~Integrated plant nutrition involves a combination ' e
~ use of fertilizers with the adoption of alternative sou(;rc:lez"fcszl ig;e efficient v
as_livestock manures, composts, legumes, gféen manures Aeflts' Buch, -
, agrofo;estry: Soil conservation can be énhanced through théo'lluand
conservation tillage, contour farming and physical struét%res S
ard cover. crops, and silt ‘traps and gully fields. Man g nf'mthS‘
technologies, in one form or another, have been in existence inytrod' tese
agricultural systems for centuries. There are aararige of Waterm Sitonal L
- Systems that ensure the efficient use of available ’W'atael;ag\eAl]n b
conservation and harvesting can improve agricultural yields in dry St
‘WI'}eFe-. too. much water has been used, leaaihg to waterlo: ity
 salinization, then land drainage technologies making use ofgcgcl,ﬁg and .
-~ action can be used. Where environments are very wet, ‘thén‘thoroed;:l’e
- mtegr,at('ad systems making use of aquaculture, livestock trees a'ndug £
_ pr %ducil}?n,‘ can be remarkably efficient and productive, i ; ,crgp ‘
_Tor these resource-conserving technologies to be fully effective, -
however, they need to be adopted by w oT0o Y oiscllve,
farmers or lan}zi managers. - it = WhOI? g_rmjlps o CQmmumﬁes of;

.~ LOCALGROUPSAND
~ INSTITUTIONS FOR SUSTAINABLE

AGRICULTURE

“‘One resurrected rural community would be more convincing and
more encouraging than all the government and umiversity
programmes of the past 50 years. Renewal of our farm communities
could be the beginning of the renewal of our country and ultimately

the renewal or urban communities. But to be authentic, a true ;
encouragement and a true beginning, this would have to bea . i
resurrection accomplished mainly by the community itself.,”

' : " Wendell Berry, in Enshayan, 1991 -

COLLECTIVE ACTION AT LOCAL LEVEL

~ Individual Actions Only Provide Partial Protection ,

- The widespread and growing evidence for the economic and environmental
viability of resource-conserving technologies (see Chapter 4) appears to
suggest that a more sustainable agriculture is a likely outcome. Once

 farmers get to hear of the potential benefits, of increased yields or reduced
costs, then they will adopt widely and the transition will be under way. -

. But without attention to local institutions, this is far from likely.
Sustainable agriculture cannot succeed without the full participation and
collective action of rural people and land managers. This is for two
reasons. First, the external costs of resource degradation are often

- transferred from one farmer to another, and second, the attempts of one

farmer alone to conserve scarce resources may be threatened if they are -

Sttuated in a landscape of resource-degrading farms. - Coin s i

This need for coordinated resource management applies to most aspects
of resource conservation, including pest and predator management;
nutrient management; controlling the contamination of aquifers and

. Surface water cotirses; maintaining landscape value; and conserving soil

- and water resources. There are many examples of individual initiatives

e X
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' that are unlikely to succeed in the long term because of lack of collectwe
: support These include the followmg scenarios.

- One farmer encourages predators through farm habrtat management , “

- but on neighbouring farms non-selective pesticides which kill -
predators are used, so local predator popula’aons donot reach a
viable size. :

- One farmer uses crop rotanons and mosaic patterns as part of IPM to

pesticides, but neighbours’ pesticide overuse leads to the -
development of localized resistance to pesticides. o
s One farmer maintains a diverse farm of high landscape Value, but -

~ neighbouring farms reduce the overall value by removmg trees,
- hedges and ponds.

~-* One farmer opens up land for access to the pubhc but nelghbours dof '

~ not provide similar-access.
“»  One farmer adopts practices that reduce nitrate leaching to
- groundwater, but other farmers on land overlying the same aquifer
“ continue to apply large amounts of mtrogen or manures, or use
_practices which permit leaching.
e - One farmer reduces livestock waste losses to surface Water, but ‘
- farmers upstream continue to pollute and so the water quahty
© continues to be poor.
° One farmer attempts to save tradmonal seed but does not rece1ve
: ,suffrc1ent support for viable multlpllcatlon e

There are. fewer cases ‘where farmers adopt regeneratlve technologles .
_ which cause damage on neighbouring land. One case might involve the -

" adoption by a farmer of soil and water conservation terraces on a steep

farm. These would capture , and channel water along the contours, so

-slowing water flow and increasing percolation, but could also lead in
~ heavy rainstorms to channelling of water on to unprotected nelghbourmg
land. This would lead to the formation of gullies, so causing more erosion
than if the whole hillside had remained unprotected. In most cases,

however, the adoption by an individual of more sustainable practices ;
produces benefits for the wider environment and society — either by not -

pollutmg the environment or by actlvely improving resource Value :

Indrgenous Collectzve Management Systems ,' LR ’

For as long as people have engaged in agrlculture farmlng has been at

least a partially collective business. Farmers and farming households have
worked together on resource management, labour sharing, marketing and
_ a host of other activities that would be too costly, or even impossible, if

done alone. Local groups and indigenous institutions Thave, therefore, long ~ B

~ been ]mportant in rural and agricultural development.

These may be formal or informal groups, such as traditional leadersl’up o

structures, water management committees, water users groups, neigh-
bourhood groups, youth or women’s groups, housing societies, informal
beer—brewmg groups, farmer experrmentatlon groups, burial soc1et1es,

keep pest populations below threshold values, with occasional use of -
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church groups, mothers groups, pastoral and grazmg management

_ groups, tree-growing associations, labour-exchange societies and so on.
‘These have been effective in many ecosystems and cultures, including
- collective water management in the irrigation systems of Egypt,
Mesopotamia and Indonesia; collective herding in the Andes and pastoral
systems of Africa; water harvesting and management societies in Roman
" north Africa, India, and south—west North America; and forest

management in shifting agriculture systems. Many ‘of these societies were
sustainable over periods of hundreds to thousands of years. .

The manorial system of medieval Britain, a classic example of mtegrated
farming, was sustained for some 700 years by a high degree of cooperation
between farmers (Pretty, 1990b). Local groups established detailed
management measures for sustainable use of village resources; they
provided support and mutual help through sharing arrangements; and they
took communal decisions against individuals who attempted  to
overconsume or under-invest in common resources. Some of the earliest ‘
pollution control measures were established at this time, ‘controlling, for

- example, ¢ contamination of water courses by wastes. Local regulations, or by-
- laws, covered a wide range of activities and potential resource users, and

provrded for contro]led and sustamable use of resources (Table 5.1)..

Table 5.1 Medieval agrlculture in Brltam selectlon of by-laws established

~ between ADI I50—|400 at local level and de5|gned to prevent long-term

damage to vnllage resources

Activity' ~_ Management measure

All hunting, gathering Llcences requnred
- and-collecting activities -

- Pig feeding: e Nose-rlngs to dlscourage deep-rootlng

* Fines for owners of destructive pigs
,EIected swineherd responsnb|e for any damage

" Cattle grazing .~ Stocking rates ||m1ted
‘Trees ~ Regulation of cutting and selllng

Al villagers permitted only to carry own fi rewood
. Heavy fines for possession of woodcuttmg tools
without licence ' e
Prohibition of iopping of oak and beech tirees as key
“source of food for pigs . :
, ~ Replacement trees p|anted every year ,
Hedges = ~ Require regular repairs

 Fencing and gates Compulsory around gardens to prevent Iwestock

_escaping and causing damage

Rushes ancl reeds - Mowing controlled

Gatherlng permltted for own use only, not for sale
outside village

‘Manures ~ Not to be sold out of village ,’

Fishing . - Permitted during daylight hours only

' 'Watercourses ' 'Pollutlon by human wastes, ammal offal and hemp or

flax re5|dues prohlblted

" Sewwrer Pretty. 1990b, from Ault, 1965
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Later, duringv the -égriéulmrél ;révolution of the eighteéﬁfh ‘and

nineteenth centuries, farmers’ groups were central in the spreading of
- knowledge about the new technologies (Pretty, 1991). At a time when

there was no ministry of agriculture, no research stations and no extension
- Institutions, farmers were extremely effective at organizing their own

- experiments and extending the results to.others through tours, open days,

farmer groups and publications. Farmer groups and societies were central
- to the diffusion of new technologies. The first were established in the 1720s

and increased in number to over 500 by 1840. These groups offered prizes

- for new and/or high quality livestock, crops and machines; encouraged
experimentation with new rotational patterns; held regular shows and

open days; bought land for experimental farms run by the group;
ors; and articulatedfarmers’ e

‘arranged tours to visit well-known innovat

needs to national agencies and government. : gniy
- But indigenous local groups can have. shortcomings. Some groups may

institutionalize unequal but secure access to natural resources, such as in
~ tank management and water allocation in southern India during times of

‘water scarcity (Mosse, 1992), common property management in the open -

field system in Britain (Pretty, 1990b) and access to forest resources in N epal.
In highly stratified societies, it cannot be assumed that existing institutional
- arrangements-are equitable. The persistence of an indigenous system does

not necessarily indicate it has the support of all the community.

Forms and Functions of Local Institutions

The success of sustainable agriculture dépen,ds}hot just on the ﬁioﬁVéﬁons, ;

skills and knowledge of individual farmers, but on action taken by local
- groups or communities as a whole. This makes the task facing agriculture
- today exceptionally challenging. Simply letting farmers know that

sustainable agriculture can be as profitable to them as conventional

agriculture, as well as producing extra benefits for society as a whole, will
not suffice. What is also required will be increased ‘attentiori to

Cominunity-based action through local institutions. Local institutions are
effective because ‘they permit us to carry on our daily lives with a minimum of
repetition and costly negotiation” (Bromley, 1993). Local organizations do .

~ this in a variety of ways (Box 5.1). I R
The problem with the term “local’ is that it can mean anything that is
- not national. But “local’ does have its own special characteristics. It
provides -the basis for collective action, for building consensus, for
- undertaking coordination of responsibilities, and for collecting, analysing
- and evaluating information (Uphoff, 1992a). It does not happen
automatically. It requires the presence of institutions at these local levels.
~ The uniting factor is that these have in common the prevalence of face-
to-face interpersonal relationships, which are more frequent and intense
- within small groups (Uphoff, 1992a,b). The fact that people know: each
_ other creates opportunities for collective action and mutual assistance,

- and for mobilizing resources on a self-sustaining basis. People feel more

mutual rapport and a sense of obligation at these levels than at district or
sub-district levels, which are -really political constructions. "At the
_ household or individual levels, decisions and actions oriented towards

‘ The fuﬁdibhsf of local orgqnizaﬁons and instituﬁqns are to:

Local Groups and INStITULions Jor SUSTUITIUULE MGTLIILILIC . xov

Box 5.1 Functions of local organizations and institutions

& drganbe I ' es for producing more; .
"=« organize labour resources for prc ; g
. mgbilize material resources to help produce more (credlf:, savings,
- marketing); G G i 5
.  assist some groups to gain new access to productive resources; ’
o secure sustainability in natural resource use; B
‘s provide social infrastructure at village lel.\‘/el;
in ¢e policy instituti hat affect them; : .
« - influence policy institutions t then 3 o
© e providea link between farmers,and,research and extension services; . -
s improve access of rural populations to information; .
- improve flow of information to government and ‘NGOs,'
o im'prove'social cohesion; il .
: ji ework for erative action; , -
« provide a framework for cooperative n;
° ‘E‘elp' organize people to generate and use their own knqwledge”arjd
research to advocate their own rights; R
"+ mediate access to resources for a select group of people.

. Sources: Uphoff, 1992¢; Cernea, 19914 l993; Cuﬁis, I99[; Norton 1992; IFAP7 1?927 .

su;staihable development are not 'Hl(ély to be long lasting uxlle$s they are
coordinated with what other households are also doing,

Tt is also important to distinguish between the terms institution A?lng
organization. Here the conventions of Norman Uphoff (1992c), Ala

Fowler (1992) and others are followed. There are many types of

institutions, some of which are also organizations, such as banks tior 102? ’
governments and others which are not, such as the law or taxation.

institution is a complex of norms and behaviours that persists otxi/ern tiénz
bY serving some socially valued purpose, while an organiza on is a

structure of recognized and aépept_gd roles.

3 ) i e an
Institutions can be organizations and vice versa. Marriage 1s

institution that is not an organization, while a particular famll_}; 1sa’na’1é1'.k
organization with roles but not an institution, which has longevity

legitimacy. The “family’, on the other hand, is both an instifution and an

AT 5L

" organization. In this chapter the concern is with institutions that have an
organizational basis. - : S :

THE PERILS OF IGNORING LOCAL INSTITUTIONS

‘ T‘hrougho'ut;the hisfbry of 'agriculmral development, it has been rare for

the importance of local groups and institutions to be recognized.

Development professionals have tended to be preoccupied with the.

i ‘ imp isions - affecting
individual, assuming that the most important decisions a )
gﬁ:ﬁiﬁ aracle made gt this level. As a result, the effectiveness of 1110(1;11 ;
groups and institutions has been widely undermined. Some have
| struggled on. Many others have d‘isappearedkenﬁre’ly. B
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The Suffocation of Local Institutiéﬂs :

~ Without realizing it, governments have routinely suffocated local

. Institutions during agricultural modernization. Tocal management has

been substituted for by the state, leading to increased dependence of local

people on formal state institutions. Local information networks have been
-replaced by research and extension activities; banks and cooperatives have

- substituted for local credit arrangements; cooperatives and marketjng '

boards have replaced by input and product markets; and water users’
associations have replaced local water control. - A '

In ,So’gth—East Asia, the Green Revolution tec]rmologi_és forc.vedkthrOu‘gh \
social and institutional changes that were neither planned nor controlled

(Palmer, 1976, 1977; see Chapter 3). In Malaysia, farmers had to be members

- of farmers” associations if they were to get access to credit and inputs. These -
were established and controlled by extension workers, and could contain

1000 to 2000 members. Extension workers conducted credit assessments for
each member and had the: power to reject or accept requests. In the
- Philippines, farmers were obliged to join smaller Samahang Nayon groups

and on joining had to accept the Wwhole technical package, including inputs

and the guidance of the extension workers. If so, they received coupons to
go the rural banks for a loan to buy subsidized fertilizer. As fulfilment of all

these conditions was a Pprerequisite for giving land title, this created strong -
hostility among farmers. Such hostility is common if farmers and rural

people are forced or coerced into forming groups.

In their study of 30 years of government coordinated rural devéldpﬁent
‘in India, Jain et al (1985) show how, initiative by initiative, the state has

systematically undermined the efforts of local people. Their analysis of
“local administxa‘ti’vey regions in five states containing some one m_illion;,
people has shown that poverty-alleviation programmes had not reached

the poor. The scale of self-deception is extraordinary. The state believes it

is having an impact, but the field evidence says otherwise (Box 5.2) State

activities have substituted for local initiatives; they have concentrated on :

- infrastructural investments rather than people; they have favoured the

use of direct subsidies; and they have pursued schemes that are harmful

to local people. Jain and his colleagues indicate that ‘the foremost reason for -

this unfortunate state of affairs is that the people themselves have no place in rural
~ development, as every available space is occupied by the bureaucracy. The

- community, which was once central to the rural development strategy, is now
peripheral to it’. . : L U 7 :

- As local institutions decline, so cultures change and become less

resilient. In western Kenya, the kokwet resource management groups of the -

- Marakwet formerly had responses laid down for every contingency. They
had a regular rota for checking irrigation structures and making small
- running repairs, imposed fines for illegal use, and called occasional

groups of young men together for large repairs, and held ceremonies with

dancing, beer drinking and ox-roasting to celebrate the upkeep. Elspeth
Huxley (1960) described the decline of this management mechanism in the
1950s. At one breach of a canal whetke a landslide had occurred, one old
man said they now waited for the government to come and mend it, as the

- Local Groups ang INSTITUTIONS JUT JUSLUEIMULE Qg1 L\,m-uuf: . ui,.‘

, Box 5'\2 A selection of indicators showing the yvidespr.ead bias ag;inst the
g  most néédy of poverty alleviation efforts in lndlg, 1950-8

In selected areas (blocks, distri,cts‘or’isﬁa’?ers): '

. 75% of hou;eholds he‘l"p'éd under poverty-alleviation pr?gr?n?;\:s |
e‘re‘above the pdvefty line, and so should have been ln? |g|)c “Z:tors &
: ‘;’4% of total loans by a bank in one very poor sta;e was‘»or ra O
hich did not help any small farmers; ,
A ‘év(l)-l‘;:r:)f ::i'yedity extznded‘ to a large number of f;rmers Yvas to those
" above the poverty line; . o g o
o “;g;‘,/if traiF:\ingr;I):’:portunities were taken up by those gbovg the -
 por e ol frllce s e little to éliminate any bondage;
o support to bonded families was too little tc te any bonda
| qSUl?POII;—ﬁ% err‘" cent of children in child developmex:;t‘and nultrl‘g?naL
e : only .;anﬂmes were from farming families with no am,mals or fand; .. i
) leiét no immunized children are from families below the ’povegt'y us;:
: ;g‘:/: of drinking water wells dug in one block were ;o}ncenf:r:{ate in ju ’

' the larger and wealthier villages.

: Sour}ce': Jain et«a', 1985

- messengers and tea

 the management of common prop

~ over the past 40 years.

Ing 1 red o o longer interested’, Sh recognized then that: ‘the
“young men are tired and no longer interested’. She recogniz

| end has begun; and with that old, traditional way of mending furrows will go the

] 1 il and
 songs and laughter, the roasted oxen and le-;;zght_d;z;z‘c:% rtlizse ;Telztss ghszllzlélelpirs,
el : y . Progress will make them into | tor
sl St TZZerPIZo%s‘eb‘oﬁund politicians, instead of masters of the
 rivers high above the plain’. g : :
nereased Degradation in India S S
 Increased Degradation in In : g . L
. When traditional social institut ' disappear, it is commo

: traditional social institutions collapse or di it Is common

When trad¥tl01}arce3‘t0 degrade. In India, the loss of 1oca’lmst}t.unia?s for
e nmy yperty resources has been a cr1’c1c:a‘de1§_1 ne
 in the increased over-exploitation, poor upkeep and phys;ca‘lké’e;gr‘a o

4 L e i “«nv\mn{-y resources

ydha (1990) studied the importance of common property zces
to ﬁxigf)g?gp(le in)82 villages scattered over 7 states of India. Almost al
rutEl Pty boshe e depend”foﬁ:\ese resources also accounts for 14-25

" common resources. Income from t
 per cent

S = bs. The rural rich, by
of total household income fo;glees;g;o;% since the 1950s, the

contrast, depend on them much less (as declined by at least 30 per cent,

non property resources has de ‘ €z et
: ‘areiia 'Of\scc?ril:ﬁ/ﬂlapgespby }1;10re than 50 per cent. Coupleq W;th ;:2812 s fhe
kElin ﬁﬁtic’ increase in population pressure on the rgm&mlrrllfm cemce
- NES’: villages have seen at least a three-fold increase in the !

eir fuel, fodder and food items on .
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V Tﬁﬁlé 5.2 Extent of de

ependence of poor and wealthy households on common

- Property resources (CPRs) in dryland regions of india

~ State  Household CPRR ~ CPR ~  CPR  Daysof CPR
G e category -~ contribution contribution  contribution ~employment:
L ~ ~ toincome  tofuel  toanimal per. - e
(%) supplies (%) grazing(%) houschold
Andhra.  Poor 7 84 - = 139
- Pradesh  Wealthy sl 13 Sl 35
Gujarat =~ Poor = |8 66 82 9%
S Wealthy 8 14 80
- Karnataka - Poor 20 = 82 - 185
 Wealthy 3 - 29 34
~ Madhya  Poor 22 74 79 183
- Pradesh  Wealthy 2 32 34 52 -
. Maharashtra Poor 14 75 69 128
o  Wealthy . e 2 27 43
Rajasthan - Poor 23 -7 84 165
. Weathy 2 23 38 6l
Tamil Nadu Poor 22 - = 137
. Wealthy 2 - - 31

: Sdurce: jodl;a,- 1990

people per hectare of common land, resulting in a dramatic decline in the -
' 1 people can gather from the commons.
ecies mix has changed. The number
and so.

number of products that loca
Species diversity has declined
- of trees and shrubs has also fallen,
~ collecting to get the same amounts of
- The physical degradation is a product of

- poor upkeep. It is the inability to enforce loc
- poor upkeep. These failures have come abo
 complete collapse of traditional formal or informal man

 (Jodha, 1990,‘;Cﬁémb‘e’\fs: et al, 1989b). Compared with

per cent of the villa

o levy grazing taxes or have
and only 16 per cent still

Ci LG 111

‘resources. . - :

‘The future is bleak in th
structures. - There is considerable - evid
management is replaced by private o
- occurs. This is ‘nowhere: more a

groundwater issues (T Shah, 1990;

extraction leading to groundwater
to increased waterlogging and sa
local management has been replac
just Haryana and Gujarat alone
degraded by salinity and water

: abSeﬁce of the

and sp

depletion and over
linity have occurred
ed by unfettered p
, some 2.1 million
logging. Farmers cannot solve these

people must spend more time :

products. i i
both over-exploitation and-
al regulations that hasled to~ .
ut because of the abolition or
agement practices
: the 1950s, only 10
ges still regulate grazing or provide watchmen; none
penalties for violation of con
~hli E

mmon regulations;
Obiige users to maintain and repair common

se disappearing institutional
ence that when collective
peration, then resource degradation
pparent than when it comes to
‘Datta and Joshi, 1993). Both over-
-irrigation leading
‘because collective -
rivate operation. In
ha are seriously

 State-Imposed Institutions

Local GTOUps AN ITSTITUTIVNS JUT JWBULIIMULE iK1 restiinty ;. oure

Cilgirm g gl e e e e bie and.cﬁhnot be éxéCufed i
; alone, as ‘drainage technology in indivisible and.c - be exe
" ?nr ;)92}‘?? ?Da(t)tralleand}] oshi, ig993).,( Individuals investing in isolation will not

improve the lands. Yet when farmers are organized in groups, substantial

~ yield improvements for wheat, mustard and millet have occurred.

 In the coastal region of Gujarat, large areas are experiencing saltwater -

: e qui Sha ) ine water has made
intrusion into depleted aquifers (T Shah, 1990). Sg]me waler has Toes e
llgfg‘ilstllgﬁ ulr:clf}())ocslg‘:t’)llz 1(; mgny areas, with farmers’ incomes falling rapidly .

 recent years.. 1shaa put it: ‘the conditions for farmers located in
: nt years. As Tushaar Shah put it: ‘the condiiions . im
Eér:;fine };oﬁes,ifbath large and ksmkall.,. is desperate’, yet in th%t;llelgﬁg(zlelﬁ;% -
areas not yet affected farmers continue to pump because ‘they in

that wells will soon become saline regardless of how much they themselves

ping if o no j ping as well’. Clearly,
; in pumping if others do mnot restrain pumping as 4
gjgf&ﬁﬁﬁh vfﬂl go’r{tinue unless farmers stop operating privately. In Tamil

Nadu, private water extraction, favoured by state polis:ies agq;cllgegeig S
: fricﬂééfellélc;:)trici’ty‘ has undermined collective managergeqt systems. Fa e
B have opted out of local organizations and so overuse common g

Reddy, mil \ere are some 36-39,000
N 1992; Reddy, 1990). In Tamil Nadu alone, ’rhe.re are some 36- /O
’gdrisssi’fljaz’olz: Siz};s. Mazrly are now in a state of disrepair, silted up and

 encroached upon. Falling water tables and degraded tanks are a result of

the state’s progressively increasing control over irrigation systems, the

trend to private water use and management, and the ; sy;tgmahg

_ undermining of local instifutions.

 Just as bad as ignoring existing local institutions is the practice of

_imposing new ones without consideration of the likely impacts on local

‘people. Outside interventions are liable to warp and weaken loca

institutions. There are dangers that the state will suffocate local initiative

and responsibility, D nd harnes: 1 initiatives and resources

bility, or capture and harness local initiative: ¢
?idortiigérgéposg;. Lo_‘ca%j politicians may seek to ’gake_ over 10;:)&11 sucigis:ﬁ .
02‘ gain rgﬂécted glory from them. As has been‘mdlcated,:a bove, n¢
initiatives are seen by local people as legitimate. .

" In West Africa, governments have tended to restrict the freedom of

local, self-help organizations, suppressing them by favouring state-created -

ons, SUPPTes Y R he
- groups. Peter Gubbels (1993) says that: ‘the {Lzs}foncil ;t;enc;;; :Z:z?yy e -
- African countries has been to deny the establishment of community-0as

- African ?’Oun'trlis_]f?i and to mm«ga'cc[%hose already in existence by restricting
 indigenous organization, and to Suppress t 2qdy

their freedom and autonomy... Looking at;};se :Zzzc;;erign(fg ?}7;2: ?g;ﬁﬁféso?c
ek S B L i ey Y] : ﬂTg ] e ] ’
: agricultural development, it is difficult to ar 1t the e
zaggu?{uré development for the mass of peasant farmers h’fis prngrsliy b:iti e
’tg technical or financial shortcomings. Indeed, there is evidence. Qe i

- e . B 5\_0
 this failure is partially due to government control over mdlg?’?"»”? FTfoESS? of o

ag‘TIltC ?;f;:%igfxvgi‘gun;?aat the great s,ucceséybf_l(/ofygr farmgsxmkl)\?{l‘lgfer;a}c

hés ‘occurred precisely because they were 1gnqr¢d bty : es\:rec ; g; ng
programmes, and so were free to develop and adap_ n “tal7‘1990):, ’
E;s{%ms 'acCoédiilg to changing needs and demands (Netting et al, 1

" InIndia, the presence of panchayats has been one reason Why Volgn’;ar?{
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“agencies have tended to support the formation of new institutions in

recent years (Agarwal and Narain, 1989). The panchayat poses.two major

problems for resource management at local level. They ’t'e!/nd, to be both the
product of village factionalism and dominated by the more powerful
groups in the village. This raises fears among the rest that the benefits will
- be expropriated for ‘the privileged few. Another problem is that

panchayats are too far removed from the grassroots to be effective agents

for good resource management. A village often consists of several hamlets
and a panchayat usually covers several villages. As a result, ‘these

panchayats are just too big to become an effective forum for village-level ,
environmental management’. Well-intentioned development efforts focusing

- on panchayats as the appropriate local body can cause many problems. In

~ Maharashtra, the social forestry directorate has tried to involve

- panchayats in the management of village woodlots, but even though

Agarwal and Narain visited many villages, in none did they find that ‘the =~ -
panchayat leaders cared to explain to the villagers that these village woodlots were

a community resource. Most villagers were shocked to hear this. They believed
these trees were all government trees’. T ' S

Some k(;c‘v)m’pqrisons, of Indibidual and Group Apﬁrbuches~ ’

- Studies of agricultural development initiatives are increasingly showing
that when people who are already well organized or who are encouraged

~ to form groups, and whose knowledge is sought and incorporated during

~ planning and implementation, they are more likely to continue activities ;
after project completion (de los Reyes and Jopillo, 1986; Cernea, 1987, 1991,

1993; Kottak, 1991; USAID, 1987; Finsterbusch and van Wicklen, 1989;

Bossert, 1990; Uphoff, 1992a; Bunch and Lopez, 1994; Pretty et al, 1994a).

If people have responsibility, feel owrnership and are committed, then
there is likely to be sustained change.. = e
A study 4-10 years after the completion of 25 World Bank-financed

agricultural projects found that continued success was associated clearly

~ with local institution building (Cernea, 1987).- Twelve of the projects
achieved long-term sustainability and it was in these that local institutions -
" were strong. In the others, the rates of return had all declined markedly,

- contrary to expectations at the time of project completion. At project

completion, staff had estimated rates of return between 15 per cent and 30
per cent; in reality they had disastrously fallen to 2.7 per cent on average.
- This clearly indicated that projects were not sustainable where there

had been no attention to institutional development and farmer -

participation. Michael Cernea (1987) commented: ‘such a high number of
- unsustainable projects was certainly-not expected... I have often been struck by -
- ~how:little interest there has been in learning the true reason for failure... Not only -

does the failure to consider the cultural context of a project undercut the technical

package promoted by the investment, but it leads to projects that at best are less
 effective than they could be or, at worst, outright failures’. -~ s

- In the Muda Irrigation Project in Malaysia, water users’ associations. -

were ‘established carefully, patiently and successfully, taking into account
 farmers’ resource needs, their willingness o cooperate, the physical location of
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- ”t‘heirplbts:’ (Cernea, 1987). The endufanée of these associations after the

project completed was the single most important factor in ensuring the -

. “continued benefits to farmers. In contrast, the negative rate of return of the

Hinvi Agricultural Development Project in Benin was caused by the

disintegration of the cooperatives developed for the cultivation of oil

: : im] ‘01 in by a parastatal
Im. These had been imposed on the farmers and run by a pe -
. Sv%ifh no‘eéélfémanagement delegated to farmers. The technical and

agricultural package financed by the project failed to account for

" traditional land - tenure systems. The farmers also opposed  the

nizati imp | then ‘ e collapsed,
organizational arrangements imposed on them, so when thes lapsed,

" the technical innovation (growing of oil palm) collapsed too. Seven years

: 01 ion, of members had opted out,
fter completion, more than 75 per cent of members ha ed out,
?efi]:sihg tg work in cooperative blocks and had_ ’ret’umed’ tQ cul@vatmg
| d S ‘ ‘ : ¥ . i - : - e : Lo 5 7 H
foc;.n g%?a,’ Anil Agarwal and Sunita Narain (1989) have indicated that ‘all
gobd cases 'of environmental regeneration... f'are,k”ipvarz;zbly, those cases 'a')heze o
voluntary agencies have set up an. effective institution at the village level... It zs.tte ;
creation of a village level institution which brings people together, spurs them into

“action and ensures the protection and development of the naturml:regqurc’e 'quq A

NEW CHALLENGES DURING ENTERVEanON -

: Estublishing ‘Self'-RekliantGrouj’os o

 The proc'ess“c;f establishing self-reliant groups at local level must be an

ot 0 j ' ‘qui Orstrom,
ic and so should not be forced or done tgo qu;cldy ( Drstrom,,
: cl);%gnliig?;;, 1994). The International Federation of Agricultural

ibes four essenti f any self-supporting

Pr 1992) describes four essential elements of any self ng
Ifjarrc;i:f;rzr(garﬁz)ation. They should have developed a financing capacl’iy

with resources of their own, the major part of which are obtamed dlxeét y

or mdirecﬂyffrom the membership. The should have developed a

~ structure for electing farmer representatives. They should have obtained

recognition as a legitimate voice of farmers. They should have developed

 self-reliance for planning, for management and for the provision Qf

effective services.

" The Gal Oya jrrigatior'l’schéme,m Sri La.hka prov,idéstsome of the best

: <3 e T Tl e Taeal orotins and how ﬂ’l_eV C_an_ best be
J.evidence 10r e SUCCESS Ul dLial /iUy,

: rears i lasti ’ in the efficiency
tablished. Over the years, dramatic and lasting changes in the lenc
:irg equity of water Ese have been made (Uphoff, 1992a, 1994). %t lee:; -
13,000 farmers are now involved in an area exceeding 10,000 ha. Desp

" many. difficulties, including ethnic conflict, budget cutbacks, massive.

P : s - Py : S~,
turnover of trained organizers, and bureaucratic interference, fgrﬁ{
associations have maintained themselves and progressed instifutionary.

Water use efficiency almost doubled and yields were raised about 50 per - .

cent over a larger service area. Norman Upho,ffl(1‘994)‘indicatelrs‘ ’d‘trrilsé 111%:
because of the particular process of group formation and deve i)lp e
itself. This has eight distinct elements and is charapterlzed throug] ou Y
attention to the development of kleakrrn'jng processes. :
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1. Use of catalysts, If people are not alread
animators or motivators will be needed.
2. Startin

first and or : 1 ,
support among members. This is in contrast to an alternative approach of
- calling a meeting and forming an organization before doing work. -

status at their own pace. , e et
4. Mobilizing a new kind of leadership. Farmer representatives and
. village extensionists are chosen by their groups not by election but by

3. Evolve a formal structure. Let groups evolve from informal to formal

consensus. If the representatives must be acceptable to all members, then

factional leaders are less likely to come forward. Those selected feel

accountable to every member, as all had assented to their selection. Their

terms of reference are prepared by the members of the group.
5. Importance of small groups at base. It is easier to create and maintain
a better sense of solidarity and mutual responsibility in small groups. The

- wider impact on rural development occurs through the federation of these o

groups within higher level associations that offer benefits of scale.. :
6. Problem solving process. Groups regularly follow a process taking
them from prioritizing problems th .

progress. The philosophy is embodied by the catalysts being told there is

‘no disgrace in making a mistake, only in not identifying them, learning -

from them, and avoiding repeating them.

- 7. Start with limited number of tasks. Groups Start with one or two tasks s

- then expand when they wish. Groups starting with too many tasks tend to
~do them poorly and so cease to function. In Gal Oya, organizations
‘proceed to deal with crop protection, credit, bulk input purchasing,
mortgage releases, settlement of domestic disputes, land consolidation
and even dealing with drunkenness. — G B

-~ 8. Make provision for horizontal diffusioh 1
~ to-farmer elements of communication and learning be established and

- sustained. This gets away from the more co '

Ctyles Do o D

Déaling with Inequity ai@d Distorting Existing Grdups

It is sometimes assumed that groups are easy.to establish. This is not the
case, particularly if they are to be concerned with equitable decision
making and improvement of the'livelihoods of poorer groups. This is
partly because traditional institutions often institutionalize inequitable -
access to productive resources. Some oOf the already established
institutions are full: of local biases and so ‘may not be. the best
~ representatives of local people (Matose and Mukamuri, 1992). L
. In'Tamil Nadu, tanks have been the traditional form of irrigation for at
least 2000 years (Mosse, 1992). Cultivators hold rights to a share of water
from the tank and these are part of a wider system that also defines rights
to shares in crop produce, to artisanal and ritual services, and to ‘worship.
- local deities during festivals. These systems tended to give privileged

y organized, then organiiefs, |
g with informal organization. Begin by _focﬁsi_ng 611 a‘,barticulér ,
" problem and bring a small group together to solve it. The sequence ‘work

: ganize later’ brings forward better leadership and more -

~structure of which was agreed over the course of a furthe

rough action and self-evaluation of

L Ttis important that farmer- -

mmon vertical communication
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g 'a e ess to ddmjnantfgioupsr &ough they did ensure security to the poorest

groups in times of scarcity. Today, a wide Vgﬁiy ogtfﬁhéiiin;eﬁié II;
some villages, informal rights and responsibilities still exist. ther:
Z?a]'xéltihg rights are overlooked by the powerful, who protect water by

i Sse g they exist, institutions of
, . But, says David Mosse (1992), ‘where exi . : »
: ig;::mm";y maégement are likely to be based upon and pfotect the mtetests of a

dominant caste group’. : i S i
do%’lé Centre E:gr V@a’ter Resources of Anna Urqvergty, Madras ;séxll'x;oirth;;%
with communities on the rehabilitation of irrigation tanks, where 1

' imp i 18 nce.
had to initiate social change so as to improve agnculturalperforman

' Existing systems of water allocation are often the critical constraint. The

first task has been to establish water users’ associations by first reconciling

“some of the differences between interest groups. In one village, wi -

. N e ey e . . g’
there were three types of water distribution in operation, various meeting

first led to agreements to change the local rates of labour payment. The

project team then arranged several practical collective tasks, such as

repairing sluices, cleaning channels and gﬁreemgi es;tz ;:;:S? sczgciméiiylir\tlﬁ}é P
_well. These led to the formation of a village water i patliiehd
' i  h ‘ \r protection of resources and
i . This group has clear rules for protgc : Lrce |
'Ez’f;ilggfion l'ofgrberﬁefits; They have ~underta¥<en~f1ongﬂ1:$r%1;%;;§i ,
_maintenarice, so increasing tank capacity; imposed fines oﬁnca st
and most significantly shifted the local balance of power. In creat(n ’

i ; t: i cial relations.
rights, this group has provided the context for changing sociat relatic

It is impossible to say, without knowledge of the particular local.

: ‘ . ; , e
~ circumstances, whether existing local groups should be Eix,zlt fx;};g; o
o ‘entirely new ones formed. Sometimes there are no existing 1 ;

organizations, such as in parts of West Africa (Gubbels, 1993). If they do.

exist, they are more likely to be based on export-oriented cash crop

i in th . more remote
~ production, rather than organized for farmers in the Poorer,,’rlr;:lrzcceés e
greas Sometimes existing organizations msutum.)nahze' m%)eq e i
"résoﬁrc‘:es,or/ opportﬁxiitie‘s. In both these cases, it wou1d e necessary &
’build new organizations. - :

" One problem is that external institutions are usually neither sufficiently

patient nor capable of only spending small amounts of money when i

~ comes to supporting local groups. As a result, they tended to distort an

: 4 Lonn amecific circnmstances
undermine local efforts (IFAP, 1992). Funders face specific circumstanc

Vi yanizations. Quick -
. and constraints that are very different to receiving orgamzatlsrgswgu. il
“ . results are important to show success and that funds were spent wel :

addition, money once committed is preferably spent Jmklar%e Sg?iinaswﬂmus‘g ,,
cuts adnflljnistfatiVe costs. The result of this is firsta confidence : :

= 3 . . L . r',ts
 rapidly followed by a downswing: “the cmg?ér;;;;e T};lps‘;i;z% ig;zggyi:%ef- B
o cess story. [t attracts considerable publicity. The organization S
ZZ}IZde;L Cas’ funde:g become extremely favoumble;towards the orga.n;zg;;;)z&n he
leads -inevitably to unrealistic expectations about what the orgq;zz o
* next. Disappointment follows. Confidence downswing usuaily st

' - ws sprea ‘ ders become distrustful.
issatisfaction by one funder. News spreads qut,\and.fun' 'S bec hes
S c;}}s;;t;sflzlc OZZZ az 10 ffndar wants to be associated with a failure (IFAT ",1992,) o
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- One example of where an external institution Wahte_d to move too
quickly, and so skip the complexities of local social changes, was the Hill

 Resource Management Program of Haryana, India. There users’ groups

- for natural resource management were established to fill the gap left by -

the decline and near disappearance of indigenous management systems
(Poffenberger, 1990; Misra and Sarin, 1988). The project began in
~ Sukhomajri, where Gujar herders agreed to stop grazing the severely
- degraded hills if a dam were built to supply irrigation water. This ‘social

fencing’ - initiative established water users’ associations in four

communities during the pilot phase, who managed irrigation water and
cutting of fibrous and fodder grasses from the regenerating hills. The

~ impact on agriculture was remarkable: yields rose by 100-400 per cent,

. diversification increased, livestock were stall fed and fodder grass yields
on the hills rose by 400-600 per cent. For the expansion phase the Haryana
- Porest Department became the lead agency, building 57 dams in 39
- communities. But only in 30 per cent of these communities has the
department successfully established management societies. In the long

run the whole effort may be jeopardized as local people become less -

- involved in participatory planning and management.

"All this can be avoided if external agencies move slowljf; do not expeét ‘

-immediate results, build up leadershi , and measure success in terms of

. developing social relations and institutional strenigth. When this is done,
- local groups become stronger and more self-reliant, so improving the

livelihoods of their members and the environments of their communities.
Evyolifinlg Roles ' | ' . : |

Groups cjommonyl‘y form to take charge of anew 'acﬁVity and /or manage a

new resource, such as water users’ associations for irrigation, credit

~groups for loans’ access, water point committees to manage pumps or

‘farmers of a common micro-catchment to control soil erosion. But such

local groups do adapt and change their.roles and responsibilities ds
~internal and external conditions ’chang’e. It is common for them to pass
- through several phases, growing increasingly strong. Local people
themselves recognize these as being stages on the route to sustained
action. In one self-evaluation in Sri Lanka, farmers identified the health of
their own groups by referring to the fullness of the moon. The full moon
signifies fulfilment and achievement of ~the highest order, and s
represented by the indicators hardest to achieve (Box 5.3). : o
In the early stages, groups focus on establishing agreed rules fo
management and decision making. These can then be used by members as
a vehicle to channel information or loans to individual members. Once

- small homogenous groups have successfully achieved initial goals and

confidence has grown, it is common for members to turn their attention to

* development activities that will ‘benefit themselves as well as the
community at large. This may involve the nominating of individuals to

. receive specialized fraining, such as in soil and water conservation, pest
control, veterinary practice, horticulture or book-keeping, so that they will -

be able to pass knowledge back to the whole group in their new role as

B
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“Ina gelf—evalﬁa;tiéh of farmer :’tyargénizjé.‘tioyns,supp,orted by the National
| ‘to produce their own indicators which would identify successful or healthy -
| they reach full unity, which they visualized in terms of 'She moon. - L
 New rﬁobn gfbupé have reguiar atténdance'at. meetings by more ;han ;3507/, gf e
members; there is punctuality by all who come; and more than 75% !
| abers participate in common activities. e
- members participate in common actly g i )
| Half moon grbups regularly clear and maintain tank bunds. They also help

| property and use it for the benefit of all members, eg a sprayer that is rented

1 % the i ety : help redeem the mortgaged
- buying the decided variety of seed paddy; ¢ 10rtga;
i 'T:rl;db:{ ngembérs; and have the stre‘ngch to face external forces.

Box 5.3 Local indicators of health in farmers’
~ organizations, Sri Lanka

Development Foundation, an NGO in Sri Lanka, farmers were encouraged

farmer groups. They indicated that groups pass through three phases before -

others in need, including non-members, by offering their labourﬁa‘ncri no
drawing on the group fund. o .
ThreVe-‘qUarter"myoan groups implement common decisions; have common

rs, €gaspie ey
out to members at Jower than market rate. The gbr‘oup ;zcxike i:vfir;- as g)nt'a‘r:’va"d
hare of common W he or he is unable to do it for some va
“share of common work whe,n she or 7 : el
: ls-eason" and share benefits among members, eg watered land fpr ve etable.
cultivation, in d_isregardfof ownership.

Full moon groups help poorer members,,with\loans from the group fund, eg

* Source: Mallika S‘emanérayake,ipgrsonal"comfnunication; ’I-larderr,»I‘V?‘?l—

P arapi:éfessionalr

N ‘ ) its ‘ le workin
LU omic benefits at local level of people k

- igcéz;c‘,%;l)hbff,,w%). Group organizers from a deve

form groups of 1

Rs5 each month per person to create revolvin, omn
" sa?:é?jcifisoniasvere Submifted to the field office of the bank and once

or eiter’iSiorffyolunteér (Shah et al, 1991; Pre;cjty et a;;l?nzg ,
As confidence further grows with success and resource h:i:scd mpm e
oup activity can evolve to an entrepreneurial stage V\lfd gy

gzggﬁ ;:ojECts and programmes are initiated. These are held under g

: : St ing in fruit orchards, afforesting an
' hershi d might comprise investing in fruit : ; d
upper sﬁeﬁhed,%erracmg a hillside, investing in agricultural tools an

% r i SN b B 3 . - i . 3 = un
draught animals for hire to the community, organizing community-r
1984; D’Souza anii

, 19 1,1991; F jez, 1992; Murphree, 1993).

Pz ' 0; Shah et al, 1991; Fernandez, 1572; hree, 12

%Lgsl;a;r?f; ;cgt?v‘ities, benefit group members as well as,havmg a wider
e A meall Farmme : Project has clearly shown the
In Nepal, the Small Farmer Development Projec e Riraan
lopment bank‘hflllpid i
reed t Juct transactions with the

0-15 people, who agreed to conduc e pér e
lving funds. Loan

ildlife utilization schemes; establisl;:ixl.g workshops and small factories;
- and building housing for tribal families (Rahman,

bank as a group, to elect a leader, to meet at least o

‘ ponsi sa . The project -
1] ive it was responsible for these as a group . ;
%Zuge{;fcﬁidmf?grd;vle Vagricul’glral yields; diversity of proc‘iuc’uo/n‘ h;{s.
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: increased; recovery rates for loans are greater than 90 per cent; and social '

“indicators all show general improvements in welfare of the poor.

~ The groups typically begin by channelling loans to individuals, and then
expand their action gradually to take collective and community-oriented

action. ‘Once the farmers organise themselves into groups for the purpose of
. acquiring credit, they start gradually realising that there are many things they can
-do collectively which they had not thought of before.” (Rahman, 1984) =

- In one case of intergroup cooperation, seven groups in Tupche 7
borrowed Rs250,000 to instal handlooms in a cottage factory. The factory ;

belongs to all 126 members of the 7 groups, employs 50 previously

- unemployed local people, and is avoiding the capital intensive urban-
based development model by producing a technology corresponding to
local skills and needs. - C el e

~ Recreating a Sensé' of Coinmuniiy

When groups are éstéblished for the first time, or resuscitated, then one of
the universal benefits of membership expressed by people is the renewed
- sense of community. This is surprising, as many would assume it is for the =~

“economic benefits alone that they have become organized.

- In the UK and Australia, members of farmer and community | groups
commonly state that the important benefits of membership are not so much

yield improvement, economic returns and so on, but more the pleasures of

‘problem sharing, friendship and enjoyment of others’ company (Wibberley,

1991; Campbell, 1994b,c). This has been a particularly notable effect of the
~ Landcare programme in Australia, where typically independent and

“frontier-spirited’ farmers have, in coming together in groups for the first
time, achieved significant environmental and social changes (see Chapter 5).

~ Co-operation and empowerment has proved to be possible in the most
‘unlikely of social settings, and the nature of farming is being transformed -
by a network of rural community groups committed to the development

- and dissemination of productive and sustainable farming and land use.
The programme has achieved great success, but the factor noticed by

- commentators, local people and farmers alike is the sense of cohesion
‘brought back into rural communities. New relationships are breaking =~ -
down mistrust: ‘It is the first time in Australian history that I'm aware of that

- farmers and government are working to the same end. They are usually at each
- Others’ throats’ (farmer quoted in Alexander H, 1993). As Andrew
- Campbell, former national facilitator of Landcare put it: ‘the tangible

 benefits are in a sense misleading, as the most important impacts of landcare are

the intangibles — the social cohesion and solidarity, the sharing of stresses, new
ideas and intellectual stimuli’. S g

A recent study of more than 150 local initiatives in Scotland has

" illustrated the importance local people give to group action. Groups

brought environmental, social and employment benefits in the form of -

_increased conservation of resources, a greater sense of community
~ measured in terms of enthusiasm and commitment, and improved direct

rural employment (Bryden and Watson, 1991). But the problems faced by

: ~these initiatives suggest they are successful despite, rather than because
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of, the good intentions of support ;agéncies..h} .pa-rticular, there was a -
 mismatch between the needs of community initiatives and the-support

offered by agencies, mainly because funding agencies have narrow
mandates and are set up to serve different situations. Most important, .

external agencies routinely undervalued the social benefits of community s

i enterprises. Most support agencies miss this,«yét"localpéople_pu:tﬂr‘l’iskh'ig”h :

on their list of benefits. -

| LOCAL GROUPS FOR SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE

Range of Groups - e |
Six typﬂes of local group or institution are directly relevant to the new

" needs for a more sustainable agriculture (Pretty and Chambers, 1993a, b).

Community oiganiz'a(tviory‘ls,k such as for hill resource management in.
~ India, agricultural development in N epal and Paklstan,/and soil and ;
.. water conservation in France. . . e T
Natural resource management groups, such as for irrigation tank
mahagémeht in India, for soil and water conservanon.m'Kenya, for
‘irrigation in the Philippines and Sri Lanka, apd for soil and Water‘

conservation in Australia.

o Farmer research groups, such as in Zambia, Botswana, Ecuador and

~ Colombia, and Britain during the agricultural revolution of the
. eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 2
e Farmer-to-farmer extension groups, such as for soil regeneration in
- "Honduras and for irrigation management in Nepal. :

o Credit management groups, such as in southern India, Bangladgsh :
~ and Nepal. i ' :

e Consumer groups, such as women’s consumer-producer groups in -

Japan.

5 hﬁi’ﬁi:ese',groupé;are quite ’diffefént for those arising out o_ffthe lqng tradition -
~ of the cooperative movement, in which community-wide action has been

encouraged through the forming of cooperatives or collectives. Many of

 these collective approaches to extending technologies to rural people have

L1 1m0,
ture

IS ] 1 ; BTSRRI s IRSSRIY LIPWRy NP SUE R A hv th
‘resulted in inequitable development, with benefits being captured oy ue;.c
relatively well off. Large cooperatives, in which the needs of d1fferend
members vary enormously and which are too large for widespread -

* participation, have to be managed by small groups, usually comprising
‘ '}:he' mogtwéalthy,' to whom decision making has been delegated. They are :

thus inevitably less effeétive in meeting the negds. Qf the\poﬁor. ',

g LacalkRe"séarcﬁh Groﬁps e

" The normal mode of agrict 1t1ira1' research has been to co_nduc‘t
experiments under controlled conditions on research stations, with _«thci \
results being passed on to farmers. In this process, farmers have no contro

 over experimentation and technology ac‘iapt_atvion;;l?armer Qrggnizgﬁqns .
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7 can, however, help research iriéﬁfuﬁdns»beco‘mé more fesponSive to the
diversity of local needs, if scientists are willing to relinquish some of their
control over the research process. But this implies new roles for both .

farmers and scientists, and it takes a deliberate effort to create the

~ conditions for such research-oriented local groups. None the less, there

- Inthe USA, the Land Stewardship Project in Minnesota organizes farm
- families into peer-support and information-sharing groups as part of a

have been successes in both industrialized and Third World countries.

Sustainable Farming Association (Kroese and Butler Flora, 1992). These

~ groups encourage farmers to experiment with alternative farming

practices on their own farms and at their own pace, and facilitate the -

exchange of information among nearby farmers about what they have
learned. Experiments are done by individual farmers attempting to solve
their own particular problems. Other farmers learn from them and

~ extension agents pass on the results. :

~ Specific conditions of one’s own farm. The documentation of the efforts, despite

flaws, allows for further dissemination of technology... Participating farmers are ‘
-~ most enthusiastic about their current experiments. They question each other in
 detail, analyse what they have done, or explain why it does or does not work. The

 lack of competitiveness as people share research results is in contrast to the usual

. coffee-shop talk of whose yield is highest, whose row is straightest, and who has the

fewest weeds’, Garm e L B e s
- What is equally interesting is the impact farmers say being members of

these groups had on themselves. They felt less alone and more a part ofa

~wider effort for agricultural improvement. -

In Botswana, farmer research groups have become central to the -
~ research strategy of the Ministry of Agriculture, where technologies are
tested under both farmer-managed and farmer-implemented conditions

(Heinrich et al, 1991; Norman et al, 1989). The key component of the

-approach is local research-oriented and extension-oriented farmer groups,
- which have become a powerful means for examining the potential of a -
range of technologies under farmer management. The process involves
1tesearchers presenting a wide range of options gathered from many
. sources to farmers in villages. Sub-groups of farmers selecting the same

~options conduct trials, and meet monthly to discuss progress and

~ observations. As harvest ‘approaches, field days are held to share
- interesting results with farmers outside the groups. The impact of this
approach has been to ichangeffundamenta]ly the relationship between the:

researchers and farmers, increase the linkages with NGOs and to improve
_crop yields with low input technologies (Box54). -~ = -

- As local people develop the capacity to learn from and to ‘té‘a,‘chr'e'ach :
~ other, so they develop further their own capacity to conduct their own
research. There are many recent innovations in farmers’ own analyses that =

~ point the way to innovative learning and self-spreading (Chambers,

1992b; Guijt and Pretty, 1992; Lightfoot and Noble, 1992). In India,
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‘Box' 54 The ifnpactof:thé research-oriehted and extension-oriented farmer B

| The strong and sustained dialogue between farmers and researchers has: |-

| e+ given greater flexibility to the research process, as technology optiorn

. The data, of course, cannot be aggregated for cross—faim'cbmpa,risons in
the way that results from conventional research are used. But as Ron Kroese

~and Cornelia Butler Flora put it: “This is not as problematic for the farmers as it ‘

- is for academics, as the process of sustainability means adapting technology to the -~ | "¢ led to significant increases in grain (sorghum and millet) yields with low

b phosphorus (20kg/ha).

- groups in Botswana

~ can easily be moved into the testing phase, and researchers rresp’o_rj’d”’ .

rapidly to-needs and interests of farmers;

~« increased the range of topics under joint examination, so ln;reésgd |

SR o harmar e
R s
. g:::e‘lzg;::iibelz;::rl'i‘i'eedanlln?(a]ggs ,bfetWe"gh‘,,,fdn-‘s_tgﬁon '~'gom"r’npc"lrity ,
- researchers and FSR-teams, asrwdemand; for their ;ech"r’\olo’grles and :
: . {:i:::::dfrfhz f:;:z:??af::?h caﬁa;city, beyond ;hé aYéilable rélsgét‘ch
. ';.:zi?ei;:é;?iinkages wn:h NGOs, a§ they ’b,ecar‘kn'e' invlee& with the groups; ;

external input technologies — increases over 3 years were 7 1% for

double ploughing, 23% for rowplanting and 56% for small applications of }

-Sources: Heinrich et al, 1 991; qur'ma,n etal, 1989 . o

illa. erg'whohavebeen'train : nsion volunteers by Kha
' ‘éufae;gl Support Programme are now training the staff of otherd NgOs 11‘3; .
participatory methods. Farmers are both more effective and efficie

. innovative ways of conducting the

There is grong ezci)eriehéé in farmer-to-farmer extension,

Ed"és eXtéhéio‘n kivoluriteers"by the AgaKhan .

trainers of other farmers, taking less than 10 per ,cém’t of the {rlgl;l: ;tl'lfartl
external agents need to train the extension volunteers (Shah, 1994a). Ir

Bolivia, farmers working with World Neighbors have developed

ir own research on potatoes; as Wellfyas; ‘
trained some 3000 other farmers (Ruddell, 1993; Beingolea et al, 1992).

- trained s e N Pen
Farmers also work on the radio as broadcasters in Niger and |
. (McCorkde ot al, 1988; AED, 1991); and monitor research and conduct

surveys (Jiggins and de Zeeuw, 1992). . . o
, 'S%r’f“,}?e}:’:egégfroa‘ches all build the capacity of ;Lolcal pezflyll%to co;%xx;;?hei |
wn investigations and solve their own problems. All have shown that
21‘/1\:2?1 ﬁgfmgl learning is a low cost method of enabling farmer groups ,c’;z
adapt choose and"imPIOV.E, t ‘;eilfjf{armi.ng’ sys’tgm‘s. Ihey alsg prov1 e

~ leadership experience for villagers.

, kl—"a'ﬁné?—to-f’aﬁn’er Exchanges to EﬁfiaﬁCe Local Capacity

peer training as mechanisms to suppo:tnagr;culgural \]mpyl‘OV.e].Z;'le‘l"lt xr,{;klluch
can take several forms. Most common are farmer exchange visits, in which

~ farmers are brought to the site of a successful mnpvation,'O:tgiifitlﬁ -
- pfactice; where they can discuss and obserye benefltskand,"k:os s Wil

visitation and -
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adopting farmers: Professionals play the role of bringing interested groups
together and facilitating the process of information exchange. During the

visits, participants are stimulated by the discussions and observations, -~
and many will be provoked into trying the technologies for themselves. -
For farmers ‘seeing is believing’, and the best educators of farmers are other .

farmers-themselves (Jintrawet et al, 1987).

- Such farmer-to-farmer extension has resulted
and sesame before rice in north-east Thailand (Jintrawet et al, 1987);
‘management innovations for irrigation systems in Nepal (Pradan and

~Yoder, 1989); post-harvest cassava treatment in Ecuador (CIAT, 1989); - i

agroforestry in Kenya (Huby, 1990); green manures in Honduras (Bunch,
- 1990); and a range of watershed protection measures in India (Mascar-
enhas et al, 1991; Shah, 1994a,b). - ' £ '

~ Inirrigation management, it has become increasingly clear that physical
- improvements do not solve all the problems causing poor performance
(Pradan and Yoder, 1989; Yoder, 1991). Farmer-to-farmer extension is now
being used to show farmers what they can achieve with good organization
and local governance. In Nepal, farmers from a weakly-managed system
are taken to visit several well-managed systems, where they have the
opportunity to talk to local groups and hear how they manage water. In.

this way the visitors see that each group has evolved different rules and

- practices to suit the local conditions, and that the
are continually changed (Box 5.5).

| Box 55 TEéﬁprdtéss and 4impaq:‘of a fa'rmerfto f’:ar'n;1e’r‘ e
PR e Nepal

The Gadkar lrrigation System in Nuwakot District is 105 ha in.size and was
constructed under the World Bank-financed Rasuwa-Nuwakot IRDP in
~ 1979. A water users’ committee was established but, because the members
were district officials and large farmers, the allocation of water was
inequitable. The chairman and vice-chairman dominated the committee, and
used it to protect their own privileged access to water. Two delegations of
20 farmers and 20 officials were taken to three well-functioning farmer-
managed irrigation systems. - 5 AR : .

- As Pradan and Yoder put it: ‘Visiting delegates were amazed at the
accomplishments of the farmers in constructing and maintaining technically difficult = |
irrigation systems, in their ability to establish fair rules and regulations, and the
power of the organization to discipline its embers. They saw what they could do

| as a group, rather than complain about poor management of the system by the

~ agency that had constructed it for them’. s S e

' The impact of the visit was that the previous committee was dissolved at

- 2 community meeting, and a new one elected. The incidence of water theft -

~ declined; the committee were able to allocate water fairly and impose ruies, | -
such as the growing only of maize in the pre-monsoon period rather than |
thirsty rice; the committee employed water guards; and farmers began to
contribute a substantial amount of labour for maintenance.

Source: Pr#dan and Yoder, '1?89,

; , in the spread of Leucaena
‘contour hedgerows in the Philippines (Fujisaka, 1989); peanuts after rice

se rules and regulations

xtensjon exchange in

<

Local Credit Manage@ent Groups

* effective than ’ ; | (o be
 able to make loans to poorer people. They also recover a much greater
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As a result of these ‘eXChanges,‘ farmers have, on return to their

- communities, elected new leaders, collectively made new operating rules,

improved canal maintenance, adopted systematic record keeping, held s

regular meetings at a regular meeting place, changed cropping patterns,
and mobilised labour and resources for maintenance (Prgdan and Yoder,
1989). All of this ‘has created a greater sense of prershlP; Ro‘pgrt ;’Yoder
(1991) put it: ‘Treating the symptom, that is upgrading the physical system,

when the cause of poor performance is governance, may temporarily improve

system performance but experience has shown that there is little, long-term gain

unless institutions are also strengthened... All the trainees made the connection

 between effective. governance and agricultural productivity.” -

Sometimes expert farmers are hired byfax:mers’groups: In ECuadolr., a
cassava farmer from the Colombian north coast was hired to advise
Fcuadorian farmers’ associations (CIAT, 1989). This farmer-to-farmer -

approach has been an effective form of extension as, in just 3 years, the

‘ a-drying ‘associations in Ecuador grew to more
aumber of cassava-drying farmer associations in Ecuador gr 0
than 20 with nearly 400 members. The cost of extension and applied .
research was cut to about one-third of what it had been, mostly by eh¢1t1ng
the cooperation of organized farmers. : ‘ S

" But one of the greatest constraints for promoting wider use of farmer- .

: . i S L i . . L] - The must
to-farmer exchanges lies in the quality of available facilitators. 1hey :
be well acquaintegd with the farmers; they must know g}?out the different -
‘sjrstéms‘ and prac'tices, present in the various communities; they must be .

able to facilitate discussions, interjecting where necessary to guide the

* conversation; and they must be able to stimulate the discussion while not

dominating it. They must, therefore, have all the qualities of the new

 professionalism described in Chapter 6. =~

, G L R LRt SRy Because
1t has long been assumed that poor people cannot save money. becat
_they are pgoor and have little or no collateral, they are too high a risk for

banks and so have to turn to traditional money lenders. ‘These inevitably .

- charge extortionate rates of interest and very often people get logked’in"cq
" even greater poverty while trying to pay off debts. % :

ntevidence is emerging, however, to show that when loc'a}; grqups
ar;{ fr?lested to manage fina%tcigl resources, they can be more e"f'f}m’ent: a{tc} 7

offective than external bodies, such as banks. They are more itkely t0 be
rtion of loans. In a wide range of countries, local credit groups are
gg)i?cly helping poorer families both to stay out of debt and reap
prdductivé returns on small investments on their farms. The GramEtlen
Bank, first established in Bangladesh, is perhaps the best-known examp.e.
First established in the 1970s, it has spread to reach 1.6 ?:m]hon membe;s, g

giving many the opportunity to escape the trap of mdebtgdness. ts.

‘principles are being increasingly widely applied. -

' In the remote Northern Areas of Pakistan, the Aga Khan Rural Support

Programme has helped to establish more than 1700 male or mixed village
organizations, and 900 women'’s organizations, for resource and fmsfnC;al 7
‘management, catering for some 53,000 households (AKRSP, 1994). Vﬂlage, o
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- groups Oriémally brgarﬁzéd to hélp construct a physical imprdvement,
such as an irrigation channel, road or bridge, have also helped local people .

to save small amounts of money and to create collateral for credit

provision. It had long been assumed that the desperate poverty of local
people would make such an effort worthless. But with local control and

responsibility, groups have been able to save substantial sums. -

- The success of the AKRSP approach is now being replicated elsewhere

in Pakistan. The National Rural Support Programme was established in

1991 to build a countrywide network of grassroots organizations which -
would enable local communities to plan and undertake their own

development (NRSP, 1994). To do this, they help to organize the rural

poor into multipurpose community organizations (COs) or sectoral
- organizations of special interest groups. The key to success has been the

-mobilization of local resources through a savings and credit programme,

combined with technical assistance to improve agricultural production.

By mid-1994, NRSP had helped to establish 420 COs with some 12,200
members. - : R S e

+ . Another notable success has grown up in southervhylndia, where the

- NGO, Myrada, has shown the value of small groups to credit supply

 (Pernandez, 1992; Ramaprasad and Ramachandran, 1989). Years of relying
on banks and local cooperative societies to supply credit had rarely helped

the poor. But when they started to work with small independent groups

with members feeling they could trust each other, they noticed that “not

only was the money managed more carefully, there was a far greater commitment

and responsibility from the groups towards repaying the amount of money,
something that had not unduly bothered them ‘when they were part of the

cooperative’ (Ramaprasad and Ramachandran, 1989). ,
-+ It was realized that members of small groups participated more, had
common concerns and needs with others and, once they had developed

- their own rules and decision making, they expanded their resource base

‘and took up common action programmes. ‘Groups are first organized

- around a collective need, such as for a drainage system, desilting atank or :

even in one case for an elephant trap. They then develop a role in savings
- and credit management. The strength of the approach is that no two

‘groups end up being alike. There are, however, common principles known

~ toall. All groups evolve their own set of rules, with each deciding its own

. interest rates to members as well as the types of loans it will permit. All
agree that leadership responsibility must be shared, with no office bearing

titles. All groups encourage members to save. All hold money ina -
common fund. All advance loans for consumption as well as production -

- purposes. All can engage in providing or running community services. -
~ What is particularly significant for the programme is that some 95-98

~ per cent of loans are repaid. This contrasts with just 20~25 per cent for :

" banks making loaris under Integrated Rural Development Programmes. In

~ addition, the total advanced far exceeds the total fund size, implying an

 efficient rolling use of funds. By mid-1992, some Rs108 million (US$3.6m)~

had been lent out by more than 2000 local groups to their 48,000 members.

- The total common fund is Rs24 million, implying that each rupee had been

- lent out and repaid five times. The number of loans made is much greater

than what banks can cope with. In four years, groups in Talavadi - v

B their local groups.
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a;d%raﬁce‘d 26,454 ;1Qaﬁs, in Bangarpetv5293 and in Holalkere 8376, while

" one branch of a bank finds it difficult to ”hanc_]le 400 loans in adyea;fl.\L '_Ijkcﬁ ‘v
;. }najOrity of loans are taken out ,fc1>r coé\fumétigg,%irﬁgs;g)aﬁa tgler ’ t}}rl of
~ these for very small sums, often less than Rsll 2): Tather than
X rowing : 8 \ lender to pay for a funeral, rriag
borrowing money:from a MOney ence’ holds are able easily to borrow
" food before the harvest, now rural househo s are ahle canlly 0o ToY
. gmall amounts of money. Small amounts are vital for small farmer: ,
.SAI?:)I}S?E %inrhsagdez '(19%2) put it ‘while a farmer may be eligible for a loan

: “can buy him 20 sheep, what he wants and can manage is only two
that can buy him 20 sheep, what he wants and c nage is « ;
szgfggibredit grou% understands such priorities much better than a baﬂk can :
| T;blé 53 M‘easﬁ'r'e;s of success of local credit groups programme ‘o‘f '
e  Myrada in southern India - ; !

‘Medrsurés ofﬁerfofm&nce S Tdé\)ﬂdi “Tbal’ly - Kamasumudram
= : - - o X ~ e i 2 E n llo; "':
Number of local groups =~ 72 |§29 ,» S
Number of members 1754 B e
‘Fund size Rs million) 1.3l m . 4m 8%,

* Total advanced (Rs million) ~ond - 5;5|5 : 2
Number of loans advanced ,26,4“5\4 e s el 8
‘Proportion of loans for L TT% 82% 19%

consumption purposes . Tl o) : ‘

"~ (mostlyfood) L L
Pfépdﬁion of loans for less ~ 985% nc(l‘ ol 14
SR

. Proportion of loans for less ~ 38% - ] and’ - 1%

‘thanRs100 ST \

- nd V=’r’|o da<ta",ﬂ o : s

Source: Fernandez, 1992; Ramaprasad and Ramachandran, ‘I 989 -

Perhaps the most significant aspect a(if ‘L\/Iﬁfradfx1 s pro%rhaéngﬁ ;znﬂt*ilg; i 1151
oo eial Rt tional policy change. The on i
success has led to an important na POl g e
Indi ‘ at ban : lend only to individuals. his
India has been that banks must lenc o diaduds, Ou bR

ace changed. The Reserve ,‘Bank'ﬂo,f It:ldla issued a gov ent orde
];icsrllfIlXBARlsg followed Wim,gt}i\dfhnes ms:cx;ugilflg ;il ?ffd:sﬂ :Sffilftfh tac; -
1ocal s as institutions. This has opened the way for ensurimg =2
}:gﬁyg;l%ig poor and needy people have access to much needed credit via

) ¢ co o the Iy local groups is -
: is is in stark contrast to the way cm;e_c'ht suppl}( to oups i
‘nofrllla(i{;i};falriéged. If only one mst,ituti(z;l is p‘resercllt Vl\f‘l:) ﬁsnc;);:ﬁgiueﬁag -
- with powers membership, then the poor an r  liable to
i s Malawi, where the farmers’ clubs
be excluded. This-has happened in Malawi, wt o= autononiy Sy
~ established to channel credit to poor farmers ha}ve e auton seect.
ili?léiﬁ meombers (Kydd, 1989). No co]laterlal is required alrgdf iilp;?eyglgzr’t‘ ,
ore than 90 per cent. one group is f d -
rates are more than 90 per cent. Yet as only On« D
~ communi Iy 20 per cent of households are in credit groups, most
’(’r:l?g;?:gg:igg Eavirlljg less than one ha ofland each (see Table 2.4). The
~ wealthy are those with access to credit. S



- SCALING UP FROM THE LOCAL LEVEL

i Joining Together for Widér ImpaétL

There are a growing number of local successes in ‘community based and

participatory planning. But these tend to remain local and so do not
spread. Locally based organizations are good at having an integrated view -

~of problems, tend to have a power base with local links and receive ready
feedback. But their major difficulties lie both in commanding technical
expertise and trying to solve problems arising out of the wider political
- context, such as product pricing and labour markets (Bebbington, 1991).

Local institutions working alone are very unlikely to influence state
policies. The problem is that existing platforms for decision making have

not been set up for natural resource management, nor do they correspond
- to ecosystems to be managed (Réling, 1993). A major challenge for

‘sustainable agriculture lies in widening the impact of local groups and

- ensuring the persistence of successful initiatives. :

- One way to ensure stability of groups is for them to join with others to

- work on influencing district, regional or even national bodies. Such

- intergroup cooperation might involve several groups coming together to
federate and pool resources and knowledge. This can open up economies
- of scale to bring greater economic and ecological benefits. The emergence

of groups and federated groups also makes it easier for government and -

-non-governmental organizations to develop direct links with the poor.

- This can in turn result in. greater empowerment of poor households, as

 they draw on public services. : i
Scaling up can occur through the establishment of federations or

~ coor inating networks. Smaller organizations can federate to produce

larger organizations, which can have a regional lobbying role and can .
- express political concerns to state level. Moving up doees not necessarily

imply institutional growth, as this can be a threat in itself. But it may help

- to spread good ideas through a geographical area. At this leve],

* organizations with greater membership carry greater political clout, can
“begin to influence policy and are able to draw on technical expertise, -

.| The Federation of Free Farmers in the Philippines is a nationwide effort,

directly supporting low input and sustainable agriculture (Montemayor,
1992). It has a membership of some 250,000 farmers, organized into village
chapters. Local groups are linked to municipal chapters, provincial

associations, and then to regional and national offices. A wide range of

services are offered to members and, at national level, the federation has
been able to influence policies  on land tenure and fertilizer supply. The
Agriculture Department was “convinced, for example, to -allow

farmet-borrowers to buy organic fertilizer instead of being limited to

- inorganic products under the government credit programme. L
- Another advantage for local institutions of these scaled-up networks or
" federations is that they present a united front to funding agencies and -
governments. These create the opportunity for more efficient and more

effective disbursement of funds by donors, with lower administrative .

costs. In Burkina Faso, ACORD has helped local groups produce village
 portfolios that are consolidated into a coherent regional planning
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" document. This has 1 d i “erotps havinkg'acc':esfs to

- document. This has resulted in many more-groups R PR
‘external support, as well as the strengthening of existing planning
institutions (Box 5.6). e s T -

| local groups in Burkina Faso. It aims to assist groups to recognize change as

: ,vyBox ,’15.6',T‘he yadVantag”e's‘éf scaling up as part of th’e‘approa‘ch:of the NGO b
L ~ ACORD in Burkina Faso L
ACORD has used pai-t;ié:ipaiofy methods in its programme of support to )

_one way to improve their situation, and th,iif. is achieved through ahcont;:jnzlqjgi "
cycle of analysis, reflection and action. A survey of past eﬂ"ort:1 showe e |
~‘projects failed because villagers did not "co’pader them as their gwg b
externally imposed; - that limited management capacity A in e:;‘et
impleméntati,On; and that some village groups had internal pro ems t| a“’
wéreaggravated by the project. A: ,thfe ;;eglonal level, there was no overa_’ |
policy to tackle the particular needs of the area. : e
:Péhgi);izz T;BB,‘ this ;fogramme has strengthened yillagg groups, encgqraﬁed
links between them, and facilitated their access to financial and c:;1 e.'rr: :
support from other agencies. The problem,.for many fundersdv:asfou :w
| inability both to identify suitable groups or projects tQ»supporft and to oo
- up on what they funded. AC’ORD,‘Vthrqubgh;lts process o R@_r;lqlp ; 'é?s’ ,
_animation, built up village portfolios that corresponded to theAlnd_;_\;:"ua’"r;z i
of the groups into.a coherent regional planning document. b is ?I wed
‘donors to invest in the diverse areas of ;su‘Pport;,thatf’hac‘l een 0t sy
identified. This process, apart from reinforcing local planqlr.xg capa_é:l ‘ea}:
succeeded in channelling an average of between US$1-2.5 rp_llhqn ’eacf fZ:d‘s‘
‘| to properly identified projects. This ggargnteed a better utlJﬂlZatIO'n_O‘ e
| as well as increasing the accessibility of such support to many m,qredgro tF}’] .
This indicates the importance of strengthening local groups, and at the
same time coordinating and directing external support to them. i

; Source: Roi:he,ﬁ 1991

‘ Far"mérs"'l-’ederdtioné in Ecimdbr - 1 e
A goo& eXainpleof the success of locally based farmers’ organizations

- comes from the Andean province of Chimborazo in Ecuador (Bebbington,

1991). There is a strong tradition of organization. amonlg gdlgﬁquﬁz
farming communities, mainly originating from demands for land, re t%lthe =
rights, affordable transport and better utlfrastructure.lm res/pon:sicle’li 1o the
weakness of government services, federahqns of groups have noW1 nitialec
" their own research and extension programmes, and, unusua Zefss ’
attained high levels of control over the research and extension prqxtenéib .
~ Although this process uses demonstration plots, field days, e iension
visits, seed multiplication and input dlstplbqun systems; fiﬁmers_ tiviﬁes'
4‘ organizations control, implement and own a ‘l.argg part of _%se acc ondué’.c
The main activity of federated organizations is to help mem el;s senen
trials aimed at raising yields without increasing production costs or risks.

" These are conducted with the help of agronomists hired by the groups. =

Through this process, technologies are progressively ‘adap"ted ar}d}, most o
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; impp,rtantly,inf‘drmatioh on’the changes is made available to membérs '

through-a variety of extension methods, including training courses,
- meetings and radio programmes. Farmer extensionists also g0 on courses

i

- given at the national agricultural research institute. They are trained in

formal agricultural science, but can now assess this in the context of their
- own local knowledge. Some become more ‘modern’ than others, but-all

- end up with an understanding of both formal and informal agricultural

~ science. - -

. Most fa;mers’ grjjups aim to sustain and é‘nha‘nce‘ rural livelihoods
. through strong organization, and want to increase local income generation

- so that they do not have to migrate out in search of work so much. Now

that they spend more time at home, they are able to strengthen family and
community ties, as well as avoid the deep personal and economic costs of
. migration. The range of services offered by these federated organizations

includes more than just extension. Some also run subsidized seed and
- input distribution, forestry projects, guinea pig projects, veterinary -
~ services, school vegetable projects, artisanal ‘workshops, radio services,

* community water projects and health education services.

Consumer Groups in Japan

Federated groups of consumers can also be important actors in the quest -
- for a more sustainable agriculture and regenerated rural communities. In =
- Japan, women have formed remarkably successful consumer groups to-

~ make direct links with farmers and manufacturers of .other goods
(Furusawa, 1994, 1992, 1991). These consumer—producer groups come in -
‘all sizes, are based on relations of trust, and put a high value on face-to- *

- face contact. There are now some 800-1000 groups in Japan, with a total
membership of 11 million people and a turnover of more than US$15
- billion each year for all activities. ‘

Some are small ventures in which a few households, ,saylVOv {o 30, make -

-~ a link with a single farmer, who supplies food of a particular quality,
- usudlly organic. One medium-sized group is. the Young Leaves co-

operative, begun by Hiroshi Ohira, who farms in Tokyo. It now has 400 - b

- household members and 11 farmers, who supply vegetables, rice, root
crops and fruit. Farming is intensively organic. Members buy about 75 per
cent of their food through Young Leaves. Prices are decided at an annual

meeting of producers and consumers, and there tends to be little year-to-
_year variation. Sometimes prices. are higher than normal market prices,

“sometimes they are lower. e ‘ i
- The largest group is the Seikatsu Club, which has a membership of
more than 200,000 households and branches all over Japan. It was set up
in 1965 by a housewife living in Tokyo, who wanted to find a way of
-avoiding the high price of milk. Her idea was to band together with 20
other customers in the neighbourhood and buy milk directly from the
. distributors. Over the next few years, they also began to purchase food,
clothes and cosmetics wholesale. In 1971, club members began to deal

- directly with farmers and take care of distribution themselves. Soon after,

agreements with farmers were reached for rice, meat and fish. Members

_then began to order soap powder to replace detergents that they felt were -~ =
polluting rivers and lakes. In 1978 a new headauarters was set 1 in

| evidence to local government concerning the dangers of such detergents,

tion of n ¥omen’s rights, peace sroots democracy.
1. conservation of nature, women:s rights, peace and gras A

| Source: Furusawa, 1992
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1 the First Seikatst Club housewife was elected to local :
g d the first Seikatsu Club housewxfe was € cal
Sit\?grﬁeir’rl the following year. As groups became fru’s.tralgted tw;;rg
i ng:{actioﬁ in local and national institutions, they have increasingly ente:
* the political arena (Box 5.7).

The turnover of the Seikatsu Club is now 40 billion yen (US$320-350

illion). The club believes that ‘women can ’bVegm to create a society 8
harmgfrlll)ous with nature by taking action at home’ (Clunies-Ross and I-];ldyaid{
© 1992). A survey of changes in members’ hfe,stgle after p]:f;g %n; r%lré)d g

 the Society for Reflecting on the Throwaway ge, is revealing. | led in
tl%é?? Pic'élf\tg’w(ﬁa‘s 1800 mgmbers ; includil.ng 80 fa@ers, some 72 per cent of

whom have noticed a difference in eating habits;

42 per cent take better
care of things and do not waste them; 43 per cent have more interest in

~ social affairs; 36 ‘p'e‘r cent started to recycle used oil; and 20 per cen? n'oﬁcedj ,
~changes in the way they raised children (Fumsawq, 1’991‘)’: $A S

{ Box57 The v;rirdéningfihﬂuénce of 5mémbers of the Sgikaf.sq Club in ’]"apan :

‘Un‘likve 'éfﬁer consumer gfoups, the Seikatsu Club’h:is'eptergd P?S:,ig;:: :;
members and the res s o i apanese- society in a fundame .
“members and the resources to 1pﬂuencej : societ 4 me
Wa‘)',x]t has built alternative cultural centres in IQFaI, areas and carried qqt :

. nal campaigns of potentially far-reaching significance. -
naﬂ'?"heré' arPe"iow 31 members of the Seikatsu Club holding EJQC‘:’"’;
 positions in local government in the Kanto area. }Wh‘e’n the carlmsalg:é:g?éd .

synthétic detergents was in full swing, w,o‘meyn;memb,ersk ad presentec
but they were brushed aside by male officials. This e);?eriéncg n‘lisdf:: °|::.n c.ele:g

4 inless they themselves gained office, their efforts would con

that unless they themselves gaine ; , their eff | ;

nothing. And'sg they entered politics as |ndVephgnc’lgnt’s’,hs’:eer‘l‘r:igc«sfgeeeg i:::
Eases .‘.,u, s o oo B T demp asizingta pol cs be; :

- vested interests and established parties, an at polit :

with daily life. With the slogan Political Reform from the Klt;h?q,’;?eyf:i‘:je

~ successfully appealed to public concern. over issues of safe ,

Another campaign aims to transform both peéﬁled andt;:‘itigz t:lr:;e: ;§ I

anner From Collective Buying to,AH, qf 3 te settln ”

?lﬂ*ee'scAhodls' and workers’ collectives so that ;people’ can begin to free:

| themselves from the grip of the centralized economy.- -

‘ ‘NATIONAL INITIATIVES FOR LOCAL GROUP ACTION

" Stahhg-up of 1czica1;1vefforts may ov'ccu’r in‘spitebf, rather than because of,"

| “policies at-national level. It is rarer for national policies to be set up

- : : SSEnNNEN exam les are’fl'Om
“explicitly to encourag.eyloca’llyact;or}, Two ngtgble, ples - ‘

5 Australia and India.

 Landcare Groups in Australia - ’_ S tu .
In Australia, a community-b oluti lled Landcare is turning
tralia, a community-based revolu‘tlonrca ‘ lcar i

: ignﬁ‘lﬁg and conservation on its head by encouraging groupskqf farmérs i



_ the farming community. =~~~ e s

~ Landcare groups usually form when farmers at a local level perceivea

- problem (such as salinity, erosion, weeds, rabbits or tree decline) requiring -
cooperative efforts and decide to form a group to take practical action. The
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work together with gé%/efnment and rural communities to ‘solve a wide

range of rural problems (Campbell, 1992, 1994b,c; Woodhill, 1992). More
- than 2000 voluntary community groups are currently working to develop

~more sustainable systems of land use, supported by a national 10-year

funding programme. Landcare aims to combine elements of commumnity -

- and environmental education, action research and participatory planning,

80 as to tackle a range of agricultural prodaction and conservation issues.
It is working in a wide range of environments and providing policy

makers with the opportunity to react to local needs.

- Involvement of farmer groups in soil conservation is not new to
~Australia. The earliest forms of the current landcare groups were
_established for soil conservation programmes in Western Australia and
Victoria in the early 1980s. Their activities broadened in the mid-1980s to
focus on soil, water, flora and fauna, rather than just soil conservation,

‘and taking a more bottom-up and group-oriented approach. These

resources, and were credited with enhancing the extent and the quality of
- land-user involvement in land conservation activities. -~ .

- The level of attention to landcare incréaSed‘_'dramatié‘ally in mid-1988, :

when an historic partnership was forged between the National Farmers
- Federation (NFF) and the Australian Conservation Foundation (ACE). The

_ NEF and ACF jointly developed a National Land Management prog-

ramme, which proposed a ten-year ‘programme of funding support for
landcare groups. Andrew Campbell, former national facilitator for
'Landcare, described the impact of this on policy and the public: ‘The joint
 thrust of two powerful lobby groups, unlikely bedfellows from opposite ends-of the

political spectrum, presented a fascinating image to the media. The potent political

ingredients of timing, u discrete package with broad voter appeal, against o

 background of exponential growth in community awareness of environmental
issues, ensured that landcare became ‘flavour of the month’ (Campbell, 1994).

_ The prime minister announced in mid-1989 that the 1990s would be the

Decade of Landcare and outlined a A$340 million funding programme
based to a large degree on the NFF-ACF document. By October 1989, the
- total number of landcare groups in Australia was about 350, a number
which doubled by July 1990. Despite tough economic conditions in rural -
communities, the explosive growth of the landcare movement has

. continued, now with over 2000 groups, comprising more than one-third of

concerns of landcare groups typically evolve from a focus on the
immediate problem which catalysed the formation of ‘the group, to a

broader range of environmental, social and economic issues as groups

- mature. The term ‘landcare’ itself has evolved in Australia and is now

used both in a narrow sense to refer to voluntary local land conservation

groups, and more broadly to refer to an emergent philosophy of

- participatory approaches improving land management planning, policy
~ making, research, extension and education. Landcare groups are now

- complemented by a SPeCtrum,fo.',mitiaﬁVES including participatory

| yllzllana‘gemént 500).

programmes grew much faster than expected with a minimum of

| involved in gathering and analysing tens of thousands of water samples fr

| are encouraged to look at trends over time ;‘Wit_hin'the;iryf";fr'?f‘: rtTh I:ﬁ.\ '
o :‘Cdmpééii:e maps are used for interpretation, discussion and planning furth
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eaﬁ;iaﬁbn pfogréﬁmes (Laﬁd"Literécy)} and group projects targeting -

u rvati pi SoilCare), and farm~
pecific issues such as conservation cropping (SoilCare), | farn
S;I;ce:f:ilt;bﬂiicy,fand business management (Farm Advance and. Farm

Some of thé,mostgf,arﬂ—réaclfdngand’ poWe_rfUl of the landcare initiatives

<

 are the land literacy programmes, as these involve children, who have a

ca 5 play.-i e future if some of the existing institutional,
ritical role to play in the future if some of the existing institutoia .
g%iciltciiél kkar‘id;ec"fnm};ﬁc barriers to sustainable agriculture are to be shifted

. ‘ (Campbell'i1994b,‘c). Land literacy refers to activities designed to help
péople tead

and appreciate’ the signs of health (and ill-health) in a

landscape, and to understand the condition of and trends in the

" environment around them: Many of the most important land degradation

_ problems are complex, insidious and nowisuauy'%bvi‘;ufﬁ éﬁ;ﬁ rlzﬁg
L T g o s e tO aS‘S“ o th.atp/l"even OI'[ caper a )
degradation problems, it is wise tc ,.yufm' Datprmbe s oty
ol sk e ke a1t it is difficult to get people excited about .
: ffective than cure. But 1t\1s,,d1_f icul ople excited
: g;z:fir?tion, if they cannot see or appreciate the problem. Thereis a wide

ange of land i s complementing the activities of
: Jand literacy programmes complementing the activi f
iaai%eéa?:i gragups in Au};tfaﬁa(Box 5.8). These are descnbed in more def;a?l :

© in Campbell (1994b).

© Box 5.8 Land literacy in Australia: the ‘example of Sattwatch

Saltwatch began-in Victoria in 1987 as a pargmpatorﬁ cor:x:;tlznegd;;a; sk [
~ initiative conceived by the Vl{crtpt"_lan,,‘ nity Bureau. It is now
k:ﬁv‘éﬁ'State's' By 1992, more than 900 schools and 50 Landcare groups were
| creeks, rivers, reservoirs, irrigation channels apd;lb_grke‘sk.‘ 'Efac::rpi%i‘::;iﬁg A
' community analyses.its data and sends it to a central agency for processing,
- community analyses its data and sends I | of water quality in the
-eceiving in return a computer-generated overlay map of water quality in the
receiving In.return 3 computer-gensiearas SXens) o the pub. Data are
district. This is often di in the school, store, hall or the pub. Data a e
 district. This is often displayed in the school, store, hall or the ptl i !
~ stored on school computers as well as in government agencles, and groups |-

action stich as excursions, rehabilitation pro;ects,an,;qterﬁ::::aﬁ:l:nﬂzzil’:); .
ools and commuriity groups have access to education kits, manuals and
Schools and commuriity groups have access to educa s, manGe s 3

 curriculum materials, and training programmes for geachgrsf_m lapdk’h:t,e‘lfa y
have been developed. - e
| Source: Campbell, 1994b .

Tt is still toc om many of hysi kklr‘"iinpacts of landcare.
Teis ol £ tly to measure many of the P,hy.s;ga_, 1pacts o ‘
BuIE iflsghggeeieé major individual and ms}’;1tq:gng} c‘lllviriggsd 1.;/11)&(1)1:1\1};
" people involved in landcare are learning more about their o d, abot
Rl mVOIVEdH}LaI} d about issues th ay have rarely considered
1nd in their district and about issues ey may e rarely consic o
5 ﬁi&ir;it]sl’c\ ch')upalyeéders in particular have gained great satisfaction from

~ seeing other people get involved, from influencing others through their

interaction in the group and occasionally from group projects. Extension

 staff have also changed, becoming more than providers of information. !

~ They are evolving into facilitators of learning and are being trained to -

~ work with groups, helping them bgcome se;f;reﬁant_ -
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Some groups have alread}? created a climate of opinionjﬁofe favourable

to the adoption of resource-conserving practices and some have achieved
notable-successes in land management improvements particularly suited

- to group action, such as controlling rabbits and weeds. Landcare, by

- involving committed people closest to the land, has the potential to be the

 first step in evolving new land use systems, and new relationships
.~ between people and land, which build upon human resources instead of -

discounting them or seeing them as part of the problem.

~ But the programme is not without problems (Campbell, 1994b,c;’). The

~learning and satisfaction at local level is often tempered by growing

frustration: about the level of knowledge and resources available seriously

- to tackle problems; about the few people who really understand ‘what
- needs to be done and the amount of poor land management still occurring;
and about the bureaucracy, - paperwork and politics of landcare,

particularly for project funding. Many professionals have little training in o

people-skills or participatory methods and they find it hard to be

accountable to local people. They tend ‘to constrain and hold back
progress. A key constraint, therefore, remains the existing institutional
cultures, which are yet to be oriented towards genuine community

- involvement and self-reliance. v
Joint Foi‘est Managemé’nt’ in India

which have nationalized community and ‘private forest lands, and
~~ gradually eroded the rights and concessions of surrounding forest
- communities, the state governments’ forest departments now own 95 per
~cent of India’s forest lands. These agencies have an historic mandate to
~ maximize revenue and protect the forests from expanding local
- populations. Yet they have been largely unsuccessful: less than half of
- India’s forest lands remain under closed canopy forests and the remainin

- As the result of a series of laws and policies evolved over the past century

forest lands are in various stages of degradation (SPWD, 1992; Singh, 1990). 3
- During the late 1970s, and 1980s, enlightened officials in several states
~ began to realize they could never hope to protect forests without the help -

‘and involvement of local communities. They helped to establish local
 forest protection committees (FPCs) or hill resource management societies,

~which were given the responsibility of protecting degraded land and

granted rights to the use of a range of timber and non-timber forest

- produce. Success in the form of biological regeneration and increased -
income flows was so spectacular (Dhar et al, 1991; Pandit, 1991; Campbell,

] 1992), that the national government issued an order on 1 June 1990,
‘requesting all states to undertake participatory forest management. This
also encouraged the involvement of NGOs as intermediaries and
facilitators. Many states have now passed their own orders and
regulations, ‘outlining rules for reversing decades of confrontation between
~ forest departments and local communities, and pointing the way to a new form of
~ joint forest management undertaken in partnership with local communities’
(Campbell, J1992). & i e ol
By 1992, the area managed by nearly 10,000 formal and informal forest
- protection committees was some 800,000 ha, including 100,000 in Madhya
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Pradesh, 150,000 in Orissa, 200,000 in Bihar and 300,000 in West Bengal

‘ : s in Midnapore District of West

o D, 1992). One survey of 12 FPCs in Ml pore LASLIICt OF V¥ ,
: ](BSel;‘ga]? ;:éveal)ed that of 21/2’ wild plants speclles rg:?‘sefved‘ j’;}cg;glglzgr?r?gﬁ

- sal forests, 155 were now used by local people. The mean incom al:
: zildf %iii?housgmds was some Rs 2500, contributing between 1622 per

al farming income (SPWD, ttitudes are changing, as
1 fai income (SPWD, 1992). Old attitudes ar |
gg?ésczilfgtzpprecia’i the remarkable regeneration of degraded lands -

- following community protection and the growing is’a’ktis:facﬁon Of"worlfing

ith, rather than against, local people. = S
m,"cfl}l{er allgclirg? ’?élnii%e is a potential future problem, as community groups

may“ ‘secure in ir i t without clear time horizons. o
7 feel less secure in the1r congxutmen L -t

Forést acencies may also be inclined to take back forests once they are
L 5 ay y

- regenerated and now kpro'du,ctive: In some parts of Bihar and. Orissa,

however, the local committees have grown in significance sutch'{ that r;;v;
"' dliticaltﬁlbvements,havé developed out of rf?rest' pro ezctl_onm nd
: Etilizaﬁon. As V K Bahuguna recently (1992) put it: TZE f’?ly :;(th:l zgéniial
: day crisis of depletion of forest resources, and the C stantial
’rz;fzjdeargog gp(;z;ale, isf to o};t for people’s forests by involving locql people in forest |
~Pfogt;i1;$1}flg Z‘Z']feﬂire? types of local rules developed by the forest protection

 committees is shown in Box 5.9. These rules are a sign of strong local

institutions with rights and access to res'o;i_rces. They are ‘fche foungité?% lfgr .
sustainable develdpment.'ln some cases, fines have been impose 100 hav}; E
on villagers but also on forest gua;uc;s anclél in c;’;lilg?'rsﬁh mgmatrll:g Hembare
taken action on social issues, punishing anti-social 1g and I
”{\311;%1;; Pradesh, the benefits have included improvements in ﬁ;elvyooé, |

7 Box 59 Exﬁrhéles bf‘rule‘s formulated by forest Pfotection’cwornm’ij:tee; in
- e k Madhya Pradesh in India - :

irwas ri’solved by the committees that all those areﬁ where 'thea:,?:; ::;e
marked with red paints along the boundary are closed for grazing and he
marked with red paints along the boundary are closea ngand hehee
I of us unanimou lve not to take our cattle for grazing in thes
all of us unanimously resolve no  tal ’ ose
areas, nor allow the villagers of other villages lt:': ‘:ﬂo‘ SO'AYX:AS‘::“‘..S?., it
cattie at home and all cases of violation would be repor ted to the fore
| officer’. e ; o
_Protection of trees , : o ¥
‘It was unanimously resolved that we shall not girdle any treei ‘notrt i?‘llc‘:mf |
* others to do so. We shall have some strict watch over illegal cutting of
| trees. ' o
- Goats R T . 45 ‘must
It is resolved that all those villagers who are ha\l.lng'gc'wat; w;:tetr‘QEm ‘
‘sell them within a period of 3 days, otherwise action will be en'.
:thid villager would carry the fuelwood head load for fale outside the villag
The defaulters would be charged Rs31 per hegd load .
Source: Bahuguna, 1992 - - : B .
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grass and ’crop yields; reduced poaching of elephants and :chef'arﬁmalls;

_ changed relations between forest officials and local people; and the creation
- of democratic local organizations (Bahuguna, 1992). : V

SUMMARY,

Although there are many :potentﬁially ,prodructi‘vye and sustainable
technologies available to farmers, a transition to a more sustainable

agriculture will not occur without the full participation and collective

- action of rural people. The development of a more sustainable agriculture
- depends not just on the-motivations of individual farmers, but on the

action by groups or communities as a whole. This ‘makes the task facing
- agriculture exceptionally challenging. ~ ' S
have tended to substitute for local action, so smothering any existing
‘initiatives or institutions. As local groups and institutions have been

The problem with national and international institut‘iohs is that they: :

~ ignored, so many have disappeared entirely. This has led both to increased -
degradation and to 'decreased,gcapa‘city,in,local people to cope with

environmental and economic change.

- It is increasingly well éétablishéd,‘hbWever, that when péopklekwho are

- already well organized, or who are encouraged to form new groups, they
- are more likely to continue activities after project completion. There are
six types of local group relevant to the needs for a more sustainable
~ agriculture. Thesé are ~community organizations; natural resource

- management groups; farmer research groups; farmer-to-farmer extension |

- groups; credit management groups; and consumer groups.

easy. It should not be rushed into nor forced on local people. It needs 7

~ external catalysts or facilitators, and should focus on building the capacity

~of people to develop new ways of learning and new forms of leadership. -

- well as improvements in natural resources. What many comment upon,
“ however, are the'more intangible benefits of rediscovered social cohesion

~ and solidarity. As confidence grows with success, groups evolve new roles

These groups have led to direct economic benefits for many rural people, as

and responsibilities, often joining with other groups to achieve a wider
impact. o 2o Te Wit ofher groups fo achiéve a wid

As yet, th

emerging examples of national policies designed to’ encourage these

- approaches, in which local groups do not substitute for local government
services, but are seen as partners, If these local institutions are not to be -

~ suffocated or coopted, as they have been in the past, then external

institutions must begin to play a role quite different from the norms of the -

- past. They will have to focus much more on facilitating change in others.
This means they will have to become enabling institutions. : :

The process of establishing and/ or supporting self-reliant grouISS is ;n’ot :

, et, the scaling-up of local efforts has occurred largely in spite of,
rather than because of, policies at national level. However, there are

B professionalism itself. .-

. EXTERNAL INSTITUTIONS AND

- PARTNERSHIPS WITH FARMERS

“Tea rooms were constructed of materials that could be found easily”

' and near at hand. Rare and expensive materials were avoided. A log.
or branch from a nearby grove of trees, a stone by the roadside, were
collected and incorporated into the final design. The original spirit

- of tea-room architecture is the same. It is an architecture bullﬂt’by :

- gathering things close at hand... As a resuli\.‘,k the tea room seems not

to have been designed but built through a process of natuml |

T  Kisho Kurokawa, 1991.

. THE CONVENTIONAL INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

The ‘previous two chapters have given details of the resource
conserving technologies and the local groups and-;mst;hﬂmpsl
V heéessafy for agriculture to become sustainable. The third essentia

" eiément is the way external institutions are organized and the way they

work with other institutions and farmers. In the process of agricultural

suffocate local knowledge and initiative.

‘modernization, external institutions have tended to"igno‘re and. SO

10CaiC 10Ca: R0

The complexities involved in achieving a diverse and productive

 sustainable agriculture mean that organizations will have to adopt new

ways of “working. This impliés greater. multi-.(iis’ciplinarity, more
structured participation with farming communities in research, extension

‘and development activities, the evolution of learning. processes in

organizations and the development of a 'whde new agricultural

Why Learning is so Difficult : 8 - L
For many feasohs, exisﬁhg'agricultural institutions, whether universities, .

 research organizations or extension agencies, find it difficult to learn from

farmers and rural people. This is because of their internal st'ru‘ctqr:es', the
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- way they develop their staff and the ways these staff interact with people
outside their institutions (Korten, 1980; Chambers, 1992a; Roche, 1992;
Pretty and Chambers, 1993ab). ' e

The first problem is that organizations are characterized by restrictive

bureaucracy and centralized hierarchical authority. Their staff spend more
ards. towards seniors than outwards
ong-established norms of behaviour, -

time looking inwards and upw
towards clients. They follow 1 ,
 filtering and passing information up to seniors. If they have ideas about

“how changes can be made to improve performance, it is difficult for them

to get these heard. This is chiefly because staff are afraid to make mistakes,

as they expect to be punished rather than rewarded for invention. Mark =

Easterby-Smith (1992) describes a typical organization: ‘a combination of

power culture and highly centralized controls, with rigidly designed systems and

procedures, produces behaviour amongst managers that makes ledrﬂing almost

impossible. In particular, the tendency to make scapegoats out of those who made
-mistakes leads to a general aversion to taki v
punished as harbingers of bad news, tend to concentrate on providing only good

news to their superiors’. In such contexts, new initiatives are bound to fail.

. The second problem is that the majority of agricultural professionals.
are specialists. They see only a narrow view of the world, yet are

encouraged to continue to work in this way by internal reward systems
and incentives. The performance of researchers, for example, is commonly
measured by the number of scientific papers they have published in

prestigious journals. Without a good publishing record, they will be e
unable to get promotion (McRae et al, 1989). Whether the research has had
a positive impact on farmers’ livelihoods is mostly irrelevant. As Patrick -

- Madden and Thomas Dobbs (1990) put it: Disciplinary work generally

receives greater recognition and acceptance than does multidisciplinary work in

 peer-oriented pro
processes’. , : s : o
But specialist professionals tend to have higher status. thanthose
working more closely with farmers and rural people (Chambers, 1985).
Specialists in agriculture, such as genetic engineers and biotechnologists,
focus on controlled environments with organisms or small ‘parts of them,

such as cells or genes. Changes to crops and animals are made without

regard to the real-world context of these crops/animals. By contrast, those

~with the lowest status and pay in agriculture are the community

development and extension workers, who work with rural people using a
wide range of social and technic
- uncontrollable real world. o

. This is also true of many other professions. In medicine, it is the
transplant and micro surgeons, dealing with their patients as machines,
who have the highest status. They do not need. to know anything about
the social context of their patients. By contrast, community health workers

come into contact with sick people in their environment, with all its

complexity and uncertainty. They are probably more concerned with
preventative medicine. Yet they have low status and are certainly paid
fvr‘nuch less thansurgeons: ‘ R S EOR ’

Self-Deception and Questionnaire Surveys

ng risks, and managers, afraid of being

fessional journals, in university tenure and in promotional

al skills. They work in the complex and -
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' The third maj h restricti entir kkléa’rning about the
third major problem restricting or preventing lea -
e 'cbglk;:iexities df]ja ,CI;\angmg world is that organizations commonly get

misleading feedback from their peripheries. This is partly because of the -

" methods and approaches they use to gather information and measure

performance. Both questionnaire surveys and brief development tourism -

. visits are deeply flawed because of the selective nature of information -

I n. Senior staff are left with falsely favourable impressions -
Z?Thn;inﬁggéfﬁié; work and so they themselves have few reasons for

injtiating or encouraging Change.; =

only a partial view of rural realities relates to the widespread reliance on

A major reason Why agricultural professioﬁals and institutions have-had

: u i i for vith a preset questionnaire has
: tionnaire surveys. The formal survey with a preset quest ; :
: %;lr?; been the stanglrarfdgchoicefor,those needing information on rural

resources and people. The questionnaire is cc_>mmoply designe{:l b%r sé{n‘lcl):; '
professionalé and given to enumerators who interview a sampe 0 peop

- selected from a larger population. As each informant is asked the same set

of questions, it is-assumed that the interviewer does not influence the

process. Many informants are selected to account for all variation and the -

. ; ' ‘statistically an: . Sur used at practically all
- ting data are statistically analysed. Surveys are use /

s ]1::32;115 f%mxal1 the large-scale census to sma]l—scalg village level regeargh, by ,
: govéflm'nents'and NGOs; and for planning, research and extension. -

' uiestionnaire surveys do not always produce usefuland relev
mflz?rtngii; This is,‘,becyau}s,e of the structure of the quesho?naé;reliqug
themselves, the perceived need to interview 1a}rge num‘i)erslo ’% , 11; = and
the nature of the interaction between,the outs1qer and oca I(Jie a;; cé £k

The questionnaire designer has to determine well'in advar

questions will be included on the form. But thgse&Whociedsj}ilg?igslﬁzz g
; ¢ ~do not know in advan ‘ €
struments, thems;elveskoutmdgrs, do no knk ) ; en ’
,"g;e’inlportaﬁt for local people. So they tend to add more and more

3 > 8 £ R 5 ¥ R, e s - Ome
- questions, to ensure all relevant issues are covered. This leads, in st

cases, to forms of absurd length, with several hundred questions E:klt?ii
hotirs to administer. Such questionnaires, therefore, eliminat

possibility of capturing the unique and spontaneous insights Wthh might
arise in the course of a conversation or m’cermexsrh. oo : Process,
Rarely is attentic id to the nature of the interviewin S.
Rarely is attention paid to th :

Questioning and answeting are ways of speaking that depend on culturally

* shared and often tacit assumptions about how to express and understand

otic d i i i fructured survey,
. iences, emotions, and intentions. Yet n the structured surv
?rilsif ,(;efx Izlil?;ntext—ual‘ grounds for understaréclimg 'ar?tyszszenmdzg’éiilg
i ; veys have lost the capacity to and.
removed orignored. As a result, surveys ha e D e,
dents mean by what they say. In the drive for s dizatio
’m}élazitﬁii%?z pérspectives gn_ problems and issues that relate to local ;co_ntex’t’ ;
are lost, and the whole process of learning is impoverished. - t""t ol
- Another problem is the tendency for Pe‘o’I‘Il)xle“Jtcoanmga? ! r?dftdbe
~intervie by civine them what they want. The str - tenc !
igtﬁgée;v)\frass ay gguest %md the duties of the host are often regarded as.
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- sacrosanct. Not understaﬁdihg the real pﬁrpos.e of the survey, the
respondents try to please their guest by giving what is assumed to be the ~

required answer. Very often, the ill-trained enumerator makes this all too
easy by promptin

g with suggested answers. The enumerator also has a
quota to fulfil, but the respondent does not know that. As Gerry Gill (1993)
has put it: “The stranger then produces a little board,
paper covered in what to the respondent are unintelligi :
- proceeds to ask questions and write down answers — mote hieroglyphics. The
- respondent has no idea of what is being written down, whether his or her words
have been understood or interpreted correctly. The enumerator, being simply a
data-gatherer, has no way of knowing — and no responsibility to krow — whether
the answers being given are correct or whether they make sense to the broader
framework of the survey. The interv
_ probably never seen again’. -
‘Over the past 30 years, the
‘an industry’ in which practition
~ (Ashby in Rhoades, 1990). Desp ,
. gathering (Chambers, 1983, 1992c; Fowler and Mangione, 1990; Rhoades,
-+ -1990; Gill, 1993), official surveys, such as sample censuses of agriculture or.
- household expenditure surveys, are as popular as ever. '

ers have become ‘slaves to the methodology’

Self-Deception and Rural Development Tourism

‘At the other end of the spectrum to the over-
. questionnaire are the brief field visits made by
- which they use as their basis for understan
‘rural development tourism’, though, is
ensure that professionals not only see a sm
life, but also that they believe that this
Chambers (1983) characterized these biase
nto fotir main iypes. These are:

strUchired approach of the

ding complex rural life. Such
beset by invisible biases that
all and selected portion of rural

s of rural development tourism -

" e gpatial biases, in which it is the better off communities,
~ living near to roads and services that are visited, and
. remote and poorer missed; i o
~° time biases, in which visits are made during the seasons when roads
are open and people are better off, rather than say during the wet
_ season when people are starving and desperate; and in which visits
are made during office:working hours, when rural peo

; ople are busy in
the fields, rather than in the early mornings or evenings; . - E

~® people biases, in which development tourists speak only to rural .
leaders and articulate people, who tend to represent the elite,
dominant and wealthy groups, and so are not exposed tothe -
perceptions of women, the poorest, the weakestand scon; -

- ° project biases, iri which a showcase village or technology is repeatedly

~ selected to show to outsiders, who assume this is typical of all efforts. -

'and péople
those who are

What all this implies is that institutioris come to believe that this selective
information represents a complete picture. They misunderstand the poor
_and tion-elite, and so are surp

and clipped to it, a wad of
ble hieroglyphics. He then =~

view complete, the enumerator departs and is -

structured questionnaire has &evélQped into -

pite many critiques of this mode of data

development professionals,

is an accurate picture. Robert

~ harvested only as required

rised when technologies they develop are ‘

External Institutions and Fartnerships With rurmers: Lo/

. ’r’ejecrtéa‘r'éon”‘crarxy to ~1ea‘rnihg' about local conditions, development

.~ professionals have tended to impose their own criteria and constructs. As

: Tite ' ' more di the result is the reduction of
‘ teria are almost always more diverse, the result i redt
: E%egrgig?g simplicity. This may result in a fair representation of ?C’to mef i
zpeople’s views, but certainly will not be fair for a whole communi y;,rok ;
“diverse needs and values. -~ = , e
k v'd‘n;irileaﬁgieé'example of this comes from the Wag O‘ffcllmaégiffinml;tlig?‘zgi
" poverty diff n local people’s perceptions: Standard de
. ty differ from local people’s perceptior d defini of
' fggzgzt;’ arrive at a poverty line based on external concepts of welfare. This.

i : ‘ar ices -
is often described as the minimum amount of goo ds an?ncsfge for
necessary to live a decent life. But the common focus on money :

N X - . . d :
‘measuring poverty has major flaws because local perceptions are ignored.

in the process (Chambers, 1993; Mukherjee, 1992; RRA Notes, 1992; |
Jewwe an derGadg,1990). . oo o
_Gli;llvggff ;gjp;,éart\hémselvegs do not characterize well-being so strictly and

“simply. N S Jodha’s work over a 20-year period (1988) with people of

~villages in Rajasthan showed that they had 38 local criteria for economic.

" status. For those that had become poorer by official measures since the

; ‘ ly i £f in ‘all but
: s, it was found that they had actually become better of b
eirg};fl%?g]? gv?r? ?:ri(’t)eria. These ig:rlprovements ,h1c1;uded fewer ho;l;,sehol(ils -
svorkmg as attached labourers, fewer residing in the landlord’s yard,

" fewer marketing produce only through landlords, fewer with members

S o ‘ ' h for work, more making cash
ing to migrate out seasonally to search tor 1 s o
'g?:r’chgses during the festival season, more eating green vegetables, more

where maternity feeding to mothers provided up to amonth or more, and

" more with sturdier housing. Similar examples of such diversity of local

indicators of well-being have been described in many other countries
RRA Notes, 1992; Grandin, 1987). [

‘(R‘le;l‘cI)\geej exémplé relates to the way local people judge ~:mo<§(l:<}ei];x;sc;§g

varieties. kThey'jdb not always see them in the same way as researche;

. Their criteri ing a king choices are
~ extension workers. Their criteria for evaluating and making che 1

fre so different th \etimes the best products of research
~ uently so different that sometimes the be: ducts o
ire?:?ficés 'zZ:e fejeCted, while others judged ymappropna_’te arg.cho§en by’

mers as favourable (see Chapters 2and 3). e
‘farﬁeésd?osmga; ahigh( yielding variety of bush be;ins, (Pha;;goh;; :;éﬁt;zlsg)

s rejected by farmers because the variable co lour made marke ,
dits :?‘J‘f itf ig\je}; variety rejected by researchers for its small bean smem;a; »
;ég;;);%f;because, as one farmer put :ilt ‘ig gqolczi for i?rés;t:;}ofxghgz}t’rzg .

se it swells to a good size when cooked — it yields in the pot” (Ashby etal, |
?L;Cg;l)selﬁ iﬁvg Ifhilipgiiies, sweet p,otato,vanehgs brefd erdIuglili 311;1;1' ansgi |
‘ tta ere rej by upland farmers who preferred rapidly virun
sweet taste were rejected by uplan Who prefered Ry e
arieties that prevented weed growth and rain-indu V : /
zfsr;esé?:cted glerance to weevil damage during the underground storage

YES Y R : . ' ould be
LESR RS L racteristic, as this meant the potatoes could be& i
phase as an important Char?zsaba et al, 1987). In Andhra Pradesh, India, ;

women farmers working closely With;agricultu'ratl sc:tler}lltalitascfzcr)fsnlccslzlfsfgg ;

appreciated the n yductiy st-resistant chara A €.

reciated the most productive and pest-re stant characte : i
?gsiaréhers' most favoured variety of pigeonpea, ye’t’de"chnekd to grow i

~ because of its bitter taste‘(PiInbert,'199‘1)§
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“The lack of Vuhd‘erlstandihg of lofcal,,péréeptioﬁé'ahd needs is not

necessarily restricted to modern, high-external input agriculture. If the

~ Tesource conserving technologies and social organizations described in
pters 4 d on rural people, then they too will go theway

- Inods : ologies. The. emerging danger is that
* agricultural professionals, in promoting new technologies that are low

cost, sustainable and productive, will forget the diverse conditions and
needs of rural people. If this occurs, then the w

résourceaConservmg technologies will remain as remote asever.

~ 'PARTICIPATION’ IN DEVELOPMENT
' Multiple Intgrpféfatibﬁszof‘Paﬁicipafioh, .

- There is a long'.hi/st(’)ryr of communit

and international, have attempted to

involve people in some aspect of

* planning and implementation. Two schools of thought and practice have

evolved. One views community participation as a means to increase.
 efficiency, the central notion being that if people are involved, then they

are more likely to agree with and support the new development or service.

The other sees community participation as a right, in which the main aim -
for collective ~action, empowerment and

s to iniﬁéte ~mobilization
institution building,

In recent years, there ha\ire;be‘éﬁ' ‘aﬁ,:hiéwiéas’iki}ghﬁﬁber.of:ahalyses:of -

development projects showing that ‘participation’ is one of the critical

components of success in irrigation, livestock, water and agriculture

o projects (Montgomery, 1983; USAID, 1987; Baker et al, 1988; Reij, 1988;

~ Finsterbusch and van Wicklen, 1989; Bagadi'cinand Korten, 1991; Cernea,

Narayan, 1993; World Bank, 1994b).
_ As a result, the terms ‘peop
participation’ are now part of the normal langua

1991; Guijt, 1991; Kottak, 1991; Pretty and Sandbrook, 1991; Uphoff, 1992a; .

ge of many development

- agencies, including NGOs , government departments and banks (Adnanet

al, 1992; Bhatnagar and Williams, 1992). It is such a fashion that almost
~ everyone says that participation is part of their work. This has created .
~ many paradoxes. The term ‘participation’ has been used to justify the
_extension of control of the state, an

_ reliance; it has been used to justify |  dev
- power and decision making away from external agencies; it has been used

for data collection and for interactive ,analysis.”Butk"mor'e often than not,

~ people are asked ordragged into participating in operations of no interest to them, -

in the very name of participation’ (Rahnema, 1992).

- One of the objectives of agricultur '

- therefore, be greater involvement with and empowerment of diverse
- people and groups, as sustainable agriculture is threatened without it. The
dilemma for authorities is they both nee ‘

~ They need people’s agreements and support, but they fear that this wider
- Involvement is less controllable, less p ecise and so likely to slow down

FRRRA T

idespread adoption of

v partiqipatibn in agriéultural .
development, and a wide range of development agencies, both national

le's participation’ and ‘popular

d to build local capacity and self-
external decisions, and to devolve

al suﬁi)b?tinstitﬁidm must,

d and fear people’s participation.
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i e _ ey edﬁfdrﬁs of ©
planning processes. But if this fear permits only stage-managed form o
gﬁgiﬂ? ng&erzsf and greater alienation are the most likely outcomes.

This makes it all the more crucial that judgements can be made on the type

~ of participation in use.

. In conventional rural ;devélofment,’,‘pairticipation has often centred on :

i encouraging local people to sell their labour in return for fggss, ;zéile}a(:ér
 materials. Yet these material incentives ,dv1’syt.<’)r_t’;perAcep4I ne, Cresle
matemg ncies and give the misleading impression that local peop ae

' (sjsg;;rti?re of externally driven initiatives. The confusion is complete :

‘when technical work is known tQ~,be,~¢°mP1?’Eily ?app;giﬁsahzzrgﬁ '
‘Hudso 1) describes the reaction of a visitor to a proje t vhere food
g;liig?kq/?:sl ‘)use'das)an incentive fO_r'ps?OI;;llg to Par;ff;{fﬁ d}?]:‘;g%iiz ,
lantine the wrong species at the wrong time in the wrong place, and the survival o
;:[lgg igzll% éﬁed%o’sig ze;;o.’ The project officer said ‘T know. It hurts my professional

. ' pride too. But there are people starving in this District, and :fh‘i’s: ?T"j e“ib””g;s |

theﬁgiﬁler 'projé’ct"ian‘,énya,, ’rlns ﬁmé:o”n ﬁtggated pest mznaggmkerg% «
fammers were given improved malae, soghum and cowpes seads S0 kg of
‘,ferﬂﬁgréjﬁgﬁmg; All were provided free, except for theplo}clgl;ﬂgﬁ
:ffr?\icclil was gc coSt;,to‘hélp ;t:iggér the process of adoption. In spite of all

this, the project’s view was that ‘the participating farmers are expected v

the project ends’ (Kiss and Meerman, 1991).
apply the recommendations after the project ends’ (Kiss and Meerman, 1991
e pmcenaliom i dermines ustsnabity gols and produces resls

: 0 not persist once the project cease "Re,i]',”f1988;,»Fu]‘iS?kaz"19E_59; :
. which t persist once the project ceases,w( Y 188, Eujlsasa, i
o 'Vr\féfgzdf;slg Ige'r'r,j1994){f‘Few; have commented so clearly and unequiv--

s L unch (1983, 1991) on the dest{ruct}ve p:ocess of ng
g away 1o people ot doing things for them. He suggests ive major

~ problems:

e "their;oWhPi'oblems‘ki:
Ll blind people to meneed,fpr solv,km‘g’_ﬁ r OWN pI¢ L
e }gal jgaﬁ?xe}gsc)me'acgustlz)med ,to-‘g@ve-a.Ways,_and ,qom,e ’F??XPG:Ct kkﬂ}er‘n, :
‘s give-aways are ‘monstrously expensive’; - o
' : ,‘g}zg-:ngrz ?édepedplé’s indifference to programme effortslh arlllir .
+ give-aways desroy the possibility of there ever being a multplier

 Despite this, development programmes continue to justify S'ubgir‘c:lglfjn Eglrek\ b
Pﬁ es, on thefgrounds;that they are faster, they can :W]f S
mcenl Vthé people cannot help themselves or that the peop ”el atre(ai JBunch
ggco’l; t%at jugcicé demands they are given one chance. But as Roland F }

| 91) put it: ‘Obviously, 1 ‘ st do something for,theTpet?PZE.', .
91) put it: ‘Obviously, though, programmes must do sometning e
- %ﬁ: 1}11361;;;12 ang willing to solve all their own problems, they would have done

- s0 long ago... It should be emphasised th t Qnything we %1,40 ’that peo\;‘ﬂe‘ can do f 01‘ s

"ythexsellizglsélif@iﬁr?saﬁi;ge' to build local skills, interests and capacity, local

~ people have no stake in maintaining structures or practices once the flow |

~of incentives stops.
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’P,ar'ticipation’\in Soil and Water Conservation Projects

- -5oil and Water cbnservationi’spne field of égriculm:al dev,élopinent long

Characterized by multiple interpretations of participation. For close to a

* century, rural development policies and programmes have taken the view

that farmers are mismanagers of soil and water, and so must be advised,

lectured, paid- and _enforced to adopt conserving practices and

 technologies (see Chapters 2 and 3). Yet most projects have adopted the
rhetoric of participation to describe these activities (Box 6.1). Very
impressive physical results have been achieved in the short-term and

- projects assume, therefore, that maintenance will occur after the project. -
But, the disappearance of soil and water conservation structures, such as
120,000 ha of earth bunds built in Burkina Faso in the 1960s and 20,000 ha

-~ of narrow-based terraces constructed in Kenya in the 1950s, is so common

that there would appear to be a sad future for many contemporary efforts =

~based on a similar controlling participation (Reij, 1988; Hudson, 1991;
‘Gichuki, 1991). Three examples from Africa illustrate the confusion.

A major project in Niger was described by the implementing agency in

. this way: ‘People’s participation is the power behind the Keita project. From

decision-making — to planning — to action: local farmer-livestock owners have been

- consulted and actively taken part in every step’ (FAO, 1992). Yet some 2.76

million work-days were paid for with World Food Programme rations,

‘which served as ‘incentives to participate in land reclamation and training courses

offered by the project’. The project, therefore, believes its own success: ‘the

techniques for soil and water conservation have been learned readily by local farmers -
and should continue to be used after the project ends’. Of course, this may be the -

~ case. But history suggests that these structures are unlikely to be sustained.
- In Ethiopia some 200,000 km of terracing were constructed during the

. 1980s with food for work (Mitchell, 1987). But an evaluation indicated that =

‘the target group is not questioned as to their needs and preferences, nor do they

participate in project planning. They implement the project in the sense that they

perform the constructing and planting tasks assigned them. Participation is either

compulsory via peasant association cqmpaﬂign’ys“or paid through food for u_zork.’ —

(SIDA, 1984).

 This participation Waséxt-raqrdjnariljf controlling: ‘when the conservation
- work is completed, a technician from the project... comes to inspect. If the work has

been carried out in a technically acceptable manner, then full payment is awarded.
 If not, payment is delayed until the work has been corrected’. In the same

- document, the project indicated that it ‘expected that peasants will, in Sfuture;

“bear the costs of whatever maintenance is carried out’, yet also that ‘the use of food

for work... has diminished farmers’ commitment to the maintenance of soil

conservation structures’. In fact, some 40 per cent of terraces were already
broken in the first year after construction (SIDA, 1984). e ;

“This'effort in Ethiopia was described by FAO (1986) as ‘one of the largest -

and most successful soil conservation projects in the world... (with) Peasant

Associations able to mobilise organized labour quickly and efficiently’. A total of -

34.3 million person-days of work was devoted to conservation, involving

the “co-operation of some 8000 Peasant Associations’, according to FAO (1986,

in Ostberg and Christiansson, 1993).
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O’Si:bél‘*é‘and Chﬁﬁﬂahssoh (l?}?})de’scﬁbe‘ how the rhetoric over

V e, ¢ ss acti ‘one’ ing can remove for ever
everywhere. ‘One thoughtless action by one human being

. crop is selected, or the wrong farming technique chose, yield inevitably drops.

’ e ) S . ’ -
. -maintain existing conservation work’.

| is hardly distinguishable from what is said about most development cooperation.

, ~ o a ersuade, alert, make aware’. :
: are to motivate, introduce, teach, persuade, alert, m ;
[ mgy 1992, it had become time for a revised edition of Protect and Produce.

' n ’ ok ; ‘abbroach. to soil
| ‘success stories are rare. enough to be notable’, ‘the general approach to soi

i Box 6.1 The changing rhetoric 6v¢r participation 3'7d
i -~ soil conservation

participation and soil conservation has changed in recent ygarsd mF/;O’
zocuments The tone struck in a 1986 booklet Prote;tf.an'cl Produce: 403
Conservation for 'Dévelopment was that precious soil is threatene

tens of tonnes of soil from each hectare that he or spey'fqrms.‘ ln a few dags if:hi:
legacy of thousands of years of patient natural recycling can vanish fo’EQQ .

4ot St Benbatande il B Aupoct g oy ’ .
terrifying to consider what is at stake.’ L Sl i
tefrlrzisgdearly‘thoniqght that farmers do not know their job: ‘when the wrong

Erosion follows... The causes of soil erosion are well known. So are tﬁe techn:ques-
with which to combatit.
mthAs Ostberg and Christiansson suggest ﬂzyelF’?O pubhc;::on 0{1’%2 i::c:gc;; ;
‘how to inform and train ; .. The technical fixes are there. With the right " |
ow to inform and train farmers... The tech ! _ . _ |
;centivesffarmers can be persuaded to ~‘sw:t;h to new fqrmmg pyrao’:ttcres; and- ;

“A later 1990 blueprint for soil 'cqhsverv_at‘i‘ony contains a chapter entitled

 ‘Encouraging participation’. It suggests that land ufers"themselvets;i ;ariab‘r;:‘r: :
suited to plan and implement their own solutions. ‘But the rest of the chapter

 Picking verbs from the text it becomes obvious who is considered to be in thekkngw‘_‘ :

' ‘ ‘ ition remained the same, as did the .
K ; e quoted from the 1986 edition remained tl ame che |
;::ef:ls';zgr'ibldivel Population increase is regarded a;yth’e vmgjoVr‘cjaus’e pf :
_land degradation. o

" But a new perspective is:emerging, as shown by the following quotes: -
conservation has been faulty’; ‘governments should become fd’cll:lljta.tors» mg:fl;iégg
L s 2 B ation PrOjeCtS,Theemp asis,-as ISths
being agencies that implement conservation prc : | et
anag('jh%'istiansé.on put it, is at last on people finding their own solutions :

-whole communities, with tens
- individual districts (Mndeme,

~ Source: Ostberg and Christiansson, 1993

| oganc : 2 s is pervasiv .'Appa’réntly, ‘farmers’
ogance of external agents is pervasive. Apparently i
pa%ﬁngbf was shown by their. contributions. of labour for infrastructur

) ained
' development’, and the project expected these structures to be maintained

because ‘training... will help in sustaining activities when the donor pulls out.

" The privilege of being trained will keep the individuals responsible in the activities

) : 7 (e in Oxfam, 1987). L o
he [sic] was trained for’ (reported in 4  lotely removed livestock from
Another project in Tanzania g?i }fgﬁ;ﬁn dsT}c; f animals removed from

T ing ' ] the ruling party and
o ible ‘after mustering the cooperation of the 1 'ty
, ;\;?Jserziilg;fgzischine‘wj;t village, district, regional and national levels. Ine;zztably

1992; Christiansson, 1988). Such a policy
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i some of the actions necésstzry to reverse soil dégradati'bn proces‘sesv,are}z bitter pill
to swallow’. Despite this, the project believes that: ‘the favourable results of

the region’s other districts’ (Mndeme, 1992).

- Most soil and water conservation projects have paid and Cbnt»inue to
pay local people in cash or food for their ‘participation’ (Kerr, :1994). But

this is self-defeating. According to Chris Reij (1988): ‘practice shows that -

‘where people are paid for soil and water conservation, the end of the project almost
invariably leads to a stop in the construction of conservation works”.

Ty}aes of Participation

© Although there are many ways that development organizations interpret

and use the term participation, these resolve into seven clear types. These
range from passive participation, where people are involved merely by

being told what is to happen, to self-mobilization, where people take
initiatives independent of external institutions (Table 6.1). It is clear from
- this typology that the term ‘participation’ should not be accepted without
appropriate qualification. The problem with participation as used in types

impact on people’s lives’ (Rahnema, 1992). The term participation can be

_employed, knowing it will not lead to action. If the objective of

development is to achieve sustainable development, then nothing less
than functional participation will suffice. All the evidence points towards

long-term economic and environmental success coming about when =
- people’s ideas and knowledge are valued, and power is given to them to

make decisions independently of external agencies.

~instrumental. A recent study of 230 rural development institutions
- employing some 30,000 staff in 41 countries of Africa found that people
~ participate at different stages of the project cycle and in very different
ways (Guijt, 1991). External agencies rarely permitted local groups to work
alone, some even acting without any local involvement. External agencies
- usually controlled all the funding, though some did permit joint decisions.

Participation was more likely to mean simply having discussions or- .
providing information to external agencies. Rarely were components of

functional or interactive participation present. i

- Another study of 121 rural water supply- projects in 49 count‘riesyof
Africa, Asia and Latin America found that participation was the most

~ significant factor contributing to project effectiveness, maintenance of -

water systems and economic benefits (Narayan, 1993). Most of the 121
~ projects, however, referred to community participation or made it a
specific project component, but only 21 per cent scored high on interactive
participation. Clearly, intentions did not translate into practice. It was
when people. were involved in decision making during all stages of the
- “project, from design to maintenance, that the best results occurred. If they

‘were just involved in information sharing and consultations, then results

were much poorer.

~ According to the analysis, it was. quite clear that movihg down the

destocking have sparked an interest in taking similar measures, particularly in

1 to 4 is that the ‘superficial and fragmented achievements have no lasting

But the dominant applications of participation are almost always at best 7

" Table 6.1 A ;tdelélgyf of pa'rticip‘ation‘:' how pe‘qple’"pa'l?ticipa‘te in'deVek‘ipment' programmes and projects

Charac:tekisﬁcé"qf each type

Typalog’y_‘ ’

i ‘go‘in'g to happ’en: or has already happened. It is 2 unilateral

The

ithout any listening to people’s responses.

>n oF project management wit
only to external professionals.

hers using questionnaire surveys or similar

estions posed by extractive researc

o
(o
D
0
o
2858
gaxd
oo
~.U<m-g'.§v
g g.ol"m‘
n.ggn.
25E2
A.0 E@
§es8
a8 Ea
o |
20 .
1.8 o =
S c
5 5
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- g
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= o

as the findings are neither shared nor
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“information giving -

views. These external agents define both -

s responses. Such a consultative process

' 8’%
2
2%
5
e
g

" checked for accuracy.
People participate.
problems and so

: 3. 'Participaﬁon‘_by e

cohsultation’

bligation to take on board

decision making and professionals are under no o

‘does not concede any share in

participate |

for food, cash or other material

4. Participation for material People

' incentives.

ies when the incentivesend.

nging activiti

Much on-

incentives -

‘which.can involve E

the development or promotion of

5. Functional participation £

e been made. These institutions

f-dependent.

‘major decisions hav

but may become se

planning but rather after
initiators and facilitators,

at early stages of project cycles or.

d-‘e i

f new local institutions or

and make use of systematic an structured learning processes. These groups take control over local decisions

6. Intéractivé'pa:ﬁgibation ;

ntrol over how

y not challenge existing

7. Selt-mobilization

resources are used. Such self-initiated mobilization and collective action ma

 inequitable distributions of wealth and power.

‘Souree: Pretty, 1994, adapted from 'Adnan et al, 1992
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typology moved a project from a I‘nyec'l’iu‘mkto’ highly effective cateéory.

Deepa Narayan (1993) summarized the study in this way: “The good news is

- that beneficiary participation in decision making is critical in determining project -

- effectiveness, maintenance of water systems, environmental effects, community

empowernient and strength of local organizations. The bad news is that so far =~
relatively few externally supported projects have achieved meaningﬁtl;bénef;:oiz{g g

“participation. Even fewer have empowered women’.

Great care must, therefore, be taken over both using and 'iﬁterp"reting i

- the term participation. It should always be qualified by reference to the

type of participation, as most types will threaten rather than support the

gogls of sustainable gg.riculture. What is important is to ensure that those
~ using the term participation both clarify their specific application and
define better ways of shifting from the more common passive, consultative

and incentive-driven participation towards the interactive end of the

spectrum.
Alternative Systems of Learning and Action

‘ There,has been in recent years a rapid éxpansion of new p"afticip’atéry
methods and approaches in the context of agricultural development. ,

These have drawn on many long-established traditions that have put

palfticipation, attiop'research and adult education at the forefront of
attempts to emancipate disempowered people. To the wider body of

‘development programmes, projects and initiatives, these approaches :

_ represent a significant departure from standard practice. Some of the

changes under way are remarkable. In a growing number of government

‘and non-government institutions, extractive research is being s

_ gover 1t institutions, extractive rch is being superseded
by investigation and analysis by local people ,themselves.%\/le’clilods are
being }Jsed not just for local people to inform outsiders, but also for
people’s own analysis of their own conditions (Chambers, 1992b,c; Pretty

The interactive involvement of many peciple'iﬁdivf»feriil‘g institutional o

contexts has promoted innovation and ownership, and there are many

variations in the way that systems of interaction have been put together. -
There are many different terms; some more widely used than others '(dex .

- 6.2). Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), for example is now practised i
. he T Gt B A ) UL A 1 W racti d
at least 130 countries, but Samuhik Brahman 'isPassoC1ate(I:1) juStsivit?

research institutions in Nepal. But this diversity and complexity i

esearcn 1t 1 S.1m-INepal. - : : 1Ly nplexity is'a
- strength. Despite the different ways in which these approaches are'};séd,
- ’;hlelre are important common principles uniting most of them, These are as
ollows. : E ' o

° A defined methodology and systemic 1earnjng :pro’cess. The focusis . |

~on cumulative learning by all the participants and, given the nature of
these approaches as systems of inquiry and interaction, their use has
to be participative.. e R e g

® Multiple perspectives. A central objective is to seek diversity, raﬂ'ter . |

than characterize complexity in terms of average valiies. The —~
'ass‘umptmn is that djffe;ent individuals and groups make different -
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| Education Leadership Teams (DELTA), Diagnéstico Rurale Participativo
_ (DRP), Farmer Particpatory Research, Groupe de Recherche et d'Appui |
pour. I'Auto-Promotion Paysanne (GRAAP), Méthode Accélérée de

~ Participatory Urban Appraisal (PUA), Planning for Real, Process

Knowledge Systems (RAAKS), Rapid Assessment Procedures (RAP), Rapid

| (ROA), Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA), Samuhik Brahman (joint trek), Soft
Systems Methodology (SSM), Theatre for Development, Training for
Transformafibn, and,ViSQalization in Participatory ProgrammeS (VIPP).

Box 6.2 A selection of terms é}nd names for ‘altern;awtive‘ systems of
e “learning and action g :
Agroecosystems Analysis (AEA), Beneficiary "Assessment, Development.

Recherche Participative (MARP), Participatory Analysis and Learning
Methods (PALM), Participatory Action Research (PAR), Participatory
Research Methodology (PRM), Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA),

Documentation, Rapid Appraisal (RA), Rapid Assessment of Agricultural
Assessment Techniques (RAT), Rapid Catchment Analysis (RCA), Rapid

Ethnographic Assessment (REA), Rapid Food Security Assessment. (RFSA), | -
Rapid Multi-perspective Appraisal (RMA), Rapid Organizational Assessment

L _‘eValyuaﬁonksk of siméﬁoné, WMCll‘,Iéad to different éctions. All vieWs of
_ activity or purpose are heavy with interpretation, bias and prejudice,

~ and this implies that there are multiple possible descriptions of any

- real-world activity. L e e

* Group learning pracess. All involve the recognition that the

- complexity of the world will only be revealed through group inquiry -
and interaction. This implies three possible mixes of investigators,

namely those from different disciplines, from different sectors, and e

from outsiders (professionals) and insiders (local people).

: s Context specific. The approaches are flexible enough to be adap{éd to

suit each new set of conditions and actors, and so there are multiple
.- yariants. o G ol

e Facilitating k_éyxpertksk and stakeholders. The me'i'hbddlogy'is concerned

' with the transformation of existing activities to try to bring about
“changes which people in the situation regard as improvements. The
role of the ‘expert’ is best thought of as helping people in their - ~
situation to carry out their own study and so achieve something.

 These facilitating experts may be stakeholders themselves.

"o Leading to sustained action. The learning process leads to debate -

about change, and debate changes the perceptions of the actors and
their readiness to contemplate action. Action is agreed, and -

implementable changes will therefore represent an _accommodatibn

; between the different conflicting views. The debate and/or analysis

* both defines changes which would bring about improvement and
. seeks to motivate people to take action to implement the defined

b changes. This action includes local institution building or =

strengthening, so increasing the capacity of people to initiate action
- on their own. e s ‘
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These alternative sy
- learning leading to
uncertainties and complexities, cannot be e
being involved in continuing processes of learning. -
Participatory Methods . Sl
In recent years, the creative ingenuity of practitioners worldwide has
~ hugely increased the range of participatory methods in use (see RRA Notes,
- 1988-95; IDS/IED, 1994; Pretty et
, Masca:enhas et al, 1991; KKU, 1987; C
drawn from a wide range of non-agricul
new needs. Others are
Ppractitioners have applie
people themselves giving rise to the novelty. The methods are structured
- into four classes, namely those for group and team dynamics, for sampling,
- for interviewing and dialogue, and for visualization and diagramming
(Table 6.2). It is the collection of these methods into unique
- assemblages of methods, that constitute systems of inquiry or interaction.

Participation calls for collective analysis. Even a sole researcher must
‘work closely with local

~ Table 6.2 Participatory methods for alte

onway, 1987). Many have been
tural contexts and were -adapted to
‘innovations arising out of situations ‘Wwhere

rnative systems of learning -

stems of learning and action imply a process of -
action. A more sustainable agriculture, with all its-
nvisaged without all actors

‘al, 1995; Chambers, -1992b,c;

d the methods in a new setting, the context and

approaches, or -

people (often called ‘beneficiaries’, ‘subjects’, -

~ and checklists

’ . Focus groups Transects

Rapid report ~ Interview maps Key informants Mobility maps
 writing e  Ethno-histories  Seasonal calendars

- Energizers - - and biographies. Daily routines and .
Work sharing " Oral histories " acti

(taking part in

loéa‘l‘a’ctivitie';) L

- :Local stories,

- and action
; : G(bupahd team 'k*S,amplihg methods In'terViewing*dhd};  Visualization and
dynamics méthods - - dialogue ~ diagramming
R S i & it methods
“ Team contracts - Transect walks  Semi-structured - Mapping and
. Team reviews and  Wealth ranking - interviewing .~ modelling

‘ discussions - and well-being - Direct Socidl mapsand -
- Interview guides .~ observation’

- wealth rankings

~ activity profiles
- Historical profiles

, | act “portraits and - Trend analyses
Villager and case ‘studies ~ and time lines
~ shared s o Matrix scoring

presentations

_Process notesand

. personal diaries

Preference or -

- pairwise

" ranking

‘Venn diagrams
- Network

diagrams

-Systems diagrams

Flow diagrams
Pie diagrams
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‘respondents’ or ‘informants’). Ideally, though, teams of investigators

work together in interdisciplinary and intersectoral teams. By working as -

o ' - investigators can approach a situation from different
i ;efsl‘;eirgvgf CaréfﬁlegrnordtOr one Eﬁqmerfs‘ work and carry outa va;flegly
- of tasks simultaneously. Groups can be powerful whgn they function v}fgt ,
- as performance and output is likely to ‘be greater than the sum of its
~ individual members. Many assume that simply putting together alg}?up :
* of people in the same place is enough to make an effective team. This is

not the case. Shared perceptions, essential for group or community action,

~ have to be negotiated and tested in a complex social process. Yet, the -

complexity of multidisciplinary team work is generally poorly

~ understood. A range of workshop and field methods are used to facilitate

this process of group formation.

" In order to ensure that multiple perspectives are both investigated and

represented, practitioners must be clear about who is participating in the -

g ring, ‘analysis and  construction of ,th\keyse perspectives.

A 'gzcrerlugicr}:ﬁgsl %re’rare}l’y:homogenous and there is’a}w‘ays the d,ar}ge'r of .
~ assuming that those participating are representative. Those ]'j?‘lsgmgl .
‘though, are usually the poorest and most disadvantaged. Samp %:;s aig :
~essential part of these participatory approaches and a ra‘ng:e,,_o field

ds is available. : . e s
meg)siggeﬁtewiewmg and dialogue is a third element of these systems

of participatory learning. For the reconstructions of reality to be revealed, -

the conventional 'dichbt'o,my between th_ef ih’ferv.i,ewelr, and responden(;c :
should not be permitted to develop. hlte:viéwmg is, ﬂlgrefore, strucmrﬁ, »
around a series of methods that promote a sensitive and mutually

beneficial dialogue. This should appear more like a structured
conversation than an interview.

The fourth element is the emphasis on.diagramming and visual
: cogﬁt:uigig;t.hln formal surVey’s\,‘kmfgmation is taken’by:inte’rvlewers, Wh? :
transform what people say into their own language. By cpntrasd,
diégramMg by local people gives them a share in the ”cre_:aﬁlon ax}x) é'
analysis of knowledge, providing a focus for dialogue which can .

- sequentially modified and extended. Local categories, criteria and

symbols are used during diagramming, which includes mapping and

~ modelling, comparative analyses of local perceptions of seasonal and

. i oo alidma iand
historical trends ranking and scoring to understand decision making, and
’fdiagfammatié representations of household and livelihood systems.

_ Rather than answering questions which are directed by the values of the -

researcher, local people are encouraged to explore creatively theirlown :
versions of their worlds. Visualizations, ‘ther(eiﬁore,j vk‘lelp to balance
dialogue, and increase the depth and intensity Qf discussion. S
"Lo%-gl people using these methods have shown a greater capac;tthc;
observe, diagram and analyze than most professionals have e@ected. ek
the view that ‘they may have worked in country x, but they will not wor

here’ is extraordinarily common. It is almost always wrong, with the

problem being the conventional attitudes of the p,ro’fessiolrrlalg‘expkos,ed to ,

' - the metho,ds.: :
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The Tmstworthmess amedmgs Lol e

It is common for users who have presented flnd_lngs arlslng from the use" i

_ of participatory methods to be asked a question along the lines of ‘but how

does it compare with the real data?’ (see Gill, 1991). It is commonly asserted -

* that participatory methods constitute inquiry that is undisciplined and

~ sloppy. They are said to involve only subjective observations and so

- respond just to selected members of communities. Terms like informal

~and qualitative are used to imply poorer quality or second-rate work.

Rigour and accuracy are assumed, therefore, to be in contrad1ct10n Wlth
- participatory methods.

. This means that it is the mvestlgators relymg on part1<:1patory methods o

who are called upon to prove the utility of their approach, not the

o convenhonal mves’agator Conventional research uses four criteria‘in -

order to persuade their audiences that the findings of an inquiry can be
trusted (see Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Guba and Lincoln, 1989). How can

we be confident about the ‘truth’ of the findings (mtemal validity)? Can -~
we apply these findings to other contexts or with other groups of people :

(external validity)? Would the findings be repeated if the inquiry were

replicated with the same (or sumlar) subjects in the same or similar context -

" (reliability)? How can we be certain that the fmdmgs have been
determined by the sub]ects and context of the i inquiry, rather than the

biases, motivations and - perspectwes of the investigators (ob]ect1V1ty)? S L

- These four criteria, though, are dependent for their meaning-on the core
- assumptions of the conventional research paradigm (Lincoln and Guba

- 1985; Kirk and Mﬂler, 1986; Cook and Campbell, 1979). = i
i Trustworthiness criteria were first developed by Guba (1981) to ]udge e

i whether or not any given inquiry was methodolog1cally sound. Four

* alternative, but parallel, criteria were developed: credibility, trans- ~

J ferablhty, dependability and conformabﬂlty But these ‘had their foundation

- in concerns indigenous to be conventional, or posztzmst paradzgm (Lincoln, ..

- 1990). To distinguish between elements of i inquiry that were not derived

~ from the conventional paradlgm, further authentrc1ty criteria have been
- suggested to help in judging the impact of the process of inquiry on the o
people involved (Lincoln, 1990). Have people been changed by the

- process? Have they a heightened sense of their own constructed realities?
Do they have an increased ~awareness and nppfnn1ahnn of the

construcﬁons of other stakeholders" To What extent did the mvestlgatlon 5

prompt action?

- Drawing on these and other suggestlons for goodness cr1ter1a
© (Marshall, 1990; Smith, 1990), a set of 12 criteria for estabhshmg
“trustworthiness have been identified \Pretty 1994) (Box 6.3). These criteria
can be used to judge mformatlon, ]ust as statistical analyses prov1de the
grounds for judgement in positivist or conventional science. An

application of an alternative system of - inquiry without, for example, .
triangulation of sources, methods and investigators and participant

checking of the constructed outputs, should be judged as untrustworthy.

However, it should be noted that it will never be possible to be certain .

,about the trustworthmess cr1ter1a Certamty is only poss1b1e if we accept :
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2. Persistent and parallel observation

3 Tnangu!atlan by multtple sources, ‘methods and mvestlgators

o ~ comparing the results from a range of methods; and having teams with'a

4, Analys:s and expressmn of dlﬁ'erence

' 5  Negative case analysns

8. Reports w:th workmg nypotheses contextual descnptlons and wsual:zatlons

Box 6 3 A framew0rk for judglng trustworthmess R

cors - b
Prolon ed and/or mtense engagement between the various a ,
For bfxldlng trust and rapport, learning the parﬂculars of thecontext and ;
 to keep the mvestlgator(s) open to multlple mﬂuences o

- For understanding both a phenomenon and its context

For cross-checking information and increasing the range of peoples
realities encountered, including multlple copies of sources of information;

 diversity of personal professmnal and d|sc1plmary backgrounds o

For ensuring that a ‘wide range of diferent actors are mvolved in the :
analys:s, and that their perspectlves are accurately represented

. For sequentlal revision  of hypotheses as’ m5|ght grows, 50 as to rewse
_until one hypotheS|s accounts for all known cases wn:hout exceptlon

6. Peer or colleague checking : o
Perlodlcal re\gnews wuth peers not dlrectly |nvolved in the |nquury process

7: Pamc;pant checkmg ,

~ For testing the data, lnterpretatlons and conclusmns w1th people w1th
~whom the onglnal information was constructed and analysed W:thout
partucnpant checks, |nvest|gators can make no clalms that they are 1
- representing part|c1pants -views. s : ,, ,

‘These are ‘thick’ descriptions of complex reallty, with workmgl\
hypotheses, ,wsuahzatlons and quotat|ons capturmg peoples persona
perspectlves and experlences , g ,

9 Parallel mvesugatlons and team commumcatlons e “ -
I sub-groups of the same team proceed ‘with- mvestlgatlons in. para el |
using the same system of inquiry, and come up with the same or 5|m|lar k
findings, then we can depend on these fi ndmgs

lO Reﬂexwe Jaumals S ‘ o g : |
-~ These are diaries individuals keep ona dally baSlS to record a variety of
o mformatlon about themselves o :
il In ulry audlt B .
Th;e team should be able to provnde sufFCIent mformatlon for a ‘|
disinterested: person to examine the processes and product in such-a-

way ¢ as to confirm that the f ndmgs are not ﬁgments of their |magmatlons

12, Impact on stakeholders capacn:y to know and act : :
Foflj' demonstratmg that the |nvest|gat|on has ‘had an |mpact mcludlng ’
partmpants havmg a heightened sense of their own realities, and an

~ increased appreciation of those of other people; the report could alslo A
~ prompt action on the part of readers who have not been dlrecty

' lnvolved
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the positivist paiadigm (see Chaptér 1) The i:fi{eria thémsel\)’es are value-

bound and so we cannot say that ‘x has a trustworthiness score of y
‘points’, but we can say that x is trustworthy because certain things
- happened during and after the investigation’. The trustworthiness criteria
- should be used to identify what has been part of the process of gathering
information and whether key elements have been omitted. Knowing this

should make it possible for any observer, be they reader of a report or

policy maker using the information to make a decision, also to make a

judgement on whether they trust the findings. In this context, it becomes -

possible to state that the ‘data no longér'speak for themselves’.

- FARMER PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH AND
' S EXTENSION : S
Farmer Experimentation RS e , : ,
~ Research organizations have a poor record when it comes to participation
with farmers. As has been shown in Chapter 2, the central feature of
- agricultural modernization has been to impose simple technologies on
complex environments. If we are to be serious about t , n ,
sustainable agriculture, it is critical that local knowledge and skills in
experimentation are brought to bear on the processes of research.
- The problem with agricultural science is that it has poorly understood

the nature of ‘indigenous’ and rural people’s knowledge (Scoones and
Thompson, 1994). For many, what rural people know is assumed to be -

‘primitive’ and. ‘unscientific’, and so formal 'resea'rch and extension must
‘transform” what they know so as to ‘develop’ them. An alternative view is

- that local knowledge is a valuable and under-utilized resource, which can
be studied, collected and incorporated into development activities. Neither
of these, though, is satisfactory. The former is characteristic of the

- modernizing tendencies in agriculture that emphasize the ‘transfer of
technology’ (Chapter 2), and the latter of the more populist debates about

- Indigenous technical knowledge and ‘farmer first’ approaches, which seek o
to ensure that local knowledge is at least given credit and value (Chambers -

et al, 1989; Roling and Engel, 1989; Warren, 1991; Reijntjes et al, 1992).

‘More recently, there has been a wider recognition that neither local

knowledge nor western science can be considered as unitary bodies of

stock of knowledge. Instead they are just different epistemological |

constructions within particular social, economic and ecological settings

(Chapter 1). Knowledges are socially constructed, and so_constantly

- changing and evolving within society. Interactions and changes thus
depend on the dynamic interplays between actors and institutions, and

the power relationships between them (Long and Long, 1992; Réling, 1988,

‘Scoones and Thompson, 1994). Within this context, understanding

processes of agricultural innovation and experimentation has been an

- important focus. - g ‘ :

Farmers have-always experimented to produée '10cally~adap{ed

technologies, practices, crops and livestock (Chambers et ‘al, 1989; :

the development of a
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e 993; Scoones and Thompson, 1994). They are contmuous ;
'k ]:ézgxizséfltechnology and their systems are rarely static f;om year tp -
© year. Paul Richards (1989, 1992) has likened this process of adaptationtoa -
. yetfofmance, in which the actors change the,_naturg of the pe;‘fqrmance

i gcébrdmg to the, spégific conditions they experience. - -

The problem is that researchers ’commonly do not understandv or even -
accept that farmers are experimenters. They assume that farmers are
conservative and bound by tradition. Static and ugchangng practices ’cag,
therefdre, ‘upon investigation at a particular time, be characterized,

i 1’ is can give nothing better
d and so ‘developed”. But such an analysis can give nothing better |
| ?}?iyiesnapshot of a complex and changing reality. It is important,
~ therefore, to begin to see technologies in a different light, not as _flxyed_
; prescripti’cins but as indicators of what can be achieved. What agriculture -

needs is a willingness among professionals to learn from "farlzr'lérs. As -
Robert Rhoades (1987) put it: “the farming profession requires experimenters,
risk takers, iﬁnévators; intensifiers and diversifiers; colonisers ot pioneers; add;gtg

for new information; and practitioners of great common sense’.

- Another important aspect of change is illustrated by the fact that when

farmers are faced with a new technology or practice, they rarely reject all -

‘their existing i ther, the; d experiment with it. -
their existing practices. Rather, the?y tgke the new and experime th
Perhaps a?h%vgvari'ety is grown first in the kitchen garden or in a single

- row along a field boundary. They watch and observe. If the variety proves

itself, the farmer increases production. All the while, they maintain their |
own bank of germplasm and existing practices. Such an approach to

= experimentation is inevitably to be more ;;idaptive ja,nd‘ hqliSﬁc than ‘
normal agricultural science. . '

David Millar (1993) has described the many different ways that farmers

~in northern Ghana conduct experiments and how these are determined

by, and in turn influence, their way of seeing the world. He describes

' iosity experiments, i i ' omething interesting
 curiosity experiments, in which farmers see something i g

elsewhere, such as a combination of cassava cropping or the use of

' pests in stc rehumn o} tupfﬁvariouStQSts to
camphor to control pests in stored so:ghum, and s0 set ug 1 s to
' comlljjare the new with the old. They ‘conduct problem solving

experiments, to deal with problems of Striga weeds or post-harvest ;QSieZ
“of yéms. One farmer, Nafa, said: ‘T encounte;_'ed the proble;_n aﬂd 1 ﬁave as ?F]L ,ee
crop rotations to find out which rotation Z?est flghtg gz_ll ( Str%gxkzy).y I.‘ui;th,%}h/wér;
brothers found out that a continuous cultivation of millet ont the field for three o

- tore successive years would kill gill. With other farmers, we are try’i@g'te see how
- long it would take gill to come back if other crops are grown after millet’.

'They also conduct adaptive research, modifying the ‘c;roprtechnplogieksl
passed to them by government research, and peer pressure researc !

~ dictated by religious and cultural values. -

" The Cusé bf’Farmer Expeﬁment@tidﬂ inEighteenibCentury,Brit{uinfV -

Farmers were the driving force of the agricultural revolution that occurred

_in rural Britain during the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries ,’('Pret’cyf
| 1991). During a period in which there was no government ministry o

agriculture, no national agricultural research or extension msnmuqnﬁ, no

Nt
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radlo or telev151on, no pest1c1des or morgamc fertlhzers and poor rural
transport infrastructure, aggregate cereal and livestock production
~increased to unprecedented levels. In the 150 years after 1700, wheat -

production grew four fold, and barley and oats three fold; the numbers of
- cattle supplied to markets tripled and of sheep doubled (Beckett 1990;
~ Mingay, 1989; Holderness, 1989; Chartres, 1985). This remarkable
‘achievement was brought about in two ways: the extension and

‘experimentation by farmers of new technologies that intensified on-farm -
resource use; and the conversion of common pastures and woodlands to

private farming, :
New crops offered d1ver51f1ed opportumtles to farmers by allowmg

intenisified use of land. Increased fodder supply meant more livestock and

50 increased supply of manures improved soil fertility. Selective breeding
of livestock produced more efficient converters of feed to meat, so

permitting slaughter at an earlier age and higher stocking rates. New

labour-saving machinery released farmers from the labour bottlenecks at

cereal and hay harvests; and new tools and techniques improved the

efficiency of seed sowing. Underfield drainage increased cropping options
on marginal land; and irrigation of watermeadows increased the supply

- of fodder, particularly during the late winter shortage. Complementarities -
- with urban and industrial growth, the British population having tripled -

between 1700-1850, also meant increased soﬂ fertility as agr1culture
~ assimilated industrial and human wastes.

Until the last two decades, orthodoxy has held that the Br1t1sh

o acrrlcultural revolution began about 1760 and ended in-the early 1800s

. (Errﬂe 1912). Credit for progress was given to a few, now famous,
innovators: Tull for his corn drill; Townshend for turnips; Coke for the

Norfolk Four Course rotation; Bakewell for livestock breeding; and Young "
for promoting all of these. The conventional view is that, once exposed to

~ these innovations, the majority of farmers adopted them and the

~ revolution occurred. However, claims for mnovahon rapldly drrvmg, L

'producnon growth have not survived scrutiny.

What is now clear is that Tull, Townshend, Coke, Bakewell and Young -
- were snnply good populanzers rather than innovators. All ‘their’
-innovations were being practised by some farmers 50 to 100 years before

they were born. The lasting fascination for ‘inventors’ has diverted

- attention away from the process of experimentation, technology diffusion -
and local adaptation. Yet in the British agricultural revolution farmers -
were centrally involved in all three processes. Farmers made diffusion :
~active . rather than passwe through farmer-to-farmer extension’

- mechanisms; and there is considerable evidence that technologies, once

- adopted, were the focus of experimentation so as to make the appropnate

adaptations to suit local conditions.

Farmers conducted field trials to test the efﬁcacy of various manure and ‘o
nutrient treatments on soils; they tested corn drills against other methods

of seed sowing; they introduced new crops into rotations on some fields,
~ while leaving others unchanged; they tested irrigated against dryland
meadows, and they tested new methods of pest control As Caird (1852)

‘proved decisive, 40 have been concluded in vain. " (Young, 1770)
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" put it ‘the detail is everywhere Uarzed by the ]udlczous agrzculturalzst to suit the
- necessities and advantages of the particular localzty Farmers were concerned

with integrating the results of experiments into their farm economies and

' so analyzed results to discover which were the most profitable optlons To

many, experiments were seen as a-necessary part of farming. L
Arthur Young said that ‘experiment is the rational faundahon of all useful
knowledge let everything be tried’ (Y oung, 1767). He published Experimental
Agriculture in 1770, comprising some 900 pages of detailed results of 5
years of experiments on 120 ha of various soils. He had begun conﬁdently
expecting conclusive answers, but concluded the task in a different mood:-
‘I entered upon the following experiments with an ardent hope of reducing every
doubtful point to certainty; and I finished them with the chagrin of but poorly
answering my own expectations. Where I 1magzned 2 or 3 trials would have
Robert Bakewell’s approach to experiment was open-minded: ‘I would
recommend to you and others who have done me the credit of adopting my

opinions to pursue it with unremitting zeal as far as shall be consistent with

prudence and common sense, always open to convzctzon when anythmg better is

“advanced.’ (Bakewell, 1787 in Pawson, 1957) .
~ And George Culley, in a letter in 1801, wrote, I often say that we have a

deal to learn yet. And every wise humble man wzll learn erJery year und every da j

" (Macdonald, 1977).

And yet these con51dered comments of farmers seem to have been Very -

“largely forgotten since the end of the agricultural revolution. They conflict

with the predominant view of the agricultural experiment, namely that it

~is the domain of scientists and takes place solely on the research station or

 in the university. Many take the view that ‘scientific’ agriculture began

~ with the establishment of the Royal Agrlcultural Society of England in
11838 ‘and Rothamsted Experimental Station in England in 1843. Despite

the immense benefits to agriculture they have brought, they have also
served to hide the expenmental practices of farmers. The result isnow a

~ deeply held belief that the first scientific experiments occurred only after
~ the 1840s. A recent text on the history of agricultural science in Britain -

begms at 1840 (R0551ter 1975); and two earlier books by E John Russell, a

“former director at Rothamsted, suggest that the ‘first experiments’ began
" in earnest at Rothamsted, before which any expenments were conducted

by academics working alone. In neither of his semmal books is the role of

~farmers once mentioned. (Russe]l 1946 1966)

: I-’armer Aduptatwns to Scientists’ Designs.

The problem with modern agrlcultural science is that technolog1es are

finalized before farmers get to see them. Clearly, if the technologies are =~ -

appropriate and fit a particular farmers’ conditions or needs, then they
stand a good chance of being adopted. But if they do not fit and farmers |
are unable to make changes, then they have only the one choice. They

~ have to adapt to the technology or reject it entirely. And such rejection is -
- common. The history of development interventions is littered with

examples of brlght new . technologles rap1d1y tarmshed by lack- ofp
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widespi;e'a& a’_d-optioﬁ:,oirl'méinteﬁancé. Ask any farmer or development
- professional and they will tell you of tractors inoperable for the sake ofa =

key spare part, of terraces broken or degraded, of irrigation systems in
disrepair and soon.. : W : : ’

~_The alternative to these scenarios is to seek and encourage the :
involvement of farmers in adapting technologies to their conditions. This

_ constitutes a radical reversal of the normal modes of research and
technology generation, as it requires interactive participation between

professionals.. and farmers. The term participatory technology

“development (PTD) has been applied to the process and methodology by

- which various partners cooperate in technology development (Jiggins and-

- De Zeeuw, 1992; Reijntjes et al, 1992; Haverkort et al, 1991). It is a process -
in which the knowledge and research capacities of farmers are joined with

those of scientific institutions; while at the same time strengthening local
. capacities to experiment and innovate. Farmers are encouraged to

generate and evaluate indigenous technologies, and to choose and adapt -

~external ones on the basis of their own knowledge and value systems.

But, of course, researchers and farmers participate in different Wayg, :

depending on the degree of control each actor has over the 4research

process (Table 6.3). The most common form of ‘participatory research’ is -

researcher designed and implemented, even though it might be conducted

on farmers’ fields. Many on-farm trials and demonstration plots represent -
nothing better than passive participation. Less commonly, farmers may

implement trials designed by researchers. But greater roles for farmers are

 even rarer. Sam Fujisaka (1991a) describes researcher-designed

- experiments on new cropping patterns in the Philippines. Even though

farmers ‘participate’ in implementing the trials, there was widespread

uncertainty about what researchers were actually trying to achieve.

~ Farmers misunderstood experiments, and rejected the new technologies.
The reason, as he explains, was that ‘co-operation between farmers and

researchers implies two groups continually listening carefully to one another.

Claveria farmers are avid listeners to... researchers. The challenge is for-all on-

- farm researchers to complete the circle’. e
- Where the technology is not indivisible, farmers are more likely to try
it, adapting it through experimentation to their conditions. A now classic
~_ case is the diffused light stores for potatoes developed with farmers by
Robert Rhoades and colleagues at CIP in Peru. In the mid-1970s, a CIP
seed specialist, Jim Bryan, observed farmers in Kenya, Peru and Nepal'
- _storing potatoes in diffused light. He assembled a collection of slides on
~traditional storage practices and convinced colleagues at CIP to
investigate these practices. After considerable on-station and on-farm

‘research, the technologies developed were ‘introduced into some 25

‘countries (Rhoades and Booth, 1982). . s T

- But Rhoades and Booth were surprised to find that ‘adoption had not
proceeded as we expected and certainly not as the sociological adoption literature
indicated’ (Rhoades, 1987). Out of some 4000 cases checked, some 98 per
cent of farmers had changed the basic technology to adapt it to their own
- farming conditions, household architecture and budgets. In particular,

_construction markers when the crews

~(Vermillion, 1989). .
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" Table 6.3 Types of participatory research

. Desiénéd by "L.fln’)nplemén‘tedby Comments . -

Researcher  Researcher ~ The most common form of research: on farm
-, - trials and demonstration plots '
Researcher  Farmer  The most common form of ‘participatory’

5 . research o :
Farmer  Researcher  Very rare - it
Farmer . Farmer . The mode of farmers’ own research and

experimentation; very rare in programmes; .
some village or community organizations doing

‘ themselves

~Source: adapted from Biég;, 17989:

they found tﬁat'farnfers did ﬁbt drop their old storage practice (seeds kept

in darkness), but simply incorporated the use of diffused light storage

“alongside existing practices. They frequently adopted only the elements of
~ the package that interested them, actively playing arole in the design and

alteration of stores to their conditions. Partial adoption was, therefore, not B

 a failure or ‘incomplete’, but effective if it worked for the farmer.

Even if changes are not permitted, farmers will try anyway. The

‘Dumoga Irrigation Project in Indonesia illustrates what happens in

conventional irrigation projects, in which technical information on soils,

landform and natural waterways is used to construct the design. Local -

'knowledge on prior use of waterways, farmers” own structures and V
" ‘boundary patterns is rarely incorporated. Douglas Vermillion (1989)
‘describes what happened during implementation: ‘The farmers 1r_ftgrvzeszed

' frequently reported approaching construction labourer_s o7 SUpErvisors in ,}‘he field
'to suggest changes and were usually told that the design has been established by

- the government and could not be changed. Often farmers relocated the

had left. Others waited until construction
was finished and the contractors had moved on, before altering the structures..
~ Farmers made many kinds of alterations. They relocated chginnels,'
diverted or ponded streams, abolished -project ,¢hkanr‘1.ek1,s', : red;rected :
channels into streams, made new flumes, destroyed project flumes and

made use of existing structures. One of the farmers’ main objectives was

“to minimize the number of channels and maximize the reuse of water.
- Farmers frequently redirected water into natural streams; which were

checked to make ponds, so that the water could be reused downst:,eam.
But still the project did not permit this, as it defined ‘all natural streams as
drainage ways. Every six months it routinely destroyed farmer-built brush weirs

along small streams and natural depressions within the command. avea with the

intent of ‘normalizing the drainageways’ to prevent obstruction of ,dmin;zgté' :

~ When farmers are able to’ﬁio‘dify technologies, adapting them to their

local conditions, then they are often able to make significant

improvements. It was the active participation of farmers’in’ir’rlg'auor‘l '
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design and implementation that made - the Na’tiohal’fIrrigation o

- Administration in the Philippines so successful in its work (see Case 18,

~Chapter 7). ' =

- Even when technolqgiés are successful,' farmers niay\stil_l want to
change them. In the Philippines, farmers adopting rice—fish farming

'systems developed by researchers have been able to increase rice yields by

4 per cent per crop, raise vegetables on the banks of raised dikes and so
. raise their annual incomes from US$142 to $578 per hectare (de la Cruz et
al, 1992). Despite this, half of the cooperating farmers were not satisfied

- with the growth rate and size of the tilapia fish at harvest: ‘they thought
 they would be able to improve the size of the fish by themselves, after the project

was over’. They subsequently made improvements and modifications to
- the type of fish, to the sizes and locations of ponds and trenches in the

fields, and to the techniques for pest management that avoided fish

mortality.
Tmpact of Participation on Research Systems

It is notjust farmers who benefit when research is pariicipatory. Re:éearchers
benefit too. They learn more about technologies, as farmers are able to test

~ them in a wide variety of conditions. They have the satisfaction of knowing

that technologies they produce really are what farmers want. They also

develop better lines of communication. Once researchers appreciate that
there are multiple sources of innovation, then they greatly increase the

opportunity of helping to improve farmers’ livelihoods (Biggs, 1989;
.Bebbington, 1991). In this sense, change can come from joint learning that

challenges perceptions, thoughts, and actions of both me“res/earchers and

farmer participants. :

Research conducted at the Pakhribas Agricultufal Centre in the hillsof
~eastern Nepal showed that lentils can be successfully grown after rice or

- relayed under rice in the irrigated lowland (kket) in mid-altitude areas

(Chand and Gurung, 1991). Packages of lentil seeds with instructions were
distributed among farmers in seven districts. From his experiments, one
farmer discovered not only that lentils did poorly on paddy land but was
~ able to provide feedback to researchers on new environments for lentil

cultivation (Box 6.4). - : o e
- Alittle bit of structured learning can result in wholesale changes in the
‘way research institutions focus their research. Scientists of the Tamil Nadu

Agricultural University recently discovered that farmers prefer red rice

varieties over white (Manoharan et al, 1993; TNAU/IIED, 1993). Years of
research have resulted in the release of about 100 varieties from research
stations, of which only 2 were red. Questionnaire surveys had regularly
‘confirmed” that farmers preferred white rice. Yet when scientists began
using participatory methods, especially matrix scoring, to understand

local preferences for rice, they discovered that white rice was recognized -

to be higher yielding, but disliked for taste, fineness and lack of nutritive

o value. Villagers said that ‘their physique had come down due to consumption of . &

white rice’ (Manoharan et al, 1993).

‘Farmers therefore still grew red rice, even ’though it is "pooyr; yielding.
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| - only discovered the proper planting time for lentil, he also provided feedback

Box 64 Fal*me;;s éxperimgnting in/the hills of Nepal and prov'i‘dipg new
. information for researchers
A fafmer who receivyed 500 g 6f. I'keﬁtkilvs:eed in a package frdni Pakhribas

land and on paddy bunds in July. He thought it would grow well on the
paddy bund, as do other legumes such as soybean and black gram.
Unfortunately, the farmer discovered that lentils cannot be grown during |-
‘the summer; his crop was heavily infested with summer;Weeds‘and hls plants’
did not grow well in heavy summer rain. The farmer then intercropped one-
third of the seed with Ppotato during January in a high-altitude maize system.
The crop did not grow well again, this time because of the cold and, at a
later stage, damage by pre-monsoon rain. e
The farmer continued his experimentation and planted the remaining
" seed during the first week of September, after harvesting potato in a
potato—maize cropping pattern. The growth of the lentil was good and the
crop utilized residual moisture for its development. The farmer thus was
able to harvest lentil successfully during February. In this way, the farmer not

to the researchers that lentil can be grown successfully at high altitydes
where a potato-maize system is practised and land is kept fallow during the

‘winter season. -~ L
- Farmers growing lentil also learned to mix lentil biomass with kitchen
waste to feed to cattle and buffaloes, the milk yields of which increased by

“Source: Chand énd'GurQng;' 1991

They said thesf ﬁééded a sixlgle,fed iférie’tyfwlithTBOIdfréd:~graﬁ1, high grain

and straw yields, with resistance to pests and diseases. Research efforts on -
red rice improvement have now intensified to meet these needs. The
director of research, Dr S Chelliah recently described the success in this
way: “This is one example of the success of the participatory rural appraisal

((PRA) approach and I am confident that this would lead to the identification of
- many new research priorities which will be location-specific and field-oriented

reflecting farmers’ needs and preferences’.

Such improved communication between scientists and farmers led

directly to improved returns from sheep and goats in Brazil (Baker et al,
£ 1988). With the use of Regular Research Field Hearings (RRFHs), an.
_ approach that emphasized close and regular contact with farmers’ groups,

mutual trust and understanding grew. With this better dialogue, farmers

learned more about the uses and necessary adaptations of the technology,

which comprised drenching, vaccinating against diseases, umbilical cord

s cutting and treatment with iodine, jcaStrating males not needgd'for :

reproduction and regular visits by a veterinarian. Scientists a‘\.ls‘olleﬁarned =
more about the farmers’ conditions. Where these RRFHs were .use,df‘,’vthe. :
daily weight gain of the animals was 24 per cent greater than in groups

- who received the technical package without the dialogue. Farmers were
~ also more satisfied with the performance of the animralys‘ and were willing:

Agricultural Centre research station planted one-third of the seed on khet |-
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f to pay some 36 per cent more for the ammals '

- In recent years, there have been many similar mechamsms developed

in national agricultural research and extension systems that have

fsystemahcally increased connectivity and collective learning (Box 6.5).

However, these changes have rarely been. spread through large

institutions. In their analysis of national agncultural research systems,

'Mernll-Sands and Collion (1992) concluded that ‘it is fmr to assert that

although farmmg systems and farmer participatory methods have in many cases

From Dzrectwe to Partzczpatory Extenszon

A similar approach to mvolvmg local - people is. needed in extensmn
- systems, where the challenge is ]ust as great as in research institutions.

Extension has long been grounded in the ‘diffusion’ model of agricultural
‘ development in which technologies are passed from research scientists

via extensionists to farmers (Rogers, 1962) Farmers who choose notto
adopt are often labelled by extensionists as ‘laggards’ with attitudinal

barriers (Russell et al 1989; Chambers and Ghildayal, 1985). In the late

i ,‘A selectlon of mnovatmns mclude o '
1o workmg groups, research teams and ]olnt mterdlsmplmary treks based |nf

- led to more client-responsive research scientists, they have in few cases resulted n -
- more clzent-responswe research orgamzatzons

~ 1980s, there were some 540,000 extension personnel worldwide (Swanson. -

- etal, 1990) ‘But most of these work in systems that ignore local groups and
~ institutions. The tendency has been to deal with individual farmers or
“households, who are selected on the basis of likelihood of adopting new

technolog1es ‘They are, in turn, expected to encourage further adophon in

, thelr community through a demonstration effect.

- This approach is exemphﬁed by a type of extension that came to be

. known as the training and visit (T and V) system. It was first mplemented

- in Turkey in 1967 and later -widely adopted by governments on the e
-recommendation of the World Bank (Benor et al, 1983; Roberts, 19890t o

~ was des1gned to be a management system for energizing extension staff,

~turning desk- bound, poorly motivated field staff into effective extension

~ agents. Extension agents receive regulartrammg to enhance their technical

skills, which they then hope will pass on to all farmers through regular

communication with the smaller number of selected contact farmers.
_ Between 1977-92, the World Bank disbursed US$3000 million through 512 - o
“projects for extension systems along the lines of the T and V model (World. -

Bank, 1994). Although a substantial sum, this represents just 5 per cent of

 the World Bank’s lending to the agricultural sector during this period.

But as the contact farmers are usually selected on the basis of literacy,

: ,Wealth readiness to change and * ‘progressiveness’, this often sets them

apart from the rest of the community. The secondary transfer of the

technical messages, from contact farmers to commmuty, has been much
less successful than predicted and adoptlon rates are commonly very low.
among non-contact farmers. ‘Without a doubt, T and V is now widely

- considered as ineffective (Box 6.6) (Axmn, 1988; Howell, 1988; Russell et
fal 1989; MOI‘IS, 1990 Roling, 1991; Antholt 1992, 1994; Hussam etal, 1994).
~ Whatis not clear is whether all these problems were due to theTand V.
S system itself or to the way it was institutionalized (Antholt 1992,1994). T -
A a;nd V was usually assoc1ated w1th large mcreases in staff yet extenswn :
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»Box 6. 5 Select;on of successful lnnovatlons in natlonal agncultural research

|+ farmer field schools

| ¢ farmers worklng in groups and feedmg lnformatlon dlrectly to local radlolg |
: .+ farmer groups for technology adaptatlon and extenSIon, Narendra Deva "

| Kenya, assim; Pretty et al, 1994; Sikana, I993 Drinkwater, 1992; Heinrich et al, 1991;

~ and extensmn systems

Lumle and Pakhribas Agrlcultural Centres, Nepal; l
in Indonesia, Phlhppmes and Honduras. ,
‘s~ catchment approach to participatory planning and |mplementatxon of soil
_and water conservation, Ministry of Agriculture, Kenya; =~
. ;Adaptwe Research Planning Teams and V|Ilage research groups, Mmlstry
o of Agrlculture, Zambia; ~ '
« farmer groups. for technology research and extensnon in Mlmstry of
~ Agriculture, Botswana; - »
* .innovator ‘workshops in Bangladesh and Indla, in Whlch farmers cometo |
i workshops attended by researchers to talk about thelr mnovatlons, ‘
« linking with farmer and commumty groups for Landcare, Australia; .
= policy analysxs network of unlversmes in Nepal coordmated by erock,
~International; , c :
. Nat|onal Azolla Actlon Programme, Phlllpplnes, o : |
~+ participator f_plannmg and research de51gn, Paklstan Agrlcultural o
~ Research Council;. , i
~+ teams of female bean experts worklng w1th plant. breeders in Rwanda, 0
e parﬂmpatory resear h,teams, Tamil Nadu Agrlcultural University, India;

pprogrammes in Peru; . o
'~ * group farming in Kerala, Inda:

UnlverSIty of Agrlculture and Technology. v ~
Sources Chand and Gurung. 1991; Matherna and Galr1 I989 Kiara et aI I990 MALDM

© Abedin and Haque, 1989; Campbell 1994b; San Valentin, 1991; Guqt and Pretty |992

| TNAU/IIED 1993 Sherelf |99I Maurya, 1989; Sperllng et al |993 AED,I99I

departments have rarely’ had theresources to keep them in the field

“working with farmers. In Tamil Nadu, for example, the number of Vﬂlage

~ extension officers mcreased from 1730 to 4000 with the actopuon of T and
V, but the resources available for- demonstrations in 1991 amounted to
-about only US$1 per year per ¢ extension worker.

More nnportantly, though, T and V has tended deeply to ms’dtu’donahze :

~ extension’s top-down hierarchy, so preventing extension systems from
- being learning organizations. Bureaucrats liked the system, because it
- could be used to hold staff accountable. But higher level staff and research
~ sclentists have severely inhibited the upward flow of information, despite
- early intentions to do so. As Charles Antholt (1991) putit: ‘Time-bound,
centmlly—determmed hlghl J—concentrated work programmes can sometimes, but
* not always make sense under homogenous conditions. But the realities of most

agrzcultuml systems... are rather different. Given the seasomzlziy of workloads, the

. heter ogene1ty of agroecologzcal s /stems the complex chozces facmg furm famzlzes
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Box 6. 6 The |mpact of tramlng and visit extens:on ina range of contexts

; for each contact farmer, a ratio much lower than the 10:1 expected;

greater on contact farmer fields. :
* In Kerala, India, non-contact farmers have been found te have very Ilttle ,
-contact with contact farmers, preferring to consult a wide range of
alternative information sources, such as newspapers and the mass -
~media, and fellow farmers. '

_agricultural productivity.

‘had T and V for at least ten years, no causal connection was found
between incremental investment in T and v and lncremental changes in
; ,agrlcultural production. '
° In Nepal ten years of T and Vin the Teral was found to have had no.
- impact on wheat yields.
¢ In Bangladesh, T and V was not successful in achlevmg any posmve
changes in the orientation of extension towards local people, desplte :
_this being a major ob|ect1ve when introduced.
¢ In Indonesia, T and V made no impact on non-rice dryland crops ,
e In Pakistan, T and V had no impact in Punjab province, focusmg too little
on increasing the relevancy of technology for farmers.

: 1 Sources Antholt, I992 usmg varlous World Bank evaluanons. Axmn |988 Mullen, |989 !
Chapman l°88 e .

In Somalla, only one non- contact farmer adopted a hlgh-mput package |

this’ was despite the fact that maize and sorghum ylelds were 40—45% ‘

e In ‘Andhra Pradesh, T and V was found to have had no effect on |

° In West Bengal, Bihar, Maharashtra, and Tamll Nadu, aII of Wthl‘l have

extenszon servzces must be much more ﬂexzble more rzmely, and Zess centmhzed
_ Important lessons have been learned from the problems associated with
T and V, and there is clearly a need to address the systemic issues facing

, fextensmn (Z1)p, 1993; Antholt, 1994). Extension will need to build on: :
traditional communication systems and involve farmers themselves in the
- process of extension. Incentive systems will have to be developed to

- reward staff for being in the field and working closely with farmers. There

must be a ‘well-defined ka between the well- bemg of ﬁeld offzcers and the
extension system, based on the clients’ view of the value of extension’s and field

workers’ performance (Antholt, 1992). Achieving. such a vision will need a
complete overhaul of the notion of extension. Tt may be that the time has
come to abandon the term extension altogether, as it implies passing
. something from someone who knows to someone who. does not.
Participation, if it is to become part of extension, must clearly be
interactive and empowering. Any pretence to participation will result in

little change Allowing farmers just to come to meetlngs, or. 1ettmg a few s

representatives sit on committees, will be insufficient.

There have been some recent innovations in mtroducmg elements of, ~
farmer participation and group approaches into extension, and these have =~

B already had a 51gmf1cant 1mp act leferences in 1mp act between md1v1dual
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‘and group approaches have been Well documented in both Nepal and
‘Kenya (Sen, 1993; Eckbom, 1992; SWCB, 1994). In Western Nepal, Sen

compared the rate of adoption of new technologies when extension
worked with individuals or with groups. With groups, there was better-
communication between farmers and extensionists, and so more adoptlon

" When the individual approach’ was resumed after the expenment :

adoption rates fell rapidly in succeeding years. ,
In Kenya, the Ministry of Agriculture is mcreasmgly adoptmg a
commumty-onented approach to soil and water conservation (see Case

12, Chapter 7). This is steadily replacing the former individual approach
- of the T and V system. One particularly important study compared the
~impact of the catchment approach with the individual T and V in two

neighbouring communities in Trans Nzioa. For a wide range of indicators,
farmers’ livelihoods were more improved where the community approach
was implemented (Table 6.4). Such impacts have been confirmed by other

- ministry self-evaluation and monitoring studies (SWCB; 1994; Pretty et al,
'1994; MALDM, passim). Where extension staff interact closely with

communities in developing joint action plans and local-people freely elect

- members to a local catchment committee, then the impact on agricultural
‘growth is immediate and sustained. Strong local groups mobilize the

interest of the wider community and sustain action well beyond the

, perlod of dlrect contact W1th external agents (see Chapter 5)

TOWARDS LEARNIN G ORGANIZATIONS

A systemauc cha]lenge for agrlcultural research, extensmn a.nd plannmg

institutions, whether government or non-government, is to mshtutxonahze S

approaches and structures that encourage learning. i :
Narayan'’s study of the importance of participation in water pr01ects
indicated that whether people participated or not was influenced as much

by factors in external institutions as local needs or interests (Narayan,

1993). Those that succeed were charactenzed by a prior orientation or

- value towards local people, responsiveness during implementation and
giving up to or sharing decision making control with local communities.

In particular, if the agencies actively used local knowledge, made
participation a goal and then momtored and rewarded it, they were more

- likely to succeed:

- There is much we can leam from the private and corporate sector (see, -
for example, Thompson and Trisoglio, 1994; Easterby-Smith, 1992; Peters,
1987; Peters and Waterman, 1982; Argyris and Schén, 1978). It is
increasingly recogmzed that organizations that succeed in a changing and
increasingly complex world are also those that have the ability to learn
from their experiences, and adapt quickly. The central difference between
the private and public sectors is that if a. private company fails to learn
from its clients (those who pay for the products or serv1ces) then it will
close down. Institutions unable to learn do not recognize incrementally
changmg circumstances until a crisis suddenly manifests itself. But, at the
moment, 1f an agrlcultural research orgamzatlon falls to prowde
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Table 6.4 Comparison between the impéct Qf th,ejfcatchn;nent app;'bach and
- the individual farmer approach in neighbouring catchments at Geta Farm, -
Crgh - Cherangani Division, Trans Nzoia, Kenya ' :

- Catchment approach ‘lndivid‘ual farmer

, - ‘approach
Annual value of crop production, L e
1990 (KSh) : RAEEM - 14,260 ’ 13,470 -
- Variable costs, 1990 (KSh) : So3%10 3450
‘Gross margin, 1990 (KSh) ~ 8l00 = 7860
‘Gross margin per person-day (KSh) 13 B , 83
- Annual increase in productivity 12% - 8%
Net present value (4% discount rate) SRS ;
inKSh . il4milion 54 million
Benefit/cost ratio - . S : - LTS5 o 1.27
~Increase in land value: 1986-91 S 62% o 29%
_ Increase in land value: Annual ~lod%  53%
- Change in leasehold prices, 1986-91 +8% =10%
Increase in average livestock holding - 45% .. 15%.

- Milk consumption ratio s 16 i

: Souj-cé: Eckbom, 1992

' Vtechncilcy).gieéfﬂiayt far\m'ers,desire,rit Wﬂl not close down. -

- There are three areas in which agricultural institutions can improve their =

ability to learn. They can promote experimentation; promote connectivity

and group work based on roles rather than disciplines; and develop - |

monitoring and self-evaluation systems to improve learning and awareness.

 Promote Experimentation and Diversity

'An experimental approach often involves the takmg of risks, and so tends

to fly in the face of the instincts of sehior staff and the procedures of most
‘organizations. Most try to select people who will fit in with their particular
cultures. But too much homogeneity makes it more difficult for new ideas

~ toemerge. It is well established that creativity and innovativeness tend tobe
generated where diversity of experience is encouraged, particularly atlower

levels (Nonaka, 1988; Easterby-Smith, 1992; Williams and Antholt, 1992). -

A good sign is that agricultural research ‘and development has become
< increasingly diverse in recent years, with a growing number of disciplines -

engaged. Robert Rhoades (1989) characterizes four overlapping periods of
- steadily shifting emphases. These stages are as follows. g

¢ Production stage (roughly 1950-75), in which the pioneering -
~ disciplines were breeding and genetics, and farmers were seen as -
recipients of technology. . =~ ety L
* Economic stage (roughly 1975-85), in which Farming Systems ,
~ Research was pioneered by economists and agronomists, and farmers

‘were seen as sources of information for technology design.

Promote Counectivi
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o 'Ecological stage (roughly 1985-95), in which anthropology, -

‘ i farmers contribute their -
agroecology and geography are pioneers, and farmers ct their
'mgcj:i‘igehougsyhiowledge, and are seen both as victims and causes o’f_‘ ,

unsustainable development. :

: s Institutional stage (roughly 1995‘0nwafds), in which the piongermg 5

disciplines will be' management specialists, psychologists,

organizational sociologists, political scientists, training specialists and

 educators; in which farmers will be full collaborators in research and

 extension; and in which alliances will be developed between different
institutions. S L : o

" Even &ough each wave of enthusiasm for a new approach has grown out
of antecedents, there has been a tendency for those who pioneer and
" ‘embrace each new direction to play down the accomplishments of earlier

approaches;-and so ‘the ‘old’ always argue that the ‘new’ is not so new (‘we

 were doing it all along’) while the ‘new’ fiercely defends what it perceives to be the

wave of the future’ (Rhoades, 1989). Precisely how the new disciplines and -

. skills would work together is often unclear, but as Rhoades put it; ‘this

should not be a cause for alarm, given that early in every new stage no one was -

able to appreciate the vast bodies of methods and theories available in disciplines

11 margine e agricultural : i tablishment’.
still marginal to the agricultural research and development establish T
~ But i(rgl?cre'asmg dgiversity' may not alone be sufficient, as changes in

~ attitudes will be essential for any long-term change. The problem for

senior officials with creativeness and innovation is that t ley must
recognize that many new initiatives are bound to fail. It is ﬂlyyergfqreycmmal 5
that people do not get punished for taking risks that might fail. Easterby-

Smith qubtésfthe chief executive of a large corporation, who said that staff

‘have ’«thefreeddm to do things and fqil.'4We accept that... But at the same time‘we

pect any mistakes to have originality. We can afford any mistake — once’.
eprn the {oﬁg term, iIdeaﬁvg; behtgvipur will only persist if it is rewa_rdled.
The challenge is for institutions to have rewards, whether financial or
prbmofional, so that those who do not take risks are not rewardec%;
Similarly, those who make mistakes should not be disadvantaged. Suc :
incentives are needed in research and extension institutions if scientists are

1o be encouraged to adopt alternative me&ods of WOrkiiig with farmers.

tivity and Group Work

, Lean}‘lingk organizations neea Collé:cftive analy's’is and good connecti%nsr
- between their various parts. By working in groups, staff can approach a.
- situation from different perspectives, carefully monitor one another’s

work and carry out a variety of tasks sim@taneou'sly. Groups can be

. powerful and productive when they function well, and their outputs are
: ljkely, to be greater than the sum of their individual members.

DECE , : Rt i uals
- Although groups generally produce fewer ideas than 'md%w, 1al
'Wdrking sgpargatel}g thgy usually generate better ideas as each is discussed

~ and thought through more deeply. Groups are more likely to identify e,rro‘rjs1
of judger’nén’t before action is taken. Discussion stimulates more carefu
~thinking and leads to consideration of a wider range Qf ideas. ;Rather’ :
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: sﬁrpﬁ;sﬁigly, groﬁps'také fis.‘k;ier_ deéiéidns than the mdiViduais comprising it
~them would have done if acting independently. Individuals are more

~ adventurous as they can take courage from their fellow group members.
- But several people brought together to work on a single research or
-development activity do not necessarily make a productive team. Charles
- Handy (1985) has suggested that before a group of people can function
well as a team, they must pass through a series of stages: 1. forming; 2.
storming; 3. norming; and 4. performing. First, various individuals come
-together, sometimes as strangers, sometimes as colleagues, to create a new
group for somie stated purpose. In this early forming stage, they are still a

~ collection of individuals, each with their own agenda and expertise, and

little or no shared experience. As these individuals become more familiar
with one another, the group will enter a storming phase. Now personal
values and principles are challenged, roles and responsibilities are taken

on and/or rejected, and the group’s objectives and mode of operating will

start to be defined more clearly. If there is too much conflict and discord
- within the group, it will collapse. But if some common ground can be
found, the group will gain greater cohesion and a sense of purpose.
~ As the group members begin to understand their roles in relation to one -
another and establish a shared vision or goal, they will develop a clearly
discernable identity and group-specific norms of behaviour. At the
norming stage, the group has settled down. People know each other better,
~ they have accepted the rules and probably developed little subgroups and
friendship pairs. Once these norms have been: established, the group will

be ready for action and will enter into the performing phase. It is in this |

phase that they will work most effectively as a feam. This team has a life of

its own; its power to support learning will bekquité;considervable. The

confidence level of the team members will have reached the point where

- they are willing to take significant risks and try out new ideas on their
own. It is also the stage when learning will be greatest. - ST

~ Recent research by Meredith Belbin has led fo a greater understanding

- of the mix of roles needed to make groups work (Box 6.7). It is assumed
that nobody is perfect, as each of us has at least one allowable weakness.

. Buta team can be almost perfect, as it frees individuals to concentrate on
~ their strengths. The best teams have a wide mix of roles and functions

. represented, while ';teams'consfis,yting wholly of one type, however brilliant
- the individuals, can be disastrous] '

23

y ineffective. For example, a teamn with

- several shapers could stay locked in conflict, whereas too many fixers will

produce a team good at gathering information and jxiakmg{~corita¢ts but

- poor at reflecting and implementing. . T it
- Two factors make it hard for institutiens to produce effective teams
~ based on a full mix of roles and functions. The first is the tendency to select
individuals that match the image of the organization. This results in too
- many people of the same type. For a team leader or manager, it may be
‘necessary to select people they may not like as individuals, but who will be
key team members. The second is that all too often individuals are selected
according to qualifications, their apparent eligibility for the position, rather
than their suitability in terms of their potential team contribution. o
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listens well; promotes decision making; able to elicit contributions from all

~ Allowable weakness: somewhat manipulative. - - S S
k The sz ric The téam’s vital spark and chief source of ideas; creative,f

- accommodating, aware

Bo"rx 6.7 The ir’|ine i;oles }'equired er a ‘perfect’ ’teani :
The Cobrdinatéf:Thé team's natural chéirp'ersc’my;‘cénﬁdent;'talks easily, - |

team members; need not be a brilliant intellect.

unorthodox, imaginative. . . -
Allbv‘\‘/‘dbl\éweaknkess: lacks practicality, a bit of a handful, up in the clouds.

The Implementer: The team’s workhorse; turns ideas into practical
actions and gets on with them logically and loyally; disciplined, reliable,
‘conservative. - S e ;
Allowable weakness: can only adapt if told why, Igcks imagination. -
Th’é‘FiXér:'_THé ‘team’s extrovert; amiable, good at ‘making and using
contacts; énféxplofer of opportunities.. G ,

Allowable weakness: undisciplined, short attention span. £ :
The;Shapfer.‘ Usually the self-elected leader; dynamic, positive, outgoing,
argumentative, a pressurizer; seeks ways round obstacles. : :

Allowable weakness: not always ,likéable,.ftendenc)"‘—to bully, prqvoke‘s
opposition. s L
The Monitor Evaluator: The team’s rock, strategic, sober,anglyf.ical.
,~,‘iﬁti'overt;_‘cap'able of deep analysis of hug'e’quantifcies,qf dat;; rarely wrong.
Allowable weakness:.an unexciting plod, lacks imagination. =~ - o
The :'l:"earriWi:;kér: A counéellorf'ahd conciliator; social, perc_‘eptive,
k ng, ‘of undercurrents and others’ problems; promotes
harmony; most valuable at times of crisis. S L
Allowable weakness: indecisive. =~ . e
VTVEi‘eéfCompﬁleteri Finisher: The team’s worrier and sticlt-ler"for detail, -
deadlines and schedules; has relentless follow-th rough; chief catcher of ‘

errorsand omissions.. -
~ Allowable weakness: reluctant to let go, worries about small thl}ngs._ o
The Specialist: The team’s chief source of rare knowledge and skill; a
single-minded 'loner; self-starting, dedicated and makes the‘pccasklonalh
- dazzling breakthrough. : P o :
“Allowable weakness: contributes on a narrow front.
 Source: adapted from Meredith Belbin, 1992 :

:'Thev fchélleng'e for Vorgénizationé involved in ‘developing a. more

- sustainable agriculture is to incorporate these principles of group work in -

the mechanics of participation and institutional collaboration. To do this,

. there needs to be good connectivity betweén diffe:ent': é_g)_mponents of
_institutions, so that learning can be shared and 'd1str11)_uted‘ A_Siuch"
connectivity and the development of institutional memory is enhanced

through mechanisms for monitoring and self-evaluations.
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' lZVIanitc;ring andSélf-Ez)ul‘uations to TImprove Learning R

* Most institutions have mechanisms for identifying departures from
- normal operating procedures. This is what Argyris and Schén (1978) call
single loop learning. But most institutions are very resistant to double-

loop learning, as this involves the questioning of, and possible changes in,
 the wider ~values and procedures under which they operate. For
organizations to become learning organizations, they must ensure that

people become aware of their own processes of learning from both
mistakes and successes. = S o
. Institutions can, therefore, improve learning by encouraging systems
~ that develop a better awareness of information. What they need is to be
assured of the quality of external information. The best way to do this is to

be in close touch with external environments, such as farms, villages and
- communities, that generate this information. Professionals must spend
time out of the office and in the field. They should also’be aware of the fact

that we all tend to focus on good rather than bad news.

Good external information must be supported by good internal

handling of information. What happens to the information? Who has

~ access to it? Who accepts or rejects it? Many institutions get locked into an

unproductive cycle of information ~manipulation that has been

* characterized by Chris Argyris in the following way: senior managers are

fed with the positive that they want; this is used to confirm the views they

~already hold; there is therefore little open testing of ideas; and so people
~ become cynical and defensive, and become less willing to provide accurate
~ information (in Easterby-Smith, 1992). Cha e

- Breaking this cycle can only be done with a genuine commitment to

- participative decision making, combined with participatory analysis of

performance. Most development institutions rely on .conventional .
- evaluations to monitor performance. As the subjects of the evaluation are
- not involved in the process, they feel defensive and hide any errors. Instead

- of honestly reflecting on the past, they tend to be forced on to the defensive.

They then feel little or no ownership. in the final recommendations and -

- corrective measures. And so there is little or no learning, -

_ Alternatives to this common scenario are the increa’siﬂgljfiﬁipbrfah{t‘ -

fields of self-evaluation and participatory monitoring. These approaches.

are designed to hnbrbvewlearnmg, and have been effective in the

e

 Philippines, India, Sri Lanka and Thailand (Lauraya et al, 1991; SDC, 1992;
- Uphoff, 1992b; Sommer, 1993). Norman Uphoff (1992b) describes what ™

happens when such mechanisms were put in place in the context of
irrigation ‘management: ‘Government personnel - started working more

- conscientiously and effectively once they came to know the real conditions at the

_ village level through'a systematic monitoring and evaluation system. Moreover,
there was a dramatic change in local people’s collective and individual behaviour
once they knew with some precision, and in a comparative way over time and -

across jurisdictions, how well they were meeting basic needs’.

_ But such feedback through regular self-monitoring has been easier in
- NGOs than in national agricultural systems. Recent studies of some 30 on- -
; falm resgarch and FSR projects in a wide range of countries have found that :

RARpE
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- leamingx;vas’ge‘nérallvy weak (Mefri]léSahds et al, 1991; Byrne, 1989; Tripp,

1991). Despite ‘a decade of rhetoric about feedback’, few agricultural institutions -

‘have managed to become learning organizations (Merrill-Sands et al, 1991).

“One successful application has been in a project it southern India

‘involving partnerships between a range of institutions (Box 6.8; and see o
v ]él;:’s.?ehig:gclﬁapter 7). {’A self—eValuati'oh process was de51gned as an mtela' :
institutional learning process, so that each group of institutions and |
individuals could reflect on both their own domains of responsllbﬂ%t}'rdanl ,,
_ the organization of the project, and then develop options forkmdlvl ua,lc
~and collective change. External evaluations of complex dEVeloPg\?n 8
- programmes commonly create stress and uneasiness among ;’chose1 ?img s
. evaluated. Instead of following this common route, the process 16'3d to
 new commitments and policies to help future practice and consolidate
- existing partnerships. . o

Box 6.8 The self-evaluation process in the Participative Integrated
- Development of Watersheds (PIDOW) project, Karnataka, India -
For close to a decade, four sets of partners have worked together in the -
PIDOW project: the NGO Myrada, the Drylands Development B“oard:of the
‘Karnataka government, the village level: fsanghams- and ,t,h'e‘ ‘d.qnor, Sw1ss
Development Cooperation. The project works in fS?{_‘"liaF'd”)G‘f','ba!’:‘ga, |
District on the rehabilitation of micro-watersheds, fpcuksflngk{on community
'dé\)elo;ﬁnﬁeht approaches to soil and water conservation, ;x‘ff,or.e,s‘tatlgn,‘
dryland agriculture and credit support. The main issues for analysis dur_mgI :
the self-evaluation were financial viability, community participation, ‘tgchnlcall
appropriateness, institutional collaboration, equity, sustama@hty an
, kep'lyicafi,On.[THe self-evaluation involved field-based analyses using
 participatory methods, plus a range of workshops with villagers and policy
- The impacts of the self-evaluation process were as f,ollokas:. e
* the pfcs‘cess released many critical and self-critical feelings among all thg o
. partners;, A . e ;
. e ; . . em . ¥ ’
- = it gave an opportunity to reconfirm past achievements; S
* it came up with the proposed emergence of Apexfsanghams for",‘farmersf;
to air policy concerns; = - . ,

~+ it was a forum for exploring conflicts over technical issues. Boulder :
" bunds, for example, had been imposed rigidly by government :~:1:a1"{,d [;It' 2
farmers said their trapezoidal design was better. They sglc'i it cou ble
 raised if heéde’d.; it required less ‘Iand‘and,matferiyal, and was ,‘j"usxt as stable
~_if well constructed. This traditional d’e‘sign;wasi)reco.gnlzed,’ by‘thz .
‘government at the policy workshop: ‘the indigfenous.p,rqctlces.whep/fouf;‘h =
useful may bé;‘ncorporated into micro-watershed plqnnmg-(n gon]unq:qn w: |
mmended government practices’; - e
. :'ce tI:ggq,;:?: cdmn%ji:men‘t ,frﬂora government to revise ';he legal framemork ,
rregarding management and access to resources on‘the gpper:catc ment

public fands in favour of local communities.
‘| Source: Sommer, 1993 i
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A New Institutional Context -

The implications of all this are fundamental for most agricultural and rural
organizations. The new learning organizations or clumsy institutions
(Shapiro, 1988) should be more decentralized, with an open multi-

~ disciplinarity, flexible teams and-heterogeneous outputs responding to

- demand-pull from farmers. They should be able to operate in turbulence

- (Roche, 1992). Personal promotion and institutional survival should =

~ depend more on external achievement. These new institutions will have to
have realistic and rapid feedback flows, so as to make adaptive responses |

~ to change. This learning environment should focus on problem solving,

- and so be interactive and field based. Time will have to be built in for

- professionals to reflect on what has happened and how they might do

things differently next time. This means that the multiple realities and
- complexities will be better understood through multiple linkages and
~alliances, with regular dialo‘guE‘ and,parti'cipation between all actors

. (Table65). . .
~ TOWARDS A NEW PROFESSIONALISM

Learning and Teaching

~ The central Con'cepﬂt,‘(‘)ffsustaihéble agncul’furelsthat 1tmustenshrmenew o
ways of learning about the world. But learning should not be confused
with teaching. Teaching implies the transfer of knowledge from someone

* who knows to someone who does not know. Teaching is the normal mode
- of educational curricula and is also central to many organizational

- structures (Ison, 1990; Argyris, 1991; Russell and Ison, 1991; Bawden, 1992,

~ 1994; Pretty and Chambers, 1993a). Universities and other professional

~ institutions reinforce the teaching paradigm by giving the impression that

~ they are custodians of knowledge which can be dispensed or given
(a student). Where teaching does not =~

include a focus on self-development and enhancing the ability to learn,

- then ffteachin'g’threaténs;sustaiﬁablé;,agi*icu‘l‘tui'e"”"(I;s:o‘rki,",1,990),5 L

- But teaching itsé]f;\ﬁc'an impede learning. Professionals who yére to work
- for a more sustainable agriculture must be able to let go of certain ideas,

- and adopt new ones as situatioris and they themselves change: ‘No one
- existing policy culture ‘gives credibility to opinion only when it is defined in
scientific language, which may not be adequate to describe human and social
experience, and this has alienated people. This is not usually the fault of scientists
- themselves; it is a function of the form of science, including social science, that has
_been allowed to dominate.” (Wynne and Mayer, 1993) i

learns who claims to know already in advance’ (Rahnema, 1992). But.the =

~Because of the widespread failure of the formal educ':atior\alfséctprl to' - .
~ provide the necessary learning environments for the development of new =
professionals, it has been other institutions which have led the way. These -

- have chiefly been NGOs from both the North and'the South. Enlightened

- individuals in government Vc}rga,r'\izati‘ops,"NARSs ;andCG”jh’sjcitutes,f’andﬁ, o

- Connectivity, linkages
- and alliances
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 Table 6.5 Comparison between old and new institutional settings -

titutional ~ To the new institutional

From the old ins To the n
70 : Cseting

. setting -

’kﬂcaé,,‘of"’décisio'n ~ Centralizedand  °  Decentralized,

 standardized flexible and participatory
Mode of planning and  Single design, fixed  Evolving design, wide ~ -

~ deliveryof ~ packages supply-push choice, demand-pul

technologies or
- services

Response to external - ‘Célyllecit more data  Act immediately and
: rchdﬁg‘ef : before acting .~

- monitor consequences .

" Mode of field learning  Field learning by ‘rural  Learning by dialogue and

_development tourism’  systems of participatory |
- and questionnaire  ~  learning; errors not
surveys;error ~ punished

concealed orignored. ~ °

S Ll s " Double-loo /Vl'ear'nih’g',witi{‘~
Mode of intermal -~ Single-loop learningat  Double-loop learning with
M’T::rﬁ‘ng - best; misleading feedback time for reflectionon .

heries gives  experience;useof
) : o urable  participatory monitoring -
- impressions of impact  and self-evaluations

~ from perip

: lmpér‘tyanc,eﬁof' ~ Suppressed if a threat to  Experimentation .
- creativity . existing structuresand  encou

raged and original

. mistakes not punished
~ Institutions work in ",‘Iri'stl.,ty!'ti,?ns hnked ’
~isolation; individuals in - formally and informally to
~ institutions work alone each other; individuals
. linked in task forces and
informal groups

~ procedures

 farmers have also played their part. The investment is ot in knowledge,

in the formal sense, but in attitudes, behavioural changes and fa¢§1itatict,>n,~ -
skills. Training is centred on learning by doing and brmglngk_sicyylem’cg{l s,
extensionists and farmers together to negotiate and learn from each other.

- on personal level. This is quite different to the way normal universities

and colleges work.

 What learning organizations should seek is to ensure the generation of

LR sl el i e i el e s
timely, relevant, and agreed information and @owlgdge ﬂlatw 1 suppo:
_th:é,aqiés;t' towards a sustainable agriculture. This will occur when we can

~ find ways of developing both new insﬁmaonal_arrangaﬁ!?niﬁ“,"?nd o
~ alliances to encourage wider involvement, ’c}nd-a"nvePTQfS?:SSlOI,.‘ah]?j’m :
- with greater emphasis on the process of learning (and unlearning) 1ts§ e

From the Old to the New Professionalism o
A move from a teaching to a learning style has profound implications for
agricultural fdével(op\ment\‘ institutions. The focus is less on what we learn,

; ~ and more on how we learn and with whom. This inTPhéSv new roles f017':'~ i
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’ 7dévelopment professionals,,leadmg to a whole newfpro’feésiohalism W1th k
new concepts, values, methods and behaviour (Table 6.6). Typically,

* normal professionals are single disciplinary, work largely in agencies =
_remote from people, are insensitive to diversity of context, and are
- concerned with themselves generating and transferring technologies. Their = -

 beliefs about people’s conditions and priorities often differ from people’s

own views. The new professionals, by contrast, are either multidisciplinary -

- or work in close connection with other disciplines, are not intimidated by
. the complexities of close dialogue with rural and urban people, and are
~ continually aware of the context of interaction and development.

The problem with characterizing an old and a new professionalismin
this' way is the risk of depicting complex relationships as simple = = .

polarizations, in this case the bad and the good, whereas true sensibility

~ lies in the way opposites are synthesised. A distinction is needed here

 between the strengths of normal science as bodies of knowledge,
- principles and methods, and the weaknesses of the beliefs, behaviour and
~ attitudes which often go with it. It is mainly the beliefs and values which

present problems, and which the new professionalism seeks to change

 (Pretty and Chambers, 1993a,b).

However, it is also important to note that the old is ifea]ly;th'e modern’

and before the modern there were practices more akin to the new.
Extensionists in the USA in the last century and early pfa:‘rtfyof this: were -
~ clear about the way they worked with farmers. One definition of extension
‘education was given as ‘working with people, not for them: of helping people
become self-reliant, not dependent on others; of making people become the central
actors in the drama, not the stage hands or spectators’ (A H Maunder in -
- Itis clearly time to let go of some of the old paradigm of positivism for
science and embrace the new alternatives. This will not be easy. Many

- existing agricultural professionals will resist. But as the science writer,
- Arthur Clarke (1973), put it ‘When a distinguished but elderly scientist states

that something is possible, he is almost certainly right. When he states that

something is impossible, he is very probably wrong’. It is only when some of

these new professional norms and practices are in place that widespread -

change in the livelihoods of farmers and their natural environments is -

likely to be achieved. oo . S
When challenged about the work of the Latin American Consortinm for

Agroecology and Development (CLADES), Miguel Altieri (1992) recently

said: ‘I don't believe in objective true, universal, neutral science. We use
agroecology within a development paradigm that must have a certain direction in
-terms of social change. Our approach has been marginalised from academia and
- we have always been called the radicals or the dreamers. It is interestinig that

. academia is now_knocking on our doors. 1 don't argue with anybody any more -
- about whether the set rotation works for seven years; I'll take you there and you

can argue with the farmers because the proof is theirs’. e S
~ The prospects of a sustainable agriculture that is built on this new
“professionalism may be too much for many existing scientists. Thomas

S Kuhn (1962) ,jndi;cyatéd,'that new paradﬁigms!mevitably.mea'n some
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5 Table 6.5 Chahging,bl‘ofessiohalliérh'fromthe old to the new

From the old pfofessiqha!ism - To the new professionalism.

~ Who sets Professionals set priorities _

- Assumptions 'A'ssm,ﬁptikdn of singular, ~ Assumptiori of multiple

realities that are socially

about reality tangible reality TEantEs bt
. ~ - SRR e : S COnStFUCtﬁd s

Scientific  Scientific method is

Scientific method holistic
- method  reductionistand and post-positivist; local
' f ~ positivist; complex  categories and perceptions
~ _world splitinto - are central; subject-object
independent variables. ~ and method-data ’
‘and cause-effect . distinctions are blurred

_relationships; researchers’
- perceptions are central -

Strategy and - . Investigators know what ~ Investigators do not know -
‘context of = they want; pre-specified where research wil lead; it
~inquiry - research plan or design. ~ isan ppen—ended,lea‘rmng: ’
© Information is extracted  process. Understanding and
- from respondents or ~ focus emerges through
derived from controlled inter-action; context of

“experiments; context is

~ inquiry is fundamental -
~independent and controlled .

,Localpégp:e and ).

priorities? < et priorities together ~  professionals /
Relationship Pro;essbnas«ccntrof - Professomaty énable and. -
 betweenall  and motivate clients ~ empower in close dialogue; -
 actorsinthe  from a distance; they ~they ?tt‘{m_Pt'th!"ld trust

process- ~ tend not to frust through joint analyses and

people (farmers, rural e negctiatiqn; undgrs;andipg ‘
- people etc) whoare arises thrqugh thls engage-
simply the object of : . ment,%vrgsuh;mg in 1;nevnt:‘1l:’w,,le: ,
inquiry L interactions between th,e’ ;
i : S . : 2 i,nVGStig‘&th andthe ,
" ‘objects’ of research -

" Modeof  Single disciplinary— Multi-disciplinary — working
. working workingalone . _ingroups .
Technology or  Rejected technoiogy or Rejected technology or : :
~ services  service assumed to be service is a failed techno ogy.

fault of local people or
local conditions

~ Career ' Careersare inwardsand ~ Careers include outward .
~ development ' upwards —as practitioners  and dp}{\(nward' mo.yemena, ,
: !  get better, they become prpfes,skl;ona;ls stay in touch
~ promoted and take on . with action at all Igvgl;

more administration

Source: Pretty and _Chgmbelié;, ‘9'933,5
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MacRae and colleagues (1989) put it this way when considering the

- -professional barriers to the development of a sustainable agriculture: ‘For

- ‘those who are well recognised in their field there is fear of irrelevancy. Since many

scientists have produced research over the years that is irrelevant to sustainable
approaches at best, and destructive at worst, they would have to reject the value

of an entire lifetime of work; an especially difficult task because many scientists,

particularly during their younger years, have allowed their self-esteem to become
 tied up-entirely in their research work... Naturally, they are ‘resistant to -

approaches, such as sustainable agriculture, that challenge the orthodoxy that has

. helped them achieve their present position’.

The use of participatory methods must be combined with action to k

- create both appropriate institutional contexts for them to flourish and
appropriate learning environments for individuals to develop their own
problem-solving capacities. Where all three combine, namely new systems

- of participatory learning and action for partnerships, dialogue and

~analysis; new learning environments for professionals and local people to

- develop capacities; and new institutional settings, including improved

' connections both within and between institutions; then widespread and

persistent change is more likely (Pretty and Chambers, 1993a; Roche,
1992). It is only with all three in place that a sustainable and productive
~ agriculture can be developed. = - i T

~ SUMMARY

,F‘okry manyreasons,enstmg agricultural mstituﬁzi:ls, whether universities,
. research organizations or extension agencies, find it difficult to learn from
- farmers and rural people. This is because they are characterized by .

restrictive bureaucracy and centralized hierarchical authority; their

- professionals are specialists and so see only a narrow view of the world;
and they have few systemic processes for getting feedback on
performance. The widespread reliance on questionnaire surveys, -

supplemented by short rural visits, gives a distorted picture of rural
reality. The tendency is for rural complexity to be simplified. ;-

 There is increasing recognition that “participation’ between agricultural

professionals and rural people is essential for sustained agricultural
change. But the term participation is interpreted in many different ways,

 most of which are characterized by no giving up of control to local people.

- They may be passive participants, listened to or even consulted, but rarely

- do they fully interact with the opportunity to take control. Interactive
participation can be ensured through the use of alternative systems of
inquiry. These are defined methodologies and systemic learning
processes; they seek multiple perspectives and diversity; they use group
- processes of learning and they are context specific. The experts’ role is best
- thought of as a facilitator of local people’s analysis and the whole process
should lead to local institution building or strengthening, so increasing

- the capacity of people to take action on their own. Many methods can be

~ achieved.
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used and- their"rigouf is ehsured{'thi:»brugh the use of critelt'ia for-
trustworthiness. = . s e
~ Research organizations have a poor 'recprd' when. 1t comes to

articipation with farmers. If we are to be serious about the development
gf a sustainable agriculture, it is critical that local knowledge and skills in

erimentation a ought to bear on the processes of research. The
- experimentation are brought to bear on tl}e processes of researc 2
k e?;gblem with agricultural science is that it has_«‘p,oyor%y u11derstqu the
"ﬁaturebf indigenous knowledge and farmers’ capacity to experiment.

When given the opportunity, farmers have been innovative at adapting -

- technologies to their own conditions, often haVing-'a significant i;Ilpact,on

research and extension institutions in the process.

The wider challenge is for agricultural organizations to become learning

organizations. To do this, they will have to promote experimentation;. -

promote connectivity and’ group work based on roles rather than

T E o e e b i T onitoring ' 1f-evaluation systems to
disciplines; and develop monitoring and se ual PYSIEMS L0
b ?m‘pr%ik learning and awareness. The central concept of sustainable

_agri e is that it must enshrine new ways of learning about the world

: %%Ttl;:;grmg should not be confused with teaching. A move froma teyad}mgt .
to a learning style has profound implications for agr_;cultural devglppxllagn
institutions. The focus is less on what we learn, and more on how we e_afn
“and with whom. This implies new roles for development professionals,

" leading to a whole new professionalism with new conceptks,v’va%ue;s,

‘methods and behaviour. il
éﬁfﬁdeaﬂy time to let go of some of the old paradigm of positivism for

- science and embrace the new alternatives. This will not be easy, as many |
- professionals ‘will resist. But it is only when some of these new -

i Sl 8 £ = , < ) : L d Cl'lange jn '
f al norms and practices are in place thgty,wgigsprgak _change, -
{leg Eisgggoods *thfarméll?s‘and their natural environments is likely to bg |



