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Preface

The Research and Extension Unit (AGDR) of FAO has commissioned a series of case studies 
on the reform of extension systems in the past decade and the shift towards innovative financing 
systems for extension. The studies have focused on the relations between the empowerment of 
farmers and their organizations, their new roles in the advisory systems and the innovative financial 
mechanisms in extension required to achieve effective pluralistic and demand-led extension and 
advisory systems, with quality services being relevant for male and female smallholder producers. 

Four case studies of different modalities of innovative financing mechanisms were undertaken: 

Danish Agricultural Advisory Services, evolution of the Danish model. The study describes 
the historic development of the Danish Agricultural Advisory Services (DAAS). This is the case 
of a national advisory system owned and managed by the farmer organizations and financed with 
public subsidies combined with farmer/user payments, gradually developed to full user payment. 

Agricultural Services and Producer Organizations Support programme (PSAOP) from 
Senegal is the case of reforms towards decentralized demand-led services with structures, 
procedures and finances for farmers’ demand, negotiation and contracting of advisory services. The 
farmer organizations were the main drivers of this reform process. Both the supply and demand 
side are supported with public funding. 

Financing advisory services for family farmers in Chile. The study describes the programmes 
of the Institute for Agricultural Development (INDAP) from Chile (1978–2014). The case shows 
the development of a pluralistic system for extension and advisory services. The system uses 
competitive grants provided by Government combined with users’ financial contribution to cover 
the costs of the services. 

Nariño Dairy Products Cooperative (COLACTEOS) in Colombia is a case of producers’ 
cooperative-based advisory services as embedded services fully financed through their own 
processing and marketing activities. A team of advisors is hired by the cooperative for regular 
services; while other services are contracted on a short term basis. 

Furthermore, a synthesis was established with a conceptual framework for analysis used to 
develop a synthesis of the experiences from the four case studies. The synthesis also supplements 
the cases with a literature review on other cases of similar financing mechanisms and draws 
conclusions and recommendations.
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1. Introduction

   Starting in 1978, Chile pioneered many of the reforms of the extension systems that would later 
be adopted across the developing world (Berdegué and Marchant, 2002; Berdegué, 1994). These 
reforms included a rapid shift from the traditional model of public provision and funding of 
services, to a scheme of public funding and private delivery.1  Similar changes were later observed 
in other Latin American countries, although several, such as Brazil, Colombia and venezuela, 
followed a course of decentralization (of provision, with or without decentralization of funding) 
rather than privatization of service delivery (Berdegué, 1998). 

The reform of the extension system was one of the many reforms that were implemented as 
part of the overall strategy of liberalization and structural re-structuring that characterized this 
period of Latin American history (Neuchâtel Group, 2002; Bebbington and Sotomayor, 1998; 
Berdegué, 1998). This was justified by the argument that privatized, market-based services 
would be inherently more efficient and effective than any public solution. An idea that came later, 
was that public-delivery could create greater opportunity for farmer participation, oversight or  
co-production of extension (and other agricultural development services), particularly if coupled 
with a parallel strengthening and empowerment of producer organizations (Berdegué and Marchant, 
2002). This was consistent with the objectives that have been attached to reforms of financing 
mechanisms of extension, including: 

“guarantee[ing] effective and demand-oriented services, empower[ing] clients and other 
stakeholders, in particular those whose voices tend not to be heard; secur[ing] public interests; 
promot[ing] a market of diverse providers in the extension service delivery landscape; promot[ing] 
environmentally sustainable land use practices, and; contribut[ing] to better livelihood security 
for the poor and prevents marginalization of vulnerable groups” (Neuchâtel Group, 2002: 4).

The overall study to which this paper contributes, states that after 

“(more than) one decade of reform of extension systems, it is important to understand the 
evolution of “the links and relations between the empowerment of farmers and their organizations, 
their new roles in the advisory systems and the innovative financial mechanisms in extension, 
as well as the effectiveness and impact of new pluralistic and demand-led advisory systems, and 
advice and accountability of advisory services to male and female smallholder producers.2

1  The term ‘private delivery’ includes not only delivery of services by private individuals and private and for-profit firms, but also by 
non-profit entities such as producer organizations, NGOs or universities. Traditionally the term ‘public delivery’ in Latin America and 
in Chile, almost always meant delivery of services by extension agents that were employees of agencies located within the national 
government. Later it has evolved to included delivery of services by public agencies located at any of the three levels of government: 
national (or federal), provincial, and local.

2  From the Terms of Reference for Rimisp’s work in this case study.
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In order to contribute towards this, the report will analyse the changes that have taken place 
in the Chilean extension system3 for family farmers, particularly emphasizing the evolution of 
financing mechanisms and their effects on the provision of rural advisory services, including the 
role of farmers and farmers’ organizations in the country’s system of advisory services, comparing 
the situation in 2000 with the one in 2013. 

The analysis is of interest, given the pioneering role played by Chile in extension reform and the 
continuity of the reformed extension system (with several important changes) for almost 40 years. 
This is a track record that probably no other developing country can match. 

In Chile, extension services for family farmers are the responsibility of the Institute for 
Agricultural Development (INDAP), an agency of the Ministry of Agriculture founded in the early 
1960s to support the early agrarian reform initiatives.

This paper is based on three sources of information: 

•  a review of existing literature;

•  interviews of 12 stakeholders familiar with the design, management, and implementation  
of the extension services; and 

•  interviews with leaders and/or managers of six farmers’ organizations that provide (or 

3  Since the 1978 reforms, the term “extension” was replaced, first, by “technology transfer” and, starting in the 1990s, by “technical 
assistance” or “advisory services”. 
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have done so until the very recent past) advisory services to their members and to other 
smallholder farmers, as part of Chile’s system financed by the public sector. As such, the 
analysis is partial and probably limited by the availability of information. 

The document is organized as follows. After this introduction, the next one presents a brief 
descriptive summary of the composition of the Chilean family farming sector. Section 3 summarizes 
the evolution of the extension services from 1978 to 2000, and the changes in financing mechanisms. 
Section 4 describes the advisory services as of 2013 and their financial mechanism. Section 5 
discusses the findings, and Section 6 provides conclusions.
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2. The Chilean family farming sector today

According to the latest agricultural census (2007), there are 278 660 farms in Chile. By Chilean 
definition, the smallholder sector comprises all the farms (family farms), where production is 
based essentially on family labour, with a limit of the equivalent of one non-family full-time hired 
worker per year.  There are 219 987 family farms in the country (78 percent of the total). The rest 
(58 673) are defined as agricultural business enterprises, many of which are family-owned but rely 
largely on hired labour.

However, the family farms are quite heterogeneous. One useful way to categorize the 
differences is on the basis of the contribution of agricultural production to the total income 
of the farm household. Using agricultural census data, three types of family farms can be 
identified: rural households with complementary agricultural income (less than 25 percent of 
total household income), diversified family farms (25 percent to 50 percent of total household 
income), and specialized family farms (more than 50 percent of total household income derived 
from farming). Table 1 summarizes the composition of the Chilean farm sector, and it shows 
that the majority of family farms contribute less than 10 percent of the total household income. 
The class of specialized family farms is as large (in farm number) as that of agricultural business 
enterprises, and there are an additional 35 000 units where agricultural is an important but not 
the dominant component of the family farm’s income. We will see later that the structure of the 
extension system reflects the heterogeneity of the family farm sector, with specialized services 
aimed at the different categories.

Table 1. Types and number of Chilean farms, 2007

Types of farm   No. of farms %

Rural households with less than 10% agricultural income 125 609 45%
Diversified family farms 34 940 13%
Specialized family farms 59 438 21%
Total family farms 219 987 79%
Agricultural business enterprises 58 673 21%

Total farms 278 660 100%

Source: Berdegué and Rojas (2014), using Agricultural Census data (2007)

In 2012, agriculture contributed 3 percent of Chile’s GDP, to which one can add an additional 
3 percent of the food, wood and cellulose agro-industrial sectors. In six of Chile’s 15 regions, 
agriculture contributes between 6 percent and 12 percent of regional GDP. Chilean agrifood 
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exports in 2013 amounted to USD 15 billion4, and imports to USD 5.7 billion. There are around 
700 000 full-time-equivalent jobs in Chilean agriculture, with large seasonal variations (from low 
season of about 650 000 to high season 850 000). Agriculture generates about 9 percent of national 
employment, although it reaches more than 10 percent (and up to 28 percent) in eight of the 15 
regions, with 23 percent of these workers being women. The vast majority of the women are 
field wage workers in labour-intensive crops such as fruit production (pruning, harvesting) and 
employees in agro-processing firms. 

Politically, agriculture is not a high-priority sector. However, its important role in exports is 
well-recognized, and policy debates and tensions occur on certain occasions, but, in general, 
producers and their associations recognize that Chile’s economic policy gives high priority to all 
export-oriented activities, both through macro-economic policy and through specific programmes 
to support a competitive export-oriented economy. 

Table 2. Land size of Chilean family farms, 2007

Farm size No. of farms Hectare Ha/farm

0 to less than 2 ha 65 532 65 366 1 00
2 to less than 5 ha 42 079 147 209 3 50
5 to less than 10 ha 36 966 273 903 7 41
10 to less than 20 ha 32 270 466 861 14 47
20 to less than 50 ha 26 530 836 023 31 51
50 to less than 100 ha 9 270 645 520 69 64
100 ha or more 7 340 6 959 800 948 20

Total 219 987 9 394 682 42 71

Source: Berdegué and Rojas (2014), using Agricultural Census data (2007)

The family farm sector is not only heterogeneous in terms of its livelihood strategies, but also in 
terms of farm size; table 2 summarizes the most recent census data. The average family farm size is 
43 ha; however, this number is distorted by a very small number of large to very large family farms. 
In fact, 50 percent of the family farms have less than 5 ha, and only 20 percent have more than 20 ha.

The main agricultural products of family farms are cereals (165 000 ha); fruits including wine 
grape (100 000 ha); legumes, tubers, and industrial crops (e.g., sugar beet); vegetables, and flowers 
(32 000 ha), and seed production (5 000 ha). Around 126 000 ha of artificial (annual and permanent) 
pastures contribute to feeding 1.3 million head of cattle, 1.1 million sheep, and 500 thousand goats. 
Close to 650 000 ha of forest plantations (mainly pine trees and eucalyptus) and 1.4 million ha of 
native forests, are also important components of the family farm landscape. The rest of the land is 
mainly natural pastures. The relatively large importance of intensive crops is a sign that the family 
farm sector has partly responded to the radical transformation that Chilean agriculture underwent 
starting in the 1970s. However, productivity levels are still low, relative to the averages of the 
agricultural business sector, which tend to be high to very high by Latin American and even global 
standards.

4  Monetary values are in United States of America dollars.
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The relatively low productivity levels can be explained in part as follows: According to the 
2007 census, only one in five of the family farms participated in some kind of agriculture-related 
organization; the proportion increased to one in four for specialized family farms. About 20 percent 
of the family farms have access to formal credit, and in 75 percent of the cases, the source is 
INDAP’s credit programme, with an almost negligible role of private sector banks. Based on 
census data, 9 percent of the rural household group, 20 percent of the diversified family farms, and 
25 percent of the specialized family farms, receive INDAP’s technical assistance services. 

The average age of the family farm household members is 40 years. About 38 percent of the 
household members are 15 to 35 years of age, and 55 percent are older than that; there are little 
differences across the three family farms types. Two-thirds of all household members have less 
than full primary education, and 16 percent have completed 12 years of schooling or more; this 
shows a relatively low level of education by Chilean standards.
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3. Chile’s extension services before the year 20005 

Until the mid-1970’s, Chile’s extension service resembled the predominant model established 
in the 1950s and 1960s in most Latin American countries, namely public sector service delivery. 
In 1978, the delivery of the extension services for smallholder farmers was privatized overnight, 
as part of an overall neoliberal policy, which aimed at drastically limiting the participation of 
the government in any activity that could be conducted by the private sector.  Since then, and 
in particular since the 1990s, many other Latin American countries have designed extension 
services reflecting the so-called “Chilean model”: A system, where services are delivered by 
private extension agents and financed by the state. Hence, the services provision was privatized, 
but not the financing of those services.  The system changed from public financing and delivery 
to services still financed by the public, but delivered by a multitude of services providers, both 
public and private. 

At least four stages can be recognized in the evolution of the AAS from 1978 until 2000:

1978 – 1983, the period of maximum liberalization
The Ministry of Agriculture, through INDAP, implemented the Entrepreneur Technical 
Assistance programme (ATE). In this programme individual small- and medium-scale farmers 
could obtain fully subsidized, government-issued vouchers with which they could pay for the 
technical assistance provided by an independent agronomist or veterinarian. The individual 
farmer was responsible for selecting the professional that would provide the services. The 
farmer could terminate the contract at any time.

The objective was to increase yields of basic commodities. Contractors were individual 
professionals with university degrees in agronomy and, to some extent, in veterinary medicine. 
About 13 800 family farms participated in the ATE programme. The methodology was limited 
to individual farm visits, at times and frequencies determined by the advisor and the farmer. 
The average subsidy per household was about USD 520 (January 2000 exchange rate). voucher 
payments were made in proportion to the number of confirmed visits to each individual farm.

Government intervention was minimal. The system was based on the premise that bureaucratic 
interference would lead to inefficiency and it rested on the principle that free market processes 
would eventually lead to an equilibrium in which the good extensionists would hold the largest 
number of individual contracts, and where the farmer would be the supervisor and evaluator 
and would act by renewing or terminating the contract of the extension agent, depending on 
their performance and the results of their work.

5  This section is based on Berdegué and Marchant (2002).
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This system failed completely and was totally discarded, despite the fact that it fully 
responded to the general principles of a neo-liberal economic policy being implemented by 
the military government, where demand and supply with minimal government regulation 
would be the driver of a “market of advisory services”. The main reason for the failure was 
the assumption that there was a functional market for technical assistance services in the 
rural areas of Chile, including adequate supply of competent technical professionals. In real 
life, the farmer was not free to choose between two or more professionals, since in most rural 
areas, even the presence of one agronomist was rare.  Thus, the farmer ended by hiring the 
one available person who visited their farm, and this contract was established on the basis of 
the information that the provider of the service (the extension agent) wanted to transmit to 
the farmer. If the results were not those that the farmer expected, normally nothing happened, 
since the cost of the service was fully subsidized and in most cases, there were no other 
competing professionals in the area. As Gómez (1991) concludes, the lack of government 
supervision “led to all types of irregularities and most often it was the peasant who was most 
negatively affected...”

1983 – 1990, the period of maximum uniformity
In 1983, the system was replaced by a strictly regulated Integral Technology Transfer programme 
(PTTI). This programme was supported by a World Bank loan, and its design was based on the 
Training and visit approach.

The objective of the PTTI was to increase yields and production levels of the basic agricultural 
commodities. In fact, the PTTI was a component of an overall economic programme designed 
to stimulate the performance of the sectors intended for the internal market, as opposed to 
fruit and vegetable production for export markets. Aside from providing technological support 
services for smallholder farmers, this new economic programme also considered measures 
aimed at improving prices and marketing. Hence, the PTTI existed in an economic environment, 
which was very conducive to the intensification of agriculture by means of the use of improved 
cultivars, fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides, coupled with better agronomic practices.

The 13 700 family farmers serviced by the PTTI were almost all parceleros, the stratum that 
originated in the Agrarian Reform of 1964-73, with landholdings of a maximum equivalent 
of 12 irrigated hectares, located mainly in valleys characterized by relatively good soils and 
favourable climate. The system was the same for the whole country and for all agricultural 
regions, although in 1987, an equivalent programme (the Basic Technology Transfer Program, 
or PTTB) was introduced with about 13 000 minifundistas (very small family farms, usually 
practicing subsistence agriculture in poor rural areas).

In the PTTI, and later also in the PTTB, it was the government that determined which 
private Technology Transfer Consultant firm (CTT) would provide the service in a given area, 
using a system of public tendering. The majority (92 percent) of the contracts were held by 
small for-profit consultant firms, constituted by one or two university-level professionals who 
were the owners of the firm and also acted as field-level advisors to farmers. 

Contracts were awarded by the government agency that administered the programme 
(INDAP – Agricultural Development Institute) on the basis of “Modulos”, that is, groups of 
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smallholder farmers, which would be subdivided into “Submodulos”. Each “Modulo” was 
supervised by an agronomist or veterinarian, and each “Submodulo” was serviced by an 
agricultural technician employed by the CTT. All aspects of the services were regulated in 
detail, including the farmer/extensionist ratio (48:1 at the beginning, which later evolved to 
66-72:1), and the types, number and frequency of the activities.

The extension method was based on an intensive programme of individual farm visits  
(15-20 per farmer per year). The extensionist needed to file at the start of the year a very 
detailed work plan that was checked against frequent completion reports. The progress of the 
annual work plans was controlled for 100 percent of the participating farmers. 

Due to strictly political reasons (the country was still under military rule), many qualified 
private organizations (such as NGOs and small Farmers’ Organizations) were in effect barred 
from participating in the programme as service providers; thus, quality was not the overriding 
variable that decided the results of the public tendering system. By 1989, only three consultant 
firms, closely linked to the government, held 40 percent of all the contracts (Gómez, 1991).

The average annual subsidy per household was of about USD 467. This amount was paid 
directly by INDAP to the consultant firm, thanks to a mandatory contract signed by the farmer 
as legal recipient of the government subsidy that “delegated” to INDAP the tasks of directing, 
monitoring and controlling the service provided by the consultant and paying accordingly. 
The extension agent got paid depending on the number of activities that were done within the 
established dates and meeting certain basic standards (e.g. the number of participants in a field 
day had to be above a minimum for the activity to be counted as valid).

The programme reached a point where it was highly concentrated due to political exclusion, 
as well as very rigid. The elements of control aimed at supervising the timely completion of 
the annual work plans of the extension agents and other such formal requirements, with very 
little attention to more substantial issues such as quality control, or the effects of the technical 
assistance on production, productivity and income. 

But the PTTI “worked”, in the sense that reasonable and timely services were received by 
about 25 000 family farm households.  There is little doubt that the PTTI between 1983 and 
1990, had a significant impact in terms of the productivity objectives that it defined for itself, in 
part due to the fact that it operated in a more favourable economic context.  Namdar-Iraní and 
Quezada (1995) have shown that in 1991, yields of participating households were 25 percent 
greater than the national average in wheat, 31 percent in corn, and 14 percent in field beans. 
In all cases, at the start of the period analysed in the study, yields of the participating farmers 
were below the national average.

Despite its rigidity, its top-down approach, and its lack of methodological concern with the 
issue of impact, the PTTI worked because its design, objectives, and target populations were 
all very coherent with the objectives of agricultural and economic policies, and because the 
high rates of economic growth created a favourable environment for agriculture. Smallholder 
farmers had clear and strong incentives, such as well-functioning factor, input and product 
markets, to intensify production and raise yields, and the PTT provided the information that 
allowed them to respond accordingly. 
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1990 – 1996, the “Improvement Plan”
In 1989, Chile elected its first democratic government after 17 years of military dictatorship. 
As part of the overall effort to consolidate democracy, all branches of government had to 
give priority treatment to the poorest sectors of the population.  This meant that the PTT was 
expected to play an important social role. In less than two years, coverage was doubled to 
a total of about 47 000 family farms (eventually it stabilized at about 50 000), and almost 
all of the new participants came from poor regions of the country, with limited potential for 
economically competitive agricultural production. It was expected that the PTT would extend 
its “productivist” objectives to these new clients or beneficiaries, and the obvious discrepancy 
between objectives and farm potential soon began to have an effect on the system as a whole.

At the same time, the agricultural and economic policies introduced in 1983 were having very 
limited effects in 1990. The market signals that provided incentives to smallholder farmers to 
intensify “traditional agriculture” and increase yields and production, were rapidly becoming 
weaker. This introduced an additional discrepancy, between the declared objectives of the PTT 
to increase productivity and the lack of incentives for the smallholder farmers to do so, given 
the change in the overall economic environment.

To respond to these challenges, an “Improvement Plan” was designed and implemented 
starting in 1993 (Berdegué et al., 1992; INDAP, 1995). The objective of the PTT was changed 
from “increasing yields of traditional crops” to “diversification and intensification”. In 1994, 
468 local farmer or advisor local groups (out of a total of 1 109 serviced by the INDAP system) 
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defined that their main objective was the introduction of new production alternatives, and 
almost 450 farmer or advisor groups redirected their work to emphasize solving marketing 
problems (Table 3).  Thus in 1993–94 began a transition from an extension system guided by 
the traditional role of increasing yields and production, to one that would increasingly seek the 
competitive integration of small scale agriculture in an open market economy (meaning that 
the production objectives would need to be complemented by work on issues of post-harvest 
activities, value adding, marketing, access to financial services, farm management, business 
planning and farmers’ economic organizations).

Table 3.  Specific objectives of the Medium Term Plans of local groups involved in 
the improvement plan, 1994

Specific objective No. of local groups

Increase yields and production levels 978
Introduce new commercial crops and farm activities 468
Marketing of products 447
Natural resource management 194
Reduce production costs 80
Add value to primary products 75
Reduce post-harvest losses 47

Total number of local groups in the program 1 109

Source: Berdegué and Marchant (2002)

Field-level extension methodologies were changed to emphasize group activities as opposed 
to individual farm visits, in part because the PTT now wanted to promote the emergence 
of farmers’ organizations, and also because it was necessary to reduce the per capita cost 
of the extension services in order to be able to finance the large expansion in the number 
of participating households. Compared with the 1978–83 period, the average subsidy per 
household to pay for the extension service, was reduced by 29 percent in real terms, to about 
USD 370 in 1996. 

Increased operational flexibility was introduced by means of two complementary measures. 
First, a number of operational “modalities” were introduced, each of them specifically designed 
to fit the needs of particular regions of the country and beneficiaries (e.g., mountain agriculture, 
subsistence agriculture practiced by households living in extreme poverty, smallholder farmers 
involved in intensive for-export agriculture, etc.). By 1995, there were 16 of these “modalities” 
under the general umbrella of the PTT. In the second place, the annual work plans of the 
individual extension agents, which until then were the main planning instruments, were 
replaced by the “Medium Term Programmes” (3–5 years), designed in a participatory manner 
with groups of farmers (defined as neighbours in “local groups” and/or as farmers sharing a 
common objective in an “interest group”).

Finally, the political constraints that had prevented the participation of many qualified private 
sector organizations were removed in 1990.  The system became much more pluralistic in terms 
of the types of service providers; NGOs and farmers’ organizations became important providers 
of technical assistance services under contract with the government. In 1998, private for-profit 
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firms serviced 38 percent of the farmers, down from 100 percent in the 1980s, opening space 
for municipal governments (38 percent, mostly subsistence farms), producer organizations 
(18 percent) and NGOs (6 percent). Hence, the tendering of technical assistance services, 
once the political constraints were removed, promoted a multitude of service providers. yet, 
farmers played a relatively minor role in choosing the service provider they wanted, except in 
a few of the 16 modalities of the PTT, where they did exert a larger influence in this decision. 

1997 – 2000, the Agricultural Advisory Service
Starting in 1997, INDAP implemented a new set of reforms that included changing the name 
of the programme from Technology Transfer Programme to Agricultural Advisory Service 
(AAS). The main changes included: 

•  A decision-making role of farmers’ groups and organizations in choosing, contracting, 
evaluating AAS and, if necessary, removing the service provider, e.g. in cases of 
unsatisfactory services; 

•  A clear differentiation of the specific types of services and objectives to be achieved, 
according to the degree to which the local farmers’ groups had consolidated and became 
capable of formulating and implementing concrete medium-term development projects 
or a business plan in the case of legally constituted farmers’ economic organizations; 

•  Greater responsibility of farmers in co-financing the service; 

•  A consolidation of the idea that the objective of the AAS was not to simply increase 
production, but to promote the viable and competitive participation of smallholder 
farmer s in a market economy, and that the system should support both “hard” and “soft” 
i.e. management, technologies and all kinds of innovations.

AAS brought together four different types of services. The Local Advisory Services (LAS) 
were provided to loosely organized local groups of farmers, who actively expressed their interest 
in receiving this service. These local and mostly informal groups were promoted by INDAP 
staff in the local offices of the agency, and their demands were expressed through their regular 
dialogue with local INDAP staff.  LAS in theory would provide the service for a maximum of 
two years, a period in which the local group would evolve into a more formal and structured 
organization, capable of formulating a more concrete agricultural development project linked to 
a viable market.  The annual subsidy for AAS per farmer involved in LAS was of USD 330, and 
each farmer was expected to contribute an additional USD 25 to USD 30.6

If a group reached the two main objectives of LAS, it could apply to the next stage, the 
Project Advisory Service (PAS). In PAS, the purpose of the system was to provide all forms 
of technical support required to implement the development project designed during the LAS 
phase. Such support would always include agricultural advice and information, but also legal 
advice, accounting services, technical support to the organization to obtain the required loans 
and subsidies to finance their project, management advice, etc. According to the design, an 

6  In practice, actual co-payments ranged between 30 percent to 60 percent of the required amount, depending on the regions and the 
profitability of the farming systems involved.
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organization could remain in PAS for up to five years, after which it was supposed to have 
successfully consolidated its project, which would have turned into a viable business enterprise 
implemented by a legally constituted farmers’ economic organization. The average annual 
subsidy per farmer in PAS was of about USD 500, and the farmers were expected to pay an 
increasing share, starting with around USD 50 in year 1 and ending with about USD 150 in 
year 5.

After PAS a farmers’ economic organization could then apply to the Specialized Advisory 
Service (SAS). Under SAS, the organization would receive subsidies to pay for short term, 
highly specialized consultancy services to address very specific technical, legal, management, 
or any other type of problem it could be facing and that could be solved with the support of an 
external consultant. An organization would have access to this subsidy for a maximum of three 
years. The maximum subsidy that an organization could receive under SAS was USD 384 per 
member per year, and it was expected that the organization would co-finance 25 percent to 
35 percent of the actual cost of the consultancy services.

When organizing the transition from PTT to AAS, INDAP recognized that many very 
small and poor farmers, practicing subsistence agriculture, would have great difficulties 
in participating in the market-oriented arrangement described above. Hence, the Local 
Development Programme PRODESAL, modality was also put in place, to service this segment 
of the INDAP clientele. 

PRODESAL was implemented through a contract between INDAP and the municipal 
governments, since these are the institutions that can complement agricultural services with 
improved access to social services of great importance to those living in conditions of poverty. 
Again, the daily contact between INDAP staff in the local offices and farmers, became the 
primary means to channel farmer demand for services. By means of these contacts, INDAP 
transferred about USD 240 per farmer to the municipal government, and the municipal 
government used these resources either to provide the service directly or to subcontract private 
consultant firms or NGOs that would do the field work.  About 20 000 of the 52 000 farmers 
participating in AAS were in the PRODESAL modality at the end of the 1990s. 

Under this new arrangement, there was no predefined fieldwork methodology. The local 
groups and their advisors were fully free to define their specific goals and content and how 
they wanted to achieve them. The field-level monitoring system of INDAP focused on the 
results that were actually achieved. 

Under the new arrangement, in which farmers’ organizations had a much greater say in 
deciding which firm should be contracted to provide the advisory services, NGOs suffered a 
very large reduction in their share of contracts. Private for-profit consultant firms and farmers’ 
organizations retained their share, while municipal governments became a very important 
actor in the system as financial support to AAS in the PRODESAL were channelled through 
them.

Table 4 summarizes some of the characteristics of the extension services of INDAP from 
1978 to 2012.  
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Table 4. Summarized description of different INDAP extension services, 1978–2012

Programme Period Target 
population

INDAP Subsidy 
to farmers to pay 

for services

Participation 
of farmers

Entrepreneur 
Technical 
Assistance 
Programme

1978–1983 Individual small 
and medium 
farmers.

USD 520 per farmer per year Supply and demand 
relationships with 
minimal government 
intervention beyond 
funding.

Integral 
Technology 
Transfer 
Programme

1983–1990 Individual 
small- and 
medium-scale 
farmers.

Around USD 467 per farmer per 
year

Very little participation, 
strict government 
regulation and control.

Basic 
Technology 
Transfer 
Programme

1983–1990 Individual, very 
small-scale, 
poor producers

Very little participation, 
strict government 
regulation and control.

Technology 
Transfer 
Programme 
(with 16 
different 
modalities)

1990–1996 From very 
small-scale 
and poor 
producers, to 
medium-scale 
farmers.

Around USD 370 per farmer per 
year

Local informal 
groups and producer 
organizations 
participated in planning 
decisions (objectives, 
work plans, and so on)

Local 
Agricultural 
Advisory 
Service

1997–2000 From very 
small-scale 
and poor 
producers, to 
medium-scale 
farmers.

USD 330 per farmer per year, and 
each farmer expected add USD 25 
to USD 30

Local informal 
groups and producer 
organizations 
participated in AAS 
planning decisions 
(objectives, work plans, 
and so on). Consulted 
(with de facto veto 
power) on the selection 
of extension agent.

Project 
Advisory 
Service

1997–2000 Local groups 
or producer 
organizations in 
early stages of 
development. 
Had to have 
a well-defined 
project

About USD 500 per farmer per 
year; farmers expected to pay 
an increasing share, starting with 
around USD 50 and ending with 
USD 150 in year 5.

Farmer group or 
organization defined 
their projects and type 
of advisory service 
needed, selected, 
evaluated and 
contracted the advisor.

Specialized 
Advisory 
Service

1997–2000 Relatively 
stronger 
producer 
organizations.

Up to USD 384 per member 
or organization  per year; 
organization was expected to co-
finance 25% to 35% of the actual 
cost of the consultancy services

Producer organizations 
required specialized 
and more complex 
advisory services. 
Organization defined 
the economic activities, 
type of advisory 
service needed, 
selected, evaluated and 
contracted the advisor.
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Programme Period Target 
population

INDAP Subsidy 
to farmers to pay 

for services

Participation 
of farmers

Local 
Development 
Program

1997 to date 
(with several 
adaptations)

Very poor 
to poor 
small-scale 
producers.

About USD 240 per farmer in the 
early stages. Recently, INDAP 
subsidizes USD 495, estimated to 
be 95% of the cost of the advisory 
services, and the remaining 5% 
must be paid for by the farmers. 
Municipal government expected 
to add 10% to pay for training of 
advisors, offices, and so on.

Municipal governments 
hire technical teams. 
Degree of farmer 
participation is low in 
definition of objectives, 
work plans, and so on.

Indigenous 
Territorial 
Development 
Program

2009 to date Indigenous, 
poor, small-
scale 
producers.

Very similar to Local Development 
Program.

Municipal governments 
hire technical teams. 
Because of stronger 
degree of social 
organization in 
indigenous communities, 
these communities exert 
more influence over 
objectives, work plans, 
and so on.

Technical 
Assistance 
Service

2003 – to date Small and 
medium 
producers in 
informal local 
groups; a small 
part of the 
programme is 
for producer 
organizations

USD 840 per year per farmer, for 
a maximum of two years in each 
of three stages. Farmers must 
contribute an additional 20%, 25%, 
and 30%, (years 1, 2 and 3), or 
10%, 12% and 15%, if younger 
than 35 years of age.

In the case of producer 
organizations, those with annual 
sales of between USD 25 000 
and USD 100 000, will receive a 
subsidy from INDAP for advisory 
services of up to USD 8 300 
for up to two years, and it must 
contribute an additional 20%. If 
the organization has annual sales 
greater than USD 100 000, it will 
receive up to USD 16 000 for no 
more than three years, and must 
contribute an additional 30%.

Little participation of 
farmers, quite strong 
role of INDAP in 
prioritizing crops or 
enterprises, defining 
technical standards and 
work plans, and so on.

In the case of producer 
organizations, they have 
a greater say, but still 
INDAP has significant 
power in making or 
approving critical 
planning and operational 
decisions.

Production 
Alliances

2007 to date Small- and 
medium-scale 
individual 
farmers 
selected as 
suppliers by 
agriprocessors, 
retailers 
and other 
downstream 
agribusinesses.

There are “production alliances” 
and “commercial alliances.” Each 
“Production Alliance” is co-financed 
by INDAP (60%), the firm (30%), 
and the producers (10%); the 
maximum INDAP subsidy is of 
USD 1 600 per farmer per year. 
In the case of “commercial 
alliances”, INDAP pays 70% of the 
cost and the firm the remainder, 
without a producer contribution; the 
maximum INDAP subsidy is  
USD 800 per farmer per year.

INDAP and the 
contracting agribusiness 
make essentially all 
important decisions.
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4. Chile’s extension services in 2014

Such was the state of Chile’s extension services in 2000. Since then, a number of changes were 
implemented that essentially dismantled the latest round of reforms. At the core of the reversion 
was the failure of a large majority of the producers’ organizations to consolidate as viable and 
increasingly self-sustained and self-managed entities (Berdegué, 2001). The economic and 
financial difficulties that many of them were already facing were aggravated by shocks from 
the Asian financial crisis (1998–1999) that reduced the annual rate of growth of the economy to 
less than 1 percent in 1999, from the previous level of around 8 percent per year, with a sharp 
increase in unemployment. Sotomayor in 1995 had already alerted that the policies in support of 
small-scale agriculture were becoming increasingly vulnerable to macro-economic factors, as the 
country deepened and accelerated its integration into the market economy, because the conditions 
of greater competition would put particularly strong pressures on the capacities of this sector of 
Chilean agriculture.

At the end of the 1990s, Berdegué (2001) recorded the existence of 778 “peasant economic 
organizations”7 (EACs) in Chile. He sampled 410 of these organizations and was allowed to assess 
their accounting and other documentation and to conduct interviews with members of many of 
them. Berdegué concluded that only 11 percent of the sampled EACs could be considered to 
be performing well according to several operational, economic and financial indicators, to the 
extent that they did not depend on external subsidies and support to survive as viable producers’ 
economic organizations. An additional 27 percent had weaknesses in some of the indicators, but 
were doing fine in the rest, so with time and with reasonable and intelligent support, many of them 
could probably make the transition to a better state of performance. This meant that 62 percent of 
the surveyed EACs were in a very fragile condition, including 25 percent who were surviving only 
because of external subsidies and other forms of support. This despite the large budget invested 
by INDAP and other agencies to strengthen these organizations and to support their participation 
in more dynamic markets on the basis of more profitable activities. It is beyond the scope of 
this article to discuss the reasons for the failure of many of these EACs, but suffice it to say that 
when a farmers’ organization is formed to participate in competitive markets, there is an inherent, 
unavoidable and high market risk of failure that can be mitigated or enhanced by the quality of the 
design and implementation of public policies. 

7  The generic name used at the time in Chile and in some other Latin American countries to refer to producers’ organizations whose 
primary objective was related to economic activities (including agricultural production), was Empresas Asociativas Campesinas 
(associative peasant business organizations is a literal translation).  A formal definition of these EACs is: “Legally constituted 
organizations whose members or owners are exclusively or mainly smallholder farmer s and peasants and who control the decision-
making process in the organizations; the organizations carry out marketing or value-adding activities directly linked (upstream or 
downstream) to their members’ primary production, and their main purpose is to improve the performance of their members’ farms as 
economic units engaging in market transactions” (Berdegué, 2001: 56).



20

In addition to the tensions generated by the macro-economic environment, in retrospective it 
can be seen that the policies and programmes in support of EACs were far too optimistic, with a 
strong emphasis on providing incentives for the rapid creation and expansion of these producers’ 
organizations, under-estimating the need for capacity-building. The speed of the process and the 
imbalance between the demands on growth and expansion on the one hand, and capacities of the 
organizations, their members and leadership on the other hand, reduced the ability of the EACs to 
deal more effectively with the threats and challenges coming from the economy and the marketplace. 
The policy was quite participatory, there was ownership and strong grassroots support. Producer 
organizations largely made their own decisions, and yet many of those decisions proved to be 
wrong, and the policy itself also had a number of important design and implementation errors, as 
has been mentioned.  

The failure of a majority of these organizations dragged down the whole of INDAP that had 
invested hundreds of millions of dollars in loans, highly subsidized capital goods and technical 
assistance. In addition, there were a small number of highly visible scandals in which some EAC’s 
were denounced in the press and in the courts for having taken part in political patronage schemes 
to help political parties and candidates in local and congressional elections, using public money. 
The resulting crisis led to the wholesale dismantling of the system, as it existed in the early 2000s.

We lack the detailed data and published information to explain the workings of the process 
between the crisis of the early 2000s and the present. What we can do, instead, is to describe the 
state of the extension system as of 2013.8

As was the case towards the end of the “improvement plan” period in 1996, the current technical 
assistance programmes of INDAP are four: PRODESAL, founded in 1996, which is the only 
element remaining of the 1997–2000 reforms; while the Indigenous Territorial Development 
Programme (PDTI); the Technical Assistance Services (SAT); and the Production Alliances (AP) 
Programmes were newly developed

4.1. The Local Development Programme (PRODESAL)
PRODESAL goal is to contribute to increasing the income and to improving the quality of life 
of its participants.  Increased income can be derived from agricultural and from rural non-farm 
activities. PRODESAL is aimed at poor and very small farms, many of which, if not all, are 
likely to fall in the category of rural households that derive a small fraction of their income from 
agricultural self-employment. 

INDAP’s strategic plan (as of 2013) states that the aim was to reach 120 000 “beneficiaries” 
by 2014, and the expansion from 2008 until the end of 2012 was of 119 percent. With 105 000 
beneficiaries in 2012, we estimate that the programme was already reaching almost 60 percent of 
its potential beneficiaries (i.e., the number of farms and households in the country that meet the 
programme’s eligibility criteria).

PRODESAL continues to be implemented through the country’s municipal governments, who 

8  I am grateful for the valuable information for this section that was provided by RIMISP and 12 INDAP colleagues. Among the former, 
I must single out Mr. Eduardo Ramírez, formerly with RIMISP and now with the Ministry of Agriculture. As for the INDAP staff, the 
terms of the interviews stated that individuals would not be identified.
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sign a collaboration agreement with INDAP. INDAP provided the bulk of the funding, although 
the local governments are encouraged to supplement it. Local governments use these resources to 
hire the technical staff that will provide the services to the farmers.

INDAP subsidizes 95 percent of the cost of the advisory services, and the remaining 5 percent 
must be paid for by the farmers on a one-by-one basis. The total cost varies according to a number 
of different considerations (region, population density, remoteness, group composition, and so on), 
but in 2012 the total cost to INDAP of the programme per beneficiary was of USD 495. On top of 
that, the Municipality is expected to contribute an amount equivalent to 10 percent of the total cost 
of the service, to support training of the technical team, and office costs.

With INDAP’s resources, the municipal government must establish a Technical Team that 
will provide support to “beneficiaries” organized in “Operational Units” of between 60 and 180 
members, who are located in a relatively small geographical area within the municipality. 

The participating farmers are characterized by means of a rapid survey as belonging to one of 
three categories: “segment 1” being subsistence farmers; “segment 2” is farmers who are judged to 
be capable of producing some limited agricultural surplus; and “segment 3” made up of those that 
have a significant surplus that can be sold in the marketplace. On the basis of this characterization, 
a three-year “Medium Term Plan” is prepared for the whole of the “Operational Unit” but with 
differentiated strategies for each “segment”.

INDAP retains the authority and responsibility of supervising the field work of the municipality 
Technical Teams. INDAP also issues guidelines that the municipal governments must follow in 
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the selection of the members of the Technical Teams, although many informants believe that the 
political preferences and obligations of the local government authorities also play a role in the 
formation of the team; while this is probably the case in some, or perhaps in many instances, we do 
not know how frequent or how determinant of the final composition of the team are these political 
considerations, given the capacity of INDAP’s Area Agencies to oversee the process and to have 
direct contact with the beneficiaries.

PRODESAL farmers are supposed to receive technical assistance for a maximum of six years. 
During this period, INDAP evaluates ongoing results as well as the real commitment and degree of 
participation; the evaluation is informal and is largely based on the regular presence of local INDAP 
staff in the field, as well as on the dialogue that occurs in consultative forums that INDAP operates 
with the participation of farmers and farmers’ leaders, at the local, regional, and national levels. 
During this period, farmers are supposed to advance from segment 1, to segment 2, to segment 
3, and to the next type of technical assistance (SAT). It is quite obvious to our informed sources 
that this “evolution” does not materialize in the large majority of cases. Assuming that the service 
works well in what it is supposed to do on a daily basis, one explanatory hypothesis is that many 
of these households have livelihood strategies that are not aimed at becoming more specialized in 
agriculture, but quite the contrary: agriculture remains a component of their livelihoods, but not 
necessarily the primary one, which they would like to strengthen and develop further in order to 
improve their wellbeing, particularly in the case of young men and women.

– An important incentive to remain in the PRODESAL programme even if agriculture is not 
the most important source of household income, is that participation brings two additional 
cash subsidies. The first is a cash transfer once every three years, amounting to between  
USD 900 and USD 3 3459 (approximately, depending on exchange rates); the subsidy is 
lower for “segment 1” participants and highest for “segment 3”, since the rationale is that it is 
to be used to co-finance agriculture-related investments. However, “segment 1” participants 
receive an additional annual cash transfer, of about USD 190, that is supposed to finance 
working capital.10

4.2. The Indigenous Territorial Development Programme (PDTI)
There is another INDAP programme that is very similar to PRODESAL, called the Indigenous 
Territorial Development Programme (PDTI). In most of its characteristics, PDTI mirrors 
PRODESAL, including in its costs and financing mechanisms; cash transfer components; and 
roles, organization and functioning of the local governments, INDAP, and the technical teams.  
The main difference, and it is not a small one by any means, is that the participants are members 
of indigenous communities, mainly of the Mapuche people. There are about 44 000 family farms 
of indigenous households in Chile. 
The programme was started in a very small scale in 2009 (with less than 500 beneficiaries that year, 

9  The amounts in US dollars are approximate, and are very dependent on the exchange rate of the Chilean peso, at around USD1 = CLP 
550 when the first draft of this report was prepared.

10  At the same time, INDAP has made it far harder for “segment 1” farmers to have access to its credit programme. In a sense, this subsidy 
could be seen as a compensatory measure. In total, only about 26 percent of the PRODESAL participants (all three “segments”) 
accessed credit in 2012. 



23

and 2 000 in 2010), but it very sharply increased in size to 26 000 participants in 2011 and to 30 000 
in 2012, a growth of almost 1500 percent ! This huge expansion was driven by a political decision 
taken very likely at the level of the President of Chile, or at least with his support, reflecting a need 
to increase the presence of the State in the Mapuche regions to mitigate a social conflict that at 
times seemed to be getting out of the control of the country’s authorities11.

4.3. The Technical Assistance Services (SAT)
The Technical Assistance Service (SAT) was launched in 2003. The goal of this programme is 
to improve the competitiveness of family farms that have already achieved a basic degree of 
productive and economic development. The potential population that could participate in this 
programme more or less corresponds to a fraction of the diversified family farms and to the group 
of specialized family farms.

Access to the programme is through individual applications. INDAP assesses the applicants, to 
determine if they have the required levels of productive and economic development, according to 
a set of official standards. The number of participants stabilized in 2009–2010 at slightly below 
20 000. However, a new administration sharply reduced the number of participants in 2011 to 11 000 
by imposing new standards for selection. This reduction was based on a decision to target SAT to 
producers that could meet a number of criteria that were considered indicative of a minimum level 
of productive and economic development. These selection criteria included, for example, having 
being formally registered with the tax authorities, and being able to develop a concrete business 
plan that would guide the technical assistance that the programme would deliver. 

Technical assistance in SAT is expected to support only one single crop per farm prioritized by 
the producer, and to be guided by an explicit business plan. The advisers are selected by INDAP 
from among professional that have previously registered in a national “Registry of Consultants” 
(which allows INDAP to screen applicants according to their Cv). 

Most farmer participants apply individually in the Area Offices of INDAP. The minimum 
standards for accession are defined by INDAP in detail for each region (more or less equivalent 
to a province in other countries), agro ecological zone, and crop or productive enterprise (e.g., 
cheese-making). Producers’ organizations of all kinds are also allowed to apply, and in this case, 
they must demonstrate with legally valid documents, that they have minimum annual sales of 
about USD 25 000. 

Once all the farmers who want to join for the first time, and the farmers that had been receiving 
the service in the previous year, are identified in each INDAP Area Office, they are grouped by 
INDAP into “Operational Units”. The size of these units is not fixed, and will be determined on a 
case-by-case basis, depending on the number of participants, the crops and enterprises they have 
prioritized, population density, the complexity of the technical issues and the economic objectives 
involved, and so on.  

11  In 2015 INDAP started a participatory process to develop an Improvement Plan of the PDTI. This process was based on 120 workshops 
in which 2 200 indigenous leaders and representatives from all the indigenous communities where INDAP is working gave their 
opinion about two questions: (1) What is wrong with the PDTI? (2) How can it be improved? The implementation of the improvement 
plan was due to start in 2016, and the new PDTI will have very significant differences from the one described here. 
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Once the Operational Units have been defined, INDAP issues an open call for bids, to which 
any professional that is listed in the national Registry of Consultant can apply. Depending on the 
size of the Operational Unit, the applicants will have to assemble a technical team with more than 
one advisor. INDAP screens the applicants, and invites the farmer participants in the Operational 
Unit to participate in the final selection process. The rules state that the advisor will be selected on 
the basis of the technical proposal (given a weight of 45 percent in the evaluation), professional 
experience of the technical team assembled by the applicant (40 percent), cost of the service 
(15 percent), and other factors (5 percent). 

– Once the advisor has been selected and contracted by INDAP, the first activity is to produce 
a diagnostic study of each producer and to identify and describe “competitiveness gaps”, 
relative to standards defined by INDAP for each agro-ecological zone and crop or productive 
enterprise. A work plan is then defined for each individual farmer participant. This work plan 
will guide the contents of the advisory service that they will receive.  This programme does 
not involve any automatic cash subsidy component, as do PRODESAL and PDTI. However, 
the SAT members can also apply to different INDAP’s credit and subsidy programmes, and 
in fact, about 75 percent of the SAT participants do so. The advisors play an active role in 
facilitating the access of the producers they work with to these other financial services.

– The cost of the service will depend on the “level of development” of each farm, which in 
turn determines the relative technical and economic complexity of the service that must be 
provided.  “Basic”, “Intermediate” and “Advanced” levels of individual farmer participants, 
receive a subsidy of about USD 840 per year, for a maximum of two years (in each stage); 
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they must contribute an additional 20 percent, 25 percent, and 30 percent, respectively  
(10 percent, 12 percent and 15 percent, if younger than 35 years of age)12. 

– If the participant is a producers’ organization with annual sales of between USD 25 000 
and USD 100 000, it will receive a maximum annual subsidy for advisory services of about  
USD 8 300 for up to two years, and the organization must contribute an additional 
20 percent. If the organization has annual sales greater than USD 100 000, it will receive up to  
USD 16 000 for no more than three years, and must contribute an additional 30 percent. Full 
cost recovery is not an objective.

– In addition to the regular technical assistance, SAT participants can apply for specialized 
consultancies to solve unexpected issues that cannot be dealt with by the regular team of 
advisors (e.g. a new disease or a new market regulation). Each user can apply to this service 
twice per year, and in each occasion they will receive USD 250.

4.4. Production Alliances (PA)
The Production Alliances Programme (PA) was established in 2007 as a pilot programme in a 
few regions. The goal is to establish “sustainable alliances” between producers and downstream 
firms such as agri-processors, exporters, or supermarkets.

– The programme targets the productive elite of the family farm sector. According to the 
2007 census, less than 15 000 family farmers declared to be selling their production in these 
markets.  In 2011 the programme more than doubled in number of participants, and by 2012 
it involved slightly more than 6 000 producers. 

– Starting in 2011, INDAP began to pro-actively engage with downstream firms, mostly agri-
processors, to convince them to source from “advanced” family farmers. In many cases, 
these firms already were working with smallholders. 

– The interested firms are responsible for contacting the family farmers with whom they would 
like to work. These producers must meet the legal requirements to be INDAP beneficiaries 
(i.e. they must be smallholder farmer s), and they have to agree explicitly to participate in the 
programme. The firm submits a technical proposal, plus the required background information 
to INDAP’s Regional Offices, who check the documentation to make sure all the legal and 
administrative conditions are met. 

– INDAP assesses the firms’ proposals according to a set of pre-established technical and 
financial criteria such as market linkages to be achieved, technical assistance that would be 
provided to the producers, total cost and amount of co-funding that the firm will provide. 
The INDAP Regional Director finally adjudicates the contract between INDAP and the 
agribusiness firm.

– The firm then needs to conduct a diagnostic study and a work plan for each producer. 

12  Payment is mandatory, as is moving into the next category each year, regardless of the actual results achieved in the previous period. 
Thus, the labels of “basic”, “intermediate” and “advanced”, could be misleading, as a farmer who has stayed the full three years could, 
or could not be, advanced in any real sense. The only option for a farmer who does not wish to pay the higher rates of the following 
year, is to leave the programme.
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The work plan must include technical (production, productivity, quality) and commercial 
objectives and intended results.  The agribusiness can be responsible for both components 
(technical and commercial), or it can chose to only be responsible for the commercial side 
of the relationship, in which case INDAP will provide the technical assistance using its other 
technical assistance instruments (PRODESAL, PDTI, SAT); this later modality goes by the 
name of “Commercial Alliance.”

– Each “Production Alliance” is co-financed by INDAP (60 percent), the firm (30 percent), 
and the producers (10 percent); the maximum INDAP subsidy is of USD 1 600 per farmer 
per year. In the case of “commercial alliances”, INDAP pays 70 percent of the cost and the 
firm the remained, without a contribution of the producers; the maximum INDAP subsidy is  
USD 800 per farmer per year.

4.5. The INDAP-PRODEMU Programme for Peasant Women 
As can be seen in the previous discussion of the several modalities of extension that have been 
evolving in Chile over almost 40 years, women producers are not considered in the strategic, 
design or operational definitions. In Chile, the issue of women farmers has traditionally not been 
given any importance. One significant reason is that own-farm production is a far less important 
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economic occupation of rural women than seasonal wage work in large-scale, labour intensive 
farms (e.g. fruit and wine grape production), in food processing plants, and in commerce and other 
service sector jobs in small towns and cities. There are tens, if not a few hundreds, of thousands of 
rural women employed in these sectors, and only a very small (but undetermined number) of rural 
women stay on the farm (and these tend to be members of the older generations).

However, INDAP has a long-standing programme (since 1992, that is, over 20 years, the 
longest running of INDAP’s programs) directed at those rural women who do want to work on 
agriculture in their own farms or enterprises. The programme is implemented as a joint initiative 
with PRODEMU (Women’s Development Program), one of several social foundations run out 
of the office of the spouse of the President of Chile. The formal name is “INDAP-PRODEMU 
Training of Peasant Women,” but is better known simply as “the PRODEMU programme”.

The PRODEMU Programme provides services to only 3 000 women producers, or about 
2.5 percent of the total number of INDAP clients (or, assuming one household per participating 
women, about 1 percent of all family farm households). All of them are considered to be “vulnerable” 
(i.e. poor).  

The programme supports local groups of around 10 women to identify and develop a micro-
enterprise (e.g. greenhouse flower production, cheese production, artisanal baskets, honey bee 
production, and so on). Over 60 percent of the enterprises are related to horticulture and honey 
bee production. The group receives a little fully subsidized funding (around USD 350) to help pay 
a local advisor to design and provide technical assistance to the project, and then a grant of up 
to USD 4 500 per group to subsidize the project investments and working capital. The technical 
assistance can be continued (and subsidized) for up to three years.

Besides the almost negligible size of the programme, it has long been criticized for its low 
effectiveness in terms of achieving meaningful results for the participating women. A recent 
evaluation (Guernica Consultores, undated) found that after one year, only 42 percent of the groups 
are “somewhat active” and that only one third continue with the productive or economic activities of 
the project. The average difference in women’s annual income as a result of the project is estimated 
by the Guernica Consultores evaluation to be of about USD 16 (compared with an average subsidy 
per woman in year 1 alone of USD 480). yet, and this is also a consistent observation over time, 
participating women declare themselves highly satisfied with the programme.
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5. The roles of the Farmers’ Organizations

To complement the description based on the available literature and in interviews of INDAP staff, 
six farmers’ organizations were selected and interviewed for this study.  In 2015, there were 121 
service providers, not counting municipalities, the majority of them private consultancies. There 
were only eight farmers’ organizations active as service providers in one or more of the advisory 
services described in the previous section. In addition, three other organizations were identified 
that had been working in the system in the near past. The basic obtainable information about each 
of these organizations from their web sites, written documents, or from informed sources were 
reviewed. This information included (to the extent possible) the regions were they were active, 
the type of smallholder farmers they work with, the crops and animal products they are working 
with, and, the size of their membership. Based on this information, six farmers’ organizations were 
interviewed for this study (table 5). 

Table 5. Farmers’ organizations interviewed

Organization A B C D E F

Type of 
organization

Cooperative  Association 
(Asociación 

Gremial) 
of local 

smallholders’ 
economic 

organizations 

Closed 
membership 

corporation of 
smallholder 

farmers

Association 
(Asociación 
Gremial) of 
local groups 
organized 

around 
refrigerated 

milk-
collection 

tanks

Second degree 
cooperative 

of  local 
smallholders’ 

economic 
organizations

Cooperative

Interviewee Manager Vicepresident; 
he is also 
directly 

responsible for 
the advisory 

services

Manager Manager Innovation 
coordinator

Manager and 
technical services 
and spokesperson 
of the organization

Main products Berries Honey Diverse cash 
crops

Dairy Very diverse Potato and 
certified potato 

seed

Membership 38 27 local 
organizations 

with 564 
individual 
members

126 166 local 
groups

13 local 
smallholders’ 

economic 
organizations

1000

Advisory 
services 
provided
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The interviews were conducted by telephone, and were based on a semi-structured questionnaire 
covering:

•  The characteristics of the organization; 

•  The role that the organization is playing and has been played in the past in the INDAP 
advisory services programs; 

•  The number of members and non-members receiving services; 

•  The role of the organization in decision-making in a number of dimensions and aspects of 
the advisory services (e.g., selection of farmers, selection of individual staff, evaluation, 
financing,) 

•  How that role has evolved over time; 

•  The degree of satisfaction of the organization with these arrangements;

•  The impact of the services provided

•  The contribution of the organization towards financing the services.

If one reviews this information across this group of organizations, a few common trends can be 
discerned: 

– the INDAP system has allowed five of these six groups to establish and maintain teams of 
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technical advisors, and these service not only the organization’s members but also other 
smallholders in the vicinity; 

– INDAP has a range of services that are provided directly to the members of these organizations 
in an individual capacity (e.g. loans and some subsidies), and for others it uses organizational 
channels. The organization is not the gatekeeper of the farmers’ relationship with INDAP;

– the organizations do not invest their own (scarce) resources in improving the advisory 
services, above and beyond investing the advisory funds channelled through them by INDAP, 
plus recovering the co-payments that the individual farmers must make;

– the organizations would want greater flexibility and influence in defining the technical 
conditions of the services (objectives, methods, and so on) and regarding whom they are 
advising, they are generally happy with the administrative arrangements, but some of them 
complain bitterly about the irregularity in the flow of payments, but above all about the gaps 
in funding between one year and the next one;

– there are different opinions about their role in the monitoring and evaluation system. In fact, 
rather than an evaluation system focused on quality, results and impacts, what is in place is 
a mechanisms for monitoring compliance with the norms and regulations of the service, as 
well as accounting for the legal and legitimate use of the public funds;  

– all the farmer organizations feel that they do a far better job and achieve greater results and 
impacts compared with other kinds of service providers.  

In summary, INDAP defines the key conditions through the regulations (“Normas Técnicas”) 
of each of the programmes in the system of advisory services; this is a legal requirement and 
is applicable to all government programmes in the country. Hence, the scope for more or less 
participation, depends on what the regulation says and on how rigidly or strictly it is applied at 
the local level. In turn, the regulations apparently have been creating more room for the input of 
producer organizations in the decision-making process, most likely because in the country as a 
whole there is a very strong citizen’s demand for greater social and civic participation, and keeping 
a system closed to the participation of farmers would today be politically unsustainable.  
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6. Discussion

This report assesses the extension system in terms of the relevance of advisory services for small and 
larger farmers13; the delivery of more efficient services; the effectiveness of services (with emphasis 
on improving productivity and livelihoods, strengthening producers’ organizations and their decision-
making power, and developing markets for agricultural advisory services). 

By design, PRODESAL is a very top down, paternalistic and technocratic programme. A 
fundamental problem is that it is probably not very relevant to the needs and priorities of households, 
whose livelihoods are not based on agriculture because of their asset endowment (e.g. land) and/or 
because they have better non-farm options for the use of their labour in the context of a rural economy 
that is highly diversified. As a result, it is hard to tell the extent to which the participation of these 
households is motivated by the guaranteed access to important cash transfers, and how much because 
of a genuine need and want for technical assistance, also because the system is still basically supply 
driven, including its financial mechanisms. The concept of segmentation of the beneficiaries is a step 
in the right direction of recognizing the different roles of agriculture in their livelihood strategies 
(surely influenced by the set of asset endowments of each household and individual), even within 
a very small geographical area, where we can assume that all or most households are subject to the 
same or a similar set of socio-economic opportunities. However, the programme goes a step further 
in assuming that the objective of each participant is “to climb the ladder”14 from segment 1, to 2, and 
to 3. This idea that agricultural specialization is the universal objective that all participants aim to 
reach, appears to be inconsistent with the actual livelihood strategies of the farmers. This shows again 
that the definition of services and goals are mainly determined by the supply side. If this analysis is 
correct, then the implicit “theory of change” of the programme is fundamentally not matching those 
of many of the participants (farmers and their organizations).  

A recent evaluation of PRODESAL (Departamento de Economía Agraria, 2010) found that there 
was no evidence that the programme has had a significant impact in the three year horizon of the 
assessment, although the evaluators did qualify their findings by pointing out to a number of positive 
externalities of the programme. By design, the PRODESAL “groups” are not social organizations 
of any kind, but rather administrative and operational groupings of individual beneficiaries; in that 
sense, the programme is not designed to support the strengthening of producers’ organizations, and 
the scope of farmer participation is quite limited. In addition, at the time of writing this article, INDAP 
does not have a programme to support the development and strengthening of farmers’ organizations.

13  An important issue is the relevance of the advisory services for women farmers. In general, INDAP’s technical advisory services 
do not include any particular provisions (in terms of selection criteria, financing mechanisms, extension methods, and so on) to be 
more inclusive and/or relevant to women farmers. However, INDAP does have a special programme, called PRODEMU (Women’s 
Development Programme) that provides some services to rural women.

14  This is the expression actually used by many of the persons interviewed.
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The PDTI Programme that provides PRODESAL-like services to indigenous communities has 
to take into account the social organization of these peoples and their local communities. Such 
organization surely exerts a degree of power vis-a-vis the technical teams, the local government, and 
INDAP, particularly in a context of social conflict that forces the agents of the State to be particularly 
careful in how they engage with indigenous communities and individuals. There has been no 
systematic comparison of the differences in performance, results and impacts of the PRODESAL 
and PDTI programmes, to assess the influence of the ethnic dimension in the functioning of this 
extension service. 

SAT and Production Alliances are undoubtedly far more relevant programmes than PRODESAL, 
although they serve fewer producers. However, the role of producers’ organizations and the scope 
of farmers’ participation in decision-making, are very limited, as the main decisions are taken by 
INDAP and by private agribusinesses in the case of Production Alliances. Moreover, there has been 
a clear reversal of trends when it comes to producers’ participation, not only with respect to the 
programmes that existed in the early 2000s, but even in comparison with those of the improvement 
plan period of the 1990s. Nowadays, INDAP and the agribusiness firms in the case of Production 
Alliance play a far greater decision-making role in defining, supervising and controlling the selection 
of advisors, the technical content of the programme extension methods, and so on. 

Two areas in which there are indications that the system has moved in the right direction, are: (a) 
enforcing the obligation of participating producers to co-finance the costs of the services, and (b) a 
better definition and targeting of the participants. Both aspects should lead to greater programme 
relevance; however, one can never discount the confounding effect of the complementary INDAP 
programmes that provide access to credit and to different types of subsidies. Because participation 
in the technical advisory services greatly enhances the probability of gaining access to these 
financial resources, it is likely that SAT and PA participants are there because the technical assistance 
programmes are highly subsidized and also facilitate access to other financial support services. At 
least in the case of PA, the rewards of “easier” access to product markets should greatly increase the 
relevance of this programme to those family farmers who are already engaged in market-oriented 
agriculture. We have no evidence about the effectiveness of either SAT or Production Alliance. 

Another unfortunate trend has been the dismantling of the INDAP programmes that in the 1990s 
and early 2000s provided strong technical and financial support to the formation and/or development 
of hundreds of farmers’ economic organizations. The strategic idea that these organizations were 
critically important to the development of family farmers, has been abandoned in practice. This policy 
decision followed a period in which many organizations began to face serious financial problems 
and proved incapable of sustaining themselves without the continued financial support of INDAP 
and other government agencies. However, the present situation is that INDAP invests very little in 
supporting the development of farmers’ organizations as a policy objective. This has become a major 
impediment for a stronger role of the family farmers in being part of the decision-making process 
of the advisory services. If farmers are not minimally organized, it becomes extremely difficult 
and costly for each of them to make their views and opinion heard and taken into account. As a 
consequence, the system has shifted to being much more supply-driven than it had been in the past, 
and professional service providers largely paid for the by state, rather than farmers’ organizations 
controlled by their members, intermediate between INDAP and the individual producers. 

Have these programs in their 40-year history led to the emergence of a market for advisory services 
for family farmers? Only in a very partial way and to the extent that demand has been and continues 
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to be created and supported by public subsidies. There is little doubt that today there is a significant 
number of service providers in most rural areas in the country, that are dedicated to servicing the 
smallholder sector. But these advisors would immediately turn to other endeavours if the government 
withdrew the important subsidies that fund the system. 

There have been numerous attempts to increase the financial contribution of the participating 
farmers, and so far all have failed. The latest round of operational rules instituted by the administration 
that led INDAP in the 2010–2014 period, have placed a renewed emphasis on co-payment and, in 
several of these programmes, on a finite number of years during which INDAP will subsidize any 
given farmer. It remains to be seen if the current administration that has just taken over, will continue 
with these policies, in particular when the time comes to discontinue the service of those producers 
who do not pay or who have ended their maximum terms. It is not difficult for producers to mobilize 
political support from local governments and their representatives in Congress, to oppose these 
policy changes. A factor that must be considered is that the current costs of the advisory services 
per farmer are quite high, starting at a minimum of about USD 400 per year; this is a substantial 
amount for most of the 200 000 family farmers, and it is difficult to see how a market for technical 
services could survive, if they had to fund it out of the income of their farm enterprises. Again, the 
very few functioning farmers’ organizations, due to the lack of policy support for their formation 
and development, restricts the option of collective action to be able to cover the costs for advisory 
services through direct farmer fees plus a share of the organizations’ profits. 

From the interviews with the six organizations, it is clear that farmers’ organizations that are service 
providers under INDAP are not making an investment from their own resources in the provision of 
this service. Their individual members are, because by regulation they must co-finance part of the 
cost of the service they receive. But the fact that INDAP is almost completely in control of the budget, 
does not seem to have had any clear-cut negative effect on the empowerment of the organizations, 
markedly and uniformly reducing their ability to have a say in the decision-making process regarding 
services at the local level. Although the trends vary by specific issue and by organization, most 
point in the direction that there is “more” or “much more” influence of the farmers’ organizations 
with respect to a number of the characteristics and conditions of the advisory services. This leads to 
asking what could be the factors that are responsible for creating this more favourable condition for 
farmers’ organizations in the decision-making system of the INDAP advisory services, despite the 
fact that overall the system has clearly become more centralized and supply-driven and that farmers’ 
organizations of all kind are today far less prominent that they used to be in the late 1990s; this will 
be discussed in the conclusions.
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7. Conclusions

In the 40-year evolution of Chile’s extension service since the initial reforms of 1978, there 
have been two periods in which failure led policy-makers to reverse course and make important 
adjustments. The first occasion was immediately after the initial reforms in the late 1970s 
and early 1980s, when corruption and clientelism rapidly filled in the vacuum of the advisory 
services market that the reform was supposed to stimulate but that failed to materialize. The 
second period in which reality forced a reversal, was in the early 2000s, when dozens of 
producer organizations started to collapse as they had to face market competition in a less 
favourable economic context, leading to the government channelling increasing amounts of 
public resources in an attempt to sustain these organizations, eventually leading to a crisis 
that almost brought down the whole system of public support to smallholder agricultural 
development. 

What is remarkable is that despite these two major setbacks – and numerous smaller 
ones – the system stayed in place. What is also striking is that on both occasions, the public 
system reverted to more centralized, command-and-control designs, with less room for farmer 
participation. This is the expected risk-aversion reaction of government bureaucracies and 
policy decision-makers stung by such adverse results.

After the first round of crisis followed by a move to quite rigid and top-down designs, the 
political change in 1990 created an opportunity for a new wave of reforms that gradually 
expanded the space for greater producer participation and for a more significant role of 
producers’ organizations. With a recently inaugurated government in Chile that was elected on 
a platform of greater engagement with civil society, perhaps we will soon see a similar effort 
start to take place in INDAP.

All things considered, however, a major conclusion is that the evolution of financing 
systems and mechanisms that are sustainable, effective, and centred on producers and their 
organizations, at least in Chile, has been a decades-long process. If we had focused our analysis 
on one of the five periods discussed in this document, we would have reached very partial 
conclusions that would have been invalid a few years later. This is a serious challenge in a time 
when international donors and national policy-makers alike demand short-term results.

However, if one is to judge from the interviews with the majority of the (small number of) 
farmers’ organizations that are service providers today in the Chilean system, this zig-zagging 
in the evolution of the different programmes, does not seem to have eroded the influence of the 
individual organization on the decision-making process at the local level, in which each one 
works. In general, as we have seen, the trend appears to be that only a few organizations are in 
the system as service providers, but those that remain have gradually expanded their influence 
in decision-making. This trend is decoupled from the financing scheme, as the bulk of the 



38

money continues to come top-down from INDAP, as always, plus a small share (10–20 percent) 
that is contributed by the farmer participants of an INDAP Programme.  A hypothesis to explain 
what is at work has two parts, and is as follows: 

First, the financing system is not the primary causal factor in greater empowerment of 
farmers’ organizations in decision-making. The overall evolution of the political system and 
the importance within it of the demand and acceptance of social and civic participation is also 
an important factor. The minimum standards acceptable in Chile in 2015 in this regard, are far 
higher than those of ten years ago. If this were to be shown as a valid explanation, then the 
policy implication would be that, if there is a need and an intention to promote a stronger role 
of farmers’ organizations in the design and management of advisory services, greater attention 
must be given to supporting an expansion of democracy and a broader enabling context for 
civic participation in the different spheres of social life.

Second, there are variations in the answers of six different organizations, all of which are 
providing services as part of the same programme (SAT), i.e. operating within exactly the same 
set of regulations, methods, funding schemes, and organizational modalities. Why then the 
variations in empowerment of the six farmers’ organizations in decision-making? A possible 
explanation has to do with the idiosyncratic characteristics of the local bureaucracy and its 
willingness to allow or not to allow as much participation as possible within the limits of 
the existing set of rules and regulations. The policy implication of this hypothesis is that it 
is crucial not only to change the programme designs and their regulations, but to put in place 
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staff capacity development programmes, good incentive schemes that reward staff that promote 
greater participation, and effective monitoring and enforcement systems that can ensure that 
national policies are not distorted at the local level. The promotion of farmers’ organizations 
would surely be a factor that would put pressure on local officials to become more responsive 
to the opinions and preferences of producers.

In short and for the overall objectives of the FAO study, while the financial mechanisms 
of the advisory systems are important determinants of other characteristics of the services, 
including the roles played by the participating farmers, it could be possible that the effect 
of this factor depends on how it interacts with other equally important elements, such as the 
conditions for civic participation in the countryside as a whole, investing in the capacities and 
incentives of local level staff, and putting in place good monitoring and enforcement systems 
to keep empowerment policies on track.
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Annex

Interviews with farmers’ organizations
Organization A in Table 5 provides services to 40 of its members (and has a waiting list of 40 
more) in the SAT programme.  To provide this service, the cooperative created an autonomous 
legal entity, fully controlled by the organization. The advisory unit of the organization was 
established in 2011; before that, its members received technical assistance individually through 
other service providers.  This organization has a positive view of how the influence of farmers’ 
organizations has evolved in determining the different characteristics of the advisory services. 
In its opinion, this influence has grown significantly, except when it comes to who are the 
individual farmers to whom they can provide the technical assistance services. This decision, 
in their experience, is fully under the control of INDAP, as has been the case as long as they 
can remember. The increased participation of the organization in making decisions about the 
characteristics of the service, they see as “resulting from the struggles of our organization to 
have greater autonomy and be able to make our own decisions”.

This organization is seeking to have a greater participation in INDAP’s advisory services, 
because they find it necessary to modernize the agriculture of their membership and to gain 
access to better markets.  However, the farmer organization does not invest their own resources 
in the provision of technical assistance to their membership, and have never done so. Each 
member must pay 20 percent of the cost of the service according to INDAP’s regulations.

As a service provider under INDAP; they must follow the regulations and specifications 
of SAT. They are satisfied with the administrative and financial aspects of their relationship 
with INDAP, but not with the technical conditions, nor with the commitment of INDAP to 
the development of the organization so that it can do a better job in the future. They see that 
the definitions of the technical characteristics of the service, such as its objectives, extension 
methods and so on, have stagnated and are out-of-date. They believe that the higher authorities 
of INDAP do have a commitment to support them and others like them, but that staff at the 
local level do not share that commitment.

They cannot or do not want to assess their strengths and weaknesses compared to other 
types of advisory service providers. They are young in this field, and furthermore, the work of 
the organization is fully in support of crop diversification from grains to high value fruits, and 
they see this as a very special opportunity. yet, they argue that their services lead to an overall 
development of all their members into empowered farmers with high self-esteem, while others, 
like private consultancies, limit their objectives to purely technical issues. They also believe 
that their impact is greater than that achieved by others, and they assess that the cause is 
that the cooperative is driven towards growth and innovation and to increasing the output of 
their members so that they can remain competitive in the markets in which they participate. 
However, they lack any evidence to substantiate this opinion, other than their knowledge of 
their surroundings. 
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Organization B provides SAT advisory services to 200 smallholder farmers, of which 80 
are part of their membership. They have been providing this service since 2006, and they are 
also associated with other government agencies that provide support for skills training.

They see little change since 2006 in the degree of influence that their organization has on 
the characteristics of the service. In their view, it is INDAP that makes the key decisions. On 
the positive side, they do have a much stronger say in deciding on the composition of their 
technical teams, but, at the same time, they see that they have lost influence in the monitoring 
and evaluation of the services that is now fully under the control of INDAP. They argue that 
as a government agency, because of general administrative law in Chile, INDAP must define 
a regulatory framework and apply it, and that the farmers’ organizations have little choice but 
to comply. yet, their organization is actively trying to expand their participation in the INDAP 
system, although they believe that this is the exception rather than the norm, because most 
organizations are too weak to engage in advisory services.

The association does not invest from its own income to support the provision of additional 
advisory services. Whatever they do, it is fully financed with the INDAP subsidy plus the share 
(20 percent) that has to be paid by each individual farmer; the reason is that they have other 
priorities in which to invest their scarce resources. 

Despite having participated in the system of advisory services for one decade, they declare 
that they are dissatisfied with the terms of their relationship with INDAP. With respect to the 
technical aspects, they are concerned that the objectives and the work plans defined by INDAP 
are often unclear and not in tune with the needs of the farmers. They believe that there is too 
much paperwork and bureaucracy which distracts time and other resources from the important 
work in the field.  The payments are not made in time, and there are gaps between the end of 
one contract and the start of a new one. They ask “how are we supposed to pay the technical 
staff during those gaps?” The only aspect with which they are satisfied is with the monitoring 
and evaluation that is under the full control of INDAP, this is an arrangement that suits them 
well.

It is the opinion of the representative of the organization that it is far better if the advisory 
services are provided by a farmers’ organization than by any other type of service provider. The 
reasoning is that their organization is involved in all the aspects of the honey business, including 
policy dialogue with government officials, marketing, and so on. The alternative service providers 
would be unable to have such a comprehensive understanding of the industry, and to link the 
technical assistance to other areas of development for honey production and their business. For the 
same reasons, they believe that their results and impacts surpass those of others. 

The third organization in table 5 provides advisory services to 135 smallholders, 50 of 
which are their own members. They are also working in the SAT system.  The organization 
has been playing this advisory role for a “a long time”, and, moreover, they provide services to 
their membership under a number of other government programs, including grants for capital 
investments, irrigation systems, replenishment and management of soil fertility, and a (non-farm) 
enterprise development programme that provides technical assistance and grants for equipment.  

Unlike organization A, they have a very positive and optimistic view of how their influence 
has grown substantially over time, and that nowadays they have a greater say in decisions 
about who will provide the advisory services to their members, which categories or types of 
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farmers should receive the services, the objectives and methods of the technical assistance work, 
and the terms of reference of the teams and of the individual staff. In all of these domains, they feel 
that INDAP normally approves what the organization recommends, so that even if INDAP makes 
the formal, legal decision, the substance is largely decided by the organization. The exception is 
monitoring and evaluation, which they say is totally under the control of INDAP and they play no 
role whatsoever. When it comes to selecting who will be the concrete persons to receive the service 
in a given year, they argue that it has always been the same procedure: the organization provides 
the list to INDAP, but then each farmer must apply individually and be formally registered.

Where they see little dialogue with INDAP and where they have no influence, is in how to 
improve the system. INDAP, they say, changes whatever it wants, with little or no consultation 
with them (farmers’ organizations) or anybody else.

They provide some matching funds, but that is because they are working with other 
government agencies that also provide them with grants and subsidies, and they try to 
coordinate these different lines of work so that they complement each other. That is, it appears 
that organization C does not invest in advisory services from its own resources, but is effective 
in mobilizing public funds from a number of different sources. This strategy, they say, is good 
because it not only generates income for the organization, as such, to pay its own expenses, 
but also because they can provide more comprehensive support to their members. They believe 
that this successful strategy empowers the membership. Individual farmers, of course, also 
have to pay for part of the cost (10 percent to 20 percent) of the INDAP advisory service. This 
arrangement has been in place and they see no changes in the degree of dependency on INDAP, 
for better or for worse.
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This organization is not satisfied with their relationship with INDAP when it comes to the 
technical aspects; in particular, they dislike that INDAP frequently demands information, or 
suddenly imposes new conditions. They are also not happy with the way in which the services are 
monitored and evaluated. In fact, they argue there is no monitoring to speak of, and the evaluations 
lack rigour.  However, they are satisfied with the administrative and financial aspects of their 
relationship with INDAP. They see INDAP as very committed to the development of smallholder 
farmers and their organizations: “They really try very hard, although sometimes with poor results.”

The main advantages they see in having farmers’ organizations provide the technical 
assistance services, are that this strategy empowers smallholder farmers, benefits are shared, 
and the interests of the farmers are at the centre of the decisions made. In the case of private 
consultancies, it is just a business deal. However, they accept that decisions are more 
cumbersome and slower when they must be made by a collective, and this is risky when you 
work in a market environment; “you have to wait for the next meeting of the Board, and if there 
is no agreement, for the next one; this is too slow and it affects the operations and activities of 
the advisory services.”

To them there is no doubt that their results and impacts are higher than those achieved by 
other types of services providers. The reason is that “We are on the side of the farmers”.

Organization D is quite large for Chilean standards, with around 1 000 active members. 
They provide advisory services to only 10 percent of them, but also to 250 smallholders who 
are not members of the cooperative. They have been providing advisory services continuously 
since 2004, and have established a department charged with this responsibility. This is thanks 
to the support of INDAP, other government agencies, and funds from international donors 
through their embassies in Chile. 

This organization thinks that they have lost influence in most spheres of decision-making, 
the exception being the composition of the technical teams, which is now decided by the 
organization itself as long as they comply with certain minimum standards. Like the others, 
they complain that decisions are made in the capital city, and that while there are meetings with 
the authorities every now and then, really INDAP decides as it wishes and with no attention to 
inputs from farmers’ organizations.

In contrast with the other organizations included in this study, this one is not seeking to 
expand its advisory services. The explanation is not very clear, but apparently it has to do with 
limitations in the management capacity of the organization and also because “each farmer 
is doing his own thing”.  On the other hand, they claim that they invest each year around  
USD 200 000 in services in support of their members; this comes from the organizations 
commercial profits, since they have a policy of never distributing them to the membership 
but reinvesting them in new or better services. Surprisingly they inform us that this amount 
is about half of what it used to be, basically because it is getting harder to have access to new 
sources of funding and income. However, none of this investment is in advisory services, 
which they fund only through the INDAP subsidy plus the co-payment from the individual 
farmers. They consider that their financial dependency on INDAP is not less than it used to be, 
and perhaps is greater now.

The organization is satisfied with its relationship with INDAP, when it comes to technical 
and administrative issues, but is unhappy with the irregular flow of payments from INDAP, that 
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“causes great damage to an organization like ours… we can only manage because we have funds 
from other sources to finance the gaps.” Moreover, this organization considers INDAP as not 
committed to their development, that the relationship is basically geared towards supervising 
how they use the public money and has little to do with strengthening the organization.

Like all the previous organization, this one claims that service provision by groups such 
as theirs is far better than any other of the alternatives available in their region. The reason is 
that they reinvest the profits from their work in developing a broader and more efficient set of 
services to the farmers, and in improving the labour conditions of the technical advisors, which 
in turn leads to a higher-quality service to the farmers.

They say that the results and impacts depend more than anything else on the quality of 
the individual advisors, and on how long they stay at their job; “if it is less than 6 years it is 
difficult to have results”. The organization leader that attended the interview explains that the 
organization has kept daily milk production records for each of its members for many years 
in a row, and that the sustained increase in production is the evidence of the effectiveness of 
their work. They also manage the invoicing for each of their members to the dairy processors 
to which they sell the milk, so they also know exactly what their income is and how it has 
positively evolved over time.

The fifth organization provides advisory services (also SAT) to 140 individual farmers 
that are members of 13 local economic organizations that in turn are associated with the 
cooperative. This organization was born out of an INDAP programme that was established 
to provide business management services to farmers, and later got involved in the advisory 
services that we have been talking about in this paper. 

They have a nuanced view of the evolution of their influence in the decision-making processes, 
with gains in some areas, stability in others, and loss of influence in yet a third group.  They 
believe that their influence has grown significantly when it comes to deciding the composition 
of their technical teams; the objectives, organization and methods of their work in the field 
with the farmers they serve, and – in contrast to the other organizations – the monitoring and 
evaluation of the service. Their influence remains stable and rather low, when it comes to 
deciding who the individual farmers are that they will work with, because each farmer has the 
legal right to go direct to INDAP and request to be included in the programme and INDAP 
will do so if it has the budget. Where they have lost almost all influence is in establishing the 
categories of producers who should receive the service, as they argue that this follows policy 
decisions made at the national level that have favoured, for example, indigenous peoples. 
Overall and generally speaking, this organization believes that farmers’ groups nowadays are 
far more influential in determining the direction of the advisory services at the local level.

As in all the other cases we have seen, this organization does not invest from its own 
resources in the provision of agricultural advisory services. The formula is the same: INDAP 
pays the largest part and the individual farmers the rest (around 20 percent). As this has been 
like this for a long time, this organization believes that their degree of dependency on INDAP 
has remained more or less constant over time.

This organization is content with the administrative, financial and monitoring and evaluation 
aspects of their relationship with INDAP. They are, however very dissatisfied when it comes to 
the technical issues, where they claim they have great difficulties in matching the business and 
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the agricultural advice parts of their work. When it comes to assessing if INDAP is seriously 
interested in their development as an organization in order to be able to provide better services, 
they claim that it depends on the individuals in the local office of INDAP, rather than on the 
national policies or intentions; hence, “it comes and goes”.

Like the others they are also convinced that services of this kind are better when provided by 
a farmers’ organization. The arguments are two: first, they care deeply about the development 
of their members, and, second, they reinvest all their profits in providing more and better 
services for the farmers.

As in the previous case, they explain that the results and impacts are determined above all by 
the quality of the individual advisor. However, as a cooperative, they argue, their methodologies 
are more integral, and the services are better tailored to the needs of these farmers.

The last of the organizations interviewed provides an interesting contrast. They were 
providers of agricultural advisory services under the INDAP system until 2005, and then decided 
to withdraw. However, their members receive these advisory services from other providers 
(although not from other farmers’ organizations). They left because they were unsatisfied with 
the terms of their relationship with INDAP as service providers: too much paperwork, irregular 
flow of the payments to the organization, little or no influence in defining the technical content 
of the service, and excessive centralization of decisions in the capital city. 

However, from what they can observe they believe that today farmers’ organizations are “far 
more” influential in all areas of decision-making in the INDAP system. They do complain that 
the leadership of the organizations needs to be improved and strengthened, otherwise they will 
have less capacity to argue against the programme designs and regulation that come top down 
from the centre. They remain interested and trying to enter the INDAP system of advisory 
services, but they need to have a competent team of technical advisors and to get INDAP to be 
more flexible locally instead of following what is decided in the capital city.

Their organization today does not invest in agricultural advisory services for the members, 
each of whom pays their share with INDAP covering the rest.
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