













































































































































































On the other hand, the empirical evidence to substantiate any of the
positions is rather meagre. Most of it comes from the experience of small
groups of well-meaning persons, working normally outside the "official"
R&D systems, and in small peasant communities. Even when successful,
those experiences are considered inconclusive, as they cannot be
extrapolated to the normal working conditions of the research organization.

In relation with the above, the approach chosen by the project was the
following: (a) to study the interaction between peasant communities large
enough to be representative of regional problems and organizations
belonging to the regular R&D system, (b) to perform the work on the
basis of a methodology which could be monitored and its results properly
evaluated. It was considered that both conditions were necessary to ensure
that the experience gained in the exercise could be applied in the normal
work of the R&D systems.

We will very briefly consider the three main elements of the methodology:
interaction between peasants and scientists, effects on the R&D system,
and effects on the peasant communities.

INTERACTION BETWEEN PEASANTS AND SCIENTISTS

EthioEia

In Ethiopia, as reported in the preceding chapter, the interaction between
scientists and peasants was very effective in the stage of identification of
problems. The interaction allowed the identification of the most relevant
problems for the community, including some that would have been
overlooked by the scientists working alone. It also made it possible to
identify and evaluate the local solutions and to determine when a problem
was not solved locally because of lack of knowledge by the peasants or the
lack of appropriate social or material conditions.

The interaction was also very effective in helping to define the
"technological space," the set of requirements and constraints that should
be taken into account to implement the technological solution. The final
result was the definition of several lines of research to be undertaken,
taking into consideration the priorities of the peasants and the possibilities
of the R&D system.

It is interesting now to compare separately the attitude of peasants and
scientists. We will quote the Ethiopian team's final report on the project:

By 1975, when the popular revolution erupted in Ethiopia, the peasants
had not only been fighting the feudal system, but also all other forces
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had united in the slogan for the peasant, "Land to the tiller." the
Ethiopian peasant was, therefore, the centre of focus of the revolution.
For that reason, the first major legislation after the onset of the
revolution was one for land nationalization and peasant organization.
When the R&D Systems in Rural Settings Project started, therefore, the
peasants were ready for participation with scientists to transform their
lives. This does not, of course, mean that all peasants were for
participation; it does mean, however, that the bulk of them were, and
those few that were not were dominated. In the life of the R&D Systems
in Rural Settings Project, there has not been one incident which
indicated a substantial peasant resistance to participation with
scientists.

This does not mean that peasants have accepted all that scientists have
said. Peasants also have their own views, and these views often enough
differ from those of scientists. In fact, if this were not so, there would
have been no need for partnership, a one way information flow from the
scientists to the peasants would have sufficed.

As for the peasants' participation in the stage of research, quoting the
same document:

Of the three problems directed to the Biology Department, Addis Ababa
University, two have been taken up for study, one being dropped
because of technical difficulties. These three studies were meant to
yield supportive information and not to generate technologies that the
peasants could use. There has not been peasant participation in
studying them.

The problems directed to the Institute of Agricultural Research were
aimed at generating technologies; and peasant participation was
envisaged. Peasant participation has been minimal.

Some already developed technologies had been recognized by the
peasants as solving some problems of production. An effort was made to
see if the peasants would not adopt these technologies. The research
scientists, extension agents and peasants agreed to work on the
adoption together. The technologies included improved seed, improved
cultural practices, and recommended rates of fertilizer application. Most
of the actual detail of application ended up being by the peasants with
help from the extension agents, with not as much input in time and
attention as was expected from the research scientists. The peasants
and the extension agents made a very serious effort to adopt the
technologies and obtained very good results.

Summing up, the peasants showed their willingness to participate in all the

stages of the project. The scientists interacted very effectively with the
peasants in the first stages but were very reluctant to allow peasant
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participation in the stages of research. On the other hand, the extension
agents collaborated very effectively with the peasants in all the stages. We
will come back to this subject when treating the effects of the project on
the R&D system.

The Philippines

In the Philippines, the interaction between the peasants and the scientists
team was effective, as in the case of Ethiopia, in the first stages of the
methodology. Consequently the most pressing problems of the community
were identified, and lines of research were determined jointly by peasants
and scientists.

The difference from the Ethiopian experience appears in the second stage
of the process. It was difficult for the scientists to get the general
collaboration of the peasants to implement the solutions. Finally, by
selecting the peasants who were more inclined to participate --
"co-operators" -- and by dividing the area into zones and asking each
zone to elect a co-operator, the team succeeded in implementing several
research projects with the collaboration of the peasants.

Mexico

In Mexico the peasants participated in the whole process but were
unwilling to collaborate in the implementation of new technologies, even
when they offered the possibility of better results than the existing ones.
In all cases they opted for the existing technologies being used by the
more advanced agricultural enterprises in the area, although with the
introduction of some modifications to adapt them to their circumstances and
resources.

The Mexican team undertook research to explain that attitude, and a brief
summary of their conclusions was given at the end of the previous
chapter. However, the failure to involve the peasants in the generation of
new technologies is not due solely to the logic of the peasants' economy.
To show possible alternatives, we will quote the Mexican team report:

The key limitation of our earlier work (both, in the field, and at the
analytical level) has come from the way in which we defined a "problem
situation" from the very beginning of the project. That notion was
developed with the purpose of centering our attention in the project on
the problems of the "poor majority" in each community. This was in
agreement with the spirit of the project. Also, this was the way in
which the MAYA researchers tried to express their conviction that, to
understand the problems of technology, one had to recognize that we
live in a society divided in social classes; a first approach towards this
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recognition was, then, to identify the poor majority in each community,
and work on the problems that they face, as a group.

The way in which we proceeded led us to an undue polarization of our
work that, in the end, confused our view about the specificity of the
struggle among the classes in rural Mexico. First, we attempted to
homogenize the "poor majority" at a community as a single social group,
while in reality there were many conflicting interests among the poor
themselves; this made it difficult to consolidate the organizational
efforts initiated with them. Indeed, once an organized action was
carried out and developed to the point of a tactical success,l/ the
conflicting interests inside the peasant groups started to show up with
increased intensity, when internal rivalries developed around the
question of who would benefit more from the initial success achieved.
These divisions often weakened the peasant groups involved, and made
it difficult for them to proceed to more ambitious tasks, around more
complex problems like the ones that require the design of new
technologies. Our analysis, that centered on the notion of a "peasant
economy," only aggravated this situation; indeed, after internal
divisions developed in the peasant groups, we tried to support the
fractions whose behaviour responded more closely to "the production of
values of use"; this only led to deepen the process toward internal
division, since the majority of the peasants did not see their own
interests reflected in such criterion. In our last studies we could verify
that, in Mexico today, the number of peasants whose behaviour abides
to what we envisioned as a "peasant economy" is diminishing at an
extremely fast rate, if not disappearing.2/

The polarization in our approach -- when we put the "haves" on one
side and the "have nots" on the other -- prevented also our correct
understanding of the possibilities of new actions, that may be
conjuncturally taken under a democratic alliance, with the participation
of some segments of the bourgeois class, on the benefit of the living
conditions of the rural poor. This also limited our scope of action, and
prevented us from promoting more ambitious undertakings that may
involve the needs of designing new technologies.

As a balance for the project, the MAYA team showed the applicability of
the project methodology to the selection of technologies in the benefit of
the poor majorities at different rural communities. We also learned that
the methodology can be applied in more ambitious actions that may
require the design of new technological solutions. This will be pursued
in future projects at MAYA and other research outfits in Mexico.

The above shows what we consider one of the most positive aspects of the
project and demonstrates the commitment of the teams to their task: the
willingness and the capacity to critically analyse their own work. This is
an attitude which clearly appears also in the reports of the Philippine and
Ethiopian teams, as can be seen in several parts of this document.
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EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT ON THE R&D SYSTEM

EthioEia

The Ethiopian team has carried out an in-depth study of the results of the
project from the point of view of the methodology, taking into
consideration the complex social and political factors involved.3/ It is not
possible to include in this report even a summary of the conclusion, so we

will quote only a few paragraphs concerning the impact of the project.

After referring to the attitude of the scientists towards the project --
their involvement in the phase of identification of problems and of the
definition of the lines of research to be pursued, and their reluctance to
involve the peasant in the process of developing the technologies -- the

report says:
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The scientists as a whole, however, have become more field oriented.
Having demonstration plots in peasants fields is now the norm for
research institutions. Before the R&D System in Rural Settings Project,
most of demonstration plots were carried out by extension agents, with
scientists having such plots only in a very small number of cases.

There have also been initiated projects which seek to bring about
peasant-scientist collaboration of greater magnitude than happens in
carrying out demonstration plots, where the peasant is only an
observer. The Legambo Project based at the Alemaya Agricultural
College and funded by FAO can be mentioned as an example. This
project, nevertheless, accepts the traditional model or researchers,
extension agents and users. It is, therefore, not in the same spirit as
the R&D Systems in Rural Settings Project. However, it recognizes the
problems in the diffusion of technologies in Ethiopia using this model
and tries to coordinate research, extension and teaching more
effectively than hitherto.

There are also some scientists who have shown themselves to be
committed to the spirit of the R&D Systems in Rural Settings Project. It
is expected that their numbers will grow with time; any useful new
idea, and we believe that this is a useful idea, obtains more and more
adherents as time goes on in spite of opposition to it.

The R&D system which launched the project has not yet evaluated the
experience from this project in view of what lessons it can draw.
Whatever the R&D system concludes, however, it has changed since the
launching of the R&D Systems in Rural Settings Project. It is now more
aware that it should do something to make its research activities benefit
the peasant.



The Philippines

The effect of the project on the Philippine R&D system has been
summarized as follows:

In 1979, after the site was selected, the National Science Development
Board (NSDB), the Central Luzon State University (CLSU), the
International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), the National Institute of
Science and Technology (NIST), the National Science Research Center
(NSRC), were visited by the Project Director to inform them of the
UNU-sponsored project. Subsequently, collaborative arrangements were
made with IRRI, NIST, and NSRC.

-- From IRRI, HYV seed for deepwater rice (drought resistant)
varieties were obtained. All throughout the exercise, dialogues
between IRRI scientists and the field men of the research team was
maintained.

-- The NIST allowed its scientists to participate in the project for a
period of one and one half years, phasing out after the entire team
left the project site.

-- NSRC scientists were used as sounding boards for problems
encountered by the team.

-- A CLSU aquaculture scientist worked with the team for a year. The
scientist worked with the peasants from project identification to
program implementation.

During small scientific meetings and seminar-workshops, the status of
the project was discussed with peers in the science community. As a
result, a similar project was sponsored by NSDB with substantial
funding support.

EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT ON THE PEASANT COMMUNITY

Ethiopia

Besides the direct results of the project, which have been summarized in
the previous sections, the team conducted a survey in the project area of
Welmera to assess the extent to which the peasants have had useful
influence from the project. The survey indicated that 78.6 per cent of the
peasants had received advice or training from the R&D system. A higher
percentage of members of the producer co-operatives than of members of
the peasant association indicated that they had received advice or training
at one time or another in the past.

Many respondents could not recall the years they first came across
particular inputs or techniques. Those who were able to recall placed
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the years mainly around 1977-1980, although inputs such as fertilizer
were known to many respondents as early as the period 1969-1972. The
R&D Systems in Rural Settings Project in Ethiopia started being
developed jointly by IAR, Ministry of Agriculture and Addis Ababa
University scientists in 1977 and it was launched in 1978. It is thus
obvious that the interaction for the first time among peasants and the
R&D system peaked starting with the activities of launching the project
and continuing into the first 3 years of its life. The effect of the R&D
system on the peasants could, therefore, be attributed to the
combination of the forces that created the project and the activities that
resulted from the project.

Furthermore, the extension agent was also identified as the primary
source of most types of technological information for the future. IAR
scientists of the area were also considered as a future source of

information by a significantly greater number of the members of the
producer cooperatives than the members of the peasant associations.

The peasants who are not members of producer cooperatives tended to

. mention more the peasant association officials and production cadres
than the IAR scientists. This is quite understandable, since the IAR
scientists are working closely with the producer cooperatives members
through the R&D System in Rural Settings Project.

An attempt was made to find out the extent of usage of some selected
agricultural technologies. The extent of usage of the selected
agricultural technologies was higher among the members of the producer
cooperatives than among the members of the peasant associations, 69.4
per cent as compared with 47.7 per cent respectively.

Furthermore, relatively more cases of discontinuation of usage of the
selected agricultural technologies were found among the peasant
association members than the producer cooperative members. One
different between these two categories of peasant is that the R&D
System in Rural Settings Project works primarily with producer
cooperatives, though effort is made to influence the other peasants as
well. The fact that the producer cooperatives work as organized bodies
while the other peasants work as individuals could also contribute to
this difference. When viewed against the fact that the peasants in the
producer cooperatives have more contact with IAR scientists than the
individual peasants, however, the first interpretation looks more
plausible. After all, the selected technologies can easily be applied by
individual peasants.

The Philippines and Mexico

The main effects of the project on the peasant communities involved in the
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project in Mexico and the Philippines have been indicated in the previous
sections. A more detailed analysis is given in the final report and special
papers of the participating teams.

NOTES

1. The peasant groups with which MAYA worked in the project were ones
that had developed spontaneously some sort of organization in order to
confront problems that were common to all its members (frequently,
land-tenure problems). The work of the researchers with those groups
tended to solve some of the technological aspects of those problems: in
several cases, as we reported, a successful accomplishment of a
community group was facilitated by the adequate choice of a technology
that resulted from the application of the methodology of the project.

2. According to statistics, about 30 per cent of rural production was
commercialized in 1940, while in 1970 this percentage was on the order
of 85 per cent; it is certainly higher today.

3. "Final Report on the R and D Systems in Rural Settings Project"
(Economic Development Foundation, 1983).
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VII. PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS

The main conclusion of the project is that the methodology proved viable
and useful for the generation of technologies adequate for rural areas in
developing countries. It allowed the identification of problems -- avoiding
the errors incurred in the traditional approach when R&D systems are
applied in poor rural areas -- and the establishment of lines of research
on the problems considered relevant by both peasants and scientists.

In the stage of implementation of the solutions, the interaction between
scientists and peasants became more difficult, but in all cases the
experience gained in the project demonstrated that the obstacles to that
interaction can be overcome.

The project has had an impact on the R&D systems and the peasant
communities far transcending the direct results of the specific research
projects undertaken under its influence.

The project also showed -- and this is perhaps its most important result --
that the interaction between scientists and peasants is a complex and
difficult problem which involves historical, social, political, and cultural
elements besides the specific conditions and the characteristics of the
groups directly involved. This view is very different from the one
prevalent in most projects concerned with peasant participation, which are
planned under the assumption that the success of the peasant-scientist
interaction depends on the specific conditions under which the joint
activities are carried out.

Besides the empirical findings of the project, which are the result of the
careful monitoring of the methodology applied, the participating teams also
made extremely valuable theoretical contributions to the problem of
peasant-scientist interaction. The Ethiopian paper quoted above, analyses
the problem taking into consideration the social and political elements
involved and the characteristics of the project in the frame of reference of
the specific historical situation of the country. The richness of the study
is based to a great extent on the variety of conditions of the countries
involved in the experience: Ethiopia in a post-revolutionary process;
Mexico with a peasantry with a recent past of bloody struggle for the
right to possess their own land; and the Philippines with a recent land
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reform which failed to really liberate the peasants but which gave them
many of the characteristics of the small entrepreneur.

The MAYA studies show the problems of a peasantry trying to find a place
in a rural economy rapidly evolving from a subsistence basis to an
advanced capitalist structure.

Those separate studies should be integrated or published separately, and
their dissemination will constitute a most valuable contribution to an
important and much-discussed subject.

Finally, each team is preparing several papers as a by-product of the
project on subjects related to rural problems. The tentative titles of those
papers have been presented to the UNU in a previous report, and some of
them have already been published or submitted for publication to the
project co-ordinator.
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