferable skills with the goals of the project aiming for learning and long term 

empowerment (Dearden, 2008).  

2.2.3 Why ‘Bottom-Up’? 

A ‘bottom-up’ approach helps to give projects longevity as those at the core of the project are 

those that can influence the outcome. ‘Bottom-up’ approaches place an emphasis on building 

on the local human skills and local socio-economic structure (Honkalaskar, et al., 2013).   

Projects that are designed by outside experts and set measurable indicators and pre-

prescribed, objectively-verifiable, indicators can end up alienating community members due 

to their lack of inclusivity and input. For a real ‘bottom-up’ approach, wider recognition of 

the need for active community participation in development projects is needed.  A ‘bottom-

up’ approach requires communities to be involved in the process and they need to be 

facilitated to do this (Fraser, et al., 2005). Using a ‘bottom-up’ approach in community 

development ensures that everything is managed by the community for the community. Using 

participation and taking a ‘bottom-up’ approach in community development allows members 
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to be involved in the whole development process, from decision-making to evaluation. This 

allows developments within the community to be sustained as the community have control 

and power over the decisions that can improve the quality of their lives (Nikkhah & Redzuan, 

2009). Working with local communities in a ‘bottom-up’ way to identify opportunities that 

reflect their particular resources and preferences is recognised as a highly-effective 

development approach. This is because it supports locally-suited and differentiated innovation 

that can ‘take root’ and achieve longevity in a community. 

To benefit the rural disadvantaged a ‘bottom-up’ approach should be taken to further examine 

the resources available such as the local people themselves and their local knowledge and 

natural resources (Gonsalves, et al., 2005). A ‘bottom-up’ approach insists that local 

knowledge is valued, sought after and appreciated, and that local people themselves be 

considered the appropriate experts on their local environments  and requires the researcher to 

unearth the local knowledge of an area by “handing over the stick” (Chambers, 1997, p23) of 

authority. Chambers, (1994) stated that ‘Local people have a greater capacity to map, model, 

observe, quantify, estimate, compare, rank, score and diagram than outsiders have generally 

supposed them capable of’ (Chambers, 1994, p1255).   

Local knowledge is given intrinsic value with some local knowledge also having an economic 

value which can be valorised through cultural tourism, local food, food networks, etc. (Fonte, 

2016). Local knowledge can be used as a medium of empowerment to which local people can 

display their management skills and technical knowledge resulting in more control of the 

development process (Blaikie, et al., 1997).  

Endogenous Rural Development (ERD) is development initiated and controlled by the local 

community and represents a ‘bottom-up’ approach. ERD refers to the utilisation and 

celebration of local and place based dimensions of a region as the basis of its economic 

activity and livelihood and looks at understanding the characteristics (natural, human and 

cultural), which makes a place special and distinctive from other regions (Vanclay, 2011).  

 

2.2.4 Facilitating Community Development 

The skills of the researcher and their experience with community facilitation and 

understanding of social and gender dimensions and their ability to be flexible and adapt, all 

influence how the participatory research is carried out (Gonsalves, et al., 2005). A key to 
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facilitating participation is ensuring the researcher or outsider has a relaxed, close and 

harmonious relationship with those in the community while ensuring that there is a level of 

trust (Chambers, 1994). To build trust two-way communication has to be employed and 

promoted where the researcher listens to those involved and expresses sensitivity to the many 

issues and concerns presented by the community. To ensure that trust and mutual respect is 

built demands patience, skill and interpersonal skills (Dearden, 2008). In participatory 

development the researcher should assume the role of a facilitator who creates situations that 

allow people to discover what they already know while also gaining further knowledge. This 

allows both the community and the researcher to learn (Gonsalves, et al., 2005).  

In work previously carried out by Chambers, participatory development tends to consider the 

local community to be harmonious and to treat it as such which is often not the case (Goebel, 

1998). The power differences between community groups and within the community itself 

influence interaction and negotiation and can influence those whose interests are represented 

in the research (Gonsalves, et al., 2005).  Communities are full of uneven power relationships, 

conflicts, rivalries, and cooperation and collective struggles as people make a living and make 

that living meaningful (Bacon , et al., 2005). As participatory approaches have been adopted 

by the mainstream, recent dialogues have highlighted the complex, and often hidden workings 

of power relations in the practice of participation (Dearden, 2008). 
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2.3 Participation/Collaboration and Short Food Supply Chains 

 Awareness in relation to transitioning away from conventional agricultural systems, focusing 

on production, towards ones that are more sustainable and economically viable is increasingly  

recognised (Prost, et al., 2017) . Short Food Supply Chains (SFSC) act as an alternative to 

long, globalised more traditional food chains and allow for farmers and food producers to 

valorise their produces. SFSC shift food production from the conventional ways by creating a 

shorter food chain that helps to retain a higher proportion of value while allowing food 

producers to foster direct relationships with consumers (Maye & Kirwan, 2010). 

Relationships created between food producers and consumers encourage sharing of 

knowledge of the product and its provenance. Short food chains help consumers to increase 

income from products. However, single producers can often not have a voice and therefore 

may not be viable. Many small-scale food producers may have insufficient scale, efficiency or 

market differentiation to operate effectively (Cleveland, et al., 2015).  It is stated that “SFSCs 

represent an alternative type of governance and organisation of food chains, many of which 

are ‘bottom-up’ initiatives in which producers and consumers, who are often passive and 

subordinated participants in conventional global chains, become influential and active actors 

as owners of these chains who exert power and control in them” (Galli & Brunori, 2013, p6) .  

The sharing of knowledge and ideas between producers helps to build resilience within the 

community and provides the potential for that community to transform and persist through 

innovation, planning and learning. This could enable the development of local food 

production; enhance local processing and food-handling activities to create more robust 

distribution and food-vendor opportunities (Davoudi, et al., 2013). By participating in 

networks food producers are provided with the opportunity to share experiences with others 

from different places with different perspectives and provides the opportunity to work 

towards long-term structural changes needed to alter food systems. Access to multiple 

resources and materials can be facilitated by extension services, local farming associations or 

through the creation of strong clusters around certain production lines and farming styles 

(Huttunen & Oosterveer, 2015).  
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Food hubs have emerged as an innovative intermediate that single-entity producers have 

formed in response to challenges that they are faced with (Hyland, 2020). Food hubs are 

defined as “a business or organisation that actively manages the aggregation, distribution, and 

marketing of source-identified food products primarily from local and regional producers to 

strengthen their ability to satisfy wholesale, retail and institutional demands” (Barham et al., 

2014, p9). Food hubs act as a “connection channel” between producers and consumers where 

different actors come together to create a supply chain which is viable. The creation of a 

collective identity and the sharing of common goals puts an onus on food producers to use 

more sustainable practices for food production (Berman, 2011) 

One such way of sharing knowledge is through ‘good practices’. ‘Good practices’ refer to 

projects, programmes, strategies, procedures, management and implementation of practices 

that are applied and have positive results, are innovative and successful in improving the 

performance of a farm, entrepreneurship or organisation and are easily transferable and can be 

adopted and adapted to other contexts (Hyland, 2020). The SKIN Horizon 2020 project 

recognised the importance of such ‘good practices’ and set about collecting a number of 

‘good practices’ from across Europe.  

A collection and sharing of ‘good practices’ allows knowledge and information to be shared 

by building networks and relationships in the foo- production sector leading to more robust 

food systems and networks. By collecting a number of different ‘good practices’, individual 

practices can be selected by the community that are place-appropriate. It is important that 

communities are informed about a range of ‘good practices’ to enable them to select ones that 

are suitable to their area and their community. ‘Good practices’ facilitate sharing of 

knowledge and allow communities to learn from each other and honour the uniqueness of 

knowledge bases and enhance collaboration (Blay-Palmer, et al., 2016).  
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2.4 Interactive Innovation 

2.4.1 What is Interactive Innovation? 

Many different definitions of innovation appear in policy documents. It is stated by (Hall et 

al., 2006) that “Innovation is the process by which individuals or organisations master and 

implement the design and production of goods and services that are new to them, irrespective 

of whether they are new to their competitors, their country, or the world” (Hall, et al., 2006, 

p59). The defining feature of innovation is the ‘use of new ideas, products or methods where 

they have not been used before’ (Europa, 2012, p1) and it is increasingly accepted that the 

end-users must be included in the design of extension interventions to make them useful and 

impactful (EU SCAR, 2012).  

2.4.2 Who is involved in Interactive Innovation? 

Ensuring end-users are involved in the design of new ideas, products and methods is used as a 

strategy to increase their relevance to them (Macken-Walsh, 2019). Contemporary multi-actor 

approaches involve all the relevant actors including the end-users (Van Oost, 2015). By 

including end-users in the co-design stage more diverse innovations which are suitable and 

appropriate for the end-users can be developed more rapidly than innovations generated 

through conventional approaches’ (Triomphe, 2012). It is acknowledged that the old linear 

model of technology transfer from scientist to user is now outdated and should be replaced by 

an interactive model of networking systems, which integrate knowledge, production adaption, 

advice and education using a multi-actor approach.  

2.4.3 How is Interactive Innovation Achieved? 

Innovation starts by firstly examining existing knowledge and is a social process that is more 

a ‘bottom-up’ approach rather than a ‘top-down’ scientifically implemented approach. Multi-

actor interactive innovation builds on previous forms of partnerships and brings all the 

competent actors with various knowledge together where it is agreed to plan and co-design 

practical and implementable solutions (Naughton & Macken-Walsh, 2020). The benefits of 

exchanging ideas and using learning and innovation networks have proven to be adequate to 

empower groups of farmers to explore ways of making their business more viable or 

sustainable (EU SCAR, 2012).  
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Multi-actor innovation brings ‘together a diverse range of public and private innovation actors 

(farmers, foresters, advisors, researchers, NGOs etc.) with complementary types and sources 

of knowledge to appraise, gather, co-create and disseminate practical solutions to real needs’ 

(LIAISON, 2020, p1). 

To find and develop innovation solutions in the agricultural sector the European Union 

developed both and European Innovation Partnerships (EIPs). EIP-Agri (with policy to 

facilitate the formation of Operational Groups (OGS)) identifies problems and solutions 

through interactive innovation processes with a diverse range of actors using a ‘bottom-up’ 

approach. EIP-Agri policy aims to foster a competitive and sustainable agriculture and 

forestry that achieves ‘more from less’ working in harmony with the environment.  EIP-Agri 

OGs comprise of a minimum of two actors/organisations with complementary knowledge that 

self-mobilise to solve practical problems and can be envisaged as new multi-actor groups 

which operate using interactive innovation processes (European Comission , 2020). EIP-Agri 

policy refers to the roles of ‘innovation brokers’ and ‘innovation facilitators’. The role of 

innovation brokers is to discover ‘bottom-up’ initiatives and to help to refine innovative ideas 

and to provide support for finding partners and funding through the various funding 

mechanisms available to fund such roles (European Commission, 2014). An innovation 

broker tries to ‘link different partners from the field and make sure that the right expertise and 

knowledge is involved in the project’ (EIP-Agri, 2016, p1) 

. The role of innovation facilitators can be fulfilled by project actors or other external actors or 

can also be taken on by innovation brokers who are involved in OGs after the initial phase 

and who continue to play a role facilitating and mediating between project actors (European 

Commission, 2014). Innovation brokering and facilitating is key to ‘bottom-up’ development 

as brokers and facilitators are neutral and impartial actors responding to and supporting the 

interest of various stakeholders.  

The LEADER programme was developed to encourage multi-actor innovation across rural 

areas by forming area based Local Action Group (LAG) partnerships between the public, 

private and civil sectors to mobilise a ‘bottom-up’ approach and empower local organisations 

as development actors to contribute to future development in their rural areas (EU Network 

for Rural Development , 2020). LEADER programmes build upon pre-existing relationships 

with local partnerships where local actors engage in various forms of discussions and 

considerations to agree and practically implement locally-defined rural developmental goals 

(Naughton & Macken-Walsh 2020, ; Macken-Walsh & Curtin , 2013).   
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2.5 Conclusion 

 

Conducting a review of key literature in relation to participatory development underlines its 

benefits when working with communities and clarifies  that using a participatory development 

approach in this project would allow the West Kerry community to influence decisions 

leading to a ‘bottom-up’ approach being taken and would allow participants to be involved in 

the entire process. SFSC can be an effective way for farmers to increase income, share ideas 

and knowledge and build relationships with consumers. As the project aimed to facilitate the 

rural community of West Kerry to create enterprise opportunities a participatory process was 

the most suitable approach. The literature supports its complementarity with interactive 

innovation ensuring that the West Kerry community (the end-users) were involved in the 

design of new ideas and products. The literature also highlighted the importance of 

communities sharing their ideas and allowing them to shape their future by taking ownership 

of the project. These central concepts of participation and interactive innovation in creating 

enterprise opportunities are also reflected in the findings.    
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3 CHAPTER THREE:   METHODOLOGY  

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter explains the overall research approach and describes Participatory Action 

Research (PAR), Interactive Innovation and Reflective Practice, the three methodologies used 

in this project. The aim of the project was to help facilitate a rural community to engage with 

practice-ready knowledge, to analyse, document and reflect on the participatory process and 

to use the area of research as a testbed to co-create tools for impact/assessment and evaluation 

of interactive innovation models. The chapter presents in-depth accounts of the methods used 

in this action and research project and describes the use of participatory tools from the SKIN 

multi-actor ‘toolbox’.   

PAR has been defined as “a philosophical approach to research that recognises the need for 

persons being studied to participate in the design and conduct of all phases (e.g., design, 

execution, and dissemination) of any research that affects them” (Vollman, et al., 2004). PAR 

is a cyclical process where the facilitator along with participants must act, then stop and 

reflect using different tools in response to each cycle. Figure 5 displays the cyclical nature and 

learning loops that are associated with action research. For each step of the project, analysis 

was carried out within the reflective stages of the learning loops meaning that the researcher 

and participants were able to reflect and analyse the process continuously.  

 

Figure 5 Steps in Participatory Action Research taken from Participatory Research and 

Development Sourcebook.  

(Gonsalves, et al., 2005). 



  

27 
 

Interactive innovation includes collaborations between science and practitioners as well as 

practice intermediaries, including farmers, advisors, NGOs, businesses and researchers. It 

involves actors using a ‘bottom-up’ approach and includes existing and local knowledge 

which is not always scientific. Innovations developed through interactive innovation usually 

deliver solutions well-adapted to the specific circumstances, making them easier to implement 

as the participatory process is favourable to speeding up the introduction, dissemination and 

acceptance of new ideas (EIP-AGRI, 2020 ). Developmental Evaluation (DE) is a technique 

used in interactive innovation which helps to document and evaluate the innovation process 

and the decisions and outcomes of those decisions. DE techniques were incorporated 

throughout the process in this project to encourage the participants to reflect on the pathway 

that they had chosen which allowed them to re-evaluate and ‘change the goalposts’ along the 

way as they became more empowered and more knowledgeable.  

Reflective practice was another methodology used throughout this project. Reflective practice 

involves thinking about and critically analysing one’s actions with the goal of improving ones 

professional practice (Imel, 1992). In reflective practice, practitioners engage in a continuous 

cycle of self-observation and self-evaluation in order to understand their own actions and the 

reaction they prompt in themselves and in learners. (Brookfield, 1995; Thiel, 1999).  A 

reflective diary was kept by the researcher throughout the process as she acted as both an 

actor/facilitator and researcher. Reflective practices such as keeping a journal of learning 

reflections when involved in an interactive project is supportive in developing intuitive ability 

which is vital when engaging with stakeholders (Participatory Methods, 2015). 
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3.2 Overall Approach  

3.2.1 Participatory Action Research 

Participatory Action Research (PAR) is a participatory process. PAR is the “systematic 

collection and analysis of data for the purpose of taking action and making change” by 

generating practical knowledge (Gillis & Jackson, 2002) and is a qualitative research 

methodology which incorporates techniques and methods such as observation, documenting 

and analysing with the aim of describing and understanding a process rather than predicting 

and controlling it (Strubert & Carpenter, 2011). PAR is a hands-on approach where the 

researcher acts as both researcher and facilitator/actor and is directly involved with 

participants rather than studying them from a distance.  

A PAR approach was selected to ensure that participants from the rural community in West 

Kerry were at the centre of the research, involved and engaged in the decision-making process 

and that their needs and expectations were understood. It also allowed the challenges and 

opportunities which stakeholders identified to be addressed which should, in turn, affirm and 

validate stakeholders. PAR is a recognised approach to promote broad levels of participation 

in the research process and support actions which lead to improved situations for stakeholders 

(Greenwood & Levin, 1997).  

The SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ used in this research was designed for stakeholder 

engagement and interactive innovation (Macken-Walsh, 2017) and includes PAR methods 

and techniques encouraging PAR. The PAR approach allowed for the implementation and 

testing of the tools and techniques from the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ and enabled the tools to be 

adapted for the research process.  

3.2.2 Interactive Innovation  

Interactive innovation incorporates a multi-actor approach to innovation and encourages a 

‘bottom-up’ approach to generate solutions that are well adapted to the circumstances of the 

end-users and, therefore, easier to implement. The innovation process is, by nature,   

unpredictable and it is only afterwards that it is possible to determine whether the ideas 

generated have actually led to innovation.  
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During the participatory process Developmental Evaluation (DE) techniques were 

incorporated into the PAR methods and techniques used to allow participants to continuously 

reflect on the process and the direction in which the project was going. DE can help document 

the innovation process by creating tools and process and decision-making structures to 

support innovation. According to Quinn Patton (2010), “DE supports innovation development 

to guide adaptation to emergent and dynamic realities in complex environments by collecting 

and analysing real-time data in ways that lead to informed and on-going decision making as 

part of the design, development, and implementation process” (Quinn Patton, 2010, P8). 

Similar to PAR, DE is not a linear process and it too values local context, perspectives and 

knowledge systems while incorporating a “bottom-up” approach. However unlike PAR, DE 

acquires and analyses information about activities, characteristics or outcomes of a 

programme and data is used to make judgements, improve effectiveness and/or inform 

decisions about future programs (Smith & Lowell, 2015).  

This action and research project used DE exercises with participants which facilitated them to 

generate hypotheses thus leading to actions then results and subsequently to objectives. A trip 

to the ‘leading edge’, a principle that connects participants to state-of-the-art best practice was 

also facilitated. Using the leading-edge principles can guide wisdom and offer relevant 

leading-edge ideas, methods, models and knowledge when timely. A template which assessed 

the injection of leading-edge inputs into the facilitation process and a self-assessment 

template assessing the practicing of evaluating thinking were also completed by the 

researcher. These DE tools were adapted by the researcher’s supervisor for use in interactive 

innovation contexts. 

 

3.2.3 Reflective Practice 

For a young researcher and first-time facilitator, reflective practice was an important part of 

this research project. Using reflexivity in the research process allows researchers to 

acknowledge the changes brought to them and how changes have affected the research 

(Palagnas, et al., 2017) and can be used to address issues of positions, conflict and resistance 

and power relationships often present in development process (Participatory Methods, 2015).  
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The method of using reflective practices is referred to as Participatory and Appreciative 

Action and Reflection (PAAR). PAAR synthesis the best practices of action research by 

adding a new dimensions called appreciative intelligence which involves re-framing and 

interpreting a given situation differently and in doing so, recognising positive possibilities 

embedded in it that may not be visible to the untrained eye. It has the potential to enable 

individuals and groups to improve their working practices and lives in particular communities 

and contexts. Many of the practices in the general field of reflection are related to individuals 

examining their own work so that they are more able to make wise and ethical decisions about 

how to improve what they do (Ghaye, et al., 2008). PAAR also links to DE due to its 

reflective style.  

As the researcher was both an actor/facilitator and researcher a reflective diary was kept to 

allow the researcher to reflect and document ideas, feelings, observations and concerns as the 

project progressed. Keeping self-reflective journals is a strategy that can facilitate reflexivity, 

whereby researchers use their journal to examine “personal assumptions and goals” and 

clarify “individual belief systems and subjectivities” (Ahern, 1999, p409). The researcher 

used her reflective diary to document each step of the research process through her eyes 

noting her own feelings and reactions in response to the dynamics of the groups as they 

developed. She then reviewed her diary entries, discussed the main themes and questions with 

her supervisors as well as reading relevant literature before completing a critical reflection 

template on the facilitator’s role within the process as well as how she had developed as a 

facilitator. 

 



  

31 
 

3.3 SKIN Multi-actor ‘Toolbox’ 

The SKIN Multi-actor ‘toolbox’ as introduced in Chapter 1 and seen below in Figure 6 was 

developed by Macken-Walsh (2017) for stakeholder engagement and innovation brokering in 

the SKIN project and contains tools and techniques for use by a wide range of users, both 

non-academic and professional. It is acknowledged that for stakeholder engagement and 

innovation brokering to be successful that many different ‘tools’ are required in response to 

different actor contexts, situations and needs. The ‘toolbox’ acts as a source for a range of 

‘tools’ as required. The ‘toolbox’ acknowledges that there is no “one-size-fits-all approach” 

and that multiple techniques and tools can be used intuitively to achieve effectiveness 

depending on the environmental and relational context.  

 

 

Figure 6 SKIN Multi-actor 'Toolbox' 

An interactive version of the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ includes example of participatory 

tools/techniques from existing sources that can be used together with stakeholders in 

achieving objectives for each of the six scenarios of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ (Macken-

Walsh, 2017).  
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3.4 Application of the Multi-actor ‘Toolbox’ 

Multiple ‘toolboxes’ for facilitating participatory process exist. However, there is no uniform 

implementation model for success or “one-size-fits-all approach”. This is largely because 

multi-actor PAR is case-dependent and distinctly relational to the specific range of actors 

(Macken-Walsh, 2019). This action and research project emphasises the importance of the 

principles of PAR while using a range of tools and techniques from the SKIN multi-actor 

‘toolbox’. This section describes in detail methods that were used along with pre-existing 

tools and techniques that were used directly and were adapted from the SKIN multi-actor 

‘toolbox’.  

PAR involves a cyclical process of research, reflection and actions   (Marshall & Rossman, 

2006; Selenger, 1997).  The reflective process of participants taking action, stopping, 

analysing and reflecting before taking the next step was used in this project creating a series 

of learning loops. The nature of action-research is cyclical and the specific cycle is initially 

unknown. This section describes how the cyclical process of this research evolved along with 

the tools used in response to each cycle.  

The SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ outlines six scenarios which can arise when approaching 

stakeholder-engagement and innovation brokering. All six scenarios arose in this project. 

However as the ‘toolbox’ is non-sequential the scenarios did not always arise in the order 

presented in the ‘toolbox’ and on some occasions several scenarios happened at the same 

time. The methods used are presented below in chronological order to help give the reader a 

clear understanding of the research process. The methodology is presented in three sections, 

the initial phase, the middle phase and the later phase. The results of the process will be 

discussed later in Chapter 4.  
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3.5 Section One:   The Initial Phase  

3.5.1 Selection of SKIN ‘Regional Node’ 

The first step of the project was to select a SKIN ‘Regional Node’ as the research area for the 

project. West Kerry was selected in Ireland following an expression of interest by an Irish 

Farmers Association (IFA)4 officer who represented the farming community of West Kerry. 

The IFA officer identified the need for farming communities to diversify their livelihoods and 

to take new approaches and expressed interest in the idea of farmers taking control and 

creating opportunities for themselves. It was noted that this farming organisation was not the 

‘usual suspects’ (Curtain & Varley, 1997, p142) when it came to seeking information on 

developing short food chains (Macken-Walsh, 2009) and therefore could provide an 

opportunity to test the SKIN ‘toolbox’ with a more traditional and typical rural community.   

3.5.2 Introductory Meetings 

Scenario one of the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ is about engaging and incentivising 

stakeholders and a number of introductory meetings occurred to kick-start the project. The 

SKIN handbook (Macken-Walsh, 2017) advises that stakeholders can be engaged and 

incentivised by demonstrating the relevance and usefulness of SKIN events, activities and 

‘good practices’ to stakeholders using a number of different methods and tools from the 

multi-actor ‘toolbox’. A stakeholder can be defined as “any person or group who influences 

or is influenced by research”. Stakeholder engagement is very beneficial as it promotes “links 

between science and society, gaining access to additional information or resources and 

improving the relevance or utility of the research to users and beneficiaries” (Durham, et al., 

2014, P12). An actor can be defined as “a partner taking part in project activities, contributing 

to project outcomes” (LIAISON, 2020, P1).  

3.5.2.1 First Meeting 

The first meeting was held in October 2018 to introduce a range of stakeholders to the project. 

It was organised by the IFA officer who invited the stakeholders to the meeting and chose the 

location.  

 
4 Irish Farmers Association - https://www.ifa.ie/ 

https://www.ifa.ie/
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A presentation was given by the SKIN project leader on the background to SKIN and the 

project in West Kerry. A ‘mind-map’5 of ideas which had been previously been compiled by 

the IFA officer was also shared.  

Those present in the room were given the opportunity to contribute more ideas to the mind-

map and were presented with sticky notes and markers to write down their ideas which were 

then included on the mind map.  

3.5.2.2 Meeting with NEWKD 

With the help of the IFA officer a subsequent meeting took place with the LEADER funded - 

North East West Kerry Development (NEWKD)6 group in February 2019. This meeting 

provided an opportunity for the researcher to engage with more stakeholders and to share 

more information about the project. A face-to-face meeting took place at NEWKD office 

where the chairperson of NEWKD was present along with the chairperson of the Farm Family 

Committee of NEWKD and the IFA officer. This meeting allowed the members of NEWKD 

to gain a deeper understanding about the project while also permitting the IFA officer to share 

more knowledge of West Kerry with the researcher.  

3.5.2.3 Group Conference Calls 

Group conference calls were arranged by the researcher to facilitate stakeholder engagement. 

A number of key and influential stakeholders were asked to participate in the group calls 

which included representatives of Teagasc7, IFA, and NEWKD initially. The calls began in 

March 2019 and initially took place twice a month as the project was at a crucial stage of 

stakeholder engagement. As the weeks progressed stakeholder representing the Dingle Hub8 

and Ballymaloe Cookery School9 were also invited to take part in the group call which then 

took place every six weeks as the project began to get off the ground.  

 
5 A mind-map is a participatory tool used to encourage brainstorming and the linking of ideas and concepts  
6 NEWKD - http://nekd.net/ 
7 Teagasc - the Agriculture and Food Development Authority – is the national body providing integrated 

research, advisory and training services to the agriculture and food industry and rural communities in Ireland - 

https://www.teagasc.ie/.  
8 Dingle Innovation Hub - https://dinglehub.com/  
9 Ballymaloe Cookery School was set up by Darina Allen and her brother Rory O Connell in Shanagarry in east 

county Cork in 1983. The Ballymaloe Cookery School has grown to be a world class cookery school and today 

is part of a number of enterprises currently based in Ballymaloe including Ballymaloe house and Ballymaloe 

Foods-  http://www.cookingisfun.ie/ 

http://nekd.net/
https://www.teagasc.ie/
https://dinglehub.com/
http://www.cookingisfun.ie/
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Identifying and engaging more local stakeholders, in this case (Kerry) IFA, NEWKD and the 

Dingle Hub, and allowing sufficient ownership of the research was a way of planning the 

legacy of the research that may improve the chances of further investment in the project after 

the research has ended (Durham, et al., 2014).  

The regular group meetings took place online via Microsoft Lync and each of the participants 

was able to phone in to take part in the call. Participants were asked to forward any issues 

they would like to be discussed during the group call to the researcher so that an agenda could 

be drawn up and circulated before each meeting. This allowed the meetings to be structured 

and efficient. After each meeting the researcher compiled the minutes and shared them via 

email those who had participated in call. Using agendas offers ‘purpose structure and an 

easily accessible roadmap of a meeting’ while minutes ‘create a permanent record that anyone 

could look back on’ (Langly, 2011, p1).  

3.5.3 Engaging and Incentivising Plan 

Having initially engaged a number of stakeholders, all agreed that a plan was needed to 

engage a wider range of stakeholders including, farmers, chefs, restaurant and B&B owners, 

food producers, women and young people in particular, and rural communities in West Kerry. 

The researcher was asked to draw up an ‘engaging and incentivising plan’. Durham et al., 

(2014) highlights the importance in the first stages of the stakeholder-engagement process of 

identifying all stakeholders so that a comprehensive list of all the relevant stakeholders can be 

generated. Those local stakeholders participating in the group calls were asked to identify to 

the researcher any additional stakeholders they thought should be engaged in the project and 

were also asked to include potential methods that could be used to engage them. Using 

stakeholders to identify new stakeholders using a ‘snowball’ approach can be an effective 

way to increase stakeholder engagement. ‘Snowball’ techniques allow one stakeholder to 

identify further stakeholders and so on until no additional new stakeholders are identified 

(Durham, et al., 2014). Members of Kerry IFA, NEWKD and the Dingle hub had a very good 

knowledge of the local communities and of local issues and therefore acted as local contacts 

for the researcher. The researcher was not from the area and may have been viewed by some 

as an ‘outsider’. However using the local stakeholders helped to overcome that issue 

(Durham, et al., 2014). An engaging and incentivising plan was then produced (Figure 7) 

which identified the different stakeholders who needed to be engaged along with methods of 

engagement.  
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Figure 7 Engaging and Incentivising Plan for West Kerry 

3.5.4 Engagement Day 

Following the group conference calls it was decided that an Engagement Day would be held 

to increase stakeholder engagement in the project. To ensure that the West Kerry community 

were given the best possible opportunity to engage, careful deliberation was put into choosing 

a suitable date and Thursday April 25th, 2019 was selected. It was agreed that two separate 

sessions should be held during the Engagement Day with the first session running from 

12p.m. to 4p.m. and the second from 6p.m. to 9p.m. Two different sessions would ensure that 

as many people as possible were facilitated. The researcher and the IFA officer decided to 

hold the Engagement Day in Benner’s Hotel Dingle, as it is a well-known venue in a good 

location in West Kerry and has a suitable room to hold such an event. The aim of the 

Engagement Day was to sensitise the researcher to the issues which the West Kerry 

community felt were important.  
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3.5.4.1 Implementation of the Engaging and Incentivising Plan 

The engaging and incentivising plan (previously drawn up by the researcher) identified the 

stakeholders that needed to be engaged along with the methods on how to do so. The 

researcher began using these methods to advertise the Engagement Day to bring the West 

Kerry community on board. Emails were sent out to every restaurant and guesthouse, food-

producing business and grocery shop in West Kerry. Social media was used asking local 

GAA clubs, walking clubs and West Kerry news and event pages to share information on 

Facebook and Twitter. It was also advertised in local parish notes and local news section of 

The Kerryman newspaper. With the help of a native West Kerry farmer and Irish speaker an 

interview was also carried out on Radio na Gaeltachta. The researcher also gave an interview 

on Radio Kerry’s farming programme “Agri-time” where she was given an opportunity to 

speak about her research project along with the upcoming Engagement Day. A text composed 

by the researcher was also sent out to Kerry IFA members in West Kerry through the IFA 

officer to advertise the day. The researcher also produced a leaflet as seen below in Figure 8 

to help to further advertise the event. Six hundred of these leaflets were printed and were 

dispatched into local grocery shops in West Kerry and into the local Kerry Agribusiness store 

to promote the Engagement Day.  

 

Figure 8 Leaflet produced to promote the Engagement Day in West Kerry. 
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3.5.4.2 Engaging and Incentivising the Community  

On the day face-to-face meetings were held with a number of interested stakeholders and the 

researcher listened to their ideas and visions for the area and for the project. Open body 

language and eye contact were used to actively listen to the stakeholders. Active listening is 

very important to engage people and help all participants to be and to feel heard (Chevalier & 

Buckles, 2013).  On the day an information leaflet containing a brief overview of the project 

and the researcher’s contact details was also handed out to ensure that the researcher was 

easily contactable.  

3.5.5 Organising the Brainstorming Sessions 

Following on from the Engagement Day the next step was to organise a brainstorming session 

which would give the community of West Kerry the opportunity to share their ideas and 

visions for the project. After some discussion it was decided that the best idea was to hold two 

brainstorming sessions in two different venues due to the large geographical area of the 

peninsula. The Dingle peninsula is divided in two by mountains and the two different areas 

are referred to as “above and below the hill”. It was decided that in order to get the best 

possible level of engagement from the community that one workshop would be held in a 

venue “above the hill” and another “below the hill”. During a group call with stakeholders it 

was decided that the first brainstorming session would be held on Friday the 17th of May at 

7.30p.m. while the other would be held on Saturday the 18th of May at 12.30p.m. Careful 

consideration was given to choosing two suitable venues and inspections were carried out to 

ensure that they were suitable for the workshop. Logistically there needed to be enough tables 

and chairs which could be easily moved, as needed, during the workshop.  

To ensure that the brainstorming event was well publicised and that the entire West Kerry 

community were engaged, an adapted version of the engaging and incentivising plan was 

drawn up to include additional methods of advertising the event through various media as the 

researcher gained more local knowledge. Due to a request from a number of actors and 

stakeholders the leaflet advertising the brainstorming sessions was produced in both the 

English and Irish language to ensure the entire community of West Kerry was accommodated.  

Once again twelve-hundred leaflets were distributed into shops and business in West Kerry 

along with the two local secondary schools on the peninsula. Emails were sent out to all of the 

previous recipients along with Dingle Food Fair committee.  
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An article was also published in the farming section of West Kerry Live, a free magazine that 

is distributed throughout West Kerry.  Articles were written and published in The Kerryman 

and Kerry’s Eye as seen in Figure 9 to advertise the brainstorming event. Another interview 

was conducted on Radio na Gaeltachta while the brainstorming event was also mentioned on 

the Agri-time programme on Radio Kerry. Again a text was sent out to Kerry IFA member 

along with Teagasc clients in the Kerry region informing them of the brainstorming sessions. 

  

Figure 9 Articles which appeared in The Kerryman Newspaper and Kerry's Eye in May 2019 

advertising the Brainstorming Event. 

Other engaging and incentivising tools used included active listening, communicating, taking 

an account/recording what people wanted from the project and how they wanted to mould the 

project along with their ambitions for the project. This was achieved by speaking with 

interested stakeholders over the phone and in person at the Engagement Day. This was 

necessary for the project to take shape in a way that local people wanted it to and therefore 

this project became for them and by them. In this way they were more incentivised and 

interested in becoming involved in their project.   

The researcher ensured that all items that were required for the brainstorming sessions 

including sticky notes, permanent black markers, flipchart paper, projector and screen, sticky 

labels, attendance sheet and pens were available.  
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3.5.6 The Brainstorming Sessions 

The brainstorming sessions were a method for further engaging and incentivising the 

community by sharing more information with them while also facilitating them to share their 

ideas and visions for West Kerry by interrogating existing knowledge which the participants 

had. Scenario two of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ involves interrogating existing knowledge from 

stakeholders and participants and from expert and static sources such as EIP abstracts and 

relevant SKIN good practice examples. Interrogating existing knowledge allows participants 

to share their own existing knowledge along with examining knowledge from other sources 

The first of the two brainstorming sessions took place on Friday May 17th 2019 in O’ 

Sullivan’s Bar, Garryndtur in Lispole, Co. Kerry. The workshop was facilitated by the 

researcher and her supervisor. The researcher arrived thirty minutes before the workshop and 

arranged the room. A number of individual tables were set up with seats around each of the 

tables. An abundance of sticky notes and black permanent markers was placed on each of the 

tables and this was done for every workshop throughout the course of the project.  

A sticky name-label was given to each person on arrival and they were asked to wear it on 

their top so that their name would be visible to everyone. This made it easier for all of the 

participants to engage with one another. Both of the facilitators also wore a sticky name-label. 

Everyone was offered a cup of tea or coffee and biscuits and given an opportunity to talk to 

one another before the formal start of the session. Creating conditions for knowledge-sharing 

and innovation is very important in the participatory process. Allowing people to sit down and 

share a cup of tea allows people to relax and to become more comfortable with each other 

which helps create better conditions for knowledge-sharing and innovation. The sharing of a 

cup of tea or coffee to encourage informal conversation was continued at every group 

workshop for the duration of the project. 

The workshop began with a presentation giving a background to the SKIN project to give 

those present a clear understanding of the project. The concept of SKIN ‘good practices’ was 

introduced with particular reference being made to the ‘good practices’ collected from 

Ballymaloe Cookery School. The model that had been created by Ballymaloe was explained 

to the participants showing how the different areas within the model were linked and 

highlighting how the model could potentially be adapted to suit West Kerry.  
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The facilitators explained that the aim of the session was to brainstorm as many ideas as 

possible that could potentially increase revenue and add value to products in the farming and 

rural communities of West Kerry. Participants were asked to brainstorm as many ideas as 

possible and to write each individual idea down on a sticky note using the black permanent 

markers and to then stick it to the flipchart paper provided as seen below in Figure 10. 

Brainstorming is a technique used to rapidly identify initial ideas from groups by asking 

participants to express their ideas in short phrases which helps prevent the filtering out of 

ideas (Durham, et al., 2014). Both facilitators stressed that every idea should be written down 

no matter how big or small it was. Participants were asked to sit down in small groups of five 

or six people at the tables which had been set up in the room.  

 

Figure 10 Participants’ Brainstorming Ideas  

Participants were given approximately one hour to complete the task. During that time both 

facilitators ‘floated’ between the groups encouraging and facilitating people to write down 

their ideas. Some participants who were not comfortable with writing were facilitated by the 

researcher who listened to them and wrote down ideas on their behalf. 

After all the ideas had been put down on paper, each group was asked to present their ideas 

back in plenary by nominating one speaker from each group to speak. If a group did not feel 

comfortable feeding back their ideas, these were, instead, presented by the researcher. (This 

rarely happened). The plenary feedback allowed participants to reflect on all the different 

brainstorming ideas from the different groups. Before leaving participants were asked to sign 

an attendance sheet and were asked to give their name and number so that they could be 

invited to future workshops. 
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 It was emphasised to all participants that if they had any further ideas that they would like 

included that they could contact the researcher and share them with her. Both facilitators 

reiterated that new people were more than welcome to join the project at any stage and should 

be encouraged to do so.  All of the flipchart pages with the sticky notes were gathered by the 

researcher and were kept for the next workshop.  

The second brainstorming session took place the following day on Saturday the 18th of May in 

The Clubroom, Castlegregory, Co. Kerry. The researcher facilitated the workshop on her own 

following the same format as the previous evening’s workshop.  

Following on from the two brainstorming sessions the researcher made digital copies of the 

brainstorming ideas by typing them up and saving them in PDF format. This was done to 

ensure that the brainstorming ideas could be easily accessed and shared with new participants 

in the future.  

3.5.7 Trip into West Kerry 

Building trustful relationships is extremely important in PAR. Engaging in dialogue with 

stakeholders as their equals, gaining their trust and valuing their knowledge was very 

important for successful engagement (Durham, et al., 2014). The researcher was invited by a 

farmer who was present at the brainstorming workshop to go on a tour of West Kerry and to 

meet a selection of farmers all over the Dingle peninsula. The offer was gladly accepted as it 

allowed the researcher to meet with other stakeholders who were not directly linked to key 

stakeholders already engaged with the project. It also facilitated the researcher to build new 

relationships and a level of trust with new stakeholders.   

On the day, the researcher visited the Kerry Lamb Co-Op, a wool grading facility, which 

formally bought lambs from local farmers for fattening before slaughter, acting somewhat, as 

a short food supply chain. The researcher also visited farms and spoke with a number of 

farmers in the area and was shown first-hand the local issues that farmers had identified as 

needing to be addressed. The trip into West Kerry provided the researcher with the 

opportunity to have face-to-face meetings with a number of  interested participants who had 

not yet engaged with the project. It also allowed the researcher to build a relationship and 

trust with the participants and in turn the researcher gained more knowledge in relation to the 

West Kerry area.  
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3.6 Section Two: The Middle Phase 

Having engaged with the West Kerry community and gathered their ideas and visions for 

West Kerry the next step was to create new ideas which involved using ‘tools’ from scenario 

three of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ to facilitate stakeholders in the co-design process.  

3.6.1 Sorting the Ideas into Themes and Formation of Working Groups 

3.6.1.1 Choosing a Venue and Preparing for the Workshop 

While brainstorming sessions had been held in two different venues in West Kerry to 

encourage as many stakeholders as possible to attend, it was considered more practical that 

the next workshop for the sorting of ideas would be one workshop in one location. 

Participants were engaged in selecting the venue through voting. A text was sent to all those 

who had attended the brainstorming workshops asking them to text the researcher back with 

their preference within a 24 hour period and the venue with the most votes would hold the 

next workshop.  

The researcher contacted the preferred venue and made the necessary arrangements for the 

next workshop. An invitation, sent by text message, was carefully prepared to clearly explain 

the objectives to participants and what they should expect from the workshop. In preparation 

for the workshop, A4 sheets of paper were pre-printed with four headings: (1) If we do… (2) 

Because… (3) We will get these results… (4) To achieve our goals/objectives…. This is an 

established Developmental Evaluation method, used to prompt reflexivity in the planning 

stage. Other items required for the workshop included flipchart paper, sticky notes, sign-in 

sheet and clipboard, pens and black markers. The flipchart sheets containing the ideas 

presented at the brainstorming sessions were also brought to the workshop. The researcher 

arrived at the venue thirty minutes beforehand to organise the room. A number of tables and 

chairs were set up around the room. The six flipchart sheets containing all the ideas from the 

brainstorming sessions were displayed around the room.  
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3.6.1.2 Sorting of the Ideas into Themes 

The next workshop took place on the 20th of June, 2019 in O’ Sullivan’s Bar, Garryndtur, 

Lispole Co. Kerry. The workshop was co-facilitated by the researcher and her supervisor. All 

participants were welcomed and the objective of the workshop was explained i.e. that the 

participants would identify themes from the ideas generated previously and following that 

working groups would be formed.  

One flipchart sheet was used to create an initial example and all participants were asked to 

examine the ideas on the sheet and to group similar ideas together. An open discussion was 

facilitated and different themes were identified. Participants were then asked to examine other 

flipcharts and to discuss and identify the themes present.  

3.6.1.3 Formation of the Working Groups 

Having examined all six flipchart posters, four distinct themes emerged and it was agreed by 

participants that these could be the basis for four working groups. The participants also agreed 

that three themes which had emerged from the brainstorming ideas were relevant to all four 

working groups and would act as base themes for each of the groups. Participants were then 

asked to join a working group. It was stressed that participants could join more than one 

group if there were a number of different areas of interest to them. A table was set up around 

the room for each of the four groups.  

3.6.1.4 Choosing Ideas 

The next step was to choose ideas and so participants were asked to go “shopping for ideas”. 

Participants were encouraged to walk around the room and to pull sticky notes off different 

brainstorming flipcharts which contained ideas that they were interested in. The researcher 

was on hand to duplicate ideas that may have appealed to more than one participant. The 

method used for creating the working groups and choosing the ideas was an adapted version 

of an affinity diagram. Affinity diagrams are the organised output from a brainstorming 

session and allow groups to develop their own system of thought. Themes are identified and 

relevant ideas are then placed under the appropriate themes based on their relationships (Dam 

& Teo, 2020; PQ systems, 2020). The participants were given twenty minutes to pick their 

ideas before returning to their groups.  
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3.6.1.5 Formation of Group Plans 

After the ideas had been selected a landscape sheet of flipchart paper with the pre-printed 

headings (1) If we do… (2) Because… (3) We will get these results… (4) To achieve our 

goals/objectives…. heading was given to each of the four working groups. The headings used 

represented hypothesis building and regeneration which involves generating hypothesis, 

leading actions to results to objectives and breaking it down, fact checking and proofing using 

a reflective tool. Hypothesis building and regeneration is a developmental evaluation (DE) 

approach where assumptions are challenged and hypotheses are validated by adapting as the 

learning is carried out. Figure 11 illustrates the differences between a traditional approach and 

a DE approach.  

 

Figure 11 Traditional Approach (A) and a DE Approach (B) 

(Gamble, 2018) 

A DE approach is a living, reflexive approach to evaluation and impact assessment which 

evolves in response to project dynamics in ‘real time’ (Quinn Patton, 1994). The 

incorporation of the above headings allowed participants to outline their goals and objectives 

while also allowed them to revise and adapt their plans throughout the process.  Each group 

was given thirty minutes and was asked to put together a group plan under the headings.  
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3.6.1.6 Group Presentations  

At the end of the workshop a person from each group was asked to present the ideas that had 

been selected by the group along with the basic group plan in plenary, allowing all 

participants to reflect on other groups plans and to ensure participants knew what direction 

each group was taking, Before the workshop adjourned all participants were asked to sign an 

attendance sheet and were asked to provide their names and numbers so that they could be 

contacted for future workshops.  

Once again after the workshops, the researcher created a digital copy of the all the ideas that 

had been chosen by each of the four working groups along with a copy of their group plans. 

3.6.2 Identifying First Small Steps 

 Having sorted the ideas into themes and formed the four working groups and basic group 

plans the next step was to facilitate the groups to map out their first small steps by identifying 

the actions they needed to take and the resources needed to do so.  

3.6.2.1 Preparation for the Workshop 

The researcher organised the venue for the workshop and a text was sent confirming the date, 

time and venue. A reminder text was sent out two days before the workshop.  

In preparation for the workshop four flipchart sheets were labelled with the heading “First 

Small Steps”. Other items required for the workshop included flipchart paper, sticky notes, a 

sign-in sheet and clipboard, pens and black markers. 

3.6.2.2 Workshop to Identify First Small Steps   

The workshop took place on the 25th of July, 2019 again in O’Sullivans Bar where the 

previous workshops had taken place. As usual, the researcher arrived thirty minutes before the 

workshop to set up the room with four different tables for the four working groups. This was 

the first workshop that the researcher would facilitate on her own so it was decided that an 

individual stakeholder would assist the researcher when required. The individual was selected 

as she was considered to be a neutral party with no ‘special interest’ or agenda.  

 



  

47 
 

The workshop began with the researcher outlining the aim of the workshop while also 

informing participants of work going on in the background in relation to funding and a 

consumer-preference survey that was planned. A draft of the consumer-preference survey was 

handed out and participants were encouraged to suggest changes and make comments so that 

the survey would be of optimal benefit to them. An information sheet compiled by the 

researcher and her supervisor, was distributed. It detailed possible funding opportunities for 

the actions identified in the group plans during the previous workshop and the funding 

linkages between each of the groups. Participants were asked to sit together in their working 

groups to digest the information in relation to the survey and the funding opportunities and to 

re-acquaint themselves within their groups.  

3.6.2.3 Revisiting Group Plans 

New members were welcomed and were invited to join one of the four working groups. The 

group plans from the previous workshop which were recorded on flipchart pages were handed 

out to each group and participants were invited to re-visit the group plans previously 

developed. They were encouraged to re-think or make changes to the plans if they wished to 

do so. The researcher facilitated participants to reflect on their plans and make changes 

representing the cyclical nature of action-research. Each group was given ten minutes to alter 

their group plans if they wished to do so. 

3.6.2.4 Brainstorming Initial Actions and Resources 

The researcher then gave each group a sheet of flipchart paper with the heading ‘First Small 

Steps’. A stairs was drawn in the corner of each page. Each group was asked to brainstorm 

different actions needed to achieve their first small step by writing them down on yellow 

sticky notes using black markers and sticking them to the flipchart sheet. The researcher 

emphasised that every action should be written down on a sticky note. After twenty minutes 

of brainstorming participants were then asked to examine the actions which they had 

brainstormed and to see if any of the actions could be bundled together and if so to explain 

why within the group. 

Next, participants were asked to brainstorm what resources they might require to achieve their 

action and were asked to write down every resource on an orange sticky note and were given 

twenty minutes to do so. Two different-coloured sticky notes were used to differentiate 

between actions and resources.  
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Participants were then asked to sequence the actions and resources by matching actions to the 

resources that were needed to undertake them and were given ten minutes to do so. 

3.6.2.5 Identifying First Small Steps (Prioritised Actions and Resources)  

Next the researcher took a sheet of flipchart paper and drew a stairs in the middle of a sheet as 

a visual representation of the first small steps that participants were going to take to get them 

to the top of the stairs which represented their goals. Participants were then asked to draw a 

stairs on their sheets of flipchart paper sheet and were asked to rank their actions by 

identifying if the actions were necessary, achievable, affordable and impactful as seen below 

in Figure 12. Using these headings gave participants a number of criteria to rank their actions 

by. Ranking can be used to place ideas in an order, from first to last using one or several 

criteria (Durham, et al., 2014; Chevalier & Buckles, 2013). It was emphasised that preferred 

first small steps actions could range from one single action to four or five different actions.  

 

Figure 12: Sample Flipchart with Ranking of Actions 

A plenary session was then held where a representative of each group presented the actions 

and resources that had been prioritised for that group. The researcher/facilitator asked the 

other groups to give constructive feedback.  

After the workshop the researcher created digital copies of the actions and resources that had 

been outline on the flipchart sheets.   
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3.6.3 Trip to Ballymaloe Cookery School 

A trip to Ballymaloe Cookery School in Shanagarry, Co. Cork was arranged so that those 

involved in the project could examine at first-hand a collection of SKIN ‘good practices’ and 

the development model created by Ballymaloe. It enabled them to interrogate knowledge 

from those who had created the Ballymaloe model reflecting scenario two of the multi-actor 

‘toolbox’.  

3.6.3.1 Preparation for the Trip  

In advance of the trip, each of the four working groups prepared a PowerPoint presentation 

with facilitation support from the researcher.  

A workshop was held individually with each of the four working groups to further expand, 

enhance and develop their original group plans. The five headings were used were (1) If we 

do.. (2) Because.. (3) We will get these results… (4) To achieve our goals/objectives…. and 

(5) First small steps.  

Using their original group plans each of the four working groups expanded on their group 

plans using the same headings. The researcher firstly transcribed their plans onto a flipchart 

sheet on the night and subsequently into a PowerPoint presentation.  

Each group nominated one or more members to make their presentation in Ballymaloe and the 

researcher supported them with a practice session to ensure they felt confident and 

comfortable about their presentations. 

3.6.3.2 Trip to Ballymaloe 

The visit to Ballymaloe Cookery School took place on the 31st of October 2019. In the 

morning the West Kerry stakeholders were given a full tour of the farm by the owner who 

shared a range of knowledge and expertise with them. Stakeholders were encouraged to ask 

questions to and to avail of the expertise present on the day.  
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Figure 13 Stakeholders from West Kerry with the Farm owner in the Dairy in Ballymaloe 

After lunch the stakeholders were joined by the researcher’s supervisor via Skype who gave 

an overview of the project to Tim and Darina Allen the owners of Ballymaloe. Following this 

each group presented their group plans and feedback was given by Tim and Darina Allen, 

leading to a detailed group discussion between the stakeholders and the Ballymaloe 

representatives. The trip allowed the stakeholders to interrogate existing knowledge by 

visiting a SKIN ‘good practice’, examining, questioning and learning from at first-hand, 

linking to scenario two of the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’.  

3.6.4 Identifying Funding Opportunities  

Following on from the Ballymaloe visit, stakeholders raised the need to identify additional 

funding opportunities and a workshop was arranged by the researcher to facilitate a discussion 

on this. In preparation for the workshop a text was sent out one week beforehand to notify 

participants of the workshop and a reminder text was sent out one day before the workshop. 

The workshop took place on the 14th of November 2019 in O Sullivan’s Bar. The researcher 

was joined by her supervisor via Skype to share her knowledge about potential funding 

opportunities. A number of future suitable funding opportunities were identified to the 

stakeholders present at the workshop.  

The researcher had planned to identify tasks and choose roles. However, the turnout for this 

workshop was poor so a short exercise, brainstorming potential roles was carried out using 

flipchart paper and sticky notes. A discussion was also held regarding a suitable date for the 

next group workshop as there were a number of other meetings also taking place in the area at 

the same time.  
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Two potential dates were decided on and it was agreed that the researcher would speak to a 

number of other stakeholders before finalising the date. Up until this point the turnout had 

been very good. However, throughout the process the researcher had been very aware that 

there were competing demands for peoples’ time and had been conscious of identifying 

suitable dates for workshop and of notifying people well in advance.  

After the workshop the researcher created a document with all of the identified funding 

opportunities to be shared with all stakeholders involved in the project.  

3.6.5 Choosing Tasks and Roles Workshop 

3.6.5.1 Preparation for the Workshop 

In order to facilitate as many people as possible and to get a good turnout participants were 

asked to choose between two dates to hold the next workshop. After having a discussion and 

asking stakeholders to vote via text, it was agreed that two separate workshops would be held 

to choose tasks and roles in order to facilitate all stakeholders. The two dates were decided on 

and the researcher sent out details in a text to stakeholders. The venue for the workshops was 

organised by the researcher. Methods for choosing tasks and roles were considered by the 

researcher and a plan for the workshop was put together. Materials were organised for the 

workshop including flipchart paper, post-it notes, black markers, sellotape and match sticks. 

A reminder text was sent out one day before the workshop. 

3.6.5.2 Choosing Tasks and Roles the Workshop  

The workshops took place on Monday the 26th and Tuesday the 27th of November in 

O’Sullivan’s Bar. The aim of the workshop was to give group participants the opportunity to 

identify key roles that would need to be taken on. Participants would then choose a role that 

they were willing to fulfil thus allowing everyone to play a part in boosting the group in terms 

of operating and developing. The researcher arrived thirty minutes beforehand to set up the 

room. Two tables were set up for the two working groups. 

3.6.5.3 Brainstorming  

When participants arrived they were asked to sit within their working groups. Firstly 

participants were asked to spend fifteen minutes brainstorming group tasks that needed to be 

undertaken within their group and were told to write down each individual task on a sticky 

note and stick it to the flipchart paper.  
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3.6.5.4 Sorting Tasks and Identification of Roles 

Participants were then asked to spend the next ten minutes sorting tasks into clusters or 

groups and were asked to explain within the group why these tasks should go together. All of 

the tasks grouped together represented different roles that would be required in each group. 

Using roles in group work allows team members to become more interdependent while 

allowing them to be accountable for team success and increase their learning skills (Johnson , 

et al., 1998). Ensuring that group participants have particular tasks, functions or roles within 

the group signals and promotes healthy participation within a group (Prendiville, 2008). 

3.6.5.5 Group Presentations 

Having done this each group was asked to nominate one person to present each role back to 

the group. The researcher facilitated a short discussion with the groups to examine if there 

were certain roles that could be done by one person or a team of people. Having reflected on 

the suggested roles, participants were given the opportunity to add another role to their group 

if they saw it as necessary.  

3.6.5.6 Role Allocation 

The next step of the workshop was to facilitate the participants to allocate roles. An exercise 

was carried out to indicate preference for roles by visualising popular roles using match 

sticks. It was explained to participants that consideration must be given to all people in the 

group and it was outlined that participants could decide to take on one role, a number of 

smaller roles, a role on a rotational basis or a role that they could perform across all groups. 

Each of the roles that had been previously brainstormed were written down on sticky notes 

and were stuck to a sheet of flipchart paper. Each person in each group was allocated six 

matchsticks and was asked to place matchsticks beside the roles that they were interested in 

taking on as seen in Figure 14. It was explained by the researcher that more than one match 

stick could be placed on a single role or a person could place all their matchsticks on one 

particular role. The researcher demonstrated the activity to the group and explained that using 

this method gave a visual representation of roles which were popular and roles which were 

not.  
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Figure 14 Example of Participants using Matchsticks to show their Role Preference 

When participants had “voted” the researcher encouraged them to first fill the roles that were 

most popular and to engage in discussion in relation to how many roles they could take on 

and who could take on what roles. They were also asked again to identify a role that could be 

carried out across one or more of the working groups.  

When participants had chosen their roles each group was given five minutes to present an 

overview of the role of each person in the group had taken on. They were also asked to 

identify roles that could be carried out across a number of groups and to identify anyone who 

may be able to fill a specialist or niche role. After the workshop the researcher typed up all of 

the tasks and roles that had been brainstormed along with the names of the people and the 

roles that they had agreed to take on.  
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3.7 Section Three:  The Later Phase 

3.7.1 Individual Working-Group Workshops 

Facilitating participants in selecting individual roles within their groups allowed each group to 

be more structured and enabled participants to take more responsibility and ownership of the 

project. Workshops were arranged by the researcher in conjunction with the groups to 

facilitate participants in each group to take on their roles and progress their agendas. 

Reminder texts were sent to group members well in advance of the workshops and also the 

day beforehand. This phase ran from February to March 2020 and was the last phase where 

this researcher would act as facilitator.   

Three workshops were held that involved all the participants but where the participants 

largely worked in their own groups with the researcher/facilitator ‘floating’ between the 

groups to provide support as needed. Having all the groups present in the one venue meant 

that the workshop could also include plenary sessions where members could ask questions 

and give feedback on each other’s plans and there could be ‘joined-up thinking’. The 

workshops were held in O’Sullivan’s Bar. In advance of each workshop the researcher 

contacted each group co-ordinator and asking them to consult with the group and put together 

an agenda for an individual group-workshop. Each group coordinator was also asked to 

inform their group members about the workshop. A reminder text was sent out by the 

researcher a day before the workshop.  The researcher arranged the room before each 

workshop by setting up four separate tables for the working groups. Flipchart paper along 

with sticky notes and black markers were place on each table.  

3.7.1.1 Workshop One 

The first workshop was held on the 4th of February 2020.   The aim was to firstly revisit the 

roles and to examine roles that had been previously suggested but had not yet been filled. 

Participants were asked to nominate either themselves or someone they thought to be suitable 

for the role.  After the roles had been discussed, each group was then given forty-five minutes 

to discuss their own agenda. All groups were encouraged to write down their thoughts/ideas 

on sticky notes and to stick them onto the flipchart paper to keep a note of what was being 

discussed at the workshop.  
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When each group workshop was concluded the researcher invited one participant from each 

group to present an overview of what had been discussed during their workshops and what 

further steps they were going to take. Other groups were invited to ask questions and give 

feedback. Before leaving a date for the next workshop was agreed. 

3.7.1.2 Workshop Two 

The workshop took place on the 25th of February, 2020. On arrival stakeholders were asked to 

sit in their working groups. The workshop began by re-visiting the roles and participants were 

encouraged to discuss any changes that they would like to make to their role. Stakeholders 

were given forty-five minutes to discuss their agendas. Groups were again encouraged to 

write down their thoughts/ideas on sticky notes during the workshop and to stick it onto the 

flipchart paper.  

In a plenary session, a representative from each group presented an overview of what had 

been discussed and what further steps they were going to take. Other groups asked questions 

and gave feedback which led to a lively discussion, indicating that members were motivated 

to continue. Before leaving a date for the next workshop was agreed.   

3.7.1.3 Workshop Three  

The workshop took place on the 10th of March 2020 and involved some external guests who 

had been invited by the participants. A representative of NEWKD gave an overview of 

LEADER funding. Following on from that a twenty-five minute group discussion facilitated 

by the researcher took place with two members of the West Kerry Beekeepers association 

who had also been invited to the workshop by a participant.  

Following the discussion with the guests, participants sat in their working groups for forty 

minutes to discuss their own individual agenda and the researcher then facilitated a plenary 

session where one participant from each group presented an overview of what had been 

discussed and what further steps they were going to take, with other groups asking questions 

and giving feedback.  
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3.7.2 The Future  

March 2020 saw the end of this researcher’s direct engagement but the working groups were 

in a position where they were able to continue developing and implementing their ideas. The 

roles which had been previously chosen by participants provided an overall group-structure 

for each of the groups to continue operating and progressing. The researcher provided each 

group with a digital copy of all of the work that had been carried out at each of the workshops 

throughout the process along with a copy of the consumer-survey report.   
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3.8 Survey of Visitors to West Kerry on their Knowledge of and 

“Willingness-to-pay” for Locally-produced Food 

Early in the process stakeholders identified a need to investigate visitors’ knowledge of 

locally-produced food and their willingness to pay for it. Due to available in-house expertise 

in Teagasc, it was agreed that a survey (Appendices) would be developed by the researcher 

with the help of other experts. Surveys are used to gather information about people’s opinions 

and behaviours using a range of techniques including questionnaires, face-to-face interviews 

and telephone interviews. Surveys can be designed for in-depth statistical analysis of 

responses using scales or indexes to measure the same idea in different ways (Chevalier & 

Buckles, 2013).  

3.8.1  Data Collection Approach  

A purposive sample was used to meet the objectives of the study.  The survey population 

included tourists who stayed in hotels and Bed and Breakfasts in the geographical area as they 

would also dine in either local hotels or restaurants and stay at least one night in West Kerry.  

Hotels and B&Bs are popular destinations for visitors to the peninsula.  High and low budget 

accommodations were also targeted by the survey.  

3.8.2  Questionnaire Design 

A questionnaire survey was agreed to be the best way of collecting the required information. 

The first step was to determine the main objective of the questionnaire and the type of 

information that should be sought. An examination of literature was carried out to help decide 

the optimal questions to be asked. Eleven of the questions in the survey were closed-ended 

questions while four questions were open-ended. The objective of the questionnaire was to 

ascertain a visitor’s knowledge of locally-produced food and their willingness to pay a 

premium for locally-produced food in West Kerry. A self-report questionnaire was developed 

so that the respondent could complete the questionnaire in five to ten minutes. The 

questionnaire was written in English.  

3.8.3  Questionnaire Timing 

The survey was undertaken between Friday the 9th of August and Thursday the 26th of 

September 2019.  
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3.8.4  Questionnaire Distribution 

 The questionnaires were distributed into three West Kerry hotels and three West Kerry 

B&B’s ranging in price from €90 to €230p.p. per night during the summer season. 

Questionnaires were placed in the visitor’s bedroom or were left in the lobby area. 

Respondents were asked to complete their questionnaires and to place the completed 

questionnaires into an envelope which they would then place in the returns box in reception. 

Questionnaires were then collected from the accommodation every two weeks. In total 795 

questionnaires were distributed into hotels, guesthouses and B&B’s in the Dingle area in West 

Kerry. In total 187 were completed, a response rate of 24%.  

3.8.5  Questionnaire Analysis 

All of the questionnaires were gathered and the data was put into an excel spreadsheet. Data 

was then coded and was analysed using the statistical software programme SPSS.  
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3.9 Conclusion 

This chapter described in detail the participatory methods used in this action research project. 

The chapter outlines the three distinct stages of the research process along with the 

methodologies and tools used at each of the stages with a particular focus on the use of the 

SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’. While process and outcomes are closely intertwined in PAR and 

cannot be fully separated, it is important to document the detail of how the process 

methodologies were implemented.   
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4 CHAPTER FOUR:    FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the outcomes from the participatory action research process and the 

lessons learned by using the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ to engage the rural community of 

West Kerry in a process of interactive innovation towards the creation of local enterprise 

opportunities. The development of the four discrete but mutually supportive working groups 

from their very beginning to the end of this project is explained in detail.  

West Kerry was an ideal location as the SKIN ‘regional node’ especially as the approach to 

become involved came from a representative of the farming community, driven by the 

recognition of the need for farmers in this community to diversify their farm livelihoods. 

West Kerry was also seen as a real ‘foodie’ destination with high numbers of visitors every 

year attracted to the Dingle Food Festival.  

The researcher documented, analysed and reflected on the participatory process; and 

examined how the community adapted and applied the SKIN ‘good practices’. This chapter 

presents insights into each step of the process as they unfolded and reflects on the resulting 

outcomes. Key moments are identified throughout the process and highlighted to help capture 

and distil the essence of this action and research project.  
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4.2 The Participatory Process 

As the participatory process unfolded through each of the steps, key moments were captured 

as lightbulb moments for reflection and learning by the researcher. Bhatnagar & Williams, 

(1992) outlined that participation is ‘a process by which people, especially disadvantaged 

people, influence decisions that affect them’ while Macken-Walsh (2019) emphasised the role 

of participatory approaches in supporting end-users to be involved in the design of new ideas 

and products so that they were relevant to them at the end.  

Power differences between community groups and within the community itself influence 

interaction and negotiation and can influence those whose interests are represented in the 

research (Gonsalves, et al., 2005).  ‘Bottom-up’ participatory approaches can challenge 

existing power relations and power dynamics and allow conflicts to surface that might 

otherwise be invisible. The researcher quickly became aware that political issues presented 

themselves on a number of occasions and one key stakeholder challenged and asserted his 

power over the process on a number of occasions.  

The key learning which is discussed below is that participatory processes are essential to 

enabling wide participation of stakeholders in generating locally-appropriate solutions but that 

they are subject to dynamics that need to be facilitated. All groups go through different stages 

as they learn how to work together and what they need in terms of facilitation also changes.  

The key findings from the project are presented according to the different phases  
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4.3 Timeline of Key-events and Highlights 

Figure 15 as seen below is a timeline of key-events and highlights that occurred throughout 

the research process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15 Timeline of Key-events and Highlights 

  

October 2018 

Start of Project  

February 

2019    
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February - May 2019 
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April 2019 
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May 2019 
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June 2019 
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working groups 

July 2019 

Identifying first 

small steps 

October 2019   
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(The Leading 
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November 

2019 
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November 2019 
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February 

2020 

Individual 

Working 

Group 
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One and Two 

March 

2020 

Individual 

Working 

Group 

Meetings: 

Three 

March 2020 

End of Project 
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October 2018 

Introductory 

First Meeting 



  

63 
 

4.4 Section One:   The Initial Phase 

The initial phase of the project included getting started and the process of engaging and 

incentivising the community. The desired outcomes for this phase were that good working 

relationships would be established to generate enthusiasm and that a wide range of 

stakeholders from the West Kerry community would become engaged. For the researcher who 

was new to West Kerry, this was a critical phase in establishing trust and credibility with the 

community. Three particular ‘meetings’ were critical in getting the project off to a good start.  

4.4.1 The Introductory Meeting 

The introductory meeting (referred to in 3.5.2.1) gave the researcher the opportunity to meet a 

number of key actors and the chance to introduce herself to the community. On the night there 

were approximately forty people present indicating interest and willingness from the West 

Kerry community to get involved in the project and the meeting mainly focused on explaining 

the project to those present. The researcher shared her background with the participants in 

order to build rapport. From a farming background in Co. Clare, she shared experiences from 

the Burren LIFE project which is also a ‘bottom-up’ farmer-led project based in Co. Clare 

which identifies locally-appropriate actions with an evidence-based approach to managing 

species rich grasslands, habitats and water quality.  Reflecting on this meeting, the researcher 

believes this allowed the West Kerry community to get a better sense of the researcher and to 

help build a level of trust as well as affirming the value of learning lessons from ‘good 

practices’ in other places.  

4.4.1.1 Meeting with NEWKD 

The meeting with NEWKD (referred to in 3.5.2.2) which was organised by the Kerry IFA 

officer provided an opportunity for the researcher to meet with another important stakeholders 

and to share information in relation to the project and its aims, building alliances and 

networks. It also allowed the researcher to ask a number of questions in relation to the area of 

West Kerry and noted that there was support for the project as well as a wide range of ideas.  

4.4.1.2 Group Conference Calls 

The group conference calls (3.5.2.3) were a critical form of meeting between the key actors. 

They allowed for regular collective decision-making and ensured that everyone was ‘on the 

same page’.  
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Initially the participants in the group conference calls were the researcher, her supervisor, the 

Kerry IFA officer and representatives from NEWKD and calls took place twice monthly. 

During these initial group calls the Kerry IFA officer relayed more information about the area 

of West Kerry itself along with its history and background in food-production which allowed 

the researcher to gain a greater understanding of the West Kerry area. These group calls also 

focused on how to engage the entire West Kerry community and led to the researcher 

developing the ‘engaging and incentivising plan’ (3.5.3) with the help of the Kerry IFA 

officer and his local knowledge. The Kerry IFA officer played a central role in the initial 

group calls and conveyed a wonderful sense of enthusiasm which encouraged all the other 

stakeholders. He also proposed a range of different ideas for the project including increasing 

the number of vegetables grown in West Kerry, finishing local lamb without concentrates and 

selling them locally, water preservation, producing antibiotic-free meat and herbicide-free 

vegetables.  

 

 

 

 

As the weeks progressed more stakeholders were invited to join the calls which took place on 

a monthly basis. A representative of the Dingle Hub joined and identified a need for “joined- 

up thinking” when it came to working on developing the peninsula. Darina Allen of 

Ballymaloe Cookery School also took part and gave her insights into food trends and what 

consumers want in terms of food. She shared advice and offered support for the project in 

West Kerry.  

The group conference calls were an excellent way of initially engaging a number of key 

stakeholders and enabled meaningful discussion to take place. It also provided an opportunity 

for stakeholders to engage with one another and to build relationships. As the weeks 

progressed and new stakeholders joined the conference calls it added more voices to the 

process and provided a greater range of discussion. The group conference calls came to an 

end in May 2019 as workshops began to take place. All subsequent discussions with 

stakeholders took place at face-to-face workshops.  

Lightbulb Moment 

Excellent ideas were relayed and great enthusiasm and support for the project were 

displayed. 
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4.4.2 Engaging and Incentivising Plan 

Engaging and incentivising was a key step in the process and is reflected as the first scenario 

in the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’. In developing the engaging and incentivising plan, the 

researcher had to identify all stakeholders and methods that could be used to reach them and 

had to draw on the contacts developed from the introductory meetings. The Kerry IFA officer 

was particularly important in providing contact details.  If the engaging and incentivising had 

been skipped or had not been carried out properly the project would not have been successful.  

 

 

 

 

When the engaging and incentivising plan was being put together the first power challenge 

during the process arose from the listing of stakeholders.  The researcher produced the first 

copy of the engaging and incentivising plan with the stakeholders listed in random order.  The 

researcher was contacted by one stakeholder to enquire why his organisation were second on 

the list rather than first and they went on to assert that responsibility for the project was 

between them and Teagasc and that other stakeholders were there to support, not to lead. The 

researcher was taken aback and agreed to change the order on the list. The researcher 

discussed this with her supervisor and they identified that there were tensions between key 

stakeholders that the researcher would need to be conscious of.  

4.4.3 Engagement Day 

4.4.3.1 Engaging and Incentivising the Community 

A range of engagement methods (including social media, newspapers, radio interviews, 

distribution of leaflets and sending out texts through different databases) were used to attract 

people to become involved in the project and to participate in the Engagement Day. The 

researcher understood that in order for the project to by successful the entire community of 

West Kerry needed to be engaged as the parameters/objectives of the project had not yet been 

set.  

 Researcher’s Reflections 

I believe that scenario one, engaging and incentivising, was the most important step of 

the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’. In an action and research project it is vital that step one, 

engaging and incentivising is, carried out first before progressing onto further steps.  
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Power challenges emerged in relation to the promotion leaflets for the Engagement Day 

where the same stakeholder challenging the researcher as to why their logo was not on the 

leaflet. The researcher explained that the four logos which were included represented funders 

of the research project but that no other stakeholders’ logos were included. Again, it was 

important that the researcher was able to discuss and get reassurance from her supervisor that 

she did not have to resolve issues or conflicts over logos. However, the incident reaffirmed 

the importance of paying attention to conflicts that emerge in any participatory process.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4.3.2 Engagement Day 

The Engagement Day took place on Thursday April 25th in Dingle from 12p.m. to 4p.m. and 

from 6p.m. to 9p.m. to facilitate as many people as possible. Both the researcher and Kerry 

IFA officer were present on the day. Fourteen people turned up to express their interest in the 

project and to find out what the project was all about and to share their ideas. The low turnout 

meant that the researcher was able to spend up to thirty minutes with each individual giving 

them a background to the project and allowing them time to share their ideas for the project. It 

also allowed the researcher to gain a greater understanding and knowledge of the West Kerry 

area. Of the fourteen people that attended, eight subsequently became very involved in the 

project, highlighting that it was a very beneficial way to meaningfully engage and incentivise 

people.  

 

Researcher’s Reflections 

The first two power struggles indicated that one stakeholder wanted to be the main 

stakeholder associated with the project and wanted this to be clearly documented. The 

stakeholder told the researcher that it was a project between his organisation and Teagasc 

“with all other organisations to support not lead”. This of course was not the case but it 

indicated to me that this stakeholder felt threatened by other stakeholders engaging in the 

project. 
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4.4.4 The Brainstorming Sessions 

4.4.4.1 Engaging the Community  

The brainstorming sessions were an extension and further development of the engaging and 

incentivising plan building on the growing knowledge of the researcher of the West Kerry 

area. The researcher recognised the importance of listening, taking an account of what people 

wanted from the project, and how they wanted to mould the project if they were to be more 

incentivised and interested in becoming involved. Feedback after the Engagement Day 

included that some locals were “disappointed” that the leaflet distributed had not been printed 

in the Irish language as parts of the peninsula were Irish-speaking areas known as ‘Gaeltacht’ 

areas and this led to its translation and reprinting (Figure 16) before it was redistributed to 

promote the ‘brainstorming sessions’.  

 

Figure 16 The Leaflet produced in both English and Irish to Promote the Brainstorming Day in 

West Kerry. 

 

 



  

68 
 

4.4.5 The Brainstorming Sessions 

The aim of the brainstorming sessions was to gather the ideas and visions which the local 

community had for West Kerry (scenario two of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’). This scenario 

involved interrogating existing knowledge from experts and static sources and facilitating the 

community to discover what they already knew while gaining further knowledge (Gonsalves, 

et al., 2005) 

In total approximately fifty people attended the two brainstorming sessions. As people came 

into the room there was a sense that some were slightly nervous and unsure of what to expect. 

The importance of creating a relaxed and friendly atmosphere was a key learning from this 

stage as the  cup of tea or coffee helped people to relax and to begin conversations with others 

in the room and acted  as somewhat of an ice-breaker for the workshop.  

4.4.5.1 Brainstorming Ideas 

The workshops began with a presentation on SKIN and ‘good practices’. People listened 

intently and some took notes. When brainstorming, people sat down in small groups at the 

table closest to them which resulting in a natural mix of people from different backgrounds 

and different communities throughout the peninsula.  

Over two hundred ideas were brainstormed by participants over the course of the two 

workshops. These were written on sticky notes and stuck to flipchart paper as seen in (Figure 

17). The process of brainstorming in small groups worked very well as every person felt they 

had the opportunity to include their ideas.  Ideas ranged from agri-tourism, to tourism hill-

walking, solar farms, agri-environmental scheme, community investment in renewable 

energy, seafood co-op, local fishing trips, community space for local artists, local abattoir, 

protection of Scotch ewe sheep, growing soft-veg, sheepdog demos, weaving, branding local 

lamb and beef, a yoga retreat, open farming, social farming, rambling house and cooking 

lessons. Chambers, (1994) highlights the need for local knowledge to be included and for 

local participants to be given time to express themselves and to share their ideas. The 

brainstorming session presented the rural community of West Kerry with the opportunity to 

do this. 
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Figure 17 Ideas from the Brainstorming Sessions 

4.4.5.2 Group Presentations  

Each group nominated one person to present back the ideas for that particular group. This 

facilitated the sharing of ideas between groups and gave those present a flavour of the range 

of different ideas which had been brainstormed. It also helped to highlight that some of the 

same ideas came up in different small groups.  
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The researcher was very happy with the turnout for the brainstorming session and it showed 

that creating and implementing the engaging and incentivising plan was a very useful and 

meaningful strategy for engagement. 

  

Lightbulb Moment 

The range of ideas and visions for the area along with the interest shown by the 

community highlighted to the researcher that there was a great willingness from the local 

community to engage with the project 
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4.4.6 Trip into West Kerry 

The trip into West Kerry gave the researcher real knowledge and insight into farming in West 

Kerry and provided her with a sense of the traditions and cultures of farming and the area 

itself. It also allowed her to expand her contacts in West Kerry and afforded her the 

opportunity to hear at first-hand farmers’ concerns for their farming future. A key to 

facilitating participation is to ensure that the researcher has a close, relaxed and harmonious 

relationship with those in the community while building a level of trust (Chambers, 1994). 

The trip into West Kerry allowed the researcher to build these relationships of trust.  

The trip included a visit to the Kerry Lamb Co-Op. The researcher learned that the co-op had 

once prospered and had provided a good income for local hill-farmers. The chairperson 

explained that the falling price of wool was due to a very poor market demand. The manager 

of the co-op spoke about the lack of successors on hill farms due to falling farm incomes and 

shared his concerns about the hills becoming under-grazed.  This issue had also been raised at 

the brainstorming workshops and by the IFA officer. Both the chairperson and the manager 

prioritised the need to increase farm incomes and to protect the uplands of West Kerry. They 

supported the development of a locally-led environmental scheme similar to Burren LIFE and 

emphasised the need to protect the West Kerry Scotch ewe (a native breed) from extinction 

(another issue raised by farmers at the brainstorming sessions). 

The researcher was then taken on a tour around the western parts of the peninsula by a farmer 

who shared some of the history of the area too her and brought her to two farms where issues 

in relation to hill-walking existed. In the evening time the researcher met with another farmer 

who was keen to protect the native West Kerry Scotch ewe and who presented a proposal of a 

sheep scheme that would use DNA testing to identify West Kerry Scotch ewes with farmers 

receiving a payment on each ewe kept. It was clear to the researcher that this farmer had put a 

huge amount of thought into the idea and that he was keen to ensure that the West Kerry 

Scotch ewe was protected in some way.  

 

  
Researcher’s Reflections 

Having spoken with a number of farmers on my trip into West Kerry I sensed that there 

was a real willingness by farmers to implement change. I felt that the farmers had come to 

the realisation if that they didn’t try something new that there wouldn’t be a future for 

them. 
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4.6 Section Two:   The Middle Phase 

4.6.1 From Ideas to Planning Actions 

Approximately fifty people had participated in the two brainstorming sessions so the next step 

was to bring them together to progress the sorting of ideas into themes that could be the basis 

for more tangible plans (ref 3.6.1.1.) 

In preparation for the workshop four headings for group plans were printed by the researcher 

and were cut out and used during the workshop. Having pre-printed headings saved time 

during the workshop. In advance of the workshop, the researcher was also contacted by the 

farmer who had given her the tour of the peninsula asking if there was anything he could do to 

help. While there wasn’t anything in particular that was needed at this stage, the offer of help 

was indicative of a growing enthusiasm for the project. This was also reflected by a number 

of people from the West Kerry community arriving early for the workshop to give the 

researcher assistance in setting up.  

4.6.1.1 Sorting the Ideas into Themes 

The sorting of ideas allowed for similar or duplicate ideas from the brainstorming sessions to 

be put together. Sorting the ideas reflected scenario three of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ which 

created new ideas and knowledge. On the night over thirty people attended. All of the two 

hundred ideas which had been brainstormed were displayed around the room and as the 

researcher and her supervisor facilitated, the participants to sort the ideas and to identify 

themes.  On the night the researcher noted that there was very good engagement from the 

people present and they were enthusiastic and were happy to give their opinions and insights.  

4.6.1.2 Formation of the Working Groups  

As the participants identified themes there was a general consensus that a number of themes 

continued to re-emerge. The distinct themes identified were tourism, food production, 

renewable energy and heritage, history, archaeology and conservation. It was decided that 

these themes could be categorised into four distinct categories. Four working groups were 

then set up are as follows: (1) Tourism, (2) Renewable Energy (3) Food Production (4) 

Heritage, Culture, Archaeology and Conservation.  
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Participants present at the workshop identified three other themes which were skills and 

education, infrastructure and technology and climate change which they agreed were relevant 

to all four of the working groups and it was decided that they would act as cross-cutting 

themes for each of the four groups.  

When participants joined their working groups, the largest group on the night was the food 

production group and this could be attributed to the fact that over half of those present were 

farmers.  

4.6.1.3 Choosing Ideas 

Once participants had chosen their working groups they were then invited to go “shopping for 

ideas” (ref. 3.6.1.4) as seen in Figure 18. As participants were “shopping for ideas” discussion 

broke out between the groups with some groups sharing or handing over ideas which were 

more relevant to another group.  

 

Figure 18 Participants “Shopping for Ideas” 

When the participants had finished picking their ideas a number of ideas were left hanging on 

the flipchart paper on the wall. These were the ideas that had not interested the working 

groups. The “shopping for ideas” exercise was a very effective way for participants to make 

decisions on what activities they really wanted to pursue. 
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Figure 19 Food Production Group sorting the Ideas that they had Chosen. 

4.6.1.4 Formation of Group Plans  

Each of the four working groups, having selected a range of ideas that they were interested in, 

were then asked to formulate a group plan using the pre-printed heading prepared by the 

researcher (ref 3.6.1.5.) The headings used allowed the participants to lay out a clear and 

logical plan of action and allowed each group to evaluate and adapt what they actually wanted 

to achieve during the project providing participants with structured plans.  

The headings used challenged assumptions and validated hypothesis and allowed for goals 

and objectives to be adapted and revised to achieve purposeful and intended impact. Each of 

the four headings was completed one at a time by each of the groups. These plans as seen in 

Figure 20  built a range of hypothesis which then linked objectives to goals which could be 

adapted and revised throughout the process.  
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Figure 20 Renewable Energy Group Plan 

 As each group completed each of the headings a range of goals and objectives were outlined 

by the working groups in the group plans.  

The Tourism Group outlined how they would like to see landowners compensated and insured 

for walkers coming onto their land with properly-organised walks. The Renewable Energy 

Group which included a stakeholder from the Dingle Innovation Hub outlined their goal was 

to achieve energy independence on the peninsula by linking in with an on-going ESB project 

on the peninsula. Selling local community produce was outlined as the goal of the Food 

Production Group while the Heritage, Culture, Archaeology and Conservation group wanted 

to collect traditional folklore and local knowledge to share with the community and to 

increase the West Kerry archive.  

4.6.1.5 Group Presentations 

As the workshop concluded each group were asked to nominate a person to present back their 

group plans. The purpose of this exercise was to keep the four different groups informed 

about each individual’s group’s ideas and plans. This ensured that all four of the working 

groups were distinct working groups but that they were still interconnected.  
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4.6.1.6 Willingness-to-pay Survey  

At the end of the meeting it was brought to the researcher and her supervisor’s attention that a 

number of stakeholders wanted to identify if there was willingness for visitors to West Kerry 

to buy locally-produced food and pay a premium before stakeholders went about creating a 

number of SFSC. Due to in-house expertise available to the researcher it was decided that a 

willingness-to-pay survey would be undertaken in West Kerry to determine visitor’s 

knowledge of locally-produced food and their willingness to pay a premium.  

 

 

 

 

 

When the workshop drew to a close a number of participants stayed behind to help the 

researcher to pack up after the workshop. They expressed their thanks to the researcher and 

indicated that they were very happy with the workshop and what had been achieved.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lightbulb Moment 

The initial group plans that were put together displayed the array of visions that the local 

people had for West Kerry. Putting their goals down on paper helped them to realise that 

their goals were obtainable and were more than just ideas. At the end of the workshop the 

researcher received very positive comments from participants and a “can do” attitude 

could be sensed.   

 Researcher’s Reflections 

The ‘shopping for ideas’ technique worked wonderfully as participants  had to decide 

what ideas they really wanted to pursue. The group plans helped to set out a clear vision 

for each of the groups. I thought all of the methods and techniques used were beneficial 

and worked well. 

The following day I was contacted by a participant to say that he had felt the workshop 

had gone very well and he was very pleased with the project to date. 
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4.6.2 Identifying First Small Steps Workshop 

4.6.2.1 Preparation for the Workshop 

In preparation for the next workshop a text was sent out by the researcher containing details 

of the workshop and the aim of the workshop. It was reiterated that new people were welcome 

to join the workshops as the researcher was very aware of the fact that new members may be 

interested in joining.  

The workshop to identify first small steps was held five weeks after the previous workshop in 

the same venue. A five-week break was taken between the workshops as some members of 

the groups who were farmers had informed the researcher that they would not be available to 

attend workshops regularly in that period due to silage being made on farms. Other members 

of the groups had also told the researcher that they would be less flexible with their time due 

to their children being off school.  

4.6.2.2 Workshop to Identify First Small Steps  

This was the first workshop that the researcher facilitated on her own, without her supervisor. 

At the start of the workshop the researcher gave a brief overview of work she had carried out 

in relation to a willingness-to-pay survey and other research that her supervisor had 

undertaken in relation to potential funding opportunities. The researcher was keen to highlight 

that work on the project was still on-going even though the workshops were on a break.  

 

 

 

 

 

On the night there were a number of new members welcomed to the groups having heard 

about the project through word-of-mouth. Word-of-mouth proved to be a very successful way 

of engaging people in the project after the active engaging and incentivising phase had been 

undertaken.  

 Researcher’s Reflections 

As this was my first time engaging in solo-facilitation, I was now thrown in “at the deep 

end” and had to learn by doing. When I first started facilitating I was always “on my 

toes” and was perhaps, too eager and over-friendly, to compensate for what I felt was my 

lack of ability. As the workshops progressed and I became more comfortable in the role, 

my facilitation style became more relaxed. 
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As new members joined the groups the documents which the researcher had typed up after 

each workshop proved to be very beneficial as the researcher could bring new members up-to-

speed very quickly by presenting to them all the work that had been undertaken.  

4.6.2.3 Revisiting Group Plans 

Working groups had been formed at the last workshop, however, some group members 

weren’t overly familiar with each other. Giving members the opportunity to re-acquaint 

themselves with their groups was an extremely important step and it helped to ensure that 

there was an element of familiarity, understanding and respect within the group. Before 

further developing their plans, the groups were asked to re-examine their original group plans 

and to make any changes that they felt were necessary. Throughout the process participants 

were constantly encouraged to reflect and make changes that they thought were necessary.  

4.6.2.4 Brainstorming Initial Actions and Resources 

The first exercise at the workshop was for each group to identify their first small steps. A 

stairs was drawn at the corner of each group’s flipchart page. Using the illustration of a stairs 

was a very useful technique and helped explain that the stairs was a visual representation of 

the groups reaching their goal by taking one step at a time, starting at the bottom of the stairs 

and taking the first small step. As different actions (needed to take the first small step) were 

brainstormed (ref 3.6.2.4) it was noted by the researcher that the Food Production and 

Heritage, Culture, Archaeology and Conservation Group had a very wide range of actions 

identified.  

When the four working groups began identifying resources that they might need to take their 

first steps all four groups identified funding. Some of the groups identified possible sources of 

funding for the project.  

4.6.2.5 Identifying First Small Steps (Prioritised Actions and Resources) 

The final stage in the workshop was to identify the group’s prioritised actions and resources 

needed to take the first small step. The first small steps identified by the groups are seen in the 

below figures.  
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Figure 21 The Tourism Group’s Prioritised Actions and Resources 

The Tourism Group identified that in order to achieve harmony between landowners and hill-

walkers that an insurance scheme to indemnify farmers would be needed and they also 

identified an opportunity to link a hill-walking payment with a locally led Agri-environmental 

scheme as proposed by the Food Production Group.  

 

Figure 22 The Food Production Group’s Prioritised Actions and Resources 
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The Food Production group prioritised two major actions that they needed to take- stablishing 

a sheep DNA sampling scheme to protect the native West Kerry Scotch ewe and setting up a 

co-op to sell locally produced food within West Kerry itself. Both of the actions which the 

food production group identified required funding as their resource which suggested that until 

funding was secured the group would not be able to progress forward.  

 

Figure 23 The Renewable Energy Group’s Prioritised Actions and Resources 

The Renewable Energy Group identified that they needed to gain more expertise about setting 

up a co-op for renewable energy and identified that this may be achieved by talking to some 

experts including the Irish Co-Operative Organisation Society and an accountant. They also 

identified that a trip to an anaerobic-digester site was needed to gain expertise and proposed 

that the trip would be self-funded.  
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Figure 24 HCAC Prioritised Actions and Resources 

The main action to be prioritised by the Heritage, Culture, Archaeology and Conservation 

(HCAC) Group was to further investigate the possibility of setting up a co-op before making a 

decision. If setting up this type of co-op was deemed to be feasible the Heritage, Culture 

Archaeology and Conservation Group proposed crowd-funding as a possible option rather 

than applying for state or EU funding.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lightbulb Moment 

At this point it was evident to the researcher that the Tourism and Renewable Energy 

groups had very clear goals and were very definite on the actions they needed to take. 

Both groups had both prioritised two actions and had identified necessary resources 

which they needed to take these actions.  

The Food Production Group and HCAC Group were not yet fully clear on their goals. 

The Food Production Group had a vast range of ideas but could not yet fully agree on one 

to pursue with intent. The actions that they had outlined required an immediate source of 

funding to be implemented. The HCAC group were also unable to fully commit to an 

idea that they were willing to pursue.  
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At the end of the workshop the researcher sellotaped all of the sticky notes to the flipchart 

sheets which made them much easier to transport.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6.3 Trip to Ballymaloe Cookery School  

The visit to Ballymaloe Cookery School offered the stakeholders in West Kerry an 

opportunity to visit a relevant SKIN ‘good practice’ which they had expressed an interest in 

learning from. ‘Good practices’ facilitate sharing of knowledge and allow communities to 

learn from each other (Blay-Palmer, et al., 2016). This represented scenario two of the multi-

actor ‘toolbox’ which looked at interrogating existing knowledge.  

4.6.3.1 Preparation for the Trip to Ballymaloe 

In order to get some expert feedback during the trip to Ballymaloe each of the four working 

groups expanded their original group plans (ref 3.6.31) which would be presented on the day 

as seen in the figures below.   

 

 

Figure 25 Food Production Group’s Presentation for Ballymaloe 

 Researcher’s Reflections 

It was important for the groups to identify actions and resources that they needed to take 

and to prioritise one or a number of actions/resources and the methods used were very 

suitable to achieve that. 
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Figure 26 HCAC Group’s Presentation for Ballymaloe 

 

Figure 27 Renewable Energy Group’s Presentation for Ballymaloe 

 

Figure 28 Tourism Group’s Presentation for Ballymaloe 

Each group was asked to nominated one or more people to present in Ballymaloe on behalf of 

their group. The researcher was aware that this may have been the first time some participants 

presented in public so she met with each of the participants to allow them to practice 

presenting their presentations before the trip. 
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4.6.3.2 Power Struggles in the Lead-up to the Trip to Ballymaloe  

As the participatory process developed further and the researcher began facilitating 

workshops on her own, once again, one particular stakeholder continued to challenge for 

power and difficulties began to arise within the group workshops. These difficulties came to a 

head during the workshop to plan for the Ballymaloe visit. This stakeholder tried to assert his 

authority over the researcher a number of times and spoke over her on two occasions. The 

researcher was conscious not to let the stakeholder dominate the workshop so she asked the 

other participants for their opinions on the subject that was being discussed. This helped to 

somewhat diffuse the situation as the stakeholder did not interrupt his fellow group 

participants which indicated to the researcher that the stakeholder may have had an issue with 

her and not the other members. Towards the end of this workshop group members were asked 

to nominate speakers to present at Ballymaloe and this stakeholder was not nominated. It was 

very clear to the researcher that he was angry and/or disappointed so she suggested that he 

should make one part of the presentation and the rest of the group agreed. The stakeholder 

immediately cheered up. Recognising his need and actively suggesting the role for him 

seemed to alleviate tensions.  

Subsequently this stakeholder who had been involved in previous power struggles 

(Stakeholder A) expressed a wish to invite an external stakeholder who was not involved in 

the project, on the trip to Ballymaloe. The researcher, having consulted with her supervisor, 

declined the request as the trip was specifically arranged for those directly involved with the 

project. Similarly, another stakeholder (Stakeholder B) contacted the researcher and said that 

another individual would like to come on the trip to Ballymaloe.  In previous workshops a 

participant (with the same name as the individual invited on the trip by Stakeholder B) had 

been a participant in the process.  The researcher assumed that this was the person being 

referred to by Stakeholder B and agreed that the individual should come on the trip.  

However, it transpired that the individual was actually not involved in the project but 

happened to have the same name as a participant who was already involved in the process. 
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When, during a telephone call, Stakeholder A heard that the individual (invited along by 

Stakeholder B) was to travel to Ballymaloe with the group he was very angry and at times 

aggressive. The researcher tried calmly to explain the misunderstanding but it was clear that 

Stakeholder A felt undermined and threatened by Stakeholder B.  Stakeholder A was not 

interested in the researcher’s explanation and implied that she was only interested in 

Stakeholder B’s input and opinions and told her that she should just talk to Stakeholder B  in 

future as it was “one rule for (them) and another rule for the rest of us”. Stakeholder A then 

proceeded to tell the researcher of another issue (unrelated to the project) which had caused a 

great deal of personal upset to him. As the researcher tried to empathise with Stakeholder A 

and to apologise for the misunderstanding once again, Stakeholder A proceeded to hang up 

the phone.  After the conversation the researcher was left feeling upset as she had felt 

intimidated due to the Stakeholder A’s aggressive behaviour on the phone. The researcher 

thought it best to allow the stakeholder time to cool off. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6.3.3 ‘Guide to the Leading Edge’ 

The trip to Ballymaloe cookery school offered a ‘guide to the leading edge’.  The leading 

edge is a principle that connects participants to state-of-the art best practice. Using the leading 

edge principles can guide wisdom and offer relevant leading-edge ideas, methods models and 

knowledge when timely. It can also contribute useful knowledge and inject innovative 

possibilities that solve problems and inform choices on issues, challenging a group while 

inspiring values by enlarging visions and enhancing impact through creative new possibilities. 

Adapting new approaches from elsewhere to the current evaluation situation and invaluable 

facilitation to facilitate assessment of the potential risks and benefits of leading-edge 

innovations can also be used (Quinn Patton, 2018).  

Researcher’s Reflections 

After this conversation I was very upset, angry and hurt due to the stakeholder’s very 

aggressive attitude. I did understand, however, that I was somewhat of a scapegoat and 

that the anger that the stakeholder had expressed towards me was a manifestation of the 

upset felt by him due to the other issue (unrelated to the project). When I spoke to my 

supervisor the following day she was sympathetic towards me and reassured me that I had 

done nothing wrong, that this was something that just happens when working in a 

community development situation and that the best thing to do was allow the stakeholder 

time to breath and cool off. 
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To translate ‘the leading edge’ into actions that could be undertaken in West Kerry, the first 

step was to transfer the Ballymaloe model into principles and to then take those principles and 

transfer them into actions in West Kerry in a participatory way. This was achieved by 

presenting the Ballymaloe principles to the participants at the brainstorming workshops to 

give them insight, ideas and knowledge about the leading edge. The subsequent field trip to 

Ballymaloe was then carried out to allow participants in West Kerry to inject innovative 

possibilities along with helping them to enlarge their visions and to encourage them to pursue 

their goals.  

On the day, a tour of the farm in Ballymaloe took place in the morning and after lunch the 

West Kerry stakeholders were given an opportunity to present their group plans and receive 

feedback on them.  

In Ballymaloe the feedback provided by Darina and Tim Allen owners of Ballymaloe proved 

to be a source of inspiration for many of the West Kerry participants present. On the bus on 

the way home the participants spoke of Darina Allen’s infectious enthusiasm for the project 

and her repeated offers to provide any future guidance and advice if required. It was remarked 

by one person that Darina was “so interested in us and what we were doing” while another 

stated that “every word she stated was of utter importance”. On the way home the researcher 

sensed a very positive attitude among the participants.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6.3.4 Evaluation of the Injection of Leading-Edge inputs into a Facilitation Process  

Following on from the trip to the ‘leading edge’, an evaluation template taken from (Quinn 

Patton, 2018) as seen below in Table 1 was completed by the researcher.  

 

 Researcher’s Reflections 

The presentations that the groups completed for their trip to Ballymaloe helped them to re-

focus on their goals. 

I believe the trip was a real source of inspiration to many of the group members and it allowed 

them to see that their goals were attainable and many of them returned home from the trip with 

the attitude to “get up and get on with it”. 
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Table 1 Assessing Injection of Leading-Edge inputs into a Facilitation Process 

Evaluation Criteria Reflections/Observations/Considerations 

1. How relevant is the input to the 

group’s process and progress? 

The trip to Ballymaloe was extremely relevant as the 

participants had expressed a direct interest in learning from the 

Ballymaloe model. The trip helped the groups to refocus their 

goals and gave them encouragement and belief to continue to 

make progress. The trip was a turning point and without it, I 

think the groups would not have progressed and achieved what 

they did. 

2. How knowledgeable am I about 

the input? 

I was very familiar with Ballymaloe Cookery School having 

travelled there a year previously to meet the Allen family and 

to discuss my project with them. I knew exactly what to expect 

on the day. 

3. How good is the timing for the 

input? 

The timing was excellent. Before the trip the groups had come 

to somewhat of a standstill and I felt that some participants 

were beginning to lose interest in the project. The trip injected 

new life and energy back into the groups and helped them to 

drive on. 

4. How likely is this input to be 

well-received by the group? 

The Ballymaloe trip was well received. A number of the group 

participants expressed their sheer delight at the trip while other 

spoke less positively about it. 

5. To what extent will this input 

help the group make progress 

towards its desired outcomes? 

The trip allowed the four working groups to re-focus and to 

take on board the information they learned in Ballymaloe. It 

also allowed them to examine first hand a SKIN ‘good 

practice’ and to interrogate that practice and re-think and re-

focus their goals. 

6. How direct is the connection 

between the input and the groups 

issues? 

Both the Ballymaloe model and the SKIN West Kerry project 

are focused on shortening food chains, reflecting culture, 

heritage and tradition through products and using the land and 

other resources to create viable enterprise opportunities. 

Ballymaloe represents a vision and a goal  similar to that of the 

people of West Kerry so therefore there was much to be 

learned from Ballymaloe. 

7. Could the input be perceived as 

culturally inappropriate? 

No - both Ballymaloe model and the SKIN project based in 

West Kerry are based on the use of natural resources and 

developing and fostering opportunities from them to create 

viable enterprise opportunities. 

8. Any racist, sexist, homophobic, 

ageist, religious, political, or other 

innuendos that might be 

offensive? 

No. 

9. Have you used it before with 

success or know other who have? 

No I had never before introduced a group to the leading edge. 

However, I was encouraged to do so by my supervisor.  

10. Honestly, what are my 

motivations for introducing this 

input? 

The motivations to bring the West Kerry participants to the 

leading-edge were to allow them to examine and question at 

first hand a model which they had expressed interest in 

learning from. The group at this time was in need of renewed 

focus and inspiration and the trip to Ballymaloe was the 

obvious and appropriate step. 
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4.6.3.5 Feedback from the Trip to Ballymaloe  

In the days after the trip the researcher was in contact with a number of participants who had 

taken part in the trip to Ballymaloe.  

One individual expressed his disappointment at the trip to Ballymaloe as nobody who could 

potentially provide funding was present to hear the presentations. He stated that the project 

had been “on the go now for two years” since its original fruition and he felt that it was 

“going nowhere”. (In fact the project had only been in operation for just over a year at this 

point). A second individual also expressed his dissatisfaction with the trip as he too had hoped 

that a funding opportunity would have arisen from the trip. Having spoken to both individuals 

the researcher felt that one of the individuals had potentially misled the other about the 

purpose of the trip and was now ‘putting words in their mouth’.  

A third individual expressed her delight with the trip to Ballymaloe and found it 

“inspirational”. She stated that she believed that West Kerry had all of the opportunities 

available to them and that a focus needed to be placed on bringing them together and getting 

people “to work together”. She stated that she felt there was a need to continue with the 

workshops and as Darina Allen had suggested, begin putting the plans into practice rather 

than sitting back and waiting for it to happen. Another individual sent the researcher an email 

with feedback from the trip stating he was “interested to see what the discussion sounded like 

after the exposure to the setup in East Cork”. He also stated that his “take-home” message 

was that the groups needed to “get on and get it done”.  

A fifth individual that the researcher spoke to thought the trip was “brilliant” and that she 

“took loads” from the day, in particular in relation to insurance for hill-walking and making 

homemade jams and chutneys. She expressed her opinion that applying for funding could 

slow down the process and could result in a large amount of paperwork and forms and 

reiterated a point made on the day about getting out there and getting it done.  

 

 

 

 

 

Lightbulb Moment 

The trip to Ballymaloe was a turning point in the process for the four working groups.  

The feedback received from their presentations in Ballymaloe provided some of the working 

groups with encouragement and inspiration to take action and drive forward. 

 

.  
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4.6.4 Identifying Funding Opportunities  

Having spoken to her supervisor, following the expression of disappointment regarding 

potential funding by two group members, the researcher organised a workshop. A funding 

presentation was put together and presented via Skype by the researcher’s supervisor outlining 

potential funding opportunities. This represented scenario two of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’, 

interrogating existing knowledge. The Skype presentation worked as a very good alternative 

to a face-to-face workshop which could not be completed at that time for logistical reasons.  

The researcher’s supervisor outlined the three separate funding opportunities that had been 

applied for to date. Five more potential funding opportunities were also outlined many of 

which were not open for applications at that time but were expected to open in the months 

following. A range of different approaches to help prepare for the opening of such potential 

opportunities were outlined which included inviting a number of different experts who had 

first-hand knowledge of the different funding opportunities to come to meet and advise the 

four working groups.  

When the funding presentation had finished the researcher had planned to complete an 

exercise to identify tasks and roles for each of the four working groups. Unfortunately on the 

night there was a poor attendance with just fourteen people attended the workshop. The 

researcher felt that it would not be appropriate to brainstorm tasks and to pick roles when a 

large number of participants were missing. Instead the researcher adapted the exercise and 

asked those present to brainstorm overall roles that they felt were needed.  

It had been drawn to the researcher’s attention that a number of workshops for different 

organisations were taking place in the locality. A discussion was held to select a date that 

would be convenient for the next workshop to take place. Two dates were decided on and it 

was agreed that a vote would be undertaken to choose the day according to the number of 

people that were available.   

 

 

 

 

 Researcher’s Reflections 

Throughout the project the issue of funding had been somewhat of a bone of contention. At 

this point a few group members expressed their dissatisfaction that funding had not already 

being secured. I did not have a wide background of knowledge of funding and had made that 

very clear from the beginning. When pressure was put on me in relation to the issue I felt 

somewhat inadequate as I was not able to answer their questions. 
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4.6.5 Choosing Tasks and Roles Workshop 

4.6.5.1 Preparation for the Workshop 

At this stage in the process both the researcher and her supervisor felt that people were 

beginning to lose a sense of ownership over the project. To overcome this issue a workshop 

was arranged by the researcher to facilitate participants in brainstorming tasks that they felt 

needed to be carried out and to choose roles within their working groups and across all four of 

the working groups. As the researcher was preparing to exit from the West Kerry community 

four months later, the participants needed to take ownership and needed to drive the project 

forward. This workshop was deliberately organised by the researcher with a view to achieving 

that. The core of an action and research project is to ensure that participants are at the centre 

of the research and that they feel fully verified. It is also important that those involved in the 

research take ownership of the project so that they can drive the project in the strategic 

direction that most suits their needs  

4.6.5.2 Further Power Struggles  

In preparation for the workshop to choose tasks and roles the researcher, having consulted 

with participants, gave an option of two dates for the workshop. Participants were asked to 

indicate via text message which night would best suit them as there had been a poor turnout at 

the previous workshop and the researcher was eager to ensure that there was a good crowd on 

the night. 

 The stakeholder who has previously been involved in power struggles rang the researcher 

later in the day saying that he could only attend on the Monday night as he had another 

meeting to attend on Tuesday. The stakeholder had previously informed the researcher that 

the month of November was a busy month for him as he had to attend several meetings but 

had not provided the researcher with any specific dates. Later in the day, having received the 

text “votes” regarding stakeholders’ preferences it was clear to the researcher that Tuesday 

was the preferred night for the majority of participants. Before leaving work that evening the 

researcher texted the stakeholder to give him the ‘heads up’ and asked would it be possible for 

him to attend the group workshops instead of the other meeting. The researcher signed off the 

message saying that they would talk the next day.  
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The following morning when the researcher turned on her phone she had a message from the 

stakeholder expressing his dissatisfaction with the researcher, making it clear that he had 

previously told the researcher that “this time of year would be difficult” and that the 

researcher had ignored this fact as it “now appears to count for nothing I will dance to your 

tune or be left behind”. The researcher was well aware that this stakeholder had been a key 

stakeholder throughout the entire process and when she consulted with her supervisor they 

agreed that the stakeholder needed to be facilitated.  It was agreed that the workshop would be 

held over two nights by breaking up the groups ensuring that the stakeholder who had raised 

the issue would be able to attend. This resulted in more work for the researcher. However, it 

was important that this stakeholder was accommodated. 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6.5.3 Choosing Tasks and Roles the Workshop  

This workshop represented scenario three of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ which was creating new 

ideas and knowledge. The workshop was held on two separate evenings with the Tourism and 

Food Production Group attending on the first night and the HCAC and Renewable Energy 

Groups attending on the second night.  

4.6.5.4 Brainstorming 

The first step involved brainstorming different tasks that needed to be carried out.  Before 

beginning the brainstorming the researcher explained the exercise to participants and gave 

examples of different tasks that they might need to undertake and emphasised that 

organisational tasks such as organising workshops and setting agendas should be included. On 

the first evening as tasks were being brainstormed by the Food Production and Tourism 

Groups the researcher ‘floated’ between the two groups. The researcher noted that, in both 

groups, organisational tasks that the researcher had undertaken for the previous eleven months 

were not being included.  

 Researcher’s Reflections 

When the issue arose in relation to the workshop I was not surprised. It was very 

understandable that the stakeholder wanted to attend the workshop as he had been very 

invovled throughout the entire process. However, I was annoyed with the stakeholder for 

taking such a hostile approach with me as I was trying to do my best for all of the 

engaged participants and stakeholders. 
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When the researcher questioned this with one group one individuals response was “isn’t that 

what you’re here for?” believing that this was the researcher’s job and that it wasn’t a task 

that should concern the groups. The researcher again explained that the reason for 

brainstorming tasks and choosing roles was to give a structure to the groups going forward 

and to ensure that each group could continue to operate and develop after the research project 

had come to an end.  

As the Tourism and Food Production Groups continued to brainstorm the researcher noticed 

that there was a great level of discussion at the food production table but very little was been 

written down on the sticky notes. When this was queried by the researcher she was told firmly 

by a stakeholder that “We’re having an educational discussion here, leave us alone”. The 

researcher told the group that it was excellent that such a discussion was taking place but that 

points that were being discussed should be written down on sticky notes.  When the 

brainstorming of the different tasks had finished there was an array of tasks from each of the 

groups. The brainstorming worked as a very effective method as it encouraged participants to 

think of current tasks that needed to be undertaken as well as tasks that might be needed at 

future stages.  

4.6.5.5 Sorting Tasks and Identification of Roles 

The next step undertaken was grouping tasks that were similar together into roles. Each of the 

four working groups highlighted the need for a role of a facilitator/organiser/co-ordinator. All 

four groups also emphasised the need for a research role within their group to find out more 

information in relation to a range of subjects including the SUAS uplands scheme, co-

operative expertise, using local wool for insulation, old varieties and breeds of vegetables 

associated with the peninsula and information about archaeological sites in West Kerry. The 

Tourism and Renewable Energy Groups also identified that a role to engage and involve the 

community was essential to achieve their goals.  

4.6.5.6 Group Presentations 

Each group was then asked to present back their identified tasks and roles and the other 

groups were asked to provide feedback to them. The researcher also asked if they saw 

potential for one role to be carried out by either one person or a number of people on behalf of 

all of the four working groups instead of having a number of people carrying out the same 

task or if there was an individual with certain expertise that could be used by all four groups.  
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From the two workshops five roles that could be carried out across all working groups were 

identified which included an overall group co-ordinator, overall PR person, social 

media/public outreach, I.T. and practical marketing advisor.  

4.6.5.7 Role Allocation 

The final step in the workshop was to allocate individual roles to each of the participants in 

each of the groups using matchsticks (ref 3.6.5.6). Six matchsticks were allocated to each 

group member and they were asked to place matchsticks beside roles that they would like to 

take on. Using the matchsticks was a very suitable method to identify the most popular roles 

in each group as it helped to visualise the roles which were most popular. Before finishing the 

workshop each group was asked to present an overview of the roles that they had selected to 

determine if any individual had taken on or been identified for a niche role.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

After the two workshops the researcher reflected in her notes about each of the groups. Her 

notes stated that the Tourism Group had “a clear vision” of what they wanted to achieve. The 

HCAC were “scaling back their ideas” to focus on one just one key-area. The Renewable 

Group were “making great progress” and their collaboration with the Dingle Innovation Hub 

was allowing them to so. The researcher noted that the Food Production Group were “doing 

an awful lot of talking and very little action” and didn’t have a clear vision at this point.  

 

  

 Researcher’s Reflections 

Overall I felt that the two workshops went well and I was happy with the turnout at the workshops. 

The brainstorming of tasks was a very effective method and I also thought that the use of the 

matchsticks was an excellent method to visually identify the more popular roles. 

At the end of the workshop I was a bit disappointed when a number of people who came up and 

asked me to email/text them on their tasks and roles. To me this showed a lack of responsibility 

from some of the participants as they didn’t seem interested enough to take note of the task that 

they had committed to. 
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4.7 Section Three:  The Later Phase 

4.7.1 Meeting with West Kerry Sheep Farmers 

The researcher was contacted by two members of the Food Production Group who had a 

particular interest in the preservation of the native West Kerry Scotch ewe. It was clear to the 

researcher that they had a great interest in their role and were keen to engage with sheep 

farmers on the peninsula before farmers became too busy due to the lambing season. They 

wanted to sit down with sheep farmers on the peninsula and get their thoughts on an Agri-

environmental scheme and potential measures they would like to see included. The researcher 

was invited to attend the meeting by the organisers to offer them support as they had not 

facilitated a meeting such as this one. On the night the researcher provided some assistance 

with the brainstorming of different ideas for the scheme and used the same brainstorming 

methods with sticky notes, markers and flipchart paper that had previously been. On the night 

a number of different ideas were presented by the sheep farmers in attendance and the 

information was typed up into a word document to be used at future stages.  

 

4.7.2 The Final Group Workshop 

The final phase of the project involved facilitating the participants to take complete ownership 

of their visions and ideas and to begin to develop these ideas. The researcher was entering her 

final three months of facilitation in West Kerry so the aim was to ensure that the participants 

in the group were fulfilling their new roles, thus allowing the groups to operate without the 

researcher. Three workshops were held in total. During the three workshops a number of 

different issues were discussed by the groups.  

The first workshop was the first opportunity that groups had been given to set their own 

agenda and to discuss issues that they wanted to discuss. The Tourism Group had earmarked 

that in order to advance their agenda the issue of insurance would need to be tackled. They 

drafted a letter to the Minister for Transport, Tourism and Sport urging him to bring forward a  

bill indemnifying landowners from being sued by walkers which all four of the working 

groups would be asked to sign. 
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The Renewable Energy Group engaged in training courses with the Dingle Innovation Hub to 

become energy mentors in the local community. These mentors would give people advice 

about retro-fitting their homes for renewable energy. The group also put forward a funding to 

set up a sustainable community of dairy farmers on the peninsula. This application for 

funding  was subsequently approved.  

The HCAC group identified the need for a premises to use as a base in order to implement 

their ideas. The group identified an old fish-farm which was situated on the main road to 

Dingle. A number of members of the group visited the site and invited the owner to attend one 

of their workshops to further discuss their plans. A report outlining their vision along with a 

number of proposed projects at the site was put together by the group. It was evident to the 

researcher that the report was a very-well-thought-through plan-of-action for the site.  

The Food Production Group continued to discuss possible courses of actions. They had 

identified that they wanted to apply for funding for a locally led Agri-environmental scheme 

for West Kerry, an issue which had been discussed in some depth in the past. They identified 

a number of experts that they should contact to gain more knowledge. The Food Production 

Group originally started out with a wide range of ideas but throughout the process had not 

been able to agree on one or two ideas to focus on and to further develop.  

 

 

 

 

 

A member of the Food Production Group who also was a member of the Leader-funded 

NEWKD board, engaged in discussions with NEWKD to apply for EIP-Agri funding as well 

as LEADER funding to drive the project forward. He stated to the researcher that he was 

“disappointed in the project and it had not delivered what I had thought” and believed the 

project could not progress without some form of funding.  

 

 

Lightbulb Moment 

At this point it became very clear that the groups were at different stages and that some groups 

were making great progress while others were not. 

 It was also made evident that some participants had fully embraced their roles while others had 

not.  
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At the final workshop the CEO of NEWKD was invited to give an outline to participants 

about the proposed application plan for funding. He outlined that funding for a food strategy 

plan and access to information for EIP funding were being sought. An application for funding 

was going to be made by NEWKD on behalf of the four working groups.  

When the researcher finished working with the groups in West Kerry she emailed the groups 

all of the documents recording the work carried out at each of the workshops so that they 

would have access to all of the work that they had carried out during the lifetime of the 

project. She also emailed them a copy of the willingness-to-pay survey report that was carried 

out on their behalf.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Researcher’s Reflections 

I wasn’t too surprised when this individual came forward and expressed his dissatisfaction with 

the project. This had been the case for some time. This individual had many wonderful visions of 

West Kerry and could see all the possible opportunities which could be achieved. However, he had 

a core focus on bringing an Agri-Environmental scheme to the area and I think he made an 

assumption that because I was from the Burren and I had knowledge of the Burren LIFE 

programme that I would simply be able to put one together. This was, of course, not the case and it 

did not fit directly into the aims of the overall project. However, going forward, I do believe that 

some of the ground work towards putting together an Agri-environmental scheme has been done 

during the lifetime of this project and there is potential to further build on this in the future. 

 

 

 Researcher’s Reflections 

When the time came to finish in West Kerry I was sad to leave the project behind. Over the course 

of the previous year I had built a great relationship with the participants involved in the project. 

These people fully bought into and embraced the project and fully supported me.  I am very proud 

of what the project achieved and I do believe in the coming months and years that enterprise 

opportunities in West Kerry that were developed from this project will come to fruition. 
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4.7.3 The Future of the Groups  

At the end of the project the four working groups were at different stages to some extent. 

Some groups had progressed further than others throughout the process. The same methods 

and techniques had been used with the four working groups. However, group dynamics along 

with use of resources had an impact on each of the group’s progression. The below Figure 29 

indicates the progression of the groups in in terms of scenarios of the SKIN multi-actor 

‘toolbox’ at the end of the project. 
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Figure 29 SKIN Multi-actor ‘toolbox’ Indicating the End-point of the Four Working Groups 
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As part of the LIAISON H2020 project, the SKIN Regional Node will be used to test new 

impact assessment and evaluation tools that are particularly suited to interactive innovation.  

Funding for a further Horizon 2020 (PLOUTOS) has been secured where the two main 

organisations involved in this project are funded partners. The project seeks to implement 

many of the four working group’s aims.  
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4.8 Evaluation and Impact Assessment 

4.8.1 Practicing Evaluative Thinking  

The impact assessment and evaluation approaches that were incorporated to this project are 

oriented to supporting the group to think reflexively (as shown using the Gamble (2018) 

template in Chapter 3, Figure 11); and to supporting the researcher to think reflexively as a 

facilitator (as shown in the ‘GUIDE to the leading edge’ template in this chapter. They are not 

formal ex-ante or ex-post tools (LIAISON, H2020).  

A further tool was used by the researcher to practice evaluative thinking. The logic and values 

of evaluation derive from the principles of systematic inquiry, logical reasoning and effective 

communication. Below, to support the researcher’s application of evaluative thinking 

throughout the project, a self-assessment template was completed at the end of the 

participatory process. The template as seen in Table 2 was adapted from Michael Quinn-

Patton’s book Facilitating Evaluation.  

Table 2 Self-Assessment of Practicing Evaluative Thinking 

Principle Explanation Always 

Usually 

Sometimes 

Rarely 

Never 

Example of This 

Principle in Your 

Practice 

Example of this 

Principle Absent from 

Your Practice 

1. Be Clear Be clear about goals and 

purposes; be clear about 

what’s being evaluated, what 

data will be collected, what 

judgement are to be made, and 

how results will be used- 

indeed, be as clear as possible 

about everything 

 

Usually 

I was very clear with 

participants about my role 

in the process and my 

reason for being in West 

Kerry. 

I wasn’t clear enough 

about the issues raised in 

relation to funding and 

at times allowed it to 

dominate the topic of 

conversation. 

2. Be intentional Know what you want to do 

and why. Plan your work and 

work your plan. Think through 

what you’re doing. Consider 

contingencies 

Usually I was very purposeful in 

planning for each 

workshop, with the 

exception of the “first small 

steps” workshop. All other 

workshops were very-well 

planned with aims and 

objectives outlined. Very 

clear methods and 

techniques needed to 

achieve them were 

identified. 

I was not fully prepared 

for the first workshop 

which I facilitated on my 

own. I was asked to 

facilitate on my own at 

short notice and did not 

feel fully-prepared going 

into the workshop. 
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3. Be 

accountable 

Systematically examine the 

extent to which your 

intentions and hopes work out 

as planned and accomplish 

what you want to accomplish. 

Usually Throughout the process I 

kept my reflective diary 

which allowed me to reflect 

and examine each step of 

the process. After each 

action I was able to stop 

and reflect to determine if 

things were going in the 

right direction and how I 

felt about the process. 

Using DE techniques also 

allowed for participants to 

be accountable for their 

actions throughout the 

process (Gamble, 2018). 

Within the process an 

individual may have 

mislead others into 

believing I had all the 

answers in relation to an 

Agri-Environmental 

scheme. I don’t think I 

fully addressed this issue 

which led to one of the 

working groups 

becoming somewhat 

reluctant about seeking 

information about this 

elsewhere. 

4. Be specific Specificity is related to clarity; 

hone in on concrete and 

precise details of your work to 

enhance meaning and support 

effective communication 

Usually When it came to choosing 

the roles I was very specific 

and clear in explaining the 

type of roles that were 

required such as 

administrative roles that I 

had been carrying out for 

all of the groups in the 

earlier stages of the 

process.  

When engaging and 

incentivising the 

community I used methods 

of communication that were 

relevant to local people.  

I made it very clear from 

the outset that one of my 

core values was to be 

very fair with people and 

to give everyone equal 

chances and 

opportunity’s. One 

individual questioned 

that during the process 

and implied that I was 

not being fair and equal 

which I felt wasn’t the 

case. I should have 

pulled him up on this 

issue  in hindsight. 

5. Focus and 

prioritize 

Be purposeful in deciding 

what’s worth doing and 

knowing; make decisions 

about priorities and own the 

consequences. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Usually In the workshop where the 

groups were brainstorming 

and choosing their roles the 

Food Production Group 

were losing sight of the 

tasks and were having a 

very detailed discussion 

which was slightly off-

topic. I had to be quite firm 

with them to remind them 

to stay on-task and once I 

raised the issue they 

focused on the task they 

were supposed to be 

carrying out 

In facilitation I believe 

there is a boundary that 

you have to maintain to 

protect yourself during 

the process. If you do 

not respect this boundary 

you can easily become 

consumed by the 

process. At the 

beginning I was quite 

poor a maintaining this 

boundary between my 

research and me.  It was 

something I should have 

prioritised more at the 

beginning. 
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6. Be systematic. Organise and document all 

that is done. Engage logically, 

sequentially and 

comprehensively 

Usually I was very organised 

throughout the process and 

after each workshop all of 

the work that had been 

carried out on flipchart 

paper was transcribed onto 

a word document. This 

allowed for a record of all 

the work carried out 

throughout the process to 

be well documented and 

was easily accessible. 

At one particular 

workshop I was not fully 

logical when I varied the 

headings used for group 

plans. The mistake was 

mine and I had to redo 

the workshop at a later 

date because of it. 

7. Make 

assumptions 

explicit. 

Determine what can and 

cannot be subjected to 

empirical tests 

Usually Carried out willingness to 

pay survey and used 

hypotheses framework 

(Gamble, 2018) 

 

8. Draw 

conclusion 

based on 

evidence 

Collect and use data to support 

finding and logical 

explanations for conclusions 

Usually When the issue was raised 

in relation to some of the 

groups capitalising on 

selling locally-produced 

food to tourists I put 

together a willingness-to-

pay survey to conduct 

research to examine if 

visitors to West Kerry were 

willing to pay for locally- 

produced food. 

 

9. Be attuned to 

and adapt to 

complex 

considerations 

and implications 

Watch for and adapt to what 

emerges, nonlinear effects, 

dynamic interactions and 

turbulence in complex 

dynamic systems 

Usually As the project progressed I 

was able to predict when 

trouble was going to arise 

and often was able to 

diffuse the situation before 

an issue arose.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When issues arose 

throughout the project 

with one individual I 

was able to use the skills 

I had developed to deal 

with situations there and 

then in a professional 

way. However, I was 

very poor at dealing with 

the situation on a 

personal level. I would 

take the bad behaviour 

and the cross words to 

heart and at times would 

spend a few days being 

slightly upset by it. 
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10. Think 

systemically 

Examine interrelationships, 

perspectives and boundaries 

and their implications for 

evaluation. 

Usually I clearly identified early on 

that there were no cliques 

within the groups. This 

allowed the workshops to 

be very enjoyable and 

productive throughout the 

process for the most part. 

At the beginning I may 

not have fully 

understood the 

relationship that the 

Kerry IFA officer had 

with NEWKD. If I had 

examined this 

relationship further it 

would have made things 

clearer from me. 

11. Make 

criteria and 

standards for 

judgements 

explicit 

Identify, communicate and use 

clear criteria, values, and 

standards for judgements. 

Considerable decisions and 

sensible conclusions 

Usually Throughout the process I 

was fully aware that there 

were people involved in the 

project that I preferred, on a 

personal level, over others. 

I was very conscious of this 

fact so I ensured that I did 

not allow it to affect the 

research process 

At times I was unsure as 

to what direction the 

project was going in. 

From workshop to 

workshop I was 

uncertain of what the 

next step was as I felt I 

didn’t fully understand 

the process as it was my 

first time facilitating a 

project. 

12. Limit 

generalisations 

and casual 

explanation to 

what data 

support 

Align conclusions about 

possible generalisations and 

attributions of causality with 

the nature of the data being 

interpreted. 

 

Usually I never made 

generalisations in my mind 

about the people of West 

Kerry. I never considered 

them to be just sheep 

farmers. I was always open-

minded to their background 

views and opinions. 

A number of times 

throughout the process 

generalised comments 

were made and I didn’t 

correct them when 

perhaps I should have. 

13. Be culturally 

sensitive and 

competent. 

Engage with diverse segments 

of communities to include 

cultural and contextual 

dimensions important to the 

evaluation. Cultural variations 

and factor are critical to 

understanding. 

Usually I was very conscious at the 

beginning to take the time 

to get to know the people 

involved with the project as 

well as the landscape and 

area itself. The trip which I 

was brought on in West 

Kerry allowed me to get a 

true sense of the people 

along with the traditions 

and culture of the area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When I distributed the 

leaflets into West Kerry 

for the Engagement Day 

I only printed them in 

English. Even though I 

was aware that parts of 

West Kerry were Irish 

speaking regions, I did 

not cater for this 

initially.  
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14. Be 

contextually 

sensitive 

Pay attention to what is 

happening in the greater 

context and how it may be 

influencing your work. Adapt 

to the changing context as 

necessary/possible 

Usually It was brought to my 

attention at the beginning 

that the peninsula was 

divided “above and below 

the hill”. To ensure that 

everyone was 

accommodated in the best 

possible way brainstorming 

workshops was held “above 

and below the hill”. 

When issues arose with 

a certain individual I 

began to feel some 

resentment towards the 

project and its 

participants. I was 

conscious of being 

professional and of 

concealing this from 

participants. I strove to 

maintain good 

relationships with them. 

15. Be alert to 

the 

unanticipated 

consequences. 

Don’t just look for what you 

expect to see or planned to 

measure. Unintended 

consequences can be as 

important as those intended. 

Usually I was aware for a while that 

the group with the 

individual who caused a 

number of difficulties was 

not progressing. At times 

this individual’s behaviour 

towards me in workshops 

did influence the 

progression of that group. 

As a consequence of this 

individual’s behaviour and 

poor attitude towards me at 

workshops the progress 

made by that group may 

have been impeded.  

When I made a mistake 

over a name in relation 

to the trip to Ballymaloe 

I had no idea that the 

fallout would be so 

severe. It was an 

unintended consequence 

that I had not 

anticipated. 
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4.9 Willingness-to-pay Survey 

4.9.1 Summary of Statistics 

The survey undertaken by the researcher on behalf of the West Kerry participants aimed to 

identify these visitors’ knowledge and of and willingness to pay for locally-produced foods in 

West Kerry. This was in response to group participants’ identification of a need for such an 

evidence-base, and the researcher was able to cooperate with Teagasc staff to design and 

analyse the survey and to collect the data as part of her work experience. The survey was 

hugely valued by the participants, and provided them with evidence they could refer to when 

dealing with prospective buyers of local produce. 

The survey when analysed identified a number of key statistics as seen below in Table 3. 

Table 3 Summary of Statistics 

 Frequency 

(n) 

% 

Favourite Thing about West Kerry   

Culture 8 6.7 

Easy, relaxed pace of life 2 1.7 

Food 2 1.7 

Friendly, hospitable people 20 16.6 

Natural, unspoilt environment 14 11.7 

Scenery 74 61.6 

Total 120 100 

Importance of supporting farmers and fishers and 

 small-scale food producers 

  

Very Important 89 53 

Important 74 44 

Neither Important or Unimportant 5 3 

Total 168 100 

Local produce is of better quality   

Very Important 65 39.2 

Important 83 50 

Neither important or unimportant 16 9.6 

Unimportant 2 1.2 

Total 166 100 
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Percentage food purchased that was locally-produced 

0-20% 23 16.1 

21-40% 28 19.6 

41-60% 25 17.4 

61-80% 50 35 

81-100% 17 11.9 

Total 143 100 

 

Participants gave a range of answers regarding their favourite thing about West Kerry with  

62% stating that scenery was their favourite thing. This is not surprising as Co. Kerry is 

traditionally marketed by tourism agencies for its wonderful scenery. The Slea head drive in 

West Kerry is renowned worldwide for it breath-taking views and rugged Atlantic scenery.  

Of those surveyed 97% stated that it was important or very important to support farmers and 

fishers and food producers. This shows that if visitors are paying a premium for locally-

produced food it is very important that local small-scale farmers, fishers and food producers 

are supported. This highlighted that there are business opportunities for small-scale farmers, 

fishers and producers to produce local food and for hotels and restaurants to supply it to West 

Kerry visitors. The survey indicated that if it is clearly stated to visitors that the food they are 

purchasing is local, they would be willing to pay a premium price for it. This would then give 

scope for restaurants and hotels to form business partnerships with small-scale local farmers, 

fishers and food producers.  

From this snapshot survey over two in three visitors perceived that between 61% and 100% 

of food that they had purchased was locally produced. Further research would be required to 

determine the exact percentage of locally produced food that is served in the hotels and 

restaurants in West Kerry is locally produced.  
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4.9.2 Percentage Extra that Participants were Willing to Pay for Locally-

produced Food 

Participants were asked what percentage extra they would be willing to pay for local 

lamb/beef, locally grown fruit/vegetables, local poultry and locally-caught-fish. They were 

asked to indicate their answer on a scale ranging from 0% to 50% extra. The results (as seen 

in Table 4) show that over half of the visitors were willing to pay either 10 or 20% extra for 

local lamb, beef, vegetables, fruit and poultry on a menu in a West Kerry hotel or restaurant. 

Again, over half of all visitors in this survey were willing to pay 10 or 20% extra for local 

fish while one in ten were willing to pay 30% extra for locally-caught fish. The willingness to 

pay more for fish may be because West Kerry is a peninsula and the town of Dingle in the 

heart of West Kerry has a strong association with fishing. The results from this snapshot 

survey show that there was a willingness from visitors to pay extra for locally-produce that 

can be grown and caught in West Kerry and therefore restaurants and hotels should support 

local food producers and put local food on their menus as visitors were willing to pay for it.  

Table 4 Percentage Extra Visitors are Willing to Pay for Local Food Products 

Percentage 

extra 

visitors 

are willing 

to pay for 

0% 

extra 

5% 

extra 

10% 

extra 

20% 

extra 

30% 

extra 

40% 

extra 

50% 

extra 

Total 

% 

Lamb 14.5 14.5 35.3 23 6.9 2.3 3.5 100 

Beef 10.4 13.9 36.4 23.7 9.8 2.3 3.5 100 

Veg 8.7 14.2 35.5 24 9.3 3.4 4.9 100 

Fruit 8.7 15.3 37.2 22.4 8.7 3.3 4.4 100 

Poultry 8.4 17.3 35.8 24.6 7.8 2.2 3.9 100 

Fish 8.8 8.3 30.9 26 14.4 5.5 6.1 100 
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4.9.3 Willingness-to-pay  

 

Figure 30 Willingness-to-pay vs Area of Residence 

Area-of-residence was cross-referenced with the percentage extra each of the respondents 

was willing to pay. It was clear that all visitors to West Kerry from different areas of the 

world were willing to pay a premium for local lamb, beef, poultry, fish and locally-grown 

fruit and vegetables. Country or area of residence did not have an effect on willingness-to-

pay which highlights that all visitors to West Kerry were willing to pay extra for locally-

produced food.  
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Figure 31 Willingness-to-pay vs Income in 2018 

 

When income was cross-referenced with willingness to pay it was found that over 70% of 

those in each of the three income categories were willing to pay extra. Income was not a 

barrier when it came to willingness to pay a premium. Respondents from all three categories 

were willing to pay extra for local food. As this survey only gives a snapshot of visitors in 

West Kerry additional research is necessary to further support this information.    
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4.10 Conclusion  

This chapter presents the findings from this action and research project. The participatory 

process is described in detail with the researcher’s reflections included to fully analyse and 

reflect on the process.  

The process resulted in four distinct working groups being formed. The same methods were 

used to facilitating the four working groups. However, by the end of the process the groups 

were at very different stages. This makes evident that group dynamics, along with the 

resources available to influence the process, result in different outcomes. It also indicates that 

when people are brought together and are facilitated to share their ideas and visions that 

innovation will take its own course.  

Four strategies - brainstorming, sorting, use of matrix/template to build hypothesis and 

encouraging engagement in reflective thinking - were used in an innovative way throughout 

the process. Although these four strategies were basic, they proved to be very effective. 

“Participation can do without special methods and tools but not without special attitudes and 

behaviour!!!”  (Chatty, et al., 2003, p5) 

The researcher’s reflections as documented throughout this chapter, provide an insight into 

the researcher’s thoughts throughout the process. Having facilitated the entire process it is 

clear that PAR is not a linear or sequential process. It cannot be carried out under a prescribed 

set of steps. Likewise when conducting action research there are no methods or templates 

designed to deal with power struggles nor should there be or can there be. Each situation is 

unique and so, careful thought and consideration must be given to handle it in the correct 

way. The various power struggles that were encountered by the researcher throughout this 

process were handled by working out and addressing the situation using a range of skills to 

deal with each individual situation. The researcher empathised with each stakeholder and 

listened to them so that she could view the issue from their perspective. When reflecting she 

considered what she knew about the individual and on how events in wider society played a 

role.  
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5 CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS, ANALYSIS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Conclusions 

This project conducted PAR with a rural community in West Kerry and facilitated them to 

co-create enterprise opportunities that reflect the history, culture and traditions of the West 

Kerry area. During the participatory process the researcher documented, analysed and 

reflected on the participatory process and examined how the West Kerry community engaged 

with the ‘good practices’ gathered by the SKIN project. The area was also used as a testbed to 

co-create tools for impact assessment/evaluation of interactive innovation for the LIAISON 

project.  

The experience from this project reinforces the idea that PAR is a non-linear process and it 

does not follow one particular set of steps or rules. The facilitator must be able to adapt their 

methods and approach in response to the context and the needs of the participants. There is 

no blueprint or “one-size-fits all” approach as PAR is a process, not a product, so neither are 

there predictable or predefined results but rather an emergence of innovation through 

dialogue, action and reflection. In this project, four working groups emerged and together 

went through the process facing different challenges along the way which they had to adapt 

to. Although the same methods and techniques were utilised with all of the four groups, each 

group made a unique journey and by the end of March 2020 they were at different stages of 

that journey. PAR is a cyclical process where those involved must act, stop and reflect. In this 

project participants were facilitated to take the time for structured reflection after each action 

and this allowed them to stop and refocus and to question if they were going in the right 

strategic direction. In PAR it is important that those involved take ownership of the project so 

that can influence decisions that affect them (Bhatnagar & Williams , 1992). Participatory 

Rural Appraisal (PRA) developed by Robert Chambers in the 1980s outlines how 

communities can be engaged to take ownership using flexible methods and improvisation 

rather than following a blueprint model that may have no real reflection on the community 

(Chambers, 1994). Participatory development is seen as community driven as it gets people 

involved in the decision making process and implementation of projects (Pawar & Cox, 

2010) while Price & Mylius, (1991) identified local ownership of a project or program as a 

key to generating motivation for ecologically-sustainable activities. 
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In this project the groups were encouraged to take ownership throughout the entire process 

and were facilitated to choose and take on different roles within their working groups. This 

was essential to avoid overdependence on the external facilitator and it ensured the four 

working groups could continue to steer their focus in a particular direction after the facilitator 

had left.  

The project used the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ which outlined six scenarios for multi-actor 

work and interactive innovation and provided a range of participatory ‘tools’ that were used 

throughout the process. The SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ proved to be an excellent resource 

for the process. Because the ‘toolbox’ is not always sequential in its use, it was used as a 

guide for PAR rather than a method and this is an important distinction that needs to be 

recognised.  

The tools themselves are useful and can help to facilitate the process but they are not the end 

in themselves and the facilitator needs to read the situation and make wise judgements about 

the needs of the participants at different stages. This reinforces the findings from Gonsalves 

et al., (2005) that the facilitator is learning alongside the community and adapting tools and 

methods to allow learning to emerge that can be acted upon.  

From the beginning this project focused on the need for wide community engagement and a 

huge amount of effort was placed on engaging and incentivising stakeholders. This was 

emphasised in scenario one of the SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’. Wide engagement of 

stakeholders from inside and outside the community proved to be important for interactive 

innovation to emerge. When different stakeholders get involved, they bring different 

perspectives on both problems and opportunities and they form relationships to take action 

Fully engaging the community in the project led to a truly bottom-up approach being taken. A 

‘bottom-up’ approach requires communities to be involved in the process and they need to be 

facilitated to do this (Fraser, Dougill, Mabee, Reed, & McAlpine , 2005). The wide 

community engagement  allowed for a number of different members from the West Kerry 

community to be involved in the entire development process from decision making to 

evaluation (Nikkhah and Redzuan, 2009) rather than just having the ‘usual suspects’  

involved.  A number of stakeholders within West Kerry who previously were not engaged 

with each other have subsequently began to collaborate on different projects and ventures as a 

direct result of their engagement in this action and research project.  
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This project also demonstrated the importance of giving people an opportunity to showcase 

their ideas and a creative space where they can be innovative. The brainstorming sessions that 

were held at the start of the process facilitated the West Kerry community to share their ideas 

and visions in a non-judgemental space. At those workshops an emphasis was put on making 

the community feel comfortable to share their ideas. This brought to light the range of 

innovative ideas that reflected the history culture and heritage of the area that existed silently 

within a rural community and that could have remained dormant in the absence of a 

participatory process that encouraged the community to share them. This reflects the 

principle of endingenous rural development which looks at understanding the characteristics 

(natural, huma and cultural), which makes a place special and distinctive from other regions 

(Vanclay, 2011).  

In any community and any community development project there are power dynamics and 

power struggles. There are visible power brokers but also hidden influences that shape the 

agenda and the invisible power of norms and beliefs. Communities are full of uneven power 

relationships, conflicts, rivalries, and cooperation and collective struggles as people make a 

living and make that living meaningful (Bacon , Mendex, & Brown, 2005). This action and 

research project created a new space in which problems and opportunities could be analysed 

and in which power could be acted out. As participatory approaches have been adopted by the 

mainstream, recent dialogues have highlighted the complex, and often hidden workings of 

power relations in the practice of participation (Dearden, 2008).The PAR process inevitably 

challenges some of the visible and invisible power dynamics in a community and this was no 

different in West Kerry as tensions occasionally surfaced. Prendiville (2008) highlights that 

when members of a group genuinely interact or clashes or when difficulties may arise this 

reflects that the group is living and growing. She also emphasises the importance of the 

facilitator learning how to handle these tensions constructively and in turn, the group learning 

to resolve them.  In West Kerry, the researcher/facilitator learned that dealing with these 

issues takes careful consideration, time, resources and skills which must be acquired.  

Although this project had strong links to the SKIN Horizon 2020 project which focused on 

gathering ‘good practices’ in relation to SFSCs,  this project was not confined to the SKIN 

parameters. This project applied knowledge from SKIN by interrogating and adapting ‘good 

practices’ in particular from the Ballymaloe model which participants learned a huge amount 

from. The SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ was also used as a guide throughout the process. 
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However ideas were developed which went beyond short food chains to developing a range 

of enterprise opportunities that reflected the history, culture and traditions of West Kerry. 

While using SKIN tools and resources, the project also represented a wider range of 

opportunities for farming and rural communities to valorise their products and resources.  
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5.2 Analysis of findings 

The use of PAR in this research project allowed for participants to be at the core of the 

research, to be central to the decision-making process which directly influenced their lives. 

The nature of PAR is that it is a non-linear cyclical process which was shown in this project. 

There was no clear-cut method for the researcher to follow in this process, instead there was a 

range of different steps that had to be undertaken. The cyclical nature of PAR allowed for 

participants in this research to stop and reflect on their actions to date and allowed them time 

to decide the strategic direction in which they were headed. Following on from this, the 

participants then acted having had time to consider their position. The process of PAR is a 

self-evaluative one which requires a constant evaluation of its process, allowing the acting 

and reflecting of the previous cycle to shape the next cycle (Walter , 2009).  

The SKIN multi-actor ‘toolbox’ used in this research was a very useful resource but it was 

not, however, a method for PAR. The online interactive ‘toolbox’ contained a range of very 

useful tools and techniques that were used at all stages throughout the research process. 

However, other tools and techniques from other sources were also incorporated. King, (2010) 

outlines that a key characteristic of participatory methodologies is the use of flexible resource 

tools which can be used at several stages of the research and should not be interpreted as a 

rigid sequence. This is reflected in the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ in which the six stages are non-

sequential and reflects the non-linear process of PAR.  

Step one of the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ includes tools for engaging and incentivising 

stakeholders. In this research project, engaging and incentivising stakeholders was a vital part 

of the process. Without properly engaging the West Kerry community in the process the 

project would not have been successful. This research was about using a ‘bottom-up’ 

approach to place the participants at the core of the research and to ensure that they were key 

in the decision-making process. Initial engagement took place by holding phone 

conversations with the local development and farming organisations. As the researcher began 

to become more familiar with the area, an engaging and incentivising plan was drawn up. 

This was an excellent resource as it identified stakeholders and was used to engage them in 

the process. A key element in the engaging and incentivising stage is to build relationships. 

Allowing participants to meet with the researcher and  offering them the opportunity to find 

out more information at the engagement day, proved to be a good way of building 



  

116 
 

relationships with participants. Engaging and Incentivising was very time-consuming, taking 

up five months of the research. It was, however, vital that it was carried out. 

To ensure that this research took a truly ‘bottom-up’ approach participants needed to be 

engaged and reassured that there was no ‘set agenda’ for the research/researcher and that the 

project would be driven in the direction chosen by the participants. Walter , (2009) recognises 

that the researcher is the tool for facilitating change in participatory action rather than the 

owner, director and expert in the research project. Ochocka, et al., (2010) note that beginning 

research in a community is not only the effort of recruiting participants and gaining access to 

communities at the beginning of the research but is an ongoing and gradual process of 

community engagement that involves work throughout all phases of the research. This is 

reflected in this research project as after the initial engaging and incentivising phase, 

participants continued to be engaged in the project and joined the four working groups. Much 

of this engagement was done through word-of-mouth.   

PAR challenges traditional research approaches by facilitating those at the core of the 

research to play a key-role in the decision-making process. When these communities are 

facilitated to control research agendas and be active in the research they then, in turn, can 

establish themselves as more powerful agents (Baum, et al., 2006). When the West Kerry 

community were fully engaged with the research process, they were then facilitated to share 

their ideas for West Kerry and in doing so took control of the research. The first step involved 

brainstorming different ideas. Providing each participant with sticky notes afforded every 

participant the opportunity to have their idea included. Over two hundred ideas were gathered 

when the West Kerry community were facilitated in an innovative and creative space. 

Providing a space and facilitating rural communities to share their ideas and visions for their 

local area could empower rural communities throughout Ireland to create their own enterprise 

opportunities to increase on-farm income.  

The power struggles and power dynamics which played out throughout the research process 

were typical of those that occur in any community development project. Throughout this 

research process, one individual dominated the struggle for power. This individual held some 

power within the community as a member of both a local development and farming 

organisation. The use of a PAR process empowered participants involved in the research 

process which in turn resulted in that one individual feeling that their power was undermined. 

When conducting PAR it must be remembered that communities are full of uneven power 
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relationships, conflicts and rivalries which must be taken into consideration (Bacon , et al., 

2005). Power differences between group members in relation to influence and power held 

requires particular attention (Prendiville, 2008). During the process, the researcher spoke with 

the individual to address the struggles for power. This was something which took time, 

careful consideration and which required the researcher to develop new skills to deal with 

such issues.  

This research had strong links to SKIN, an EU Horizon 2020 project. The links to SKIN did 

not in any way constrain the project to specific parameters. In fact the links with SKIN 

provided a number of very useful resources such as the multi-actor ‘toolbox’ and the ‘good 

practices’. The trip to visit the SKIN ‘good practices’ represented by Ballymaloe Cookery 

school provided the participants with the opportunity to visit the ‘leading edge’ and 

connected participants to state-of-the art best practice. 
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5.3 Recommendations from this Study and its Implications on Agriculture 

and Rural Development in Ireland 

In the last number of years both beef and sheep farmers have seen a steady decrease in their 

farm incomes. As a direct consequence of this, populations in rural Ireland have declined. 

Many farmers have identified that their sector is no longer a viable due to poor incomes and 

unattractiveness to successors.  There are opportunities for these farmers to diversify and add 

value to their products and to make their farms profitable. This study identifies how farmers 

and member of rural communities can be facilitated to share and develop their innovative 

ideas to increase their income. The use of a ‘bottom-up’ participatory process to engage and 

facilitate rural communities is clearly outlined in this study. A step-by-step account of the 

methods and techniques used along with the researcher’s analysis of the process presented in 

this thesis could be used as a template for further engagement with rural communities to 

allow them to diversify and create a range of enterprise opportunities in Ireland.  

 

The role of facilitator which the researcher played in this project is a role that agricultural 

extension agents need to be able to take on if they are to support an interactive innovative 

approach to the problem of low farm-incomes. This action and research project brought 

together a rural community and facilitated them to work together. A huge variety of 

innovative ideas were unearthed during the process and the community was assisted to 

further develop them. It is very likely that such ideas and visions exist in other rural 

communities throughout Ireland. By facilitating these communities to share their ideas and 

visions rural communities could increase their income, improve their livelihoods and new 

opportunities could be created throughout rural Ireland. Further ‘bottom-up’ participatory 

processes which take inspiration from this research project could be facilitated by extension 

agents to allow farmers and members of the rural community to create enterprise 

opportunities in their area. There is a real opportunity for agricultural extension agents 

especially sheep and beef advisors not just to continue to share technical knowledge with 

their clients but to assume a role as a facilitator or innovation broker.  
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Going forward there is also a role for policy makers at EU level to further support 

participatory approaches to rural development, building on the multi-actor approach within 

EIP-Agri Operational Groups  and the long established LEADER experience with ‘bottom-

up’ local development. Facilitating stakeholders to engage in interactive innovation is not a 

quick fix and it takes time and patience. However, it also allows for full community 

engagement and empowering communities to work together and take ownership of each 

individual project.  
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APPENDICES 

A: SURVEY  

Attached below is the questionnaire distributed to ascertain visitors’ willingness to pay for 

locally-produced food: 

      

 
This research questionnaire is part of a thesis for a Master’s degree in 

Agriculture Innovation Support Programme in association with University 

College Dublin and Teagasc. This research is also linked with the SKIN 

(Short Food Knowledge and Innovation Network) EU Horizon 2020 

project. The research is being carried out by student Aoife Forde, under 

the supervision of 

Dr Monica Gorman (monica.gorman@ucd.ie) and 

Dr Áine Macken-Walsh (aine.mackenwalsh@teagasc.ie)  

 

Aoife’s contact details are: 

aoife.forde@teagasc.ie  

Tel: 087 2753603 
 

This survey will explore visitor’s knowledge of locally produced food and 

their willingness to purchase locally produced food in restaurants and 

hotels while visiting West Kerry which is situated on the Dingle Peninsula 

in County Kerry. 

 

All information given will be treated confidentially. 

Your responses to this questionnaire are anonymous and cannot 

be linked to any individual. 
 

 

This survey is a self-completion survey. Please complete one survey per 

person. You must be over 18 to complete this survey. 

mailto:monica.gorman@ucd.ie
mailto:aine.mackenwalsh@teagasc.ie
mailto:aoife.forde@teagasc.ie
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Q1. What age category are you in? 

Please tick the appropriate box: 

Under 25  

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

Over 65 

 

Q2. Gender: 

Please tick the appropriate box: 

Male 

Female 

Other 

 

Q3. A) What is your current country of residence? 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

   B) If country of residence is Ireland which county do you reside in? 

 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

Q4. What level of education have you completed/ are you completing? 

 

Please tick the appropriate box: 

Primary School 

Secondary School 

Third level (non-degree i.e., Diploma, Certificate) 

Third level (degree or higher i.e. Undergraduate, Postgraduate, PhD, etc.) 
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Q5. Which of the below describes your income last year in 2018? 

Please tick the appropriate box: 

Less than €20,000 (£18,000/$22,500USD) 

€20,000 to €34,999 (£18,000/$22,500USD to £31,000/$39,000USD) 

€35,000 to €49,999 (£31,000/$39,000USD to £45,000/$56,000USD) 

€50,000 to €74,999 (£45,000/$56,000USD to £67,000/$84,000USD) 

€75,000 to €99,999 (£67,000/$84,000USD to £89,500/$112,000USD) 

Over €100,000 (£89,500/$112,000USD) 

 

Q6. What is your favourite thing about West Kerry?   

 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

 

 

Q7. What is your reason for visiting West Kerry? 

Please indicate your reason by ticking the most appropriate box: 

Please tick only one box. 

 

Relaxation 

Socialising  

Culture 

New experiences

Food experiences                                         Business 

Other
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Q8. How important are each of the following factors to you when making 

decisions about food? 

Please tick one box for each possible response: 

  

Very Important 

 

Important 

Neither 

Important or 

Unimportant 

 

Unimportant 

 

Very 

Unimportant 

Animal -welfare 

friendly 

     

Good for your  health      

Locally produced      

Organically produced      

Environmentally 

friendly 

     

 

Q9. How important is it to you to have a choice to purchase food in a West 

Kerry restaurant or hotel that reflects the culture of West Kerry? 

Please circle one of the below: 
Very Important    Important     Neither Important or Unimportant   Unimportant     Very Unimportant 

1       2    3   4      5 

Q10. When a menu in West Kerry calls food ‘local’ what do you think 

‘local’ means? 

Food available at a local farmers market    

Food produced in West Kerry 

Food produced in county Kerry 

Food produced in Ireland 

Don’t know  

Other, please specify  
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Q11 A) How willing would you be to pay a premium for locally-produced 

food in a West Kerry restaurant or hotel? 

Please circle: 

Very willing        Willing             Unsure    Not willing      Very unwilling 

 1     2           3  4   5 

 

Q11 B) If you are willing to pay a premium for locally-produced food in a 

West Kerry restaurant or hotel how important each of the following to you? 

  

Very 

Important 

 

Important  

Neither 

Important or 

Unimportant  

 

Unimportant 

 

Very 

Unimportant  

Supporting local, 

small-scale farmers 

and fishers 

     

Supporting local, 

small-scale food 

producers 

     

Trying food dishes 

using local recipes 

     

Trying authentic 

food dishes unique 

to the local area 

     

To have information 

on how the food was 

produced 

     

A belief that local 

produce is free from 

hormones/antibiotics 

     

A belief that local 

produce is healthier 

     

A belief that local 

produce is more 

environmentally 

friendly 

     

A belief that local 

produce is of better   

quality 
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Q12. From your experience in West Kerry to date what percentage of lamb, 

beef, poultry, fish fruit and vegetables  that  you purchased in a restaurant 

or hotel in West Kerry on the Dingle peninsula do you think were produced 

locally? 

 

 

 

Q13. In a West Kerry restaurant or hotel how much extra would you be 

willing to pay for locally produced food over comparable conventional 

food? 

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! 

 

Please place the completed survey in the envelope provided 

and then place it in the Teagasc survey returns box at 

reception. Your co-operation is very much appreciated. 

Thank you. 
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B: SURVEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

❖ There is potential to market West Kerry as a food destination rather than just for 

scenery and landscape. 

❖ Visitors would like the option of purchasing local food in hotels and restaurants and 

therefore an effort should be made to incorporate local food, produced in West 

Kerry,into  menus and to inform consumers that the food is locally-produced. 

❖ Visitors to West Kerry are willing to pay a premium for locally-produced food that 

supports small-scale farmers, fishers and producers and would like to have local 

recipes incorporated into menus. Visitors need to be informed if the meal that they are 

purchasing used local produce by highlighting this on menus.  

❖ Visitors to West Kerry are of the opinion that local food is of better quality. This is 

something that food producers and restaurants can use to their advantage when 

promoting local food. However, food still needs to be high quality.  

❖ Those visiting West Kerry are willing to pay 10% to 20% extra for local food however 

they do need to be informed that the food is locally-produced and do want information 

about how it was produced.  


