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Introduction

Background (context, project history, rationale)

The project was initially conceived from experience in environmental work with large numbers of refugees (from DR Congo and Burundi) in Kasulu, and an understanding that there were parallel natural resource/environmental concerns affecting the host population, such as soil erosion and low soil fertility, deforestation, and degradation of water sources.  At the time, new national policies on forests and wildlife together with policy on agriculture and land all stressed environmental conservation and local community ownership, and seemed to offer opportunities for local communities to become more active custodians - decision makers and beneficiaries – of their own local natural resources.  The local population was seen as dependant for their food security on the natural resource base, which was being eroded by poor agricultural practices -  caused in turn by lack of awareness of more sustainable farming methods, lack of adequate land use planning caused by predominantly “open access” and a low perceived value to natural resources, because of their perceived  low income generating potential.  To achieve the long term goal of increased agricultural incomes with conservation of biodiversity, the project had three strategies, or intermediate goals:

a)
turning open access resources in private (individual or community) tenure, with the adoption of land use plans enforced by local by-laws;

b)
improving local techniques for agriculture and woodland management, partly through the improvement of local extension services;

c)
increased income through diversification of cash crops and by creating local marketing associations.

After a few months working in the villages with participatory approaches to find out farmers’ priorities, and following SWOT analysis, the programme objectives were changed, and it is these new objectives which have determined how the programme has worked with farmers: subsequent extensions to the programme (and the planned phase II) have all been based upon this revised conception.  Essentially, objectives relating to land use planning and land tenure systems were dropped in favour of improvements to the agricultural extension system

The objectives of the project, according to the working document log-frame for 2001-2002 (as amended 2001), became:

1.
All district agricultural staff working with the project and farmer facilitators effectively supporting farmers to develop sustainable agriculture and marketing methods

2.
10 farmers per village have developed 3 new techniques to improve yields sustainably

3.
10 farmers per village have developed one marketing concept and have identified 3 profitable cash crops.

The outputs were:

IG1
All district agricultural staff working with the project and farmer facilitators to have attended 8 trainings in participatory techniques and sustainable agriculture;  performance management system in place.

IG2
6 agricultural trials pre-village established, monitored and documented; 3 farmer learning groups established per village; 2 permanent links with research stations established; 3 new technologies introduced and evaluated by farmers.

IG3
major constraints for marketing of existing and new cash crops identified; trail linkages between buyers and farmers established; market research conducted for 4 main cash crops; 6 new cash crops tested (in field and marketing).

Methodology

The type of evaluation chosen by the programme was a participatory one, involving as wide a range of stakeholders as possible in a joint assessment of project achievements and methodologies, using a range of participatory techniques.  The two external consultants, one foreign and one Tanzanian, had the role of facilitators of this participatory process, to help ensure that all views were heard and considered; that the participatory exercises did result in gathering information relevant to answering the key research questions; and to facilitate the joint analysis of the information and views heard. Wide stakeholder participation was guaranteed through two means: ensuring that the research team actively sought out different actors for interviewing and other participatory research exercises; and by including a wide range of different actors on the research team itself.  In addition, a questionnaire undertaken at the start of the project was repeated as a way of cross-checking information gathered from the PRA exercises, and to assess the impact through changes in the survey results over the project period.

Owing to the fact that the external consultants arrived only a short time before the start of the field work, the programme team had to have already largely designed the research process before their arrival.  This included consideration of the research questions; fixing the timetable for the research; identification of stakeholder groups and appropriate tools and methodologies for gathering information; the composition of the research team; and the timetable for analysis. 

The research team, a total of 18 people (excluding the two external facilitators) was composed of programme staff, including the programme manager; counterpart district staff (programme co-ordinator); extension workers from the state (district) services; “farmer facilitators”, local farmers used as volunteer auxiliary extension workers; a local councillor from the programme area; CARE staff from other livelihood programmes in Tanzania; and a consultant who has worked frequently with the programme.  

The exercise began with a two-day workshop reviewing and finalising the research questions, so that the research team were able to consider “measuring the success of the programme” in terms of its effectiveness and impact (in quality and scope), its relevance and targeting; and its sustainability.  Once the specific research questions were detailed, the team identified the sources from which they could get information to answer each question, leading to the elaboration of checklists for each of the various stakeholders and actors to be met.  (These research questions and checklists are included in annex X.)  The second day of the workshop looked at different tools that the research team could use.  Some of the team had no training or familiarity in PRA type techniques, and others knew only a limited range of tools.  This restricted the choice of exercises to the following: focus group discussions (using semi-structured approaches); transect walks; mapping; income-expenditure trees; pocket charts (for voting on specific questions); “a suggestion box”; and institutional mapping through Venn diagrams.  Since the external  members of the team and the three programme staff had more familiarity with PRA techniques than the extension workers and farmer facilitators, this inevitably led to some concentration of the research in their hands, with the latter group more in the role of auxiliary facilitators and recorders of the exercises.  However, the final analysis workshop  indicated that there was no feeling of a loss of “ownership” of the exercise by anyone and the findings, conclusions and recommendations were discussed and agreed upon by all.

Other stakeholders were given a chance to express their views through interviews and group discussions.  The project team did a SWOT analysis and discussed the programme with one of the consultants, the extension workers and the District Agriculture and Livestock Development Officer (DALDO) were also interviewed. 

The analysis was also done during a participatory workshop involving the same stakeholders as the planning workshop. In order to involve such a large group (around twenty persons) in the analysis, it was necessary to follow the research questions closely, and to examine, in groups, how to answer these questions based upon what different groups of people had told us.  Only by giving such a strong framework could we ensure both that the analysis was genuinely based upon what was heard and at the same time that it went beyond simply repeating whatever was said – tow of the difficulties often faced by PRA research, where the findings are merely the presentations of the transect pictures,  Venn diagrams, bean charts, rankings, etc.  Inevitably, this restricts the “freedom” of members of the analysis team to draw whatever conclusions strike them from the data.  This was catered for in a separate session in which all participants were free to suggest whatever they had learned or felt was most important from the evaluation. 

It was difficult to extract very abstract or conceptual “lessons learned” from the answers to the research questions, particularly those reflecting strategic issues.  However these came out strongly in the sessions relating to recommendations, where participants worked with their peers (extension workers, farmer facilitators, project staff and outsiders in separate groups) and were able to express the lessons learned through suggestions for action at various levels.  

The design of the analysis workshop was partly motivated by capacity building considerations, working with a group from very varied backgrounds, most of whom had little experience of research.  Research was perceived to be something complicated and secret, and the aim was to show a simple and logical procedure which can be followed by them again: deciding what they want to know; thinking these through and considering different aspects of this, so as to draw up the more detailed research questions (“operationalising” the questions); thinking how and from whom to get the information required to answer the questions; getting the information; seeing what the answers are; thinking about what this means; and deciding what to do about it.

The positive aspects of a participatory review are clear and include: 

· ensuring the voice of a wide range of people is heard

· sending a message – to project staff, farmers, and the District staff – that the opinions of everyone are wanted and important to the project

· helping the staff to understand the project, their work and the views of different people in a non-threatening way

· ensuring that the findings, conclusions and recommendations are genuinely owned by as wide a section of people as possible

· helping villagers understand their possibilities within the project by getting them to reflect on its strengths, weaknesses and possibilities.

Inevitably there are also some limitations to this kind of research:

· The review tends to focus on village level activities rather than considerations of strategy

· Some areas will get less emphasis, e.g. the efficiency of the use of resources

· The review is based upon information derived from what is said in public, whereas.

· Some things may not be sayable in public

· Not everything is understood at the level of discourse

· It is hard to know who has participated in the review – and who has been left out

· Various actors have interests to advance certain agendas – even ensuring the continuation of the project through overly complimentary replies

· The underlying philosophy insists that all viewpoints are equally acceptable

· There is a risk (which we hope we have avoided) that conclusions and recommendations become reduced either to the lowest common denominator or a collection of contradictory viewpoints with little coherence.

· The use of researchers with little experience or skill in research inevitably risks losing depth and perceptiveness.

None of these negates the value of this review, but this report, like all research reports, must be read with an understanding of its limitations.

This report attempts to reflect the views of the different stakeholders involved in the programme review, without distorting them.  Many of the participants expressed their views through exercises like institutional mapping, discussions held around drawings or diagrams, and so on.  The report does not present the remarks in that form, nor does it try to merely chronicle the different remarks and conclusions made by each group: instead it tries to find a coherence and a logic behind the different positions and opinions and to present these critically.  It may be inevitable that in so doing, different stakeholders views become subject to a commentary through their interpretation by an external author.  I have attempted to minimise the extent to which comments are “filtered” or “explained away”.  I hope rather that the different perspectives are understood more clearly, and not more weakly, by being seen within a more general context.  It also seems to me that the farmers have articulated their thoughts quite reflectively and in a considered way, and that to express their views here in a different way to the style standardly used to express the views of “experts” – or in a less critical way – would be patronising and wrong.  

Any comments which are purely my own, and which do not derive from what was heard during the review process, are clearly marked as such and/or are written in square brackets [thus].

Project Relevance

The early change in the project objectives was mentioned above in section one.  Although the original project goals focusing on “biodiversity” and land use planning on un-tenured land may indeed have been important to an external eye, and “objectively relevant” to the needs of the people, they were not seen as the most pressing problems by the target population, and the proposed solutions around privatisation of land and conservation-with-development were seen as alien or poorly understood by the population.  

The change to focus on protecting soil through production and in particular on stressing household income are seen as relevant by all sectors of society at all levels.  This is as true of those working  with the project as those not currently doing so.  Both the strategies chosen – using agricultural extension (with the state system at its heart) and facilitating farmers to work in groups or loose associations – are regarded as appropriate and relevant by local government officials and villagers alike.

District government (DALDO) and the extension service

The programme is seen by the District Agriculture and Livestock Development Office (DALDO) as helping the state to implement its own plans in specific project villages, which for reasons of limited resources it is unable to achieve.  The pioneering of different approaches to extension is also seen as relevant and important to the DALDO.  This does not contradict the fact there is not always total agreement on the diagnosis of the problem with state extension services. 

The NGO and the programme are more likely to talk of weaknesses in the extension service related to extension approaches used – top-down and instruction based – and poor participation skills of the extension workers.  They also highlight the lack of supervision and support from above, and the lack of accountability of the extension service to the population at large.  This lack of accountability is in part responsible for the fact that the state service seems to accept the fact that some extension workers try quite hard in difficult circumstances, whilst others have no interest in their jobs at all.  Hence, the programme tried to attack these weaknesses through training, increased supervision, logistical support (chiefly transport) and through the introduction of a farmer-appraisal system for the work of each extension worker.   The creation of farmer facilitators as an auxiliary extension force, and the testing of other extension methodologies (on-farm trials and Farmer Field Schools)

The District sees the problem very much in resource terms – not enough extension workers to cover every village, poor pay and conditions (especially lack of promotion) leading to poor motivation, lack of transport both for village level extension staff and for the District staff to supervise and manage their work.  As a result, although they feel that the programme help to the extension service is extremely relevant, the programme idea of changing the way extension done is either less well recognised, largely ignored or not considered particularly relevant – though not a problem

The extension staff themselves identified problems in three areas: political and structural problems with the peasant farming systems, making it difficult for them to accept extension advice; internal problems within the service relating to pay, lack of promotion possibilities and lack of transport; and “political problems”, whereby the extension agents are used by local politicians to give out politically determined messages which are not appropriate technically, leading to a down-grading of their status as “professionals” or experts.  [This latter point was perfectly illustrated at the feedback presentation of this evaluation. The Prime Minister had recently decided that he couldn’t see enough agriculture being practised by the roads as he drove through the District and so had announced a directive (with apparently no legal standing) that all farmers had to cultivate a minimum of 4 acres (c. 1.75 ha).  The District Agricultural Officer (DALDO) ended the presentation by reminding all those in attendance – extension workers, and a few village leaders and farmers – that it was their responsibility to make sure this was applied.  No contradiction was seen between the roles of the extension worker an enforcers of this political whim and as facilitators of farmers’ development as envisaged by the project.]

Although the project was not seen as offering long-term solutions to all the problems faced by the extension service (see also sustainability, below), and despite some reservations about their role within the project  the project was seen as largely relevant – both to the farmers and to themselves.  The project gave them training to improve their technical ability and their confidence as advice givers; a structured management system of monthly plans within which to work; the means to work (covering everything from transport to a stream of technologies to offer); and a better extension worker:villager interface, through farmer facilitators.

Overall villagers

The review found that villagers almost unanimously argued that the goals and strategies of the programme – supporting sustainable agricultural production and marketing through improvements to the extension service and training – were extremely relevant to their lives.  Farmers not yet participating in the programme were just as keen to stress the relevance of the programme as those participating.  Within the framework of a participatory evaluation, it is very difficult to find out to what extent this is “politeness” or a calculated response designed to ensure the continuation of a project which, even if it were irrelevant, still offers them a safety net and possibly incidental benefits.  However, it does seem true that at the very least a substantial majority of villagers found the project potentially relevant.  

In one or two particular areas relating to farmers’ logic the project may not be as relevant as it has hoped, though these are easily correctable areas, and are discussed in more detail (below) as factors retarding the achievement of objectives. The project logic has worked on the idea of intensification of farming, to avoid having to open up new fields from forest land (and hence protecting the environment).  The farmers’ logic seems more often to be to maximise returns to labour, rather than returns to land (though of course the same technology can in fact aid both objectives); and may be to prefer extensive, rather than intensive agriculture, even where this does not in fact maximise return to labour, as a risk minimising strategy.  The former point was mentioned often by farmers, though the latter observation on risk avoidance was not clearly articulated and would need better understanding.

Two mutually contradictory reasons were offered by different sets of people for the importance of the programme, with some appreciating a different approach by this project, and others believing the potential relevance was not being fully realised.  This latter group appreciated the project talking about marketing, and still expected the project to buy their goods or to find a market for them.  It was slightly confused by on-farm trials and thought that now the time was ready to move away from trials to “helping them with their production”, clearly not seeing that as far as the project was concerned, that is precisely what on-farm trials were supposed to be.  Even, more poignantly, one group of farmers were growing frustrated with the project’s participatory style.  “They should tell us what to do. Why do they ask  us what we think?  We’re poor!”, meaning that if they knew what to do they wouldn’t poor. These attitudes  can clearly be seen as being in part at least due to conditioning on what development is and what projects are – the expectation of direct aid from projects and of the superiority of “modern expertise”.  

The survey results may need treating with some caution: there are also questions regarding the randomness of the sample.  It was intended to conduct a panel survey, interviewing the same households as in the baseline survey.  However, pressure of time and logistics meant that it was impossible to return to find respondents where no-one was at home on the day visited.  It is unclear how this could bias the sample.

According to the survey, over a third of households indicate that they have participated in the project in some way.  This is actually higher than the number who have ever received a visit from extension workers and farmer facilitators (and some respondents report having been visited by a farmer facilitator but not having participated in the project). 14% of respondents reported having received a visit from the extension worker within the previous six months.

Targeting

In general the programme has tended to talk and think in terms of “communities” rather than differentiating between interest groups or trying to identify the different needs of individuals or households according to socio-economic or other factors.  Two exceptions are notable: there was a concern that women be adequately represented in the programme as recipients of training or as farmer facilitators; and there was a concern that the programme should not be appropriated by village political elites.  (Although wealth ranking exercises were carried out by the programme, these remained largely numerical and descriptive, rather than using an analysis of the study to influence project design or implementation.)  The effect of the concern about village elites appropriating the project on relations with village councils will be discussed give section reference!!??.  In this section we look at the access different groups have had to the project and the benefits it has brought them.

Gender

Overall, women in all villages expressed the view that women were involved in the project, that it was relevant to their needs and that they were benefiting from it.  Both men and women in all villages also confirmed that men and women had no difficulties in working together in project activities and associations, and that such associations should be mixed.  Although all extension workers were men (from the state system, not selected by the project), women actually insisted that this did not matter, only the quality of the advice and their willingness to work were important.  Women were particularly well represented in Farmer Field Schools, which give them an opportunity for discussing things with others (one assumes, particularly with other women) .

All aspects of the programme were potentially of interest to women – including cash crops and marketing.  However, issues raised by women included the fact that any cash crops that brought in high income would be appropriated by husbands.  They were therefore keen on smaller scale crops which brought in small amounts of money but on a regular basis – such as vegetable gardening.  Organic farming techniques were very popular with women for this, though they questioned why the treadle irrigation pump demonstrated and promoted by the project (locally made and available for purchase by farmers) had only been demonstrated to men and not to them. (This was apparently not a deliberate project choice, but an accidental outcome in some villages.)  Details of gender aspects of land ownership were not looked at during this review.  Legally, land is vested in the village (and owned technically by the President for the citizens of the country), but traditionally, land is owned by the man rather than the wife. Women say they do have their own fields (typically about a third of the land cultivated by the households is regarded as the woman’s), but limitations on their use of these fields was not fully explored with the villagers – e.g. the ownership of perennial crops planted on the land, or the ability of the man to change the allocation of the fields if women invest heavily in improving soil fertility.

Interestingly [and perhaps surprisingly], women themselves brought up issues of “empowerment” related to project activities – and they related participation in Farmer Field Schools, associations and working with the project in general as important for ending exploitation and abuse of women.

Socio-economic groups

Somewhat conflicting views were heard on the relative participation of different economic groups within programme activities.  In many exercises, if the question presented was “whom does the project work with”, villagers insisted that the project worked with all farmers – richer, middle and poorer.  Where discussions were first of all held on the different wealth groups within a community and the different economic activities undertaken by each group, each project activity was then associated largely with the middle group . The three groups are largely defined by villagers upon the basis of the area of land cultivated: richer farmers farm more land (over 2.5 hectares each season), often using hired labour, and produce surpluses for sale; middle farmers tend to rely more on family labour only, farming around 1 hectare, and producing just about enough for their needs; poorer farmers rely heavily on selling their daily labour because of immediate economic needs (principally food for the family) and farm small fields (<0.5 hectare) which are often not well tended. The proportion of each group within a society tends to be given at around 15-20% (richer), 30-40% (middle), 35-45% (poorer, though there is a possibility that villagers feel an interest in exaggerating the poverty profile of their villages. Other discussions with farmers around the technologies also confirmed that many were not possible for those farming large areas because of the labour requirement, e.g. of composting plant wastes, or of sowing beans by drilling rather than broadcasting them.  Poorer farmers, it was confirmed, would simply not have the time to follow the advice given, or to get involved in high labour, long term investments such as vanilla. 

The questionnaire results were even less clear-cut.  The questionnaire interviewers were asked to rate all respondents into the poorer, middle or richer class, judging by their subjective impressions of the house. These results showed that the large majority of respondents were in the middle group (how many??).  Questions relating to training or extension advice received showed that the proportion of those attending training or visits from extension workers were almost identical in each group. However, the ascribed wealth status did not correlate at all with the amount of land the respondents said they cultivate – in fact, poor farmers were less likely to farm less than 0.7 ha (1.5 acres) than either those identified as rich or middle – and were more likely to farm between 1.5-2.2 ha (3-5 acres) than the other groups!  Unfortunately, it is hard to explain why the replies were so different from the information coming from interviews and less formal conversations with farmers.

Overall, it seems reasonable to conclude that it is likely that the majority of project participants are from the middle wealth group; and that there are good reasons both sociologically (relating to participation in projects) and technically (relating to the suitability of technologies taught for each group) to explain this. This seems to be a trend rather than an absolute phenomenon and there is some participation from other wealth groups.  Since the group farming the most land are typically those creating new fields from wooded areas, in many ways the project sees these as the ones it needs to work with, in order to have an impact at wider, community or watershed, environmental levels. Since these are the most successful farmers economically, it is possible that these are the people likely to be least interested in changing the way they farm along lines currently being advocated by the project. This in no way reduces the potential relevance of the programme for the majority of households, but it does suggest that greater understanding of the different economic strategies chosen by different farmers would be useful. 

Youth

Youth, in Tanzanian terms, are young adults between approximately 20-35. Family status can be as important as age in defining this group, and this may be why the group is seen as being overwhelmingly male – almost all groups discussions with the “youth” where exclusively with men.  Since women by their late twenties usually have a number of children, they are not seen as “youth” in the same way as a single, or newly married, man without children of the same age would be.  

Male youths often felt that they were not well involved in the project, though several of the research team felt that the female youth, i.e. women on their twenties, were reasonable well represented in activities such as farmer field schools.

The reason for the relative lack of involvement by young people has more than one cause.  It should be stressed though that this lack of involvement is only relative – there are several young men participating in project activities and some “youth” are active as farmer facilitators and in teaching farmer field schools.

Older men ascribe the youths’ lack of interest in the project to their lack of interest generally in farming – “all they are interested in is quick money”, “they don’t farm”, etc.  In fairness to the youth these are attitudes expressed by the older generation about the younger one all over the world and in every generation!  The youth themselves explain their lack of involvement  with three main points:

1)  They don’t really know how to get involved.  

2) Some project activities are not relevant either to their needs or to their opportunities. 

3) Non-participation does not always mean lack of interest.  Many more are watching to see how the project develops and will be interested to join in if they see that there are real benefits.

4) Some are just not interested!

1)
Project activities are seen as being “for” those who have signed up for the project – and they say that no one has made an effort to show them how to sign up.  It is very difficult to know to what extent this is an excuse for not having made an effort to get involved – because they do admit that notices are made public for anyone to sign up.  There seems to be a fairly common mentality though that there are people who sign up for things (and that these are the people whom activities are intended for), and there is everyone else.  These ideas are not always explicitly articulated.  They appear to be similar to ideas and feelings expressed by other people in the villages, suggesting that the project’s limited coverage is due in part to limited (if growing) capacity to provide services, and also to people not looking for services even if, in principle, they are interested in receiving them.

The youth do say that the inclusion of farmer facilitators in the extension services will make the service more accessible to them. They do not feel able to approach the extension workers directly, but since some farmer facilitators are young people like themselves, these can be an easier way of accessing advice.

2)
Young people talk about differences in their economic opportunities and goals to older people.  Examples are: land ownership – the young are likely to have less and less fertile land, whereas land by streams is often in the hands of the older people, only inherited after their death); because they have acquired fewer assets, they have less capital to invest and may have less ability to take risks and suffer losses; they are relatively more concerned with acquiring money in the shorter term and less with food security for a large family.  [This may sometimes be related to the need to acquire money for getting married, but this was not discussed.]  As a result, they see that some technologies are less relevant to their needs, though this varies according to the situation of each village.  Vanilla may not be appropriate, as it requires frequent watering, which may not be possible (“unless you can teach us how to grow it without using water”!); oil palm, which takes several years to give a return on the investment is often not relevant for them.  The treadle pump could be interesting, in that vegetable gardening is a source of quick money turn over [and can be used on borrowed or rented land], but its high cost has so far deterred them.   They see compost as useful only where there is adequate water for regular watering during preparation.  If these views are accurate, they are an extremely encouraging sign that many young people are aware of project activities, are actively watching and thinking about them, are capable of an informed analysis about the relevance of these technologies – and will be able to discuss other, more relevant technologies with the project in the future.

3)
The decision to “wait and see what works” is as rational for the youth as with other groups. Again, it is hard to know how often this is said as a form of politeness and how often it is seriously meant.  Non-participating youth are not always very well aware about the details of what is going in some activities, and only a small minority report that they know neighbours, family or friends who are working with the project.  Some report having tried out ideas already and not seen benefits.

4)
It is hard to gauge the number of youth who are simply not interested or motivated.  In one exercise to choose the most important reason for not having participated in project activities, 6/16 gave this as their reason.  They linked this to a lack of farmer facilitators and to not having seen benefits yet – or to the fact that farmer facilitators do not always actually practise what they preach on their own fields!

In principle, then, there is reason to believe that the programme could be extremely relevant for the majority of youth, although, by not attempting to address the needs of youth in a specific way, the programme has not yet exploited this potential and remains marginal to the majority of the young adults’ lives.

[HIV/AIDS
Note: This section represents comments by consultant, not reflecting views heard by any stakeholders.

 There is no mention of HIV/AIDS anywhere within any project documents and it was not brought up at all during the research, although the facilitators had suggested that it should be an important topic during the initial planning workshop. This reflects a reticence to talk about AIDS generally, both within the project and in the area at large.  CARE has begun to think about HIV issues in Kasulu, including raising awareness with its staff, but AIDS issues have not been seen as particularly important to an “agricultural project” by most of the people working on Tuma Uma (especially the state extension staff). This is worrying for two reasons.  

a)
AIDS is now understood to be one of the most serious threats to food security in Africa, and there is a growing acceptance of the need to “mainstream” AIDS in all programming – even if in practice, it is not always clearly seen what “mainstreaming” should actually involve.  Although the project is an agricultural and not a health project, and is not supposed to be focused on giving out messages on AIDS education, it would be useful to take into account the impact of the project upon the spread of AIDS (e.g. would there be opportunities for helping to raise awareness and reducing fear and stigma, even within agricultural programming? Will the project have any effect of increasing high-risk behaviour?) ; And the impact of AIDS upon the project (e.g. if there is high mortality from AIDS of farmer facilitators, how many will need to be trained each year?).

b)
Although figures are not available on the number of households currently affected by AIDS (e.g. where either one household member is sick or has died, or one member has to go an care for a sick brother or sister), it is likely that they represent a significant percentage of the population, and almost certain that many of these households are among the most food insecure.  It is now well recognised that families affected by AIDS have to change the way they farm, to take account of reduced time available and an inevitable sale of assets.  An extension service in an area of high and increasing rates of HIV must be thinking about specific ways of helping these families, if it is to remain relevant to those most vulnerable to food insecurity.]

Effectiveness

The participatory review did not focus on questions of how many trainings, experiments or marketing studies had been conducted, but on their quality, relevance, impact etc. according to different stakeholders.  A project data sheet, giving details of achieved project outputs and progress to quantitative objectives, is included as annex X.

IG1


The District, extension workers and villagers alike all say that extension services have now improved: more people have access to them and there is an improvement in quality.  Villagers find the extension worker-farmer facilitator partnership useful, as farmer facilitators are usually more approachable, but they often distrust their expertise, as they are “villagers like them”. Many trust them as partners of the “real” expert, the extension worker.  Extension workers say they are more confident now in giving advice, partly as a result of training and study tours, and partly because of improved planning and management [one senses because it has given them a clearer structure to their work] and the partnership with farmer facilitators. As a result of having the means to work better and having something to offer farmers, they feel relations with villagers have improved. Although most villagers say they prefer to go to a farmer facilitator than the extension worker, extension workers advice was rated quite highly in various exercises in all villages.  

The performance appraisal by villagers has caused some difficulties, though it is liked by villagers and accepted in principle by the District and extension workers. The DALDO does not think it is replicable within the state service yet, as it can only be introduced when the service is genuinely delivering.  Extension workers have had allowances linked to a satisfactory appraisal by farmers, which causes some resentment, and accusations that farmers are judging their work unfairly or without properly understanding their work.  [It may be useful to reduce this tension by allowing the principle of farmer evaluation to become accepted and embedded, without linking it so directly to a monthly financial reward or punishment.]  The fact that farmers are just starting to feel able to demand services (as a right) are an important step, and although not explicitly linked by them with the performance review system is almost certainly related.

IG2

A number of technologies have been introduced and experimented with by farmers on small scale.  Some have not proved popular on a large scale, many are still being assessed, but several seem extremely promising. (A previous section, targeting, discussed which farmers seemed to be targeted by the innovations.) The techniques most liked are:

·
the use of natural pesticides, most notably the use of Tephrosia vogelli, a commonly found tree.

·
The introduction, or improvement, of the cash crops, vanilla and oil palm.  Vanilla is very labour intensive and because it is unknown how well it will perform or be marketed from the villages, it is still only being grown on a very small scale by a few farmers, but interest is high.

·           The use of green manure to improve soil fertility.  Mucuna bean has proved very effective and popular, and though the seed has been expensive, farmers will be able to multiply it for themselves.

·
Compost has been liked by many, particularly ways of making small amounts of compost in “baskets” and trenches.  Uptake is limited to small areas [and will probably remain so], but is especially popular for vegetable gardening.

Inevitably, experiments have not yielded universal success with some other technologies, which may prove to be useful only to a section of the community, in some villages, on small farm areas or perhaps not at all.  [It is beginning to be appreciated that this is in fact a “positive” outcome: it encourages farmers to think about what advice they like and how to find out rather than see the project as insisting that all farmers farm the same “correct” way, as has been common in extension services in the past.]

Changing plant spacing has been appreciated by many: maize is recommended to be planted closer together than is normal in Kasulu, and beans, usually broadcast, are recommended to be drilled at much lower plant density.  Extension workers, farmer facilitators and those working with the project often claim controlled spacing is very useful, appreciated and increases yields, but many others say that it is too time consuming (as sowing has to be done quickly in a short period of time to make best use of the rains).  The advice is more applicable to maize, involving only a change in spacing, whereas for beans it involves abandoning broadcasting for the more labour intensive drilling.  [Apparently there has been no experimentation with reducing the density of plants but by better control of broadcasting.]  Even those who say they are convinced do not seem to practise it on large areas for this reason.  One or two farmers have been heard during the review process to have adapted the advice to plant in lines, by estimating distances by eye in order to get as close to optimal spacing as possible whilst reducing the time taken. This was seized upon by project staff as an important example of farmers adapting technologies to suit their own needs, though it may be a rare example. [It was an important effect of the review process that the team heard this and discussed it at length, since until now extension workers and farmer facilitators have not been actively talking to farmers about how they can adapt advice to suit individual needs.  This may start to be a more integral part of advice giving in the future.]

A new variety of beans that was tested were found by most farmers to yield very well, but because of the low price it attracts in the market (around 30% less than the local variety) it has not been taken up.

There has been almost no take-up of a local adaptation of a treadle irrigation pump.  Few farmers have ever seen it demonstrated. The ones who have seen it are impressed, but very few have felt able to afford the near $100 needed to buy it.  Some farmers say they are planning to organise themselves with others who farm vegetables near them, so that a dozen people could buy one together.  [The idea of a farmer buying a pump and renting it out to others has not been mentioned by anyone.]

Not all farmers have understood the idea behind on-farm trials.  Some understand why new crops like vanilla need to be tested, but ask why it is necessary to test things which they already know grow well there, like beans.  This is probably largely related to the fact that only a few farmers receive seeds for on-farm trials and only a small quantity of seeds: farmers are probably implicitly asking to be given much larger quantities of seeds when they say “it’s now time to start supporting production”.  Not all on-farm trials were carried out well or were given much support. Others appreciated that they could learn much from them.  Previous research by the project had shown that around a third of participating farmers said they would carry on with the technologies tested, and the reasons for dropout have been understood. 

Farmer Field Schools were very popular among those who attended them, who compared it to a “college”.  This also reflects the much higher degree of facilitation input that they get compared to farmers undertaking other activities with extension advice.  Farmers seem to appreciate being given more understanding of a crop rather than merely a set of recommendations.  The participation in farmer field schools is currently limited by the capacity of the project to train facilitators rather than by interest.

It is still too early to say with certainty which of the technologies will spread and which will work.  The responses of the farmers do indicate that a reasonable proportion of farmers may well adopt some of these innovations on at least part of their land – perhaps up to 20% of farmers if the project continues.  If work is tailored more to helping farmers adapt the recommendations, then far more farmers may well be reached by at least some of these innovations.  It does appear that reasonable improvements in sustainable yields or reduction in yield losses could be obtained.

The results from the survey indicate that the following percentages of farmers follow each of the kinds of advice offered:

	Agricultural advice applied
	

	
	
	 Percent 

	
	NA
	            5 

	
	Advised spacing
	          16 

	
	Weeding
	          17 

	
	Organic farming techniques
	          12 

	
	Fallowing
	          11 

	
	Mulching
	            4 

	
	Control fire
	            4 

	
	Apply compost
	            3 

	
	Applying manure
	            2 

	
	Seed treatments
	            5 

	
	
	

	n = 168
	
	


Factors and processes found to have had a positive or negative impact on the achievement of objectives
Factors mentioned by different stakeholders which can be seen to have helped or retarded the project in achieving its objectives are as follows.

Positive influence:

The cooperation with the programme by the District authorities, notably the DALDO, has been very positive.  Project implementation was largely through extension workers allocated by the DALDO to villages where the programme was working and allowed by this office to dedicate most of their time to “programme activities” rather than other work.  Although to a large extent the programme activities are exactly those of the extension workers normal job description, this is not entirely the case – e.g. some extension workers have larger areas to cover for the DALDO than for the programme, they also supply assistance to livestock keepers, etc. The willingness of the DALDO to allow the extension workers be evaluated by farmers – potentially an interesting precedent for the local government civil service – and the willingness to change extension workers who were not working well with the project have also been important for the programme’s success.

The willingness by many state extension workers to work far harder than their colleagues “outside the project” has also been a pre-requisite for project success.  The full dependence of the project upon the individual commitment of each extension worker is seen by the relative lack of success in those villages where the extension workers have worked badly and have had to be replaced. 

The involvement of the village councils (sometimes called “village governments”) has been varied, and was a subject often brought up in discussions with different actors.  In some villages, the village council members have been quite enthusiastic about the project and have even participated themselves, and this has helped in publicising the activities and in keeping people informed and activities co-ordinated.  In others, the council has been largely uninterested in the project (used as they are to projects that bring in physical construction – “development” – or some direct benefits to councillors).  The need to improve cooperation between the councils and the project was often brought up [- though how to do this without “incentives” to the political elite may be harder to manage].

Negative influences
A key problem identified by the project from the beginning was a lack of good markets for farmers and this lack continues to hamper the project.  It is early yet to say whether the marketing training offered to farmers will have a major impact, but it seems clear that the problem will remain, at least for most farmers. [Ironically this situation exists in an area where WFP has to import large quantities of food for refugees and transport them at great expense from Dar es Salaam because of a reported inability to purchase quantities on the scale necessary locally. The insistence by US Government in giving “aid” in food produced by US farmers rather than in cash for local purchase does exacerbate this situation and illustrates the fact that causes of the problem often lie beyond the project area.]

There is a strong legacy of support for agriculture being a question of hand-outs, input supply and direct marketing services, given either from the State or from projects.  This has been linked both to a culture of development programmes in the wider region generally and to State policy on agricultural modernisation, socialism and “village-isation”.  This mentality takes time to change and continues to limit project impact – the farmers’ complaint that the project is still experimenting instead of helping production is partly caused by this mentality, and reduces their active participation as project actors and experimenters (if not their more passive participation as participants seeing themselves as beneficiaries).

The above is linked to another legacy of development by command.  The culture of order giving and order following remains strong and affects both sides of the equation: the way the extension service operates (with extension workers forced to follow orders to enforce technically incompetent political decisions and themselves seeing their role as passing on orders on “correct farming”); and the way farmers perceive “experts” and advice, as rules to follow rather than as principles to learn and to apply if they find them useful.  This has meant many farmers fail to understand the point of on-farm trials and the style of the Farmer Field Schools.  (see above, the complaint by the farmers that the project was asking their advice!)

A frequent reference by villagers not working with the project was that they perceived the project activities as being for certain groups of farmers only, those that “belonged” to “the Tuma Uma club” .  This has reduced the impact of the project in more ways than one.  It has limited the number of farmers participating in project activities directly, but – and more importantly – it has portrayed the ideas taught by the project as being “project activities” for members only, and not as ideas potentially useful for anyone and applicable within the context of their own lives.  This not only reduces the “spread” of technological uptake beyond the project, but it reduces the underlying message propagated by the project that development is about farmers experimenting and testing ideas for themselves. The theory of the “project without a project identity” has been undermined by the perception by farmers.  [A number of factors had probably contributed to this mentality, though they were not explored with villagers in detail.  The project has always looked for volunteers to work with, and has used notice boards – not accessible to those unable to read or write.  Entry to the project has often passed through gatekeepers – extension workers, or farmer facilitators – where numbers have to be limited, rather than allowing villagers to control how access to project ideas/activities can be regulated.  CARE signboards at Farmer Field Schools have perhaps not helped.  The overall cultural context is probably the greatest cause, rather than any “fault” of the project.  The extension staff probably underestimated the importance of this phenomenon until it was brought up during this review.]

Two other factors which have limited the achievement of objectives were not expressed directly by farmers but were inherent in what they were saying. One is the lack of local agricultural research, forcing the project to test out new ideas such as vanilla on a small scale – since essentially farmers themselves are paying for the research and are underwriting the risk. The project has set out to find viable cash crops for the area, but it is impossible to do this from scratch – involving agricultural adaptation trials, variety preference trials, technical mastering of the crop, testing and establishing markets and marketing systems for the crop, and facilitating farmers to gain access to these markets – all within two to three years.  Much of the agronomic background to this should have been established and available from within an existing agricultural research system.

A second point is a small but important one.  Most agricultural extension (and research, on which the extension advice is based) tries to prove to farmers that yields per unit area of land will be higher under a different agricultural practice.  Most farmers in the area were saying that land area is not a limiting factor but that time – labour – was.  This means that many farmers are probably trying to maximise yield per unit of labour, particularly of labour around key bottleneck periods, such as planting time for which the window of opportunity is short. Although many of the project ideas may also be useful within a system of maximising return to labour, they have not usually been presented as such, and some farmers appear not to have been tempted to try them as a result.  Farmers’ goals of reducing risk by farming large areas more extensively rather than concentrating their efforts on one smaller plot have also been mentioned above (see relevance).

Efficiency 


The methodology of a participatory review, chosen by CARE in consultation with the donor, does not easily allow an investigation of the efficiency of the project.   Cost:benefit analysis is also not appropriate given that the project was running in a pilot phase only; and benefits to farmers cannot yet be seen in economic terms.

The consultants can only offer their impressions that the philosophy of the project was very strongly to use as few resources as carefully as possible, and that this philosophy was clearly taken seriously by the project management team.

Effects / Impact

In practical terms it is far too early to think of impact assessment at economic level after just 2-3 years of a project piloting new approaches for agricultural development.  In one village visited, the project had been working just one year, and in several villages many farmers had not had even one harvest since they received a particular training.  Some villagers were getting impatient with the “slowness” of progress, and wanted to see much quicker impact at household economy level [quite unreasonably in our view], but the majority who were positive about the programme also indicated that no benefits had yet been felt.  They were thinking more in terms of hope for future benefits, and these hopes were largely shared by men and women, old and young.  [It is less easy to determine whether the opinions expressed also represent views of a mixture of richer and poorer].

Impact was seen in terms of new technologies having been introduced successfully leading to higher yields and improved soil fertility; well accepted new models of extension (farmer facilitators, Farmer Field Schools, on-farm trials, etc.) and improvements in the quality of the overall extension service; and the formation of groups and the hopes of improvement in marketing (see above, relevance and effectiveness).  The fact that some farmers are thinking differently about marketing after training – that they now see it as something they have to try and do well – was stressed by the team.

The research team also discussed in detail the changes they perceived in the mentality of farmers, at individual level and in social organisation.  Although these are intangible and unquantifiable impacts, they can nevertheless be of far greater significance.

The team found a change in the way some (though far from all) farmers saw development – as something farmers could achieve themselves, through learning and experimenting and by working together.  This, as we have seen, is in contrast to the dominant model of projects or government “experts” (e.g. extension workers) bringing them development assistance.  The extent of this change should not be exaggerated but could be important.

[It is very difficult to know whether in fact more farmers are now experimenting than before, although this question was asked, because the concept of an “experiment” has become dominated by the more formal on-farm trials. The behaviour of farmers who are just “trying out new ideas” may not be called “experimenting”.  Equally it has been hard for the project to understand just how farmers do share knowledge with each other, and so to know whether or not this has in fact increased, as is believed.

There are also early signs that farmers feel able to approach extension workers, to demand services and to challenge them – and even the DALDO, as was evidenced during the feedback session of this review. Farmers quite openly complained that the District Agriculture Office was doing nothing and wanted to know why.  The significance of such a mentality change would be hard to exaggerate, and must be due in part to the culture brought in by the project of accountability – the project’s accountability to villagers, and farmers reviewing  the performance of the extension workers.  In addition, the introduction of farmer facilitators may have had the effect of “demystifying” extension expertise.]  

At institutional level it is also too early to talk of impact.  It was not possible to arrange a meeting with district extension workers who are not involved in project activities to see how they have been able to change their work, but there do not seem to be many signs that the district feels able to make great changes to its current operations, without a change in its resource situation.  (It is reported that there is currently a shake-up going on of state services in general, with districts being forced to take individual performance more seriously: this is national initiative and not related to the CARE project.)  The improvement in the quality of the extension service given within the project has been discussed above.  The district has shown interest in using the farmer facilitator model in the future (see below, sustainability, which could have a long term impact on extension services – depending upon how this is implemented.

Sustainability

The project is only now ending its pilot phase, so it is too early to be definitive about the chances of sustainability.  However, discussions about the prospects for sustainability were held with many stakeholder groups – in particular with farmer facilitators, the members of farmers’ groups or associations, extension workers and the DALDO – and it was encouraging that these were in fact areas that they had already thought about, even at village level. 

The questions on sustainability cover two areas: will the benefits provided by the programme activities (to farmers) be sustainable?  And will the activities of the programme, or the benefits provided to the extension service itself, be sustainable?  These are dealt with separately.

Sustainability of benefits to farmers.
The project very explicitly and deliberately has set out to encourage “sustainable” agriculture, and this message has clearly been understood and appreciated by farmers.  Although arguments about the need (or otherwise) to abandon shifting cultivation in favour of more permanent and intensive techniques may not have been won, farmers have most appreciated techniques like the use of natural pesticides and of green manure (especially mucuna) and other techniques for restoring fertility to their soils.  All these techniques are possible for the farmers to continue on their own, so in this most simple of senses, the farmers are all encouraged that the programme is bringing sustainable benefits.

Another definition of “sustainable agriculture”, not yet widely used but worthy of more attention, would reject the equation of sustainability with a static closed farming system that is ecologically replenishable, but would also look for dynamic sustainability.  This view would say that in a rapidly changing world – where markets, prices as well as climate, population pressures, national land policy, refugee situations, etc. all conspire to put farmers in a constantly changing context – no fixed unchanging system of farming can ever be economically or environmentally sustainable.  A sustainable agriculture is one where farmers have the capacity to constantly adapt to changing circumstances.  This more sophisticated definition of sustainability may not have been explicit within the project documents , and is not often used by farmers themselves either in discussing sustainability, but this does not mean that the project has not addressed sustainability on this level.  The stress on assisting farmers to improve production through learning to test things out (on-farm trials) or through learning the principles of growing crops (Farmer Field Schools); helping them with marketing not by showing them a market but by learning some principles of marketing and encouraging associations; these should all assist farmers in the future with adapting to inevitably changing circumstances, and many farmers explicitly recognise this, if not under the label of “sustainability”.   Indeed, the very inseparability of marketing and agricultural production in the project, well recognised by farmers (who have as much difficulty as the project in working out which one should come first!) itself recognises this dynamic and economic component of sustainability. Were the project to end now, most stakeholders believe that it is unlikely that many farmers have reached the level where they can be confident in having reached a new level of expertise in any of these areas, but this is entirely to be expected given that farmers have seen only one or at most two harvests since the project began.  The case of the bee-keepers association for honey marketing is typical, and is one cited by other farmers (in villages where there are many beekeepers) as a model to copy.  The bee-keepers’ marketing co-operative is under-capitalised (and so cannot pay cash for honey purchased), is not yet “sustainable”, and no large-scale, regular outlets for its honey have yet been  taken up, though a promising lead has been found.  However, notions of marketing, marginal and average costs, accounting, turn-over, cash-flow and profitability are all evident in the views of the co-operative secretary: many believe there is a reasonable chance that over the next year or two the co-operative could make the breakthrough into becoming a sustainable and efficient actor in a challenging free market.

Sustainability of extension activities
By choosing the state extension service as a partner, the project has probably chosen the most sustainable partner possible (though experience in neighbouring countries show that even state services may be closed and “privatised”).  Nonetheless, the sustainability of the project activities, or the changes in the quality of the extension service, was a subject of lively debate and differing views.  The most pessimistic view is that of the DALDO, and this flows logically from an analysis of “the problem” that stresses resource constraints (in particular, pay and transport).  This diagnosis gets apparent confirmation from the history of other donors.  The fact that large donors such as the World Bank (and IFAD) have funded (through loans) the running costs of the agricultural extension service during the nineties is seen as proof that what was needed was extra funding to achieve an results.  The additional fact that output has fallen away sharply since the end of the World Bank supported programme for agricultural rehabilitation, which worked by heavily financing the state extension system, is equally seen as proof that only sustained funding can produce a sustained service.  “The problems with the extension service are due to financial constraints, that’s why donors have supported the services.  So naturally, when the project support ends, things will definitely go back to the original problems”.  

Extension workers are not overly optimistic that everything will be sustainable, but equally feel that some benefits will remain.  They feel more confidence in their ability to give advice now, an improvement in relations with the villagers and better participatory/facilitation skills.  (However, as we shall see, they do not feel yet that these are sufficient, and strengthening these skills further is one of their primary recommendations.)  They feel they are better able to plan their work and implement monthly plans, though some doubt how much this will survive a transition to a “zero-management” environment.  However, they identify their partnership with the farmer facilitators as something sustainable.

Farmer facilitators themselves believe that their work can be sustainable.  Most are currently working as volunteers, for about one morning a week, and say that they will be prepared to carry on doing so.  It was certainly encouraging that they say they have already been discussing these issues among themselves already. They identified a need for further support (training, accompaniment) by the project before they could function without the project – different farmer facilitators suggested that they would want between two to four more years of working with the project, after which they would rely on technical support from extension workers and the District.  They believed that the Farmer Field Schools in particular could be supported by small contributions from farmers.

Farmers themselves believe that there can be sustainable changes, through the farmer facilitators and Farmer Field Schools – to which many say they would be prepared to contribute, provided the service was worth it.  In particular they believe that lasting associations can be formed out of the farmers groups being set up, which will provide a continuing forum for discussions and a lasting vehicle for marketing produce.

From an external point of view, one would have to say that it is not yet proved to what extent these associations or the farmer facilitator’s service can be sustainable – possibly it will survive in some villages and not in others.  The question of successful marketing may be key for the associations and this has not yet been solved.  But other reason for hope for some sustainable benefit is the start of a change in mentality of farmers – who are now starting to feel they can demand services, from extension workers and from the district.  The best hope for quality services anywhere in the world is a vocal, demanding and empowered user public.

Factors found to have a positive or negative impact on sustainability

Positive factors have been or will be:

·
The willingness of farmer facilitators to give up their time for free

·
The choice of state services as a programme partner

·
The creation of farmers’ association (potentially)

·
Farmers’ future willingness to pay for Farmer Field Schools

Constraining factors have been and may be:

·
The lack of local agricultural research leading to a lack of a stream of new and tested relevant technologies for farmers or to support extension workers, farmer facilitators and farmers in their on-farm trials.  The project has made its own “private” links with research institutions and sources of new ideas, but these are not functioning independently and will not survive the end of the project.

·
The poor state of the current state extension service – low pay, low morale, lack of management, etc.

·
The potential for relations between extension workers and farmers to be prejudiced by the extension workers having to take on a role of enforcing decisions taken by politicians to coerce farmers to farm in certain ways – e.g. the current “decision” that “all farmers must cultivate at least 4 acres”.

·
Lack of markets 

·
Limitations of farmers’ willingness to carry on working together – a combination of local culture and the legacy of previous attempts by the State to enforce communal work and economic activity.

Lessons Learned

Most of the lessons learned have been discussed in the above sections.  Many of the more general lessons were not explicitly extracted from the more particular lessons – which was to be expected within the framework of the participatory review.  This section more than most therefore relies on a more explicit authorial hand, though I have still tried to remain faithful to sentiments felt and expressed within the broader review team.  Other lessons are specifically the conclusions of the author and are indicated as such. 

Project interventions and good agricultural extension services can have impact at farmer/household level.  Since the state extension service has not delivered much change over many years in Tanzania, this justifies the project logic that more fundamental changes in extension are needed.  The financing of an extension service also needs re-examining.  An under-financed service can deliver almost nothing, highlighting the need for the Government to make a policy decision on what kind of extension it wants and is willing to provide for Tanzania.  [This also raises serious questions for donors.  Will increasing moves towards direct budgetary support mechanisms for assistance rather than project financing facilitate fundamental reform of state services?  What is donor policy regarding the financing of recurrent expenditure? – but should an extension service have to be “sustainable”?]

The project has achieved at least temporary impact through capacity building interventions of individuals –farmers, extensions workers, etc.  Many problems have not been, and are unlikely to be solvable at this level, and would benefit from a “systems” perspective – e.g. rather than focusing only on the training needs of an individual extension worker, looking at the extension system to see why agents have consistently under-performed.  Remuneration is one such problem.  [It cannot successfully be tackled at project level, through small “top-ups” to inadequate salaries, but needs re-examining within a wider context of what extension service the country wants and can afford.]

Equally, not all marketing problems are solvable through training farmers in marketing, but solutions need to be looked for regarding structural problems within the Tanzanian economy and marketing systems.  Marketing issues remain key, and need tackling alongside production questions – marketing cannot exist without production but production cannot be stimulated without a market. The project correctly identified this crucial point from the beginning.  [The lack of a stream of innovations from research to local extension is also a “system” problem, and is not adequately tackled by technical training for extension workers in specific innovations.]

One of the reasons for the projects success with extension has been its ability to divorce extension from politics, and to separate the technical advice given to farmers from the social control exercised by local politicians.  [The lack of clarity regarding the roles of technical civil servants and local politicians is indicated by the frequent use of the term “Government extension service” instead of the more obvious “state service”.]

Farmers appreciate good services, and are empowered by a change in attitude of the service, bringing “development” far beyond improved technical knowledge.  Farmers in Kasulu have shown themselves to be neither conservative nor resistant to change but intelligent and discriminating users of innovations, with a frequent rational aversion to excessive risk.

Different technologies suit different needs and different farming preferences. 

Information flows have proved unpredictable in many ways.  Farmers don’t always understand what the project wishes to convey in the way in which the project has intended. The sharing of information and understanding between farmers has been hard to predict or understand, and the project has not always understood how or why farmers share information or not.

Farmers can adapt ideas to suit themselves, but this often doesn’t happen if they don’t fully understand the principles behind the technologies or feel ownership and the “right to experiment”.  Adaptation can be encouraged, but has not been, partly because it demands a much greater skill level by extension workers and farmer facilitators – both technically and in facilitation skills.

Recommendations

After discussing conclusions and lessons learned, the research team split into four groups, one composed of project staff, one of District extension workers, one of project-employed extension workers or farmer facilitators; and one of the visitors to the project, including CARE staff from other projects and the two review facilitators.  Each group drew up ten recommendations.  These were then presented: similar recommendations were grouped together and each member of the review team then voted for the ten recommendations or “clusters” that it wished to prioritise.  The following is the list of recommendations that resulted.  All recommendations have been rephrased to try and capture the overall meaning of a cluster of sometimes different, if related, recommendations.  The author has attempted to limit distortions to people’s views during this process.  Some clusters could best be understood by separating recommendation, producing a total of fourteen. Other recommendations are included below.  With the exception of the first recommendation, which was almost unanimously prioritised, none of these recommendations are necessarily the views of all members of the review team, of the Tuma Uma management or of the review facilitators or author of this report.  

1
Building on the lessons of the pilot phase, CARE/Tuma Uma now faces the difficult challenge of looking for ways of sharing knowledge and ideas with all the farmers who are interested, seeing such services as a right rather than a privilege of a fixed minority.  Ways need to be found to actively interest all classes and ages of farmers,  to use the project in their own farming.  Farmers will need to be devolved the responsibility of organising themselves and project activities in a village so as to find ways of achieving open-ended participation, and CARE/Tuma Uma will need to take care that extension workers and farmer facilitators, village authorities, or others do not become gate-keepers who restrict access to activities and knowledge in an unfair way.

2
The programme needs to improve the skills of the farmer facilitators and the extension workers, in particular their participatory skills, but possibly also including more academic professional training.

3
The project should work to improve relations and communication with village councils.  Other local institutions and groups, such as faith based groups, should also be looked to for possible cooperation.

4
The programme needs to take more account of farmers’ existing knowledge and experience, both within the introduction of new technologies (“starting from where farmers are”) and in training. This should go together with a focus and deliberate effort on including their more active involvement, as well as the active involvement of other stakeholders. 

5
The programme should build on the work of the farmer facilitators (working with the extension workers), by improving their skills and by increasing their number as much as is possible, giving priority to women. 

6
The programme needs to strive for a culture of excellence in project implementation: given that farmers are discerning actors, this will attract and more farmers to work with the programme and help retain their interest in continuing to do so. This includes clearer and more realistic planning of activities such as Farmer Field Schools.

7
The programme needs to make sure that all training is followed up more actively, by “accompanying” farmers as they put the training into practice and so that the project is aware of any difficulties they may have in doing so. 

8
The project should continue to facilitate the exchange of experience and knowledge of farmers, with study tours and visits between villages and with other areas. 

9
The project needs to move away from “standard” approaches and technologies/extension messages, which are aimed at “communities”, and instead to develop different approaches and technologies appropriate for different social and economic groups.  (Such groups could reflect differences in age, land ownership, sex, economic status and opportunities, and those in particular circumstances such as AIDS affected households, etc.)

10
A prerequisite for the above is a greater effort put into increasing the project’s understanding of social and economic factors at work in the village, such as the economic opportunities and constraints of different farmers and their households, their farming preferences and strategies, how they develop and share new ideas, etc.

11
The project needs to take a careful look at the sustainability of the extension services, particularly relating to ways of finding motivation or incentives to the farmer facilitators to continue giving services.  Innovative ways should also be considered.  Factors relating to motivation of extension workers working within the state service also need to be considered.

12
The area of marketing needs to remain central for the programme.  As well as training for individual farmers, the programme needs to increase its understanding of the wider picture on marketing, to examine potential opportunities for farmers on a larger scale.  This should include looking at the wider market for financial services, seeing where farmers, possibly as associations, could access savings and credit opportunities.

13
CARE/Tuma Uma should get more involved at policy level, both nationally and at district level, in matters relating to agricultural extension and development and agricultural research, especially concerning ways in which existing institutions currently work and interact. 

14
CARE/Tuma Uma should strive to keep a wider vision than merely the project area, and, in setting up approaches and systems, should consider to what extent these would be replicable more widely without project support.

Other recommendations that were prioritised by fewer of the research team are as follows:

1
Increase the ownership of the project-by-project implementers

2
The project should focus more on production and on demonstrations than on on-farm trials 

3
Farmer Field Schools should also serve as on-farm trials: such experiments should be seen as owned by the villagers and not as “project owned”.

4
The programme should consider including livestock activities within agriculture, particularly for organic farming. [Note: Tuma Uma management has so far decided not to include livestock activities because of fears of becoming over-stretched by taking on a field that requires a new set of competencies and expertise.]

5
The project needs to look at how information moves between the office and the villagers, and what distortions or misunderstandings occur, in order that this situation can be improved.

Since team members were only asked to prioritise and not to express agreement or disagreement, no inference can be made that these recommendations necessarily express the views of fewer team members.

Postscript

Final Comment on the Review Process

The following is a personal comment on the process of the participatory review. 

All social research depends upon the interplay of the skill of the researcher and the willingness of the respondents or informants to speak openly and honestly.  This is no less true of a questionnaire or external expert evaluation than of a participatory review.  

One disadvantage of the participatory process is that the research team does not control who participates.  The team members here were skilled enough to try and involve as many people present as possible in contributing during discussions, but the main form of non-participation is simply not attending the review.  Group discussions may also tend to limit people’s willingness to speak about sensitive issues – such as negative attitudes towards a project, personally difficulties or why they engage in illegal or socially unacceptable behaviour (e.g. burning as part of field preparation). 

This review involved a wide range of people and a deliberate attempt was made to hold discussions with people who had never participated in the project.  I this there was great success and hundreds of people contributed comments, the great majority of whom had not been involved in the project in any way.  It may well be that there are negative comments which people did not feel able to give, but there was a strong impression that criticism was freely offered and in a very constructive way.  Although it would of course be naïve to take at face value everything that one was told, the overall commentary received does indeed ring true – even if one accepts that there will be some tendency to rationalise behaviour, e.g. non-participation in a project.  Fears that only superficial or only positive feedback would emerge proved groundless.

The two most positive aspects that came out of the participatory nature of the review were a strong perceived commitment to take farmers seriously, which was genuinely appreciated by farmers, I feel sure, and the ownership of the findings, conclusions and recommendations by extension workers, farmer facilitators and project staff alike. The review team were very open to listening to criticism of the project, even of probing to find more criticism, and they approached the analysis of the criticism without defensiveness.  It is hoped that this will best ensure that the project remains in tune with the feelings and aspirations of the farmers, and the extension workers and farmer facilitators in particular have learned skills that will enable them to be more responsive to farmers’ needs. 

No single research methodology can answer all needs, and limitations of the participatory approach are of course there.  Although most of the research I undertake is not of such a participatory kind, and I therefore have no “participation agenda” to advance, I do believe that the choice of the project to adopt a participatory review was vindicated – and it succeeded to a greater degree than I had anticipated at the start of this assignment.

Annex:  Project data sheet.

(Note: data supplied by project, not collected during review).

IG1: 
16 trainings attended by District Agricultural Staff 

TYPES OF TRAINING RECEIVED BY VFOs

	TRAINING TOPIC
	NUMBER OF VFO ATTENDED
	NO. DAYS

	1. PRA
	7
	

	2. M&E
	7
	

	3. Oil palm cultivation and management
	5
	4

	4. LEISA (Low external input agriculture)
	5
	3

	5. PTD (Participatory Technology Development)
	5
	3

	6. Crop storage practical
	6
	2

	7. Vegetable production
	6
	2

	8. Gender training
	6
	3

	9. Organic farming techniques
	6
	21

	10. Post Harvest Management
	6
	17

	11. Marketing training
	4
	12

	12. FFS
	5
	16

	13. Vanilla cultivation
	5
	9

	14. Association building
	2
	11

	15. Financial Management
	2
	12

	16. Leadership skills
	2
	16

	17. Moderation skills
	2
	6

	18. Team building
	5
	3


Trainings to the farmer facilitators in their field of specialty

	TRAINING
	NO. OF FF
	1.1 SEX
	NO. OF DAYS

	
	
	Male
	Female
	

	1. Marketing
	12
	7
	5
	12

	2. PHM
	28
	18
	10
	17

	3. FFS
	15
	11
	4
	16

	4. Vanilla cultivation
	25
	14
	11
	9

	5. Association building
	12
	7
	5
	11

	6. Financial management
	12
	7
	5
	12

	7. Leadership skills
	14
	9
	5
	16

	8. Moderation skills
	12
	7
	5
	6

	9. Drama 
	8
	5
	3
	12


IG2: 700 farmers in 13 villages use at least 1 new technology or 1 new cash crop on their farms.

2.1: 
32 Farmer Field Schools (FFSs) established in 13 villages

2.2: 
227 trials done and 3 demonstration plots established

TYPES AND NUMBER OF TRIALS CONDUCTED

	TRIAL TYPE
	NUMBER

	1. Soil fertility management with mucuna beans, lablab beans and sunhemp
	62

	2. Maize management trials (spacing and weeding)
	23

	3. Beans management trials (spacing and weeding)
	29

	4. Maize variety trials
	58

	5. Beans variety trials
	50

	6. Natural pest control (Tephrosia vogelii in controlling the maize stalk borer)
	3

	7. Other trials (groundnut and ginger management)
	2

	TOTAL
	227


2.3: 
9 technologies has been introduced and 2,105 farmers have been trained.

Introduced technology and number of farmers trained

	Technology
	No. of farmers trained

	1. Organic farming techniques
	943

	2. Oil palm cultivation
	167

	3. Vanilla cultivation
	239

	4. Treadle pump application
	260

	5. Vegetable production
	113

	6. Rapid seed multiplication
	110

	7. Maize and beans management (spacing & weeding)
	110

	8. Farmer Field School
	163

	TOTAL
	2105


IG3: 700 farmers in 13 villages have adopted at least one new marketing approach.

3.1. 
484 farmers have been trained in marketing.

3.2.
 305 farmers trained in association building

23 associations formed of which 14 actively exist with constitutions and 9 do not actively exist and have no constitutions as summarized in the table below.  Total membership is 261 (182 men, 79 women)

3.3. 
384 farmers have been trained in improved Post Harvest Management.
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