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Refocusing on Needs

While neoliberalism and other mainstream models have had the greatest
influence on postwar development, a range of alternative frameworks has
also emerged in recent years. Given the shortcomings of the mainstream
models, these alternative strategies are receiving increased attention. Analy-
sis of the key elements of alternative approaches can provide new insights
into the theory and practice of development which may help overcome the
major failings of the mainstream frameworks.

At the same time, however, the alternative development tradition is not
without its own contradictions, which must be resolved if it is to play a
larger role in development processes. This chapter analyzes these issues
by examining the refocusing of alternative approaches away from simple
economic growth toward broader considerations of equitable development
“and meeting human needs.

i

i

Redistribution, Basic Needs, and the Origins of
Alternative Development

Since the early postwar period, the central focus of mainstream development
strategies has been economic growth and the top-down diffusion of devel-
opment impulses. Growth is treated mainly as a function of investment —a
simple formula links appropriate levels of investment with the incremental
capital-output ratio and desired growth rates. The process of economic
growth is characteristically thought to follow a series of ‘stages’ which
would ultimately spread benefits to all, thereby alleviating poverty and
inequality. The diffusion of technology and the other attributes of mod-
ernization would allow the benefits of development to trickle down to the
neediest sectors of society, Development is viewed as a top-down process
in which important decision-making is controlled by major international
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institutions in cooperation with local Third World elites. Typically, inter-
national and national ‘experts’ have conceived and designed development
projects from the outside. The people to whom these projects are supposedly
directed exist mainly in the abstract as socioeconomic indicators. Popular
participation is normally restricted to some hastily organized meetings in

which outside experts ‘brief’ local people about the objectives and activities
of the projects.

Dissatisfaction with Mainstream Development Strategies

By the end of the 1960s, many analysts began to notice that economic
growth was not necessarily correlated with other development objectives,
such as rapid employment creation, the reduction of poverty and inequal
ities, and the provision of basic needs. Even in some countries (e.g., Brazil,
Iran, Kenya, Mexico, Nicaragua, Pakistan, South Africa) in which rapid eco-
nomic growth had been attained, severe ‘maldevelopment’ problems were
appearing. Growth was not eradicating poverty or providing jobs at the
speed anticipated and, in many cases, income inequalities were increasing,.
By 1970, some 944 million people, or 52 percent of the total population
of the South, were still living in absolute poverty (United Nations 1989;
table 24, p. 39),1 despite the development efforts of the previous decades.
Moreover, evidence was accumulating of growing labor underemployment,
especially in agriculture (e.g., Turnham 1971), and rising inequalities in
income distribution (Adelman and Morris 1973; Fishlow 1972; Griffin
1969; Griffin and Khan 1972). Indeed, by the early 1970s, it had become
‘a commonplace to argue that throughout much of the Third World growth
was accompanied by increased inequality’ (Griffin 1989: 165 ).

The experience of the 1950s and 1960s suggested that, while growth way
important, it was by no means a sufficient condition to induce broadly
based development. In fact, growth could be impoverishing for a significant
section of the population if it was paid for by a steady deterioration in
the distribution of income and assets. In many countries, growth had
been accompanied by declining standards of living and decreased access
to productive resources for large numbers of people, including landless
farmworkers, peasant cultivators, and many informal-sector workers. Ax

! These figures are for the whole of the South, excluding China. The absolute poverty line

is defined as the income level below which a nutritionally adequate diet and essential

non-food items (i.e., clothing, shelter) are not affordable. By 1985, the United Nations
reported thar the poverty rate in the South had declined somewhat to 44 percent, while
the absolute number of impoverished people had increased to 1,156 million, Between
1970 and 1985, the figures show a declining rate of poverty in the South's major

reglons, except Africa, However, in terme of absolute numbers, poverty incieased
substantially in all regions of the Sauth (ibid.),
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Chenery et al. (1974: xiii) noted, ‘It is now n._n.»a that more nrm.a _m decade
of rapid growth in underdeveloped countries ,wmm been of little .Mn no
benefit to perhaps a third of their population.” In fact, ample evi osnm
was available to contradict the notion that nov.-aoin a.n<a_om:=m=ﬁ msr
trickle-down strategies, whether based on industrial or agricultural m:.uin_ ,
would alleviate widespread impoverishment. Economic growth had ZBM y
failed to filter down — a fact that led many analysts to mocn_cmm nm»n
the nature, rather than the pace, of growth was &n nmcem_ mmnmo_j om.
development. Mahbab ul Haq (1976: 24-5), a Pakistani economist an
World Bank official, remarked:

In country after country, economic .mn.oinr is being accompanied by :ﬂ:m
disparities . . . the masses are 8:6_»5:.& that development has =_on ”osn e !
their ordinary lives. Very often, economic growth has meant very ittle moQ.w_
justice. It has been accompanied by :m:—m. unemployment, worsening socia
services, and increasing absolute and relative poverty.

As the United Nations First Development Decade .Cmmwlu: gave way to
the second, a growing number of theorists and practitioners o.m ané_cﬂ:%:ﬁm
concluded that the focus of development on macroeconomic mnmz,:. ad
been misplaced. Rather, they argued, the focus should be on the m:_mamﬂm
instead of the ‘inanimate’ — on human resources, as measured by qua _Jr%:w
life considerations, rather than on material resources, as measured by M_w
figures (Black 1991: 20-1). Successful mné_ova.o:ﬁ should be Bn_wméz.w sonm
in abstract, aggregate growth indices, but mnno_.&sm to other peop e-oriente :
criteria, such as the universal provision of basic mnmmm. the vn.oaoco:_um
social equity, the enhancement of human productive and creative Mw?ﬂ i H
ities, and the capacity of communities to set and meet n.:w:. own m<M o%
ment goals. New development approaches mroc_a. be oriented Hoim” the
satisfaction of basic human needs and desires, _um:_mc_mn_w at the loca nonM
munity level; and development projects should ,.GEE mn<n_ow5.wwn m:.ocn
people rather than people around development (ul Haq 1976: 27-8).

Redistributive and Basic-Needs Strategies

As dissatisfaction with the mainstream models became cc.anmvnnm& EWHT_M
the development community during the early _wuo.m. many _:Snamwzo:m mﬂ:m
bilateral aid agencies began searching for m_nnnsmnzn, more peop n_w-o.:a:rm
approaches, Efforts were made to uncouple the m:.nnr an__:m:& re m:EM Sm
between growth and development to :.E_S. room in .mn<a opment ?om 7
for other considerations, such as &ﬁ:v::c:n_ equity m:a vo<nﬁ< m_ evia
tion, basic-needs provisions, and the adoption :\ appropriate tec .:c oﬂ_\mﬂ
Programs promoting decentralized patterns of development were g
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prominence, and emphasis was shifted to projects which directly targeted
the poor, especially in rural areas. Many organizations adopted a rather
broad, eclectic, and loosely defined ‘neopopulist’ ideology (see Kitching
1982), in contrast to the well-structured, but narrow, theoretical base
offered by neoclassical economics. The effect was to redefine the aims of
development toward fostering fairer distributions of income and resources
encouraging local participation, and promoting small-scale projects n::u_ow”
ing socially and environmentally appropriate technologies. It was thought
that by targeting the poor and adapting programs to suit local conditions
and needs, growth and development would proceed in a dispersed manner
.@OE below’ (Stohr and Taylor 1981), rather than following the conven-
205&.8@-&05? concentrated pattern. Through encouraging ‘self-help’ and
participatory decision-making, the latent energies and creativity of the poor
could be directed toward rapid and more appropriate forms of development.

Some isolated, halting efforts had been made to initiate alternative devel-
opment projects in a few Third World countries. Bernstein and Campbell
(1 wm.m ), for example, report that a ‘populist movement,” which stressed local
mm._,S.Em practices and indigenous forms of knowledge, gained some support
within the British Colonial Office during the 1930s. Similarly, Moser (1989)
traces the origins of the concept of ‘community development’ to the British
who used it to develop basic education and social welfare in some no_oimm
areas. In the 1950s and 1960s, some small-farm development projects
.moom-mo_.-io_._ﬁ and labor-intensive public works programs were Unmzm
in a few countries (Peek 1988). However, the impetus for alternative
.mné_ov_.snsﬂ projects really began in the early 1970s when many large
international organizations (such as the World Bank, ILO, UNEP, UNICEF)
and bilateral aid agencies (e.g., USAID, CIDA) became involved.

In his presidential address to the 1973 World Bank annual meeting
Robert McNamara expressed the view that the mainstream amﬁmov:ﬁ:m
strategies of the 1950s and 1960s had made an unacceptably small impact
on Third World poverty and inequalities. Largely through the prodding of
its Development Research Center under Hollis Chernery, the World Bank
began to adopt a new development approach, termed ‘redistribution with
growth’ (Chenery et al. 1974). Redistribution and growth were treated as
complementary rather than contradictory elements of development; sustain-
able growth would require redistributive policies and targeted programs for
the poor during the initial stages of development, instead of simply relying
on :._nr_n-mciz mechanisms to eventually spread the benefits of growth.,
Priority was given to employment creation and basic-needs provisions rather
than economic growth per se. In order to maximize job creation, emphasis
was placed on small/medium agriculture and the informal sector, Similarly
basic-needs provisions were targeted for poorer and severely ::;2.%2:..L
areas, such as outlying regions dominated by peasant cultivators,
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Although it contained these new emphases, redistribution with growth
represented a modification rather than a clear break with previous main-
stream development strategies. It retained much of the optimism of the
earlier models in its promotion of the benefits of market-led growth.
Redistribution of income toward the poor essentially remained tied to
rapid economic growth; the traditional recipe of balanced growth was
simply extended to cover social as well as economic development (Hettne
1990: 57). Although there was considerable evidence that the poor formed
the majority in most countries, the Bank tended to group the poor into
administratively convenient ‘pockets of poverty’ (Friedmann 1992: 58),
which could be treated by targeted programs rather than more funda-
mental changes within macro-policies. Moreover, despite the rhetorical
stress placed on community participation, a top-down, social-engineering
approach continued to characterize the Bank’s development projects. The
political dimension of development was given some recognition, especially
the stabilizing impact that increased consumption levels among the poor
would have on long-term development. However, concrete measures to
empower popular organizations to take a more active role in political and
economic decision-making were largely avoided.

Parallel to the World Bank’s strategy of redistribution with growth, the
International Labor Organization (ILO) adopted a basic-needs approach
during the 1970s. The idea of basic needs may have originated in a report
by a group of Latin American theorists (Herrera et al. 1976), prepared for
the Bariloche Foundation, Canada (see Preston 1986: 109). However, the
basic-needs concept was formally placed on the international development
agenda at a 1976 ILO World Employment Conference in which the partici-

_pants adopted a ‘Declaration of Principles and Program of Action for a Basic

Needs Strategy of Development’ (in ILO 1976: 189-214). As it was elabo-
rated by the ILO, the basic-needs concept put equal emphasis on growth
and redistribution. Although it focused on the needs of the poor, it was not
opposed to rapid growth in the modern sector; rather, it sought to strike a
more balanced approach to development (Emmerij 1987). Basic needs were
defined to include the following elements: minimum requirements of private
consumption (e.g., food, shelter, clothing); essential services of collective
consumption (e.g., electricity, water, sanitation, health care, education,
public transport); participation of people in decisions affecting their lives;
satisfaction of basic needs within a broader framework of basic human
rights; and employment as both a means and an end (see Ghai 1977).

The ILO’s version of basic needs concentrated on harnessing local
resources and providing the poor with the means to fulfill their development
potential. It attempted to define basic needs in operational terms and it estab-
lished performance criteria and targets for countries. It also acknowledged
the need for structural (internal) change in the development patterns of Third
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World societies to meet the basic needs of the poor (Streeten 1981). Even
though the ILO regarded its version as a minimum definition of basic needs,
it nevertheless created much controversy at the conference (Friedmann 1992.
60). Some employers’ delegates and representatives from core capitalist
countries believed that the ILO was over-emphasizing the need for structural

change and redistributive measures; instead, they called for attention to be.

placed on rapid economic growth as the most important remedy for prob-
lems of unemployment and poverty. Other delegates regarded basic needs as
a key unifying theme around which a new alternative approach to develop-
ment could be constructed which would be radically different from previous
models that stressed top-down growth and capitalist modernization. Such
controversy has continued to swirl around the basic-needs approach.

In addition to the World Bank and ILO, a number of United Nations
organizations figured prominently in the creation of an alternative devel-
opment agenda in the 1970s, including the UN Environment Program
(UNEP), UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), UN
Development Program (UNDP), UN Research Institute for Social Devel-
opment (UNRISD), UN Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF), World
Health Organization (WHO), and Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO). During the 1970s, these organizations held a number of landmark
meetings dedicated to reformulating the development agenda. Particularly
important was a symposium on ‘Patterns of Resource Use, Environment and
Development Strategies’ convened by the UNEP and UNCTAD in Cocoyoc,
Mexico in 1974. The Cocoyoc meetings brought together a wide range of
development experts from all parts of the world, who represented two major
strands of the nascent alternative development movement: those who argued
that priority attention should be given to satisfying people’s basic needs
rather than simple growth maximization, and those who were concerned
with the ‘outer limits’ of the world’s ecological capabilities to sustain growth
(Friedmann 1992: 2). At the end of the meetings, the participants issued a
manifesto, the ‘Cocoyoc Declaration,” which stated:

Thirty years have passed since the signing of the United Nations Charter
launched the effort to establish a new international order. Today that order
has reached a critical turning point. Its hopes of creating a better life for the
whole human family have been largely frustrated. It has proved impossible
to meet the ‘inner limits’ of satisfying fundamental human needs. On the
contrary, more people are hungry, sick, shelterless and illiterate today than
when the United Nations was first set up.

At the same time, new and unforeseen concerns have begun to darken the
international prospects. Environmental degradation and the rising pressure
on resources raise the question whether the ‘outer limits' of the plan-

et’s physical integrity may not be at risk, (Cocoyoc Declaration 1974:
170)
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The Cocoyoc Declaration went on to note that any process Mm mno”ﬁ”
that did not lead to the fulfillment of basic human needs was a . _mnow _omn
of development. Moreover, development should address :OM just m_.m:
human needs, but other considerations, m:.nr as freedom o nxcnmmmﬂvn
and self-realization in work. ‘Overconsumptive’ types .om,anﬁ_ovansw t “_wa
violate the ‘inner limits’ of humans and the ‘outer limits om. smE:m shou ;
be avoided. More people-centered and n=<:o~.5_m:~m=< mcmﬁm_nmm_n _M_.Em MA
development would require increased mm:.-nn:munn. The mo.cmw mr.om Sno _
to establish a new international economic oanw (NIEO) in which mu ua
benefits of trade and cooperation would be %ES& m.noB more mﬁ.zamm_n
global relations. However, until a more just E.Hnn:mcosm_ economic order
could be created, Third World countries might want to pursue B,omm
self-reliance through ‘a temporary mnnmnran.sn from the present system.” In
the end, it would be futile ‘to develop .mm_m-no:m:nn nr‘nocmw full vwﬂ_m_wmwo”
in a system that perpetuates economic dependence’ (Cocoyoc Declaratio
Gmun.. N“vﬁ.:n (1990: 152), the Cocoyoc Onn_»nma,oz Bml@.& ‘the U__Zw
of an “alternative” trend in mm<m_ow5n:m nr.mon%. >._8§m:<n mm<m. o__w-
ment approaches received additional attention in Q.um mid-1970s, mm@nm.m.._w
from two other sources. The first was aro.méom_wr Um.m EmBMamnm Z_o .
Foundation, which published a document in 1975 entitled W. at | o:m
Another Development.2 Mainstream mn<n~ow.5m:.~.aomm_m SMMm m:an_N.nmn
for neglecting issues of mass poverty &.Sn_ mzmg_.:m_u__:%. A vn%w y y %EMM_E
approach to development was ocz_:aa,.ér._nr 2.?088 eve owa nt
geared to the satisfaction of needs, vnm_.ss._sm with the Umm_.n cnnm M<a_-
the poor who constitute the Son_.m,m majority; at the mmn.sw time, el
opment to ensure the humanization om man by the satis M.n:oﬂ o s
needs for expression, creativity, no:,.:Sm__Q. and for deci ﬁ_*sm is O<M :
destiny’ (Dag Hammarskjold Foundation 1975: 7). The secon _wwwﬁno wz .
the International Foundation for Development >_8njm:.<nm (IFDA), im _w
was established in 1976 in Nyon, Switzerland. The principal vcnwo_mn of the
IFDA was to promote an alternative, bottom-up m@.ﬁnOmnr to deve opment,
termed the “Third System Project,” which was anm_n.wn.ma to exploring new

methods of raising consciousness and increasing participation by mnmmMnoonw

movements in development decision-making. A distinction was drawn

2 This document was prepared by the Dag Hammarskjold Foundation mo.n nrm m.nsw:HJ
Special Session of the UN General Assembly and was ?_.nrnn. n_mvonmnnﬂ _=~~ MH_MMJ.MF‘
Development Dialogue. Another journal, Alternatives, vJE_wrom by the Insti cwnrnm
World Order (New York), also became a forum for alternative mn<n_ov_.:2mn uE_u_.o ﬁ.<m.
While most of this work took place in the North, some research ,Q.._:E.M 2% RM_M» m_=
development also began to appear in the South, such as the Center for Developing
Societies (New Delhi, India),
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_we:zom: the First System of political power (dominated by the state), the
Second mﬁ.RE of economic power (dominated by transnational nm@mnm:
and :.6 Third mv\.ﬁn:_ of people’s power, based on voluntary o~mm=mNmno:,
consciousness raising, and local action. The Third System was noEwomom,
of vno_u._n acting individually and collectively through voluntary institutions
and social movements. It was regarded as the principal source of new values

and visions and thus held the most i i i
potential for engend
change. According to the IFDA (1980: 69-70): o T b ay

The ,.&:a system’ is that part of the people which is reaching a critical
consciousness of their role. It is not a party or an organization; it constitutes
a movement of those free associations, citizens and militants ,Ero perceive
that the essence of history is the endless struggle by <<Eor. people try to
master .n_an: own destiny — the process of humanization of man. The M;&
system _.=n_:mnm groupings actively serving people’s aims and ::mzuuma as well
as political and cultural militants who, while not belonging &SQ_W\ to the
grassroots, n:mmmwo:n to express people’s views and to join their struggle
This movement tries to assert itself in all spaces of decision making by v:n:.:m.

pressure on the state and economic power and by organizing to expand the
autonomous power of people.

The Evolution of the Basic-Needs Concept

Perhaps the central focus of alternative development approaches in the
__cNOw was on basic needs. The basic-needs debate drew a fundamental
distinction between economic growth and the satisfaction of basic needs
As a :.wmz_r more direct, targeted methods were proposed for pover .
n_._nsm:_o:_ rather than the indirect approach of reliance on growth m:nw
:._nr_n..aosﬁ mechanisms to eventually benefit the poor. The satisfaction
of basic :m.nmw figured prominently in the alternative approaches adopted
by several international organizations, such as the World Bank, ILO W:m
CZEU. as &6: as many bilateral aid agencies, :o:moénsan:ﬁmm Onmm.:mwm-
tions, .m:m independent development institutes. However. these approaches
also differed substantially in their conceptualization of _u.mmmn needs and nr,o
methods proposed for fulfilling basic-needs requirements. As the basic-needs
concept developed, two schools of thought evolved which &m::m:_mrﬁ,_
between a universal and objective interpretation of needs, on the one hand
and a more subjective and historically contingent msman_u_.nmmao: based in ::H
n:d.?.ﬁ.i particular social systems, on the other (Lederer 1980).
The first approach was mainly associated with the World Bank, 1LO
and some bilateral aid agencies of core capitalist countries, It _,.::2.:,:..:.2m
on needs which in all societies are necessary for physical _..‘_:..:_:E.:.:.

It took a positive, quantifiable view of basic needs, According to the
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ILO (1976: 32), for example, basic needs were defined as ‘the minimum
requirements of a family for private consumption,’ especially food, clothing,
and shelter, as well as ‘essential services provided by and for the community
at large, such as safe drinking water, sanitation, public transport, and health
and education facilities.” The ILO and other international organizations
struggled mightily to define hierarchies of basic needs so that development
programs might be targeted to maximize benefits for the poor. Streeten and
Burki (1978), for example, distinguished between ‘core needs’ (food, water,
clothing, and shelter) and all other needs. Friedmann (1992: 63) notes that
this definition of core needs was probably influenced by the focus of the
international agencies on immediate, tangible needs (e.g., food, housing)
and the desire to avoid more troublesome philosophical considerations (e.g.,
in which food requirements might have to be weighed in comparison with
liberty or other concerns). For Griffin (1989: 172), this approach was rather
modest in its targets. It did not hold out any immediate hope of providing
people with fuller, more meaningful lives, but merely indicated what would
be required to attain certain minimum basic-needs objectives over the next
generation.

The second approach to basic needs was largely associated with the work
of some UN agencies, nongovernmental organizations, and independent
development institutes. It tended to concentrate on the more subjective
concerns of what makes life worth living in different cultures and societies,
and was much more normative and qualitative than the first approach. Some
analysts may have thought of basic needs as consisting of a ‘shopping list’
of essential private-consumption goods and public services. But the second
approach to basic needs clearly distanced itself from this interpretation.
Priority was given not only to the minimum physical requirements for
human subsistence, but also to a range of other less tangible needs, such
as protection, affection, understanding, participation, leisure, creation, iden-
tity, and freedom (see Max-Neef 1986). Rather than being universal, finite,
and quantifiable, these latter needs are infinite, qualitative, and subject
to change across cultures and societies. Instead of concentrating merely
on ‘things,’ they include the broader needs and desires which make life
meaningful to people within particular historically constituted contexts.

From this perspective, basic needs are transformed into political claims for
entitlements. The poor are no longer regarded simply as victims or passive
recipients of outside aid, but as people who, despite enormous constraints,
are actively engaged in the struggle to define their own lives and means of
livelihood. For poverty programs to be effective, the poor must take an
active role in the provisioning of their own needs, rather than simply relying
on the state or outside organizations to solve their problems. However,
in order to participate in this process, the poor must often receive some
initial assistance to provide them with the means to help themselves. The
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basic-needs approach does not necessarily require more aid or higher levels
of public spending; indeed, government expenditures already account for a
relatively high proportion of GNP in most Third World countries (Griffin
1989: 173). Instead, the approach demands greater popular participation.
On the one hand, this requires a change in the organization of institutions
and agencies involved in development programs, and on the other, the
attainment by the poor of the means to become more organized and
self-reliant. At both of these levels, basic needs tend to become highly
politicized, inextricably tied to issues of representation, participation, and
empowerment, over which different classes and social groups contend
within the political arena. As Conger Lind (1992: 144) notes in an article
on poor women’s movements and basic needs:

The politicization of ‘basic needs’ demonstrates the way in which such ‘needs’
are actually much more than just the desire for bread and water. As poor
women base their politics on their reproductive roles, they challenge the
Bnmism of ascribed gender roles as well as the implications these roles have
in the reproduction of society. They are not only struggling for access to
resources, they are also challenging dominant representations of gender and
incorporating this into their politics. State policy, then, cannot easily fulfill
poor women’s ‘needs’ simply by providing them with economic resources.

The Focus on Rural Development

Beginning in the early 1970s, many of the alternative development programs
of various aid agencies and international organizations focused on rural
development as the key to reducing levels of underemployment, increasing
access to public goods and services, and lowering poverty and income
inequalities in most developing countries. Rural development emerged as
a major issue as it became clear that previous development approaches
had generally failed to improve the well-being of the rural population.
Aside from some highly urbanized parts of Asia and Latin America, the
majority of the poor in most Third World countries continue to reside in
En countryside. This is particularly true for many of the poorest countrics,
in which some 80 percent or more of the population may be rural (Grindle
1988). As a result, over vast areas of the South, particularly in sub-Saharan
Africa, the most severe cases of absolute poverty remain largely a rural
phenomenon (von Braun and Paulina 1990), Moreover, access to basic
public goods and services (e.g., health care, and education) is usually
most inadequate in outlying rural areas, thereby compounding problems
commonly associated with poverty, such as high morbidity and child
mortality and low life expectancy,

The focus on rural development inevitably raised many important policy

e =

——— b

i
i

REFOCUSING ON NEEDS 211

issues concerning the relative neglect of the countryside as resources were
concentrated in urban areas, the bias of development efforts toward industry
at the expense of agriculture, and the manipulation of internal terms of
trade against agriculture, particularly domestic food production. These
issues were grouped together within the broad concept of ‘urban bias,’
which became an early theme of organizations such as the ILO and World
Bank. It was asserted that an urban bias in the development programs of
many countries had drawn away resource allocations from rural loca-
tions to meet urban and industrially based priorities, thereby adversely
affecting both economic efficiency and distributional equity (e.g., Bates
1981; Lipton 1977). Accompanying their overall urban bias, development
programs had particularly neglected the needs of small/medium agricultural
producers, who continued to supply the bulk of domestic foodstuffs in most
countries. Typically, development models had viewed rural development
mainly from an urban perspective; in almost all countries, an urban-based
network of public-private institutions had subsumed the dynamic of overall
development to the rhythms and possibilities of growth in the urban
sector. However, urban bias was regarded as particularly inappropriate
and wasteful for many poorer countries in which the majority of people
and economic activities continue to be concentrated in rural areas:

Urban bias does not seem particularly helpful in the context of underde-
veloped countries where upwards of 80 percent of the population live in
rural areas, where agriculture constitutes the fundamental source of national
wealth, where urban places have traditionally expropriated the rural surplus,
and where the economy remains externally oriented. If development is to
be for the people, there is a strong prima facie case that it should largely
consist of development in and for rural areas: it is contended that urban
biased strategies are incapable of achieving these aims. (Dattoo and Gray
1979: 261)

Not only had overall development efforts been marked by a perva-
sive urban bias, but agricultural programs had often reinforced structural
inequalities in many rural sectors by promoting a ‘bimodal’ agricultural
development strategy (Johnston and Kilby 1975; Thorbecke 1979). As
a result, a bifurcated or dual pattern of rural development had been
strengthened in which a few large-scale, capital-intensive farms, usually
concentrated in the best agricultural zones and oriented toward agroexport
production, were juxtaposed to a mass of small-scale peasants employing
rudimentary techniques, often under precarious environmental conditions,
to produce basic foodstuffs for their own subsistence and the local market.
Although bimodal agricultural strategies became common in many parts
of the South, they were particularly prevalent in Latin America, where
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they tended to reinforce and extend the traditional latifundio-minifundio
pattern of rural development.3 In most areas, bimodal strategies have been
mmmoﬁ»nnm with policies favoring cash crop and agroexport production using
relatively capital-intensive technologies, rather than basic foods production
employing more labor-intensive techniques (Johnston and Clark 1982)

In addition to the agroexport model, the Green Revolution also contrib-.

uted to the deepening of bimodal patterns of agricultural development (see
e.g., Conway and Barbier 1988; Johnston and Clark 1982; Shiva Hmw:u
‘;n. Green Revolution focused on increasing food production omvnnmm:v“
grains, rather than agroexports. It was envisioned that an Ennom.mna supply
of grains would lower the relative cost of food and, in turn, help to drive
down per unit labor costs for both agriculture and 5&5:.,%. Lower unit
costs would raise profitability levels, permitting higher rates of savings
and investment and a faster rate of overall growth. Benefits would accrue
not only to agriculture, but also to industries, especially those located in
rural areas. Increased agricultural production would provide raw materials
.An.m., for food-processing industries); stimulate the demand for agricultural
inputs and intermediate goods (such as fertilizer, pesticides, irrigation
machinery); and create an expanded rural market for simple consumption
goods (e.g., bicycles, radios). Technological innovation was regarded as the
_A.Q to accelerating agricultural growth, and it was from this focus that the
Green Revolution strategy derived its name. Improved hybrid seed varieties

greater use of fertilizers and other chemical inputs, investment in :.Emm:o:,
systems, expanded agronomically based research and agricultural extension
services, and increased rural credit were emphasized.

'E:._,f the Green Revolution adopted a very technocratic orientation
Relatively little emphasis was placed on the need for land nn&mnlvcaos.
and tenure reforms, institutional change, or the direct participation and
_dov_szao: of the rural population in development programs. While the
Green Revolution enjoyed broad success in raising grain production, many
analysts argue that this was accomplished at high social and a:SHo:“:mnS_
costs (e.g., Bartra and Otero 1987; Conway and Barbier 1988: Hazell and
.Wwammm.ﬁw 1991; Shiva 1991; Zarkovic 1988). Many of the mmnrao_ommnm_
Innovations proved to be labor-displacing and created a greater dependence
on relatively costly external inputs, such as hybrid seeds, chemical fertiliz-
ers, pesticides, and irrigated water. Small/medium producers were often
squeezed out of traditional markets by their inability to adopt the new

The origins of the latifundio-minifundio pattern of rural development in most L

higiny ! atin
American countries can be traced back to the early colonial period. Howe

finiean sonnie . ver, land
centrations accompanying the postwar expansion of agroexports  significantly
reinforced traditional dualistic rural structures,

i : : Latifundios are large-scale estates,
while minifundios are small farms, often insufficient o meet the subsistence ne

eds
of a peasant family,
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technologies (through lack of capital and rural credit) and by falling pro-
ducer prices (resulting from the increased output of larger producers). Green
Revolution technologies have also often been linked to the penetration of
transnational corporations into rural areas (especially through increasing
dependence on hybrid seed types and chemical inputs) and to growing
ecological problems (e.g., soil erosion, chemical contamination of soils
and groundwater, depletion of water resources, greater crop vulnerability,
decreased genetic diversity). Moreover, because they have generally not been
accompanied by redistributive measures, these technologies have commonly
widened rural inequalities in both socioeconomic terms (favoring richer,
larger-scale farmers) and regional terms (favoring concentrations of large
producers in areas with irrigated water). Both of these tendencies have
accentuated the dominant bimodal pattern of rural development in most
countries.

In contrast to a bimodal agricultural strategy, proponents of redistributive
development approaches commonly advocate ‘unimodal’ strategies (e.g.,
Adelman 1975; Johnston and Kilby 1975; Johnston and Clark 1982).
A unimodal strategy seeks to modernize and raise production levels of
the entire agricultural sector, which is comprised of relatively uniform,
small/medium farm units. Perhaps the best examples of successful unimodal
strategies are found in South Korea and Taiwan, where extensive agrarian
reforms were followed by development programs designed to improve basic
social and economic infrastructure, raise levels of rural productivity and
standards of living, and integrate small/medium agricultural producers
into the dynamic of national economic growth. Unimodal strategies have
also shown success in a few other Third World areas — notably in the
Meseta Central of Costa Rica, where historically a relatively egalitar-
jan pattern of rural development evolved in stark contrast to the polar-
ized latifundio-minifundio pattern prevailing in most of the rest of Latin
America.*

Unimodal strategies not only stress an egalitarian structure of land tenure,
but also favor increased access to rural credit and other means of produc-
tion, investments in basic social and economic infrastructure (education,
health care, transportation and communications networks, etc.), and agri-
cultural extension and other programs designed to promote technological
change appropriate to smaller-scale, labor-intensive operations. Unimodal
strategies seek to create an internally articulated pattern of development
in which rising levels of production and consumption by small/medium
farmers are linked to other local economic sectors in a mutually reinforcing
manner through backward/forward linkages (e.g., supply of raw materials
4 Although recent trends of increasing foreign ownership, land concentration, and peasant

displacements in the Meseta Central (the ¢ | plateau region of Costa Rica) have
begun to erode the traditional il rural development in this area.
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for agro-industries, demand for industrially produced agricultural inputs
and consumption goods). However, despite theoretical arguments and
empirical evidence supporting unimodal strategies, they continue to face
considerable obstacles and have yet to be adopted in more than a handful
of countries. Johnston and Clark (1982) list a number of these obstacles,
virtually all of which have a common source - in political opposition
rooted in the distribution of power relations in developing countries. In
most cases, the adoption of a unimodal strategy would significantly weaken
the economic and political power base of rural and urban elite groups, which
usually exert a dominant influence on policy-making. This begs the question
of how unimodal strategies can be adopted in most Third World countries
simply through rural development initiatives and without complementary
structural changes within overarching political and economic relations.

The origins of redistributive rural development initiatives in most areas
of the South can be traced back to the agrarian reforms of the 1960s
and 1970s. Agrarian reform has followed a number of different paths,
but may be loosely defined as any state-sanctioned change in land tenure
and associated institutions which ostensibly is designed to benefit small
cultivators, landless laborers, or other groups of rural poor (e.g., Jones et
al. 1982; Thiesenhusen 1989). Lipton (1993) identifies a number of different
types of agrarian reforms, including those which focus on landownership
ceilings and redistribution, the purchase of plots by tenants and share-
croppers, restrictions on rental arrangements and other forms of tenancy,
land-titling and freehold laws, the ‘patrialization’ of land from colonizers to
the rural poor, and the creation or privatization of state and collective farms.
Agrarian reforms have sometimes also been accompanied by resettlement
strategies designed to relocate peasants into frontier areas (e.g., Indonesia’s
transmigration strategy, Amazonian colonization schemes in Brazil, Peru,
and Ecuador) or to concentrate patterns of dispersed settlement by grouping
peasants together into villages (e.g., the villagization movement in Tanzania
and Mozambique). Perhaps the largest of these resettlement strategies took
place in Tanzania where some 13 million peasants were transferred from
their traditional plots into 7,000 ‘village communities’ by the wjamaa
movement during the 1970s (McCall and Skutsch 1983).

Despite much rhetoric to the contrary, agrarian reforms and resettlement
schemes have generally been administered in a paternalistic, top-down
manner which has systematically excluded local peasant organizations
from meaningful participation in decision-making. Moreover, these rural
development initiatives have attempted to affect a redistribution of rural
income and resources, while leaving the thrust of national development
strategies largely unchanged. Agrarian reform efforts have characteristically
reflected a localized perspective in which development solutions are sought
within the rural sector itself, but little rec ognition i atforded to the possible
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need for complementary systemwide structural change. In a broad analysis
of Latin American agrarian reforms, de Janvry (1981: 203) nomn_camm that
the main economic thrust of the reforms was not m.nE.m:% aimed at .nro
peasant sector at all, but was directed toward n:.n nm?nmrm.ﬂ :mammo::mn._os
of the large-scale latifundio sector: by v:::.um ._m_n _m:.a into vnwmznzw?
reorganizing precapitalist estates on a nwESrmn&uw_m, and stimulating
investments in capital-intensive technologies. m::__wn:.a. he m:.n_m meﬂ.avm
principal political purpose of the reforms was to m.nmv___No social no_mm_onm
under the peripheral capitalist model by removing  state control from
the landholding oligarchy, deepening rural wno_nnm:msﬁm:os through the
elimination of semifeudal labor exploitation, creating a mﬁmzn.n_mwm .om
middle peasants, and reinforcing an emergent class of nmv:u_-_nﬁn:m._ﬁ
bourgeois producers. The reforms were thus w::.o.m not only at preempting
a more radical solution to the ‘agrarian question in Hrw wake of the ﬂ:vwz
Revolution, but, more fundamentally, at the nﬁsmo_._n_mzos of both capitalist
agrarian relations and state control over the direction of rural development
(ibid.). . .
By the early 1970s, interest in agrarian reform as a Bmﬁr.om for creating
a more unimodal agricultural structure in areas such as Latin America was
already declining. A two-pronged mwvno»mr to rural mn.<n_ov,5naﬁ. was mﬁov-
ted in many countries which m:maacaonmrsn.a. no=<n:=o:& n_:m_._mn notions
of relatively autonomous modern and traditional sectors in agriculture (de
Janvry 1981; Grindle 1986). On the one vm:.m, Eﬁmmnmnnm.ncnu_ mo<n_o~.u-
ment (IRD) programs were established to assist mEm__\B.nQEB farmers in
producing a marketable surplus beyond their own mcvw_Mﬁmnma :nn.am. On
the other hand, separate programs were created to provide incentives monm
larger producers to increase investments and expand output, om@n.nﬁwm_% M
agroexports. This new rural am<n_ov32% wEﬁ.Omnr generally avoided the
contentious issue of land redistribution; it also s:mgan._ the scope for state
intervention in various elements of rural production, n_nnc_mcﬁ.vnv and con-
sumption (e.g., health care and education, mm:n:_mc_.w_. extension services,
rural credit, infrastructure provision, marketing). Politically, the extensive
scope of IRD allowed the state to expand its influence among a vnoma EM@M
of rural client groups, while a de-emphasis on _m:.m nma_mq_vsaos avoide
confrontations with powerful landowners u:a their .m:._mm. v .
Although the theoretical roots of IRD remained within traditional dualist
notions of Third World agriculture, the approach m_mw mn<m_o.©am emphases
which distinguished it from the conventional neoclassical agricultural Boa.~
els. Its programs were more specifically targeted nc.ém_d v:.uZan of Mcnﬂ
poverty and inequalities, and they expanded state intervention beyond the
immediate realm of agricultural production per se (Harriss 19825 rnm. m.:&
Chaudhri 1983), Generally, IRD may be defined as ‘a process of .nc_d?:_.sm
multiple development services into a coherent delivery system with the aim
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of improving the well-being of rural populations’ (Honadle et al. 1980: 4).
More specifically, Cohen (1980) attributes the following characteristics to
IRD projects: a particular geographic area focus; design and implementa-
tion by outside groups, typically a national development agency assisted
by an international donor; concentration on coordinating provision of
public goods and services; and use of a multisectoral orientation, while
emphasizing agricultural production.
Generally, IRD viewed agricultural growth as a necessary but, by itself,
insufficient condition for rural development. Emphasis was placed on
both production and the spheres of circulation and consumption. The
qualitative dimension of rural development, involving ‘quality of life’ con-
siderations, local capacity-building, and improving access of the rural poor
to basic goods and services was also stressed. IRD was envisioned as
a multisectoral, multifunctional development initiative. It asserted that
rural poverty stems from a host of interrelated problems requiring a
package of coordinated responses — from increased agricultural exten-
sion services and rural credit, to more efficient distribution and mar-
keting channels, to improvements in basic social infrastructure, such as
health care and education. Because of their multifaceted nature, IRD pro-
jects often required a rather complex bureaucracy to administer them
as special development enclaves. Typically, projects were identified and
formulated by state agencies and international donors with little initia-
tive from the local rural population. Moreover, most projects were sepa-
rately funded and administered outside of regular state agencies, often
with considerable assistance from foreign donors. This almost always
placed IRD projects under tremendous pressure to show immediate tan-
gible results, thereby negating possibilities for many longer-term devel-
opment initiatives. As was common with redistributive strategies in gen-
eral, the IRD approach was theoretically eclectic: it showed a respect
for neoclassical economics, but was interdisciplinary and even borrowed
some concepts from neo-Marxist thought (Thiesenhusen 1987). How-
ever, despite its somewhat eclectic nature, the IRD approach also re-
created, in slightly altered form, conventional dualistic notions of mod-
ern and traditional rural sectors operating in virtual isolation from one
another, for which separate programs might be successfully developed.
The neglect of any serious analysis of the impact of overall develop-
ment strategies or of interrelationships among rural classes and social
groups prevented most IRD projects from addressing many of the root
causes of rural poverty and inequalities. The best of them became show-
cases for international donors and the regimes in power, but most IRD
projects failed to produce the desired results. As Friedmann (1992; 94)

notes, ‘In quantitative terms, they constitute[d] little more than a ges
ture,’

-
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Major Elements of the Alternative Tradition

While no development strategy SG:Q«E aims for w:nmm_:m:ms h_*.owm_o_._ﬂ
ment, mainstream strategies have implicitly assumed that .Enm:m _:nmvnr
both socioeconomic and regional terms, are a necessary price .o_n_ mwoé. s
A trade-off is assumed between distribution .mzn m_.wénr. especially s:Mm
the early stages of development, so that redistributive measures W»ﬁm:&
short-term consumption levels of the poor, but at the cost or ~_.wn uc !
investment levels and diminished prospects for long-term growt 7 M Wwwm
trast, the alternative development strategies that emerged m.noB the 7o
were based on the assumption that there :nnm.v.m no n.oam_nn or c.m_m-oﬂ
between redistributive measures and other mo__n._nm.anm_.m:ng to acce nnﬂ e
growth. In fact, it was generally asserted that ‘redistribution before mnoi% ru
and not vice versa, made more sense mOH. mn<n_om5.nsn m:ﬂnm_nw.m m e
alternative strategies, therefore, placed a higher priority on t % nee om
immediate redistributive measures; they mmﬁ.un.nm a direct, targeted uvw_.oww
to alleviating poverty and reducing inequalities rather 3».3 waiting Mn M
‘trickle-down’ effects of growth to occur. wnnm:mn of their mOncm on __unnn
redistributive measures, the alternative mnnmnnm_mm.wmﬁ mann:mmmO .Mms
called ‘the Third World equivalent of Western social democracy’ (Griffin
1 241). o
GMN ﬂww mv_ﬂnn:un?m strategies mn<n_ovo.m m—.:im the 1970s, nrnno..&ww—mw
approaches evolved concerning n&_mﬂzccmzn measures AMBEQ._: n:n”
Griffin 1989). Initially, there were strategists .iwo stresse nBﬂ oym -
intensive development measures for ar.n swcnr.Em poor. anﬁ.“ there ,mem
strategists who linked growth with Rm_mc.;v:n_on by mawogn_:m Emmmm ures
that would transfer to the poor an increasing part of the increment M -
income that would arise from accelerated growth. anv measures mig M ke
the form either of consumption transfers or of a redirection in M:\n_m msnm-
toward the poor. Finally, there were strategists who focused on the omm Ao
tion of basic-needs approaches. Some no:.nm:nnmzwm on core vmm._n needs orm_.m
food, clothing, shelter) universally nmnc_nm.a for r:.Bm: .mz_um—mnn:nn, <<=n
others incorporated more culturally mvwn_mn considerations Ao.m... ﬁ_w_cm_ mow
of life, identity, freedom) into the vmm_n-swmmw approach. mmvnn._m y or
the latter, greater stress was placed on helping .ﬁrn poor to mnmm::m .:”mw ‘
gconomic and political power. g:ri most _uo_m:NQm_ Third /xmon | socie onmu
this would require a redistribution in ﬁrn.oisnnmr_w o.m pro :nvn_sw Nmmm_ mm
especially land. Since most :m. nrw vc_:ar s poor nozzﬂcm Hm MMM& ow t
was generally believed that redistributive strategies c:m t H_n_u\ na.m ey
unimodal pattern of rural »_...S._c?:n_.: dominated by small/me a::%H m
ers, Various rural development :::E_ﬁ.,m were promoted 2_25”.. n.#m M Ew
including basic agrarian reforms (i.e;, directed toward land redistributic
and more eclectic integrated rural development programs,
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Complementary to their emphasis on redistributive measures, alternative
strategies also tended to concentrate on relatively small-scale projects set at
the local or community level. Within urban areas, informal sector activities
and community-based groups commonly became focuses for attention; in
rural areas, development efforts were usually directed at local organizations
composed of farmers or agricultural workers. Typically, targeted programs
for the poor were managed at the local level, particularly those stressing
basic-needs provisions and investments in human capital (e.g., education,
nutrition, health-care programs). Generally, alternative strategies regarded
the local scale as especially important to a broad, human-centered approach
to development in which non-material needs and quality-of-life considera-
tions figured prominently alongside concerns for material welfare. Local
organizations and primary communities were thought to be critical to
people’s ‘creative unfolding,’ through which a host of non-material needs
(e.g., self-identity and expression, liberty, participation) might be more
effectively pursued. It was at the local level (in neighborhoods, schools,
parishes, sports clubs, women’s organizations, and other community-based
groups) that personal and societal developments were thought to interact
most powerfully — thereby offering opportunities for direct, targeted devel-
opment programs to achieve a maximum impact on changing at least some
people’s lives.

In one form or another, virtually all of the international organizations
and bilateral aid agencies involved in alternative development projects also
placed greater attention on questions of local participation — at least in
theory, if not always in practice. Emphasis was particularly given to
fostering local institutions to enhance people’s participation in the selection,
design, and management of development projects at the community level.
Many analysts criticized tendencies to impose inappropriate, top-down pro-
jects without much public input from the affected communities themselves.
Participation could be furthered both by decentralizing state agencies and
other development institutions to make them more accountable to local
groups and by helping the poor to represent themselves more effectively
by strengthening community organizations and other local pressure groups.
Participation was viewed as an important end in itself, but it was also linked
to a number of instrumental values (Griffin 1989: 174). First, participation
in community-based organizations could help to identify local priorities
so that development projects might better reflect grassroots needs and
wishes. Second, participation in popular organizations and groups (e.g.,
neighborhood groups, cooperatives, land reform committees, irrigation
societies, women’s organizations) might assist in mobilizing local support
for development programs and projects. Third, increased local participation
might reduce the costs of many public services and development projects by
shifting more responsibility to grassroots Organizations (e.g,, by using the

-

REFOCUSING ON NEEDS 219

voluntary labor of the vnnnm%mlvnm of projects, by employing local people
n highly paid outsiders). . .
nwmwomﬁw”wsnnamo=<<wnr increased participation, many m_an_.n.»ﬂ.in manmnn_mm_n_w
also called for greater self-reliance. More broadly based, ﬁmnﬁmn_wma“on.w m<mno -
opment strategies would, it was thought, lay the necessary oﬂ_h.s ations :
a more autonomous and sustainable pattern of growth. Self-reliance _BW ~MM
making more effective use of a society’s own ms.n:.mnrm and nmmocnnmm, _o
human and natural. The movement toward mn:..nn__m:nn can also ta ep mn_n
at a variety of scales, from the local to &o regional or n<M= a_w@ H_H.m:osm.w
Within highly dependent, polarized societies, the concept of self-re iance, i
followed to its logical end, implies structural nrw:mnm to allow for mnn%”n
cooperation at various levels based on the .EEQEn om symmetry. _n
transformation from a dependent to a mm:-no__mbn society 5<o_<m.m not only
broad, structural changes, but also more localized, _.:a_.S.n_:m_ mm:%ﬁnn:nm.
For this reason, participation was stressed so that Sm::acw_m.mb mnocmm
within local communities could understand and react appropriately to the
taking place. :
n:wr_._.mwﬂwcmr m_mnnm.nmn?m strategies tended to focus on the community _a<wr
some attempts were also made to extend the concept of self-reliance into the
international realm, especially through development .om the complementary
NIEO (New International Economic Order) perspective (see, €8 OOQNNAN
Declaration 1974; Dag Hammarskj6ld Foundation H.oum ). While ﬁvn N >
perspective emphasized the need for more symmetric global Hn_m:M=m m:r
the mutual benefits that could be derived from increased North- ocn_
cooperation, the concept of mn_m-no:.mshm stressed mrn need to reduce externa
dependence by making more effective use of one’s own resources. :
Within at least some alternative mvnnounro.w. nrnmn. two. vnnmvm‘mﬂ.\mﬁ”
converged in the 1970s to support more wn_nn.z<m participation w<m ir
World countries in the international economic system. Instead M nmn-
tinuing dependence on exogenous universal Boam_w, it was thought that
different conditions among Third World countries :nnmmm_ﬂ.m.nn.m mm variety
of strategies which, in turn, required exploring the possibilities _mo_. _mosm
forms of participation, cooperation, and more endogenous, self-relian
elopment.
&n.“mwﬁ _.Mnm_u, then, alternative development strategies, although ﬁ.wnm M\nnn
generally eclectic and did not depend on any in__-anm:na. nrnon.n:nm: Mmmn_w
were characterized by a number of common elements, including the fol-

lowing:

1 a move toward direct, redistributive measures targeting the %oor
instead of continued reliance on the eventual indirect trickle-down
effects of growth; : . el

2 a focus on local, small-scale projects, often linked with either rural
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M“MM@EQE Initiatives or urban, community-based development pro-
3 an emphasis on basic-needs and human-resource development

cially Hr:.ucmr the provision of public goods and mnninnm._u PP
4  a refocusing away from a narrow, growth-first anm:maom of devel

ment toward a more broadly based, human-centered conception; >
a concern T.: local or community participation in the desi m d
_B@_namzam.co: of development projects; and A
6  a stress on increased self-reliance, which might extend to a variety of

scales, to reduce outside dependency and create the conditions for :M "

cooperative, socially and environmentally sustainable mm<n_ovio=ﬁono

Criticisms of Alternative Strategies

_\M.n %_“_cwwﬁ MMMM_ _HM _M”MM mmwmvmwnmmmwwoﬂnmaﬁ n_n<n._o§=n:n strategies have
n
concepts, and methods. Much of this Bowmm“n“us _MW_MMM& MMM\E varmﬂnm,
of criticisms leveled at the alternative strategies of the 1970s m:nwm riticismn
MNMMEE_W called into m_:nmaoc the usefulness of such mﬂnmnnmm.nm and “ﬂ“ﬂ“
*y really represented a viable alternati i
approaches. Further criticism was amnmnnnmnw«mnnrnmoaﬂaﬂwwuHM MvnMM_nvEmnM
_B_U_n.EQ: alternative development programs and projects. Many M_MM_WMG
Mw.Mwﬂmohwwsﬂ_“w”nnmwwwmm“nﬂwhw were m:samansam:% different from those
3 any ¢
gap existed between the theory or nrMnowmewm:mﬂ“msMMMM_Mmmm_ bl
the actual practice. PENCTI
unﬁr%m wwwawwmumw” nw\ﬂwﬂw Mmmhwm_nn was vmn:nw_mn_% noticeable in the
. € programs and projects, especi 1
.“”nmwwwmn_ %Mmﬂcnwn_%wﬁ_onin:ﬁ were :n.mi_% criticized mun _umﬁswm OM__W_MM
i gwww.vm cipation (see, e.g., Brinkerhoff 1988; Daniel et al. 1985;
268; Esman and Uphoff 1984; Hyden 1980: Ngau 1987; Sha
_wx.mv, i_,._n:.m:_uvommm_w was one of the key elements bmwaz uishin : 1 .
native strategies from their mainstream counterparts. Indeed mdm: mmﬂm .
:c:,m_ organizations and state agencies involved in m_ﬂmn:mnmn mn<M_ pment
projects _un.nuBn increasingly self-critical. For example, a 1988 gsmwmgn:m
review of its. Third World development projects nmnwmﬁ:% admitted .w‘ﬂ
_V::n_v_.nw guiding beneficiary participation in Bank-financed no.mnn, h n
_éc.: quite mvmnn.mnﬂ and of limited operational impact. wm:mmnmmﬂmm_ Snmnn “MM
_“”._vﬂ_m‘.n__hr q“,._vm_ _y_w:}n .mmn_m_om.a.mf.:m process, nor was their technological
Wy w:d*_.,_,:_v:mn,ﬁom nw_m:_zm project components’ (World Bank
o oy 4 it Y, a study by m.rn _EEF. Accounts Committee of the
overnment into IRD projects found that ‘the most importa
shortcoming in the programme is the absence of people's E::.:E_:::. “__“
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it’ (in Hirway 1988: A91). Alternative development programs and projects
were commonly administered in a top-down, paternalistic manner that
afforded little opportunity for local organizations to participate meaning-
fully in decision-making. Large bureaucracies staffed mainly by outside
professionals often exerted fundamental tensions against the empowerment
of local people. Typically, these tensions contributed to a distortion both
of the nature of the projects (away from local concerns toward exter-
nally imposed ideas) and of the quality of local participation (a stifling
of real participation in favor of paternalism and patronage). For Ngau
(1987: 534), both of these outcomes ironically reflect ‘departicipation
or disempowerment at the grassroots level,’ despite the frequent rhetoric
of alternative strategies promoting genuine participation. The top-down,
paternalistic manner in which they were administered, meant that many
alternative projects systematically undermined indigenous forms of social
organization and democratic political practice (Fox 1990). Local institutions
often became dominated by ‘imported’ officials who failed to respond
to local perceptions of development issues and problems (Daniel et al.
1985).

Frequently, external ideas and methods were imposed that paid scant
attention to local particularities in terms of social relations, cultural tra-
ditions, spatial organization, and environmental conditions. In Tanzania,
for example, the villagization program and associated rural development
projects ignored ‘existing patterns of settlement and land use that had been
developed by the farmers after centuries of experience and of careful regard
for the natural ecological conditions of their areas’ (Shao 1986: 224). Com-
monly, alternative strategies tried to impose external development notions
that were inappropriate to local conditions. Such was particularly the case
for rural development initiatives that attempted to group peasant farmers
into socialist-inspired collectives or production cooperatives in parts of
Africa and elsewhere. As Texier (1974: 2) notes, these outside development
models often produced consequences that were diametrically opposed to the
professed goals of the programs:

The actual consequences of trying to introduce into a traditional environment
the cooperative system which [has been] successfully practised in Europe and
in North America under very different circumstances and for the benefit
of very different kinds of communities has in fact been to consolidate the
traditional system and to encourage further social stratification by creating
new opportunities for class exploitation by small privileged groups.

It has been pointed out that alternative strategies, despite their osten-
sibly progressive orientation, have normally generated rather conventional
development projects that have replicated many of the problems of the
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mainstream approaches (Black 1991). Moreover, many of these problems
have been glossed over by the tendency of many analysts to romanticize
and simplify the alternative development tradition, especially in areas such
as rural development (Burkey 1993). Ironically, it seems that one of the
most consistent consequences of alternative development projects has not
been increased local participation, but the extension of centralized state
control through the establishment of patron—client relationships (see, e.g.,
Cheema 1985; de Janvry 1981; Grindle 1986; Mehta 1984). Through its
involvement in varioug development programs and projects, the central
state was often able to establish an extensive administrative and political
apparatus in areas, especially outlying rural regions, in which its influence
had previously been tenuous. This allowed the state, often in concert with
outside aid agencies (e.g., USAID’s Alliance for Progress program in Latin
America), to manipulate and control, if not suppress, any development
initiatives of the poor themselves (Black 1991). The steady extension of
state control over various aspects of development transformed and coopted
local identities and forms of political expression (Friedmann 1992).

Given this record and the limited scope of most alternative strategies,
many analysts contend that preventing popular unrest and forestalling
more revolutionary change, rather than reducing poverty and inequalities,
actually represented the central goals of the state and external aid agencies
in programs such as agrarian reform and integrated rural development (e.g.,
de Janvry 1981; Griffin 1976; Grindle 1986; Migdal 1974). Concerning the
World Bank’s poverty and rural development projects, Ayres (1983: 226)
contends that the underlying rationale was ‘political stability through defen-
sive modernization. Political stability was seen primarily as an outcome of
giving people a stake, however minimal, in the system. Defensive modern-
ization aims at forestalling or preempting social and political pressures.’
Paradoxically, then, it appears that alternative development programs were
given impetus not by underdevelopment, but by the fear of development
that might not be programmed from above (Black 1985: 529). For the
state, there was often a ‘fundamental contradiction between lip service to
participation for reasons of political expediency, and real fear that grassroot
organization will lead to the empowerment of local communities (Moser
1989: 118).

While alternative development programs generally failed to achieve their
stated goals of more balanced and equitable development, they often
provided the state with a wide array of mechanisms for directing economic
growth, mediating social and political relations, and limiting the scope
of social movements through processes of cooption, fragmentation, and
control. However, as conditions continued to deteriorate for the poor in
many countries, the state often became an increasingly visible target for
social protest movements, as various elemernts of development became
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politicized. If widespread nosmnwozm:nmm-mmmmm:m m_.a grassroots monmmENmn:_uM
accompanied this process of vo_in._um:o: ?.5 in ﬁrn. _n.mma.. or nwmmﬂ%_ n”
of Nicaragua), a trajectory of rapid systemic destabi ization m:r. struc
tural change could be created - ironically, the very mnnsmnwo im_n e
state’s involvement in alternative development programs sought to fore
Aw%%nﬂwm-wwww manner by which many m:nn.sma.ﬁ mn<n_ov5nﬁ: ﬁwomnnwﬂ.ww
were administered led to their frequent &OE_.:mcon not only v_~ t M M _M_nnm
but also by local elite groups. In many .,::.a World areas, loca =
control land tenure systems, noBEonn_m__chon.. and mnoao%_m mﬁ.BﬁE
trade, allocations of credit, the n_wnnonm_ machinery m:a. _MN_Q» nwwm ﬁEm
and the principal means of coercion. As Cohen .:wl\.m.m ) 50& 2 s
has commonly resulted in the &m:.u:_os of agrarian re orms an mnnm_
development programs to serve the interests of _Onm._ n_:mm". mon_o-vn” e
factors in many societies tend to nos&son. a particular Emﬂcan_ua n.,.\n.m,
agrarian reform] in such a manner that the instrument, and the o _ann _ama
to which the instrument was originally meant to contribute, are aliena e
from one another.” Typically, cooperatives and other local ._W_wﬂ::co ou
which alternative rural development E:_mcﬁm nnnmn.nm ostensi VMV to Mw.nr
mote peasant participation and self-reliance, anm?n instruments W SMES_
traditional patterns of domination and exploitation of ca»mm.sm | wwoam
elites were deepened and extended (see, e.g., Apthorpe 1972; Fals
GQN.:“M” wwnmwunvmm:_ analysis of the social nn_m.nonm and structures Mzhﬂ::w
which development initiatives were vnw.nm carried out, newly nn.nwnnr an
institutions, rather than representing instruments .om progressive ¢ _m Mom
often became susceptible to cooption and Ems_vz_mcos by .moa::m_: c N.M e
and social groups. Local development projects .s.:.EE Son% noazmchmnam
in homogeneous terms, tending to n_n.sw possibilities .mo_. _ mwnnmnn ¢
and interests along class, gender, ethnic, or other factional lines A.mn.n. _mmm
Fenster 1993; Moser 1989; Stone Hmmwv. It was assumed that vm:_n_ﬂmﬁﬂwﬁ
should take place through representatives of the ivo_n noBﬂEEQ Mﬁ_wm bt
this process would empower everyone. Eoégnm, in Bw_n_&\ MmmEM B
polarized communities, development projects quickly fell under the ol
of local elites, who used their influence to exclude the poorest mmnﬁonwuwww.
meaningful participation (see, e.g., Black 1991; Burgess 1987; G .omMm Smno.
Peck 1988; Thiesenhusen 1989). OoBBoa_vw. development _vnm_nn e
transformed to reflect the interests and perceptions of the local elites. »
was extended only to those whose _Ei.rc_&_:xm and other mmwmnm %uﬁﬂ ;
them sufficiently creditworthy, Technological ?.nr.nmna. E.wnn..n_dw oye :o:mm
were appropriate only to _:2_:::\_3En,,f.m_ﬁ r.:_u:,:_-___:..s...._ﬁ onmnnw_::nmw
Infrastructure provisions (such as irrigation n:...:.w:;_qc.:.‘._:c:_ a G
became monopolized by larger-scale producers, Projects designed to assi




224 ALTERNATIVE THEORIES AND PRACTICES

the poorest sectors (e.g., provisions of social amenities, labor-intensive pro-
grams) were systematically de-emphasized in favor of investments designed
to boost the productivity of medium/large producers. As a result, elite
groups were often able to consolidate their control over the direction of
local development, thereby accelerating processes of social differentiation
and deepening patterns of exploitation based on patron—lient ties and other
traditional social relations.

Support for alternative development strategies has diminished substan-
tially in most countries since the early 1980s. On the one hand, the
thrust of development efforts has turned away from state intervention
and targeted programs toward macroeconomic considerations accompa-
nying the rise of neoliberalism. On the other hand, the results of the
alternative strategies generally failed to meet expectations. In many cases,
alternative projects, especially in the rural sector, acquired a reputation
for being relatively costly, difficult to monitor, too complex, and poorly
designed (e.g., Brinkerhoff 1988; Lele and Adu-Nyako 1992). But, more
fundamentally, it was gradually recognized that the limited scope of these
projects prevented them from achieving their broad objectives. Typically,
such projects created only an illusion of reform for a few people, rather
than actual reform which could have addressed the structural roots of
much wider problems of persistent poverty and growing inequalities. No
matter how well intentioned, alternative projects proved incompatible with
the overarching structural environment of many countries in which land
and other productive resources were systematically skewed in favor of an
elite. minority. Projects were commonly administered on an ad hoc or
temporary basis, with little complementarity or coordination, and could
do little more than shift the location of poverty, while its underlying causes
went untreated. In fact, many localized projects seemed to be working at
cross-purposes with the central thrust of macroeconomic policies.

In the end, the bottom-up, localized approach of the alternative strategies
amounted to swimming upstream against a strong current of economic and
political power. Small gains in alleviating poverty or reducing inequalities
were usually quickly overtaken by the force of larger processes. Although
the proponents of alternative strategies mounted a rather effective critique of
mainstream development models, no coherent, rigorous alternative analysis
of the essential processes of Third World development was offered. Despite
the fact that poverty alleviation was a central theme of most alternative
strategies, no adequate conceptualization of poverty was forthcoming,
leaving ad hoc projects to solve the problem of widespread impoverishment,
Moreover, these projects characteristically reduced the poor to being passive
recipients of often inappropriate forms of aid supplied in a top-down, cen
tralized manner, In order to be more effective, it s generally acknowledged
that alternative strategies should be altered in two basic wiays: on the one
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hand, they need to ‘scale-up’ their approach beyond its m_OnCm oﬁn H_MMM_MMM
projects, and on the other, they must empower the popular sec o: e
creative solutions to the sources of their m_.ov_nam. .Ioénﬁr it m_ o: d be
noted that both of these requirements inevitably Q.zm__ mcnm_w:.\-nnwﬁm c mn g
to the status quo and the distribution of economic and political power.
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New Concepts of Planning

Moav_namucnm the thrust of alternative development strategies in general
ama_ m-::B. er of recently evolved derivative frameworks of regional and spa-
; Ew_ _mW:M:m. ,_a._rnmmw m#nnsmcﬁ planning approaches stress the need to create
-balanced, ethicient, and locally suitabl i izati
. effici e spatial organization to foster
Mwmsonmmnmﬂ_m vm_dQ%mzon and equitable growth. Decentralization measures
en advocated to promote more a i
oft ppropriate forms of development

K . N:Q

mmm_mﬁm_s the B.o_u_._ﬁmzos of local human and material resources Debates
over nnM::werco: and participation have shed light on the interwoven
”..%Enm o _moﬁm__ mb% spatial structures in development processes. In addition
e complex role that place and locality i i e ,

play in creating specific devel
contexts has been revealed. H taetieal
. However, a number of theoretical i

: and practical

: r practica
hortcomings have also marked alternative planning approaches, and these

b

w a
must _v@ overcome ; n—~@ re to TO a C—HN— ﬁOE@OH—QSH OM Qﬂcm—ovmm—ﬁnﬂ

Regional Decentralization and Alternative Spatial Strategies

The :mOn._mmmmnm_ paradigm has dominated regional and spatial planning i
most Third World countries throughout the postwar period >~u ::m:m of
emphases of neoclassical planning theory (e.g . atation, B
archical diffusion, polarization reversal thr
effects) have complemented the top-down thrust of the mainstream devel
”..Q“M_M:nn_ww ﬁﬂwéonxm_.w m_.”n with the modernization framework m”M _MMMFH
1Ithin neoliberal strategy. A ‘functional’ i ion:
Le<n_cv_.:nzﬂ _H.nm been followed in which the ._,.i._.._::ﬂmmﬂvwm‘_”nhmzqnm_%:.dj
_z.n.zzc:::__v\ viewed as a function of their integration into the c,<n.3_._ 2.7.%:_,,.
of national economic development, Maximizing economic _M:.S.“:cw.p..ﬁ
and establishing strong centralized control over .‘:«m‘w.:_m:_‘n.ﬂ 0l i
emphasized, At the heart of this approach s the notion of _d:_n_.:»...ﬁ._._,w__u._..“h___v_\

., functional integration, hier-
ough ‘trickle-down’ and ‘spread’
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and the belief that a well-integrated system of urban-industrial growth
poles, from which trickle-down and spread effects can emanate, is the
best spatial solution to overcome initial problems of regional inequalities
without sacrificing macroeconomic growth. It was thought that, following
an initial period of regional divergence, market forces would inexorably
produce growing convergence and restore regional equilibrium to patterns
of development.

However, by the early 1970s, increasing criticism was directed toward
this functional approach to regional development. Many analysts contended
that just as mainstream development frameworks had increased socioeco-
nomic inequalities in most countries, so too, accompanying neoclassical
spatial strategies had widened regional inequalities, particularly between
core urban areas and outlying rural regions (see, e.g., Brookfield 1975;
Conroy 1973; Santos 197S5; Slater 1975; Sunkel 1973). In many countries,
uneven patterns of spatial development inherited from the colonial era
were being reinforced, as major politico-administrative and commercial
centers increased their dominance. Anticipated spread effects from urban-
industrial growth poles had failed to materialize and given way to polarizing
‘backwash’ effects, accentuating both inter- and intra-regional inequalities.
Rather than spreading development through positive urban—rural linkages,
cities had become parasitic (see Hoselitz 1957), sucking up resources
and surplus value from their surrounding regions. In particular, many
outlying rural areas had been relegated to an ever more dependent and
peripheral status — unable to generate their own internal development and
increasingly subjugated to the dominant interests of the national elites in
core urban areas. Characteristically, local services and infrastructure which
were needed to overcome problems of economic stagnation in peripheral
rural regions were virtually nonexistent.

Against this backdrop of widespread rural stagnation and growing
tegional inequalities, some alternative spatial strategies were developed
in the 1970s. Complementary to alternative development approaches in
general, these spatial strategies emphasized redistributive measures to
promote more equitable growth; the provision of basic social and economic
infrastructure; the creation of targeted programs to address the special
needs of poorer, rural-oriented areas; and the use of decentralized planning
methods. Rather than juxtaposing growth with equity, links were drawn
between economic efficiency and equality in both the socioeconomic system
and the spatial structure. An efficient, well-balanced spatial organization
would maximize economic growth, which, in turn, would generate a more
ggalitarian pattern of income distribution. Two principal alternative spatial
strategies emerged from the 1970s which have continued to receive consid-
grable attention in subsequent years, The first has variously been termed
integrated regional development planning (IRDP), urban functions in rural



