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PREFACE

In January 1990, Save the Children Federation (SCF) invited
menbers of the Departnment of Forest Resources at the University
of Mnnesota to help with a workshop presentation, "Agriculture
and Forestry for Sustainable Rural Devel opnent.” University of
M nnesota and SCF personnel presented these workshops to m d-
career and NGO agriculture and forestry program nanagers from
Central and Latin Anmerica. The workshop described in this
docunent is a product of the University of Mnnesota contribution
to these training events. It was drafted as an EPAT/ MJC A
docunent and draws heavily on related work fromthe Forest,

Wat er, and Watershed Managenent Team

The purpose of the workshop was to encourage NGO program managers
to integrate sustainability into forestry project planning and
managemnent . Therefore, sustained inpacts are treated as a basic
goal of devel opnent. The workshop provides a sustainability-
oriented franework to assess the follow ng factors:

* context for sustainable rural devel opnent

* | ocal needs and capabilities to achi eve sustai ned devel opnent

* capability of the field office to support |ocal action

During the workshop program nanagers produce:

* guidelines to assess |local capabilities

* program reconmendations for field office intervention

* reconmended changes within their NGO to increase its ability

to pronote sustainabl e devel opnment.

Thi s docunent famliarizes workshop coordinators with the
rati onal e and concepts covered in the workshop but does not nake
speci fic recomendations for agriculture and forestry prograns.

The aut hor would Iike to thank Jon Jickling and John Nittler for
their contributions to the design and inplenentation of the
wor kshop



| NTRCDUCT! ON

Wor kshop Rational e

Most forestry devel opnment workers agree that forestry and
agroforestry projects have inproved in the | ast decade. Many
NGCs are shifting away frominappropriate nethods and species and
are enploying nore integrated and participatory strategies. Mny
projects now enhance traditional agroforestry practices, seek
ways to nmanage tropical forests for sustained productivity, and
expand cooperation between comunities and governnents to jointly
manage public lands. Al though nany areas have inproved, the
failure to attain sustained i npacts continues to plague and
frustrate forestry devel opnent aid. This is a nuch di scussed
debat ed and, unfortunately, elusive goal of devel opnent.

Unl ess targeted conmunities can sustain the benefits from
intervention, NGO aid provides tenporary relief at best. At
worst, it is a waste of precious funds, confidence and ability.
Despite admirabl e organi zational goals, activities or behaviors
started or catalyzed by projects often becone unsustai nabl e when
outside aid ends. For exanmple, a 1986 assessnment of 212 USAID
funded projects found 25 percent had poor prospects. Only 11
percent had a good chance of becom ng sustainable after U S aid
stopped (USAID 1988). Sonme reasons why NGO projects fail to
achi eve sustained inpacts include:

| nadequat e Local Assessnents

Pre-project assessnents frequently ignore or inproperly estimte
| ocal know edge, institutions, and capabilities for devel oprment.
Project nonitoring and eval uation, which take place during

i npl enent ati on, often repeat these weaknesses. Such assessnents
cause i nappropriate design and ineffective projects.

Institutional Constraints

Devel opnent workers in both recipient and donor institutions

of ten know and understand the requirenments for sustained inpacts.
Internal constraints, however, often inpede effective use of such
know edge (G egersen and Lundgren 1990).

Proj ect Approach Limtations

Though devel opnent is a | ong-term process requiring long-term
commitnents, short-term projects provide nost of devel opnent aid
for agriculture, forestry, or health. NG that accept project
aid contend with short-term (and sonetinmes conflicting) project
goal s and periodic tight budgets. The imedi ate need to reach
project targets often sacrifices well-conceived, [ong-term
sustainability goals. However, NGO that operate solely on |ong-
term private funds can create | ocal dependencies that hinder
transition to | ocal managenent (Leconte 1986).

All NGOs that rely on outside funding face transition problens
when that aid ends. Unfortunately, it is only at this critica
poi nt that sonme organi zations finally pay serious attention to
sustainability. By then it is often too late to act effectively.



NGOs nust take proper action at the earliest stages of the
project if local communities are to continue to benefit fromthe
assi stance.

Therefore, unless the current project approach changes, all NGOs
face managi ng short-term projects to achieve |ong-term
sustainability. This is undeniably a difficult task. How can
NGOs do this nore effectively? How can they inprove |oca
assessnments, programinterventions, and their own organizations
to assure that benefits conti nue when NGOs reduce support or pul
out ?

Wor kshop Pur pose and Qut puts

The wor kshop's purpose is to encourage program nmanagers to
integrate sustainability into forestry project planning and
managenent. During the workshop, achieving sustained inpacts is
tenmporarily treated as the basic goal of devel opnent aid. The
wor kshop is a sustainability-oriented framework fromw thin which
to assess the follow ng factors:

* the context for sustainable rural devel opnent,

* | ocal needs and capabilities to achi eve sustai ned
devel opnent,

* field office support for local action and their capabilities
to provide that support.

Wbr kshop partici pants can produce:
* specific guidelines to assess |ocal capabilities,
* program reconmendations for field office intervention

* reconmendations for institutional changes to increase their
NGO s ability to pronote sustainabl e devel opnent.

Key Workshop Thenes

The wor kshop pronotes the foll ow ng key thenmes concerning the
role of NGOs in pronoting sustainable devel opment through
forestry projects:

* Concentrate on assuring the continuity and diffusion of
project-initiated benefits and antici pate negative side-effects
when desi gni ng, assessing, or managi ng projects (G egersen and
Lundgren 1990).

* Thoroughly assess | ocal devel opment capabilities before any
project begins. Continue assessnments throughout inplenentation
with careful attention to indicators of nonsustainability (Eckman
1989).



* Projects should compl enent and enhance | ocal capabilities.
Thi s enabl es | ocal people to beconme better problem sol vers,

i nnovat ors, managers, and conveyers of technology. This is
essential for a snooth transition to |ocal nanagenent when
out si de fundi ng ends and assures a sustained, |ocally-driven,
devel opnent .

* Agroforestry and forestry innovations (both technical and

soci al) shoul d i ncorporate indi genous know edge and technol ogy.
NGOs shoul d devel op and pronote these innovations in an

partici patory, beneficiary-driven fashion. This process should
al so stimulate further innovation and adopti on beyond the site of
i medi at e i nmpact .

* NGO presence in communities is tenporary and has linmted

funds (as do the conmunities) that vary unpredictably. During
NGO tenure, it is nore inportant to set up a solid foundati on and
the right direction for devel opnent rather than achieving many
easily identified outputs.

* NGOs should identify, reduce, or renove interna

organi zati onal constraints (and/or recipient institutions) that
hi nder the use of nmethods which could Iead to | ong-term

i mprovenents.

Wor kshop Framewor k

Mechani cs and Structure

The wor kshop follows the normal project planning process (table
1). Participants will identify and assess |ocal problens,
alternative solutions, gaps in |local capacity to undertake those
solutions, and appropriate NG intervention. Participants wll
focus on the elenents of sustainability throughout this process.
The wor kshop consists of a three-nmodul e set and 12 sessions that
partici pants can conplete in five days. Wrkshop coordinators
can alter nmpdul e and session order according to specific

partici pant needs.

The wor kshop includes one field orientation and two field
exerci ses. These exercises focus on technol ogy devel opnent and
extensi on strategy anal ysis, diagnosis, and design. The
strategi es deserve special attention because weak technol ogy
devel opnent and extensi on nmet hods are a common cause of
nonsustai nability. Training coordinators should al so |ocalize
case studies for each |ecture and discussion session. This

wor kshop framework includes an introduction, goals, a suggested
trai ni ng approach, and suggested | ecture and di scussi on content
for each session.

Modul es and pur pose

Modul e I:  Assess the context for sustainable rural devel oprent.
Be sure participants understand basic probl ens and opportunities
that define the context for sustainabl e devel opnent before they
construct ways to intervene. This nodule will build a foundation



for the workshop by identifying, and defining:
* sustai nabl e devel opment and its critical elenments;

* the role of forestry, agroforestry, and watershed managenent
i nterventions in sustainabl e devel opnent;

* the limts of common inplementation strategi es and the
proj ect approach.

Module I1: Identify | ocal needs and assess capabilities to
achi eve sustai ned devel opnent.

| nadequat e assessnment often results in unsustainable and

i neffective projects. Therefore, it is inportant to use a
sustainability-oriented nethod. Module Il provides a framework
to:

* identify characteristics and needs of intended beneficiaries
and the underlying institutional causes for those needs,

* identify alternative solutions to overcone the problens,
* assess gaps in local capabilities that prevent sustai ned

devel opnent.

Module I11: Assess field office adm nistrative support for |ocal
action and its capability to provide that support.

Determ ni ng appropriate NGO action is the final step in
integrating sustainability into planning and managenent. Modul e
1l establishes and uses a sustainability franmework to assess:

* strengths and weaknesses of current prograns,

* changes in institutions and capabilities for effective
progr amns,

* needed institutional arrangenents for NGOs to pronote
sust ai nabl e devel opnent.

Table 1. Wrkshop process: NGO intervention for sustainability
assessi ng probl enms and constructing guidelines

Modul e I

Sessi on 1-4

Pl anni ng and Managenent Process Sustainability Goals

Di scussi on

Assess the context for sustainable devel opnent

Insure continuity of project benefits

I ncrease di ffusion of project benefits

Avoi d negative side-effects



Modul e Il

Sessi on 5-6 7 8

Pl anni ng and Managenent Process Sustainability Goals
Di scussi on

Identify issues and probl ens

Assess alternative sol utions

Assess gaps in local capabilities to inplenent solutions
Insure continuity of project benefits

I ncrease di ffusion of project benefits

Avoi d negative side-effects

Modul e 11

Sessi on 9-10 11 12

Pl anni ng and Managenment Process Sustainability Goals
Di scussi on

Desi gn NGO prograns to fill gaps

Assess NGO i npl enent ati on needs

Construct guidelines for future action

Insure continuity of project benefits

I ncrease di ffusion of project benefits

Avoi d negative side-effects.

MODULE |: ASSESS THE CONTEXT FOR SUSTAI NABLE RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Session 1. Assess Inplenmentation Strategies. (Field Oientation
8 hours)

I nt roducti on

To generate useful guidelines during the workshop, participants
must under stand conmon probl ens encountered in forestry projects.

Thi s session shows participants projects that use different

i npl enentati on strategies and starts di scussion on their
strengt hs and weaknesses. The activities and debates generated
fromthis session serve as a reference and departure point for
future workshop discussions. This field session also provides an
i nformal social occasion for participants to get acquainted.



hj ectives

* Revi ew conmon problens in forestry and agroforestry projects
("e.g." low adoption or mmintenance rates, nonsustainable
activities after the project ends).

* Help participants recognize:

-- key variables affecting sustainability

-- strengths and weaknesses of different inplenentation
strategies

-- strategies able to sustain benefits when the project ends.

Appr oach

Sel ect several forestry projects, preferably using substantially
different inplenmentation strategies, near the training site. For
exanpl e, have participants visit a project that uses "food for
wor k" incentives to pronote adopting agroforestry technol ogi es.
Anot her coul d be one that uses no nonetary or commodity

i ncentives.

For each project, pose questions such as:

* What are the indicators of non-sustainability?

* How do we know when to consider thenf

* What are project strengths and weaknesses?

* What happens after the project ends?

* Who benefits, who does not, how rmuch, and why?

* WIIl the incentive to plant trees or adopt pronoted
technol ogi es continue after the project ends?

* What will farmers continue to do after the project?

* How can you i nprove each project?

Suggest ed Lecture/ D scussi on Cont ent

During the field exercise, cover the three broad causes for
proj ect weakness as presented in the introduction

* i nadequate | ocal assessnent
* institutional constraints

* limtations of the project approach (see Session 4
description for nore material)

Al so present and | ead di scussions on the idea of primry
i ndi cators of non-sustainability: |ow participation, inadequate
institutional capacity, inappropriate costs, and benefit distribution



Session 2. What is Sustainabl e Devel opnent and What Are Sone
Critical Elenents? (Lecture/Di scussion, 2 hours)

I nt roducti on

There are many different definitions and interpretations of
sust ai nabl e devel opnent. Oten, devel opnent workers define

proj ect "success" or "good" devel oprment using sustainability
concepts. In this workshop (as with any NGO, coordinators and
partici pants need to agree on a definition of what sustainable
devel opnent is and the essential elenents to achi eve that

devel opnent. QO herwi se, the resulting program gui delines and
interventions will be theoretical and ineffective. Participants
must under stand basic sustainability concepts because | ater

wor kshop material stens fromthis session

hj ect i ves

* Jointly agree on a definition for sustainabl e devel opnment
and its critical elenents.

* Help participants evaluate their own work using the critica
el ements of sustainabl e devel opnent.

Appr oach

The term "sustai nabl e devel opnent” is in the | anguage and
docunments of nost NGOs. Therefore, it should not be difficult
for participants to construct a definition. To identify critica
el ements of sustainability (listed below), ask participants

| eadi ng questions such as, "How do you know when you achi eve
sust ai nabl e devel opnent? What is the difference between

devel opnent and sustai nabl e devel opnent ?" Li st discussion
results on flip charts, and post themup for reference.

Lect ure/ D scussi on Cont ent

G egersen and Lundgren (1990) defined sustainabl e devel opment as
"devel opnment invol ving changes in the production and/or

di stribution of desired goods and services which result, for a
gi ven target population, in an increase in welfare that can be
sustai ned over tinme." They identify these critical elenents of
sust ai nabl e devel opnent:

* continuity of benefits after project ends,
* di ffusion of benefits beyond project boundari es,

* avoi di ng negative and uni ntended side effects
(externalities).

The failure to achieve these goals marks nost unsuccessfu
projects. Therefore, this workshop encourages participants to
rate these three elenents in analyzing their current agriculture
and forestry efforts (see figure 1).



Conti nui ng Benefits Wen the Project Ends

To sustain the benefits generated by the project, activities

(i deas, resources, technol ogies or institutions) nust continue
when the project ends. Developnent efforts are ineffective if
goods and services dimnish after the devel opnment organi zation

| eaves the area. Local capacity to nanage and support
activities, sustain related recurrent costs, and respond to new
problens is vital to achieve continuity.

Spreadi ng Benefits Beyond Project Boundaries

To achi eve sustai ned devel opnment, diffusing benefits is critical
Spr eadi ng and adopting i nproved technol ogi es or behaviors in the
i medi ate project target area is usually the goal of extension
progranms. Yet, if proposed practices do not diffuse beyond the
i medi ate i mpact area, NGO intervention will only have a limted,
mcro-level effect. Mecro-level effects are also nore
susceptible to the wi nds of socio-political and econonm c change.
To realize the full potential of NGO intervention and assure

per manent benefits, projects should include nechanisns to diffuse
benefits beyond project boundaries.

Avoi di ng Negative and Unintended Side-Effects (Externalities)
There can be many negative externalities or unintended side-
effects of devel opment aid that can destroy the NGO initiative.
There are four kinds. Downstream floodi ng caused by poor
upstream | and use is an exanple of a physical externality. Loca
dependency on commodity or nonetary aid for collective action is
a social externality. Agricultural price supports for an
environnent al | y degradi ng crop denonstrates an econom c
externality. Killing inportant pest predators through
uncontrol l ed use of pesticides creates a biological externality.
Si de-effects can not only affect i medi ate devel opnent i npact
area but al so surrounding areas |inked socially, econonmically, or
physically. |If adm nistrators do not know about potential side
effects or choose to ignore them these externalities may ruin
project efforts.

Figure 1. Exanpl e of considerations in achieving sustainable
devel opnent: spatial (beyond the boundaries directly inpacted by
the project) and tenporal (beyond the Iife of the project)
(Brooks "et al." 1989: 11)

Space Di nensi on

Ti me Di mensi on On-Site Of-Site

Proj ect Begins Forestry Project Effects of Of-Site
Practices and Externalities: effects of
Effects project activities on

downstream comuni ti es
Duri ng Project Di ffusion: of project

concepts, technol ogies,

practices to other areas.

Proj ect Ends



After Project Continuity: of forestry practices,
technol ogi es, and effects after the

proj ect ends.

Session 3. What is the Role of Forestry, Agroforestry, and
Wat er shed Managenent in Sustai nabl e Devel opnent ?
(Lecture/Di scussion, 3 hours)

I nt roducti on

Forestry can play a big role in sustai nabl e devel oprment, but
sonet i nes devel opnent planners oversell it. Before noving ahead
in the semnar, participants should investigate and clarify
actual and potential roles of forestry activities in |oca

devel opnent. This discussion will help participants see both the
range of opportunities and limtations to NGO intervention in the
forestry sector. Participants need to understand these topics
before integrating sustainability considerations into project

pl anni ng and nmanagenent .

hj ecti ves

* Show the real and potential role of forestry, agroforestry,
and wat ershed managenent in achi eving sustainable rura
devel opnent.

* Enabl e participants to evaluate and describe how forestry
activities can support or underm ne rural devel opnent.

Appr oach

Begi n a di scussion on the topic by asking | ead-in questions.
Conpl ement i deas vol unteered by participants with exanpl es and
case studi es.

Lecture/ D scussi on Cont ent

Most NGO target popul ations depend directly on natural resources
(soil, water, animals, vegetation) for subsistence.
Unfortunately, popul ation pressures, inequitable |and

di stribution, and planned resettl enments cause many rural people
to exist on fragile |lands not suited for intensive use. Also,
they often rely on resources that are limted. The abuse and
m suse of these resources maintains or worsens poverty and
thwarts future | and-use options. Forestry interventions nmake a
specific contribution to sustainable devel opnment. Trees are a
renewabl e resource that, when managed well, can assure steady
production and profits for small farners. Figure 2 shows
specific on-farmbenefits fromtrees in the farm ng system



Forestry and wat ershed nanagenment interventions contribute to
rural devel opnent by:

* increasing domestic fuelwood supplies, reducing |abor and
nmonet ary expenditures for fuel gathering;

* increasing or sustaining crop yields by decreasing w nd
speeds ("e.g." shelterbelts), inproving soil fertility and
decreasing soil erosion ("e.g." contour hedgerows);

* inproving |livestock production by providing fodder and live
fencing for animal nanagenment ("e.g." pastoral agroforestry
systens);

* devel oping mcro-enterprises and rural enployment ("e.g."
wood- based artisan industries, honey production "etc.");

* increasing availability of construction wood. Standing trees
al so serve as capital stores, reducing a farmer's vulnerability
to financial energencies;

* reducing or regulating danage fromrain and small fl oods by
i ncreasi ng upland noi sture retention. This also decreases
downst r eam damages;

* inproving water quality for drinking and other uses;

* inproving household food security by providing fruit during
"hunger seasons."

Figure 2. On-farm benefits fromtrees in the farm ng system
(Gregersen 1988: 24)

Session 4. What Are the Limtations of Conventional Methods of
Technol ogy Devel oprment and Pronpotion and the Project Aid
Approach? (Lecture/Di scussion, 3 hours)

I nt roducti on

An overview of project approach limtations was presented during
t he workshop introduction and field orientation. At that tine,
partici pants shoul d have di scussed the strengths and weaknesses
of various methods of technol ogy devel opnent and extension. By
now, participants should be aware of mmjor problem areas and be
prepared to investigate them further

Sonme projects have pronoted sophisticated research station
technol ogi es, or they planted "mracle" tree species that do not
respond to the diversity of specific human and environnenta
conditions usually targeted by NGOs. Projects have often relied
on nonetary and commodity incentives not sustained beyond the
project. Technicians often | ook for opportunities to use
famliar "technol ogy package" solutions, rather than | earn | oca
conditions, needs, and capabilities to design a technol ogy

devel opnent program



Wor kshop partici pants shoul d recogni ze the need to treat farners
as true partners by jointly diagnosing situations, sharing

know edge, and devel opi ng and transferring technol ogies. Only

t hrough participatory problemsolving will |ocal people sustain
t he managenent of change beyond the project. This discussion
conpl etes the context assessnent for sustainable rura

devel opnent .

hj ecti ves

* ldentify and investigate the strengths and limts of
conventional technol ogy devel opment and pronotion nmethods and the
project aid approach.

* Informparticipants that conventional approaches sonetinmes
fail to integrate or conpl enent |ocal know edge, and are
therefore unable to use or catal yze | ocal capacity for

devel opnent .

* Enabl e participants to evaluate projects and strategi es about
their potential to pronote devel opnment and make the proper
reconmendati ons.

Appr oach

Briefly lecture on different ways to pronote and devel op
technol ogy, and di scuss the strengths and weaknesses of project
aid sustainability. Then present case studies of different
proj ect and technol ogy devel opment approaches. Finally, |ead
participants in an analysis of the studies, distilling | essons
| earned, and basic reconmendati ons for change.

Lecture/ D scussi on Cont ent

Approaches to Technol ogy Devel opnent and Pronotion

As financing for agriculture has usually been greater than for
forestry, agricultural devel opnent has strongly influenced
forestry and wat ershed managenent prograns. Technol ogy

devel opnent and pronoti on nmet hods have al so been simlar. This
is especially true on the NGO | evel since NGOs often enpl oy
agronom sts and target farmers. For this reason, be sure to
review the principal nmovenents in agricultural devel opnent.

The Green Revol ution

This maj or agricultural devel opment novenent, which began in the
late 1950's, substantially contributed to agriculture and

nati onal devel opment in sone devel opi ng countries. Agricultura
devel opnent workers operated on the prem se that "significant

i ncreases in output cannot be obtained by reallocating existing
resources, but only through technol ogi cal change that
fundanmental |y restructures the productivity of those resources”
(Domren 1988) .

Farmers increased productivity by restructuring farm ng systens
and introducing technol ogies like irrigation, high-yieldng
cereal varieties, and synthetic fertilizers and pesti ci des.
Research groups, agricultural extension systens, and educationa



prograns that pronmoted this view of agricultural devel oprment
becanme institutions. The green revolution becane convention and
continues to pervade agriculture and forestry prograns.

Unfortunately, only farners with ready access to stable supplies
of land, |abor, and capital could acquire many of the new
technol ogi es. Most new agricultural technol ogy bypassed farners
in Africa, the Caribbean and Latin America. Even now, nost
official institutions do not devel op new technol ogy for needs and
characteristics of small-holder agriculture. Instead,

i nnovati ons frequently increase the gap between rich and poor
(Mller 1977).

Farm ng Systens

And, during the 1970s, the farm ng systens research and extension
(FSR/ E) approach, evolved. The weaknesses of applying
conventional agricultural research and extension technol ogi es and
met hods to small hol ders in devel opi ng countri es became apparent.

This approach is "farmer oriented, involves the client group as
participants in the research and extension process, recognizes
the regi onal specificity of technical and human factors, tests
technologies in on-farmtrials and aspires to conpl enment but not
repl ace conventional research" (USAID 1989).

Though prai sed as nore appropriate for small farners than
conventi onal approaches, USAID found nost of its recent FSR E
projects did not achi eve expected inpacts. It failed, not froma
concept ual weakness, but because the FSR/ E concept was not well
defined or understood by conventionally-trained technicians.

Eval uators al so noted that projects did not use a probl emsol ving
approach to system di agnosi s and technol ogy design

Farmer First

A small, but growing group of scientists recently extended the
change started by FSR/ E proponents. They noted the wealth of

i ndi genous agricultural and forestry know edge and the | egacy of
farnmer innovation and adaptive strategies (Chanbers "et al."
1989). They do not try to orient technology fromresearch

stations. |Instead, they attenpt to "enpower farners to |learn
adapt and do better; analysis is not by outsiders ... but by
farnmers and farmers assisted by outsiders; ... what is

transferred by outsiders to farnmers is not precepts but
principles, not messages but mnet hods, not a package of practices
to be adopted but a basket of choices fromwhich to select.™
(Chanmbers 1989). These "farner first" proponents try to sustain
i nproved rural welfare by building |ocal capacity to analyze
probl enrs and devi se solutions. Small farner devel opnent is nore
a question of avoiding problens by adjusting |local resources

rat her than inposing technol ogies that require many changes in
previous practices. Also, agriculture and forestry devel oprment
should minimze risks and vulnerability to problens rather than
maxi m zing output. Gupta (1989) noted that it is the attitudes
of scientists, researchers, and extension specialists that
prevent effective interaction with farners in India.

Limtations to the Current Project Aid Approach

As described in the Introduction, it is inconsistent to approach
| ong-term devel oprment chal | enges with short-term project
solutions. The Project Aid Approach has a long list of short-



com ngs. A short version includes:

* Qutside groups usually plan projects and do not respond to
| ocal requests for help.

* Farmers rarely have a voice in project design because no one
ef fectively communi cates their needs, capacities, and priorities
to project planners.

* NGO presence in a conmunity is tenporary. The demand of
project funding provides strong incentive to show i npressive,
quantifiable short-termgoals. This prevents w se planning and
solid construction of a positive foundation and direction to
achi eve | ong-term goal s.

* Projects often produce a patron-client relationship with
farmer beneficiaries depending on the NGO for |eadership,
resources, and links to external opportunities.

* Changing levels of internal and external NGO funds are
uncertain and make it difficult to transfer responsibility to
| ocal managenent .

Many NGOs have devised structures and nmethods to avoid these
probl ems. G egersen and Lundgren (1990) specifically enphasize
the need to:

* avoi d nonsustai nable activities, such as actions or
institutions that rely on outside incentives or resources. It is
often easier to identify and avoid negative effects than to
identify sustainable actions.

* identify and nonitor indicators of nonsustainability. These

i ncl ude poor participation, |low rates of technol ogy adaptation
and | ocal innovation, and high rates of erosion or sedinentation
(Eckman 1989).

* pbe flexible in project planning and managenent. Make
contingency plans; offer diverse prograns; and encourage
i nnovati ve and resilient organizations and people.

* recogni ze that sustainable benefits rather than sustainable
projects are the devel opment goal

* realize that the correct direction of change ("e.g." in |oca
| and- use behavior, or institutions) is nore inportant than the
size of change catal yzed by the NGO



MODULE ['1: | DENTI FY LOCAL NEEDS AND ASSESS CAPABI LI TIES TO
ACHI EVE SUSTAI NED DEVELOPMENT

Session 5. Who Are Qur |Intended Beneficiaries and Wat
Are Their Probl ens? (Lecture/Di scussion, 2 hours)

I nt roducti on

Bef ore di scussing sol utions, workshop participants (like project

pl anners) will identify and assess the characteristics of
beneficiary farners, their needs, and the underlying causes for
those needs. In actual projects, NG> should have farners

explain their own problens, and participate in the planning
process. Oten, there is a difference between what farners think
t hey need and what devel opment workers think they need. During

t he wor kshop, participants need to study and di scuss such

di fferences. Participants should include problens "felt" by

| ocal s and those identified by devel opment workers.

hj ect i ves

* ldentify general characteristics of beneficiaries and their
problens in attaining sustainable devel opnment.

* Recogni ze that NGO target popul ati ons often exhibit
characteristics of the "conplex, diverse, and risk-prone" group
(table 2) identified by Chanbers (1989).

* See how beneficiary problens relate to the three goals of
sust ai nabl e devel opnent.

Appr oach

Exercise 1

Di scuss the characteristics and general problens facing NGO
beneficiaries. Have participants wite a short description of
common beneficiary characteristics and |ist conmon problens. The
characteristics should include occupations and descriptors such
as risk-prone and | andl ess. The list of problens could include:

* declining availability of fuelwod,

* declining agricultural production,

* increasing | andl essness or enmigration

Have participants wite responses on flip charts as a handy

reference to assure that recomendati ons are appropriate and
possi bl e.



Table 2. Sunmmary of three types of agriculture

Mai n | ocati ons

Main clinatic zone

Maj or type of farner

Use of purchased inputs
Farm ng systens

Envi ronnental diversity
Production stability
Current production

as percentage of
sust ai nabl e production
Priority for production

Mai n | ocati ons

Main climatic zone

Maj or type of farner
Use of purchased inputs
Farm ng systens

Envi ronnental diversity
Production stability
Current production

as percentage of

sust ai nabl e production
Priority for production

Mai n | ocati ons

Main clinatic zone

| NDUSTRI AL

Industrialized countries and specialized

enclaves in the Third Wrld
Tenperat e

H ghly capitalized famly farnms and
pl ant ati ons

Very high

Si npl e

Uni form

Moderate ri sk

Far too high

Reduce production

GREEN REVOLUTI ON

Irrigated and stable rainfall, high

potential areas in the Third Wrld
Tr opi cal

Large and small farners
Hi gh

Si npl e

Uni form

Moderate ri sk

Near the limt

Mai nt ai n production

COVPLEX, DI VERSE AND Rl SK PRONE
Rai nfed areas, hinterlands, nobst of

sub- Saharan Africa, "etc.

Tr opi cal



Maj or type of farner Smal | and poor farm househol ds
Use of purchased inputs Low

Farm ng systens Conpl ex

Environnental diversity Diverse

Production stability H gh risk

Current production Low
as percentage of
sust ai nabl e production

Priority for production Raise production

Source: Chanbers "et al." 1989. As adapted from The Brundt!| and
Conmi ssion Report (WCED 1987: 120-2).

Exerci se 2

Separate participants into small groups and have them assess the
causes of each identified problem Participants will exan ne
these problenms in each of the foll owing workshop sessions. Help
them remenber the three critical elements of sustainability
during the assessnent. To encourage discussion, separate |oca
problenms into three broad categories: know edge and technol ogy,
institutions, and resources (see table 3). The know edge and
technol ogy group, for exanple, would include farm ng practice
probl ens, |ocal attitudes, and perceptions towards change. The
institutions category includes problenms with |local rules (formal
and informal), land tenure arrangenments, and soci al

organi zations. The resource area includes problens wth

di fferent resources available to the client popul ation, such as
land, fertility, forest, credit, and links to external markets.

Each partici pant group should ask: What are the underlying causes
of the problenms? How do the causes Iimt a beneficiary's ability
to attain sustained inpact and innovation? Are causes in the
areas of resources, institutions, or know edge? Are these causes
related to the failure of achieving continuity and diffusion of
benefits? How do they relate to negative externalities?

Periodically visit each group to be sure that they understand the
task. Al so encourage participants to draw upon their own
agricultural and forestry project experience. After groups
present their findings for review, |lead a sunmary di scussion

Lect ure/ D scussi on Cont ent

Descri be characteristics of the general target popul ation. Mke
sure that participants cover the items on this list during the
di scussion. Have participants then describe |ocal problens that
prevent sustained inmpact or innovation

Poverty
Though obvi ous, devel opment workers often overl ook the effect
t hat poverty has on possible welfare enhancing alternatives. For



exanpl e, | ow budgets m ght keep individuals, househol ds, or
communities fromacting alone, forcing themto use collective
action or joint resources as a dom nant survival strategy (Runge
1986) .

Nat ural Resour ce Dependent

Since the 1970s, nost agricultural and forestry projects have
targeted rural popul ati ons who depend directly on natura
resources (soil, vegetation, animals and water) for subsistence.
For many political and denographic situations reasons,
governments often distribute resources unfairly, forcing the poor
to extract products fromfragile |ands.

Ri sk- Prone

Conmmon problenms of farners include decreasing crop yields from
soil erosion, less fuelwod avail able fromincreased denmand,
unstabl e markets, and | and tenure and sub-division issues.
Farmers are particularly vul nerable to changes in production

mar kets, and politics because they have linmted access to regul ar
sources of capital, |abor, and resources. Rather than manage
hol di ngs for profit or yield maxi m zation, the rural poor use
conpl ex, risk avoi dance strategies to survive.

Di verse Needs, Capabilities, and CGoal s

Contrary to popul ar belief, the poor are not honogeneous; their
needs, desires, and capabilities to act vary enornously. For
exanpl e, because of variations between agricultural |ands,
avai |l abl e | abor, and capital, farners often have to adopt the
cheapest, sinplest, and nost inmedi ately-satisfying technol ogy.

No Political Power

A variety of strong socio-political reasons often excl udes

i ntended farnmers fromnational devel opment. Frequently, they are
illiterate and have poor organization, conmunication and

adm ni strative skills. Al so, they often have irregul ar and
l[imted access to the main el ements of production: |and, |abor
and capital

Tabl e 3. Assessing |ocal problens
Pr obl ens

Causes of Probl ens

Know edge and Technol ogy
Institutions

Resour ces

1

2.



Session 6. Diagnose Farm ng Systens. (Field Exercise, 3 hours)

I nt roducti on

Farmers often do not use many introduced forestry technol ogi es
after the project ends because they were never appropriate.
Oten, the use of external incentives, such as food for work,
mask farmers' personal perception of technology. Frequently, we
only learn what they think after the project ends. Poor
assessnment of conditions, technol ogy devel opment, or pronotion
strategy can result in inappropriate technology. Cbviously,
critical first steps in finding the right solution include a

t hor ough di agnosis of local farmng systens and a cl ear statenent
of the problens and opportunities.

Hi storically, project devel opers have not spent enough tine on

| ocal diagnosis. For this reason, the workshop dedicates a field
session to this exercise. Recently, suggested nethods have

i ncluded rapid rural appraisal, participatory rural appraisal

and agroforestry diagnosis and design. Since this workshop
focuses on agroforestry, we suggest the agroforestry di agnosis
nmet hod devel oped and described by J.B. Raintree for this exercise
(Raintree 1977).

VWhen a project conducts an assessnent, get all beneficiaries to
hel p di agnose and design the technol ogy. Farnmers usually know
much nore than we realize. Their specific conditions and
managenent goals often require a specially tailored response.

hj ecti ves
* Learn how to assess a farm ng system

* Learn howto tailor the project so that it conplenents
positive aspects of farners' existing systenms so they can
replicate it on different sites.

Appr oach

Divide the participants into groups of four people. Assign each
group a local famly and farm Have the group first assess how
the farm systemworks, how it is organized, and how it uses
avai |l abl e resources (including | abor and capital) to achieve the
farnmers' managenment goal s.

Then have each group assess how well the system works, the

probl ems, constraints, and opportunities for inprovenent
(Raintree 1987). It is especially inportant to discover

i ndi genous techni cal know edge, perceptions, and attitudes
related to | and managenent and technical innovation. Existing
techni cal know edge and traditional practices can provide clues
for where and how the NGO could intervene to enhance the system



Session 7. What Are Alternative Solutions to Farner Probl ens?
(Wor ki ng Exercise, 2 hours)

I nt roducti on

Most peopl e start thinking about potential solutions after they
identify a problem Both farnmers and devel opment workers go
through this exercise, sonmetines formally and soneti nmes
informally. People usually weigh the strengths and weaknesses of
each alternative to see if it will be feasible and effective in
resol ving the probl em

In this session, have partici pants assess alternative solutions
to farner problens (identified in Exercise 2 of Session 5) for
feasibility and effectiveness of attaining sustainability goals.
After we understand program alternatives, we can assess |oca
capabilities to deal with the problem (Session 8) and consi der
the proper N&O intervention (Module I11).

oj ective

* Assess alternative solutions to farners' problens identified
earlier for their ability to achi eve sustained inpact and
i nnovati on goal s.

* Enabl e participants to evaluate their own prograns for
sust ai ned i npact and innovation goals.

Appr oach
After a brief introduction, separate participants into smal

groups. Have each group assess program alternatives (from
Session 7) for one problemidentified in Session 5. Use the
framework illustrated in table 4 to assess the alternatives.
Agai n, have participants assess the know edge, resources, and
institutional aspects of each problemand alternative. Ask
participants, "How would the alternative affect the

sustai nability goal s?"

Sonme alternatives, for exanple, obviously pronote continuity
("e.g.", training local farmers in direct seeding techniques),
whil e others could hinder continuity ("e.g." providing commodity
paynments for tree planting). Also have participants assess
alternatives for diffusion and ways to avoid negative side-
effects. For exanple, conmodity incentives mght speed diffusion
but create dependency on outside incentives for action (a
negative side-effect). Training some, but not all |ocal farners,
m ght divide the cormmunity (a negative side-effect). This
alternative mght al so encourage trained farnmers to depend on the
NGO. Participants should ask these kinds of questions for each
alternative.

Tabl e 4: Assessing alternative solutions to problens (one table
for each potential sol ution)

Sustai nability Goals



Capability Factors

Know edge and Technol ogy Base
Resour ces
Institutions

Insure continuity of project benefits
I ncrease di ffusion of project benefits

Avoi d negative side-effects

Session 8. What Are the Gaps in Farners' Capabilities to Overcone
Their Problenms and Sustain Devel opment? (Working Exercise, 3
hour s)

I nt roducti on

Because i nadequat e assessnments often cause aid failures, it is
i nportant to understand | ocal conditions before any project
action. Now that we have a short list of ways to resolve sone
farnmer problenms, we can ask, "What gaps exist in |oca
capabilities that prevent farnmers from achi eving sust ai ned
devel opnent ? What indicators of nonsustainability should the
proj ect nonitor?"

hj ecti ves

* Enabl e participants to use a framework for assessing | oca
capabilities to sustain devel opment.

* Anal yze the local conmunity and farm ng systens to determ ne
the institutions, resources, know edge, and technol ogi es t hat
merit NGO support.

Appr oach

Exercise 1

Have participants use the framework illustrated in table 5 for
this assessnent. Divide participants into small groups. Have
each group focus on one beneficiary problemidentified in Session
5. Participants should identify and discuss key gaps in each
capability category (know edge and technol ogy, resources, and
local institutions). These areas affect farners' ability to
resol ve the probl em and achi eve the three sustainability goals
(continuity, diffusion, avoiding negative side-effects).

Partici pants should also identify potential nonsustainability

i ndicators. These indicators serve as early warning signals,

i npl yi ng negative results if the project does not change course
or attack the problem Such indicators nmust be specific and
qui ckly and easily verifiable and quantifiable (Eckman 1989).

Tables 6, 7, and 8 show exanpl es of factors that projects should
consi der when assessing each alternative. Periodically visit



each group to make sure they understand the task. Encourage
participants to refer to their own specific agriculture and
forestry project conditions and work with concrete exanples not
abstract suppositions. After the snmall group di scussions, have
each group present its results and a general analysis of its
findi ngs.

Exerci se 2

Again formthree groups for the second exerci se. Have one group
address the question of "how' to assess these factors. This
group discusses and recomends ways to integrate the |oca
capability assessnent into current NGO project preparation and

i npl enentation. The second group refines and expands the list of
assessnment factors. The third group does the sane for the |ist
of nonsustainability indicators.

Table 5. ldentifying gaps in |ocal capacity
Accept abl e Sol uti ons
Factors of Local Capacity
Know edge and Technol ogy Base
Resour ces
Institutions
1. Continuity

Di ffusion

Avoi di ng Negative Externalities
2. Continuity

Di ffusion

Avoi di ng Negative Externalities
3. Continuity

Di ffusion
Avoi di ng Negative Externalities

Table 6. Continuing benefits after the project ends and sanple
guestions to assess local capabilities

Factors to Consi der

Know edge and Technol ogy Base

* What do | ocal people know about agricultural and forestry
practices and species?

* What are sinple, |ow cost techniques that are easy to inprove
and adopt ?

* What are farners' attitudes toward | ocal innovation?

* What do NGOs know about |ocal politics and power?



Resour ces

* What is access and availability of |and, |abor and capital ?
* What are the trends of mmjor resources?

* What inputs are locally avail abl e?

* How does access to these resources change seasonal |l y?

* What groups have access to resources and which do not?
Local Institutions

* What is condition of |and and tree tenure?

* What are prices of inputs and outputs?

* What is the market structure?

* How do peopl e choose | eaders?

* What is level of local literacy and education?

* What is the | evel of managenent conpetence and of
accountability?

* Are conflict resolution mechanisnms in place?
* What is the influence of authority?
* What are local laws and the political climte?

* What is status of cooperation and who are the "accel erators?”

I ndi cators of Nonsustainability

Know edge and Technol ogy Base

* Local s see the pronoted technol ogy as sophisticated or alien
* There is no mai ntenance of project interventions.

* Limted farmer innovation and research capacity.

* Local innovations and managenent held in | ow esteem
Resour ces

* Limted resources required for activity.

* Soil erosion is prevalent.

* Forest products are scarce.

* Agricultural yields are declining.

* A high reliance upon inported materials (supplies and
gernpl asm exi sts.



Local Institutions
* There is no | ocal "ownership" of project action.

* There is low |l evel participation in activity planning and
managenent .

* There are low |l evels of participation in problem
identification, solutions, and resol ution

* There are negative incentives to produce or participate.

* Project action does not represent all classes and factions.
* No respected | ocal |eaders are participating.

* Monetary and commodity incentives are used.

* Peopl e depend on the project for |eadership, support, and

i nnovat i on.

Table 7. Continuing benefits after the project ends and sanple
guestions to assess |local capabilities

Factors to Consi der

Know edge and Technol ogy Base

* What are simlarities and differences in know edge and
technol ogy bases between adj acent areas?

Resour ces

* Are resource |levels and characteristics the sane as in area
wher e technol ogy was devel oped?

* WIIl the technol ogy adapt to different resource |evels and
characteristics (land capability, |abor constraints and
capital)?

Local Institutions

* Many issues are the sane as noted in the continuity section.

* What are interactions with adjacent institutions?

* Are there potential conflicts between | ocal and adjacent
institutions?

* Do prices and incentives vary between regions?
* Are there ethnic, class or faction differences between the

proj ect and adj acent sites?

I ndi cators of Nonsustainability
Know edge and Technol ogy Base



* No linkages exist for the transfer of know edge

* No local |eaders (individuals or groups) assume project patron
and pronoter role.

Resour ces

* Resources and benefits fromintervention are not distributed
fairly.

* Reliance upon external resources limts local flexibility to
adapt and i nnovate.

Local Institutions

* No communi cati on channels exi st between institutions to diffuse
i nf ormati on.

* No institutional ownership or enthusiasmfor project
i ntervention.

Tabl e 8. Avoi di ng negative and uni ntended side-effects and sanpl e
guestions to assess |local capabilities

Factors to Consi der
Know edge and Technol ogy Base
* |s there an understandi ng of upstrean downstreamrel ati onshi ps?

* What are the physical, social, biologic and econom c inpacts
of technol ogi es and interventions?

* Are benefits distributed in a |ocally appropriate manner?

* Do some technol ogi es have fewer negative side-effects than
ot hers?

Resour ces

* Do existing technol ogi es have negative side-effects on |oca
and adj acent resources?

* How do technol ogi es affect the agroecol ogical systen?
Local Institutions

* WIIl there be negative inpacts on institutions beyond project
boundari es?

* WIIl creation of new products or nmarkets affect adjacent
institutions?

* WIIl incentives or external input encourage dependency?



I ndi cators of Nonsustainability
Know edge and Technol ogy Base

* There is no local collaboration in resolving common
envi ronnent al probl ens.

* Peopl e depend on the project or research institution for
i nnovati on or gui dance.

Resour ces

* The project is damagi ng resource | evels.

* Resources and authority becone centralized.
Local Institutions

* "Limted economic pie" attitude is preval ent.

* All local factions, classes, and authorities do not support the
project or action.

* Project institution |eads problem anal ysis, solution proposal
and i nmpl enentation of the resolution strategy rather than
adapting to | ocal participation.

MODULE I11: ASSESS FI ELD OFFI CE SUPPORT FOR LOCAL ACTI ON AND | TS
CAPABI LI TY TO PROVI DE THAT SUPPORT

Session 9. How Can Prograns Be More Effective? (Wrking Exercise
4 hours)

I nt roduction

At this point in the workshop, participants have:

* assessed the context of rural devel opnent,

* defined the critical elenents of sustainable devel oprent,

* assessed the capabilities of farners to overcone their
pr obl ens.

The wor kshop now focuses on current and future NGO i ntervention
to support local efforts. Participants also will construct
program gui delines that reflect the basic el ements of
sustainability. Wat should the NGO do to support |ocal action
conpl ementing | ocal opportunities and limtations to achi eve
sustai nability? How can NGOs organize their forestry activities
to assure some sustained benefit after the project closes? How
can NGOs best manage short-term projects for |ong-term goal s?



hj ectives

* Devel op guidelines for future field office action for each
proj ect conponent, precisely considering the three critica
el ements of sustainability.

* Enabl e participants to construct a simlar set of guidelines
to inprove their own forestry prograns.

Appr oach

Exercise 1

The goal of this exercise is to get participants to determ ne
technol ogi es and strategi es now used by NG (or projects)
represented at the workshop. Participants can analyze their
current activities to see how they are contributing to sustained
i npact and i nnovation. After a brief introduction, divide
participants into three working groups (one for each el enment of
sustainability). Al groups will determne what their projects
do to acconplish their sustainability elenent. Each group should
consi der all common project conponents ("i.e.", technol ogy

devel opnent, extension, training, credit, nonitoring and

eval uation) (see table 9). Have the groups list and describe the
activities in each project category that affects their particular
sustainability el ement.

Participants should go into as nuch detail as tinme allows. They
shoul d be specific about how to gain and encourage conmunity
participation, what incentives to use, and what plans the NGO or
project has for post-project transition. After each group
presents its results to all participants, |ead a discussion on
the strengths and weaknesses (in light of sustainability goals)
of each topic. Have participants |ist discussion responses on
flip-charts for reference during the foll owi ng session

Exerci se 2
Divide the participants into three groups according to the

el ements of sustainable developnment ("e.g.", table 9). Direct
each group to nmake specific recomendati ons for every project
conponent. Their reconmendations should "fill" the gaps in |oca

capability to achieve sustained inpacts. See tables 10, 11, and
12 for exanpl es of potential reconmendations.
Table 9. Assessing NGO intervention for sustainable devel opnment

Sustai nability Goals Technol ogy Promotion and Credit
Devel opnent Di sseni nati on

Insure continuity of
proj ect benefits

I ncrease diffusion of
proj ect benefits

Avoi d negative
si de-effects



Sustai nability Goals Trai ni ng Moni t ori ng and Eval uati on

I nsure continuity of
proj ect benefits

I ncrease diffusion of
proj ect benefits

Avoi d negative
si de-effects

Tabl e 10. Continuing benefits after project ends and sanpl es of
NGO program i nterventi ons

Technol ogy Devel oprent
* Pronote | ocal tree propagati on and gernpl asm production

* ldentify |l ocal know edge and technol ogy base, | evels and use of
resources and assets.

* Conpl enment | ocal capabilities to devel op proper technol ogi es.

* Use procedures approaches that are sinple and show actual and
percei ved short-term econonic returns.

* Use locally avail able resources.

* Provide technol ogy options--not packaged sol utions.

Pronoti on and Di sseni nation

* Pronote adaptive, on-farmresearch.

* Encour age | ocal innovation and experi nments.

* Be extrenely careful with external incentives.

* Pronote |ocal responsibility and a problem sol ving orientation
to devel opnent .

* Pronote inter-farmtours and farmer exchanges.

* Use | ocal "accel erators” as extensionists.

Credit
* Use an interest rate that covers fund nanagenment costs.

* Integrate | ocal managenent and qui ckly phase in conplete |oca
managenent .

* Tie credit to use of sustainable practices.

* Conduct environnmental and sustainability assessments before | oan
di spersal



Trai ni ng

* Teach principles and nmet hods not precepts and formul as.

* Teach | eadership skills.

* Teach organi zati on managenent and si npl e accounting skills.

* Devel op confidence in |ocal technol ogies, innovations, and
adapt at i ons.

* Teach probl em sol vi ng net hods.

Moni t ori ng and Eval uati on
* Monitor indicators of non-sustainability ("e.g.", lowrates of

participation and technol ogy adopti on, environnenta
degradation, |ocal dependency on project.)

Table 11. Diffusing project benefits beyond project boundaries
and exanpl es of NGO program i nterventions

Technol ogy Devel oprent

* Devel op sinple technol ogies easily adapted to different
resources and constraints.

* Adapt technology to farmers resources and constraints.

Pronoti on and Di sseni nati on

* Pronote farmer exchanges and |inks between inpact area and
adj acent areas.

* Lead | ocal farners on periodic voyages to outside areas to
reveal potential markets and opportunities.

Credit

Trai ni ng
* Teach the critical nature of interdepen-dencies between
regi ons.

* Teach the negative aspects of the "limted pie" attitude

t owar ds econom ¢ devel opnent.

Moni t ori ng and Eval uati on

* Monitor the nunber and character of inter-region Iinks and

exchanges between farnmers and | ocal institutions.
Tabl e 12. Avoiding negative side-effects and exanpl es of NGO



program i nterventions

Technol ogy Devel oprent

* Anal yze | ocal and downstream inpacts of new and existing
t echnol ogi es.

* Pronote options that clients can use and adapt with various
resource |evels.

Pronoti on and Di sseni nati on

* Pronote interaction and class exchange and support for project
activity.

* Pronote collaboration within mcro-watersheds to treat private
and conmon | ands.

Credit

* Avoid creating dependency on artificially |low rates and
favorabl e I oan conditions that will not |ast beyond the project.

* Do not supply credit for activities that have adverse inpacts.

Trai ni ng

* Enable clients to recogni ze potential externalities; ("e.g.",
dependency, downstream degradation, negative alteration of the
agroecosystem negative health effects due to pesticide m suse).

Moni t ori ng and Eval uati on

* Monitor the local capability to recognize and resol ve negative
side-effects; does this capability inprove with training?

Exercise 3

Fol | owi ng group presentati ons and general analysis of the
results, forma group for each project conponent ("i.e."
technol ogy devel opnent, pronotion, credit, training, nonitoring,
and eval uation). Have these groups sunmarize all program
recomendati ons made for that specific conponent during the
previ ous exercises. This way, participants fornulate the final
conponent - speci fi c gui del i nes.



Session 10. Designing Strategies for Technol ogy Devel opnent and
Promotion. (Field Exercise, 3 hours)

I nt roducti on

NGOs often have limted resources and i nmense jobs. How can they
efficiently use their resources to get the nmaxi mum i nmpact?
Ideally, for exanple, an NGO could plant one seedling with the

ri ght method and species, in the right location, and with the
right person, to start a chain of spontaneous replication
Visitors passing through the area five years later, would find
these trees in the i medi ate area, across the next valley, and
beyond the other side of the mountain as well. Though the stuff
of dreanms, this exanple illustrates how we shoul d think of

t echnol ogy devel oprment and pronotion

oj ective

* Learn a nmethod for designing and pronoting technologies that is
participatory, repetitive, and devel ops | ocal capabilities for
i nnovati on and experinentation

* Enabl e participants to evaluate their own project's devel opnent
and pronotion nethods and reconmend i nprovenents.

Appr oach

Separate participants into groups of about four and assign a
beneficiary farmand famly to each group. Based on what they

| earned during the previous field exercise (Session 6), have each
group choose one problemarea (in either the forestry,
agroforestry or watershed managenent sectors) and design a

t echnol ogy devel opment and pronotion strategy. Near the end of

t he exercise, have each group discuss its strategy to achieve
spont aneous replication when the project ends.

Lect ure/ D scussi on Cont ent

Farmers adopt innovations nore rapidly if they fill a primary
need, are sinple, cheap, and provide assured, short-term
benefits. Therefore, NGO shoul d desi gn technol ogi es to neet
these criteria and pronote strategi es that publicize these
characteristics. Wen devel oping and pronoting new t echnol ogy,
consi der the foll ow ng suggesti ons:

* It is usually easier and often nore effective to inprove an

i ndi genous practice than to introduce one. A logical rationale
exi sts for the indigenous practice in the first place, and since
the practice is already famliar, farners see its adoption as a
| ower ri sk.

* Pronote new or inproved technologies in increments or give
farnmers the choi ce of adopting those techniques in increments.
Simlarly, design technol ogy packages so that farnmers can adopt
themat their own pace and willingness. This method supports
farnmers' innovation and probl emsolving capabilities. It permts



farnmers to adapt technology to their specific site conditions and
managemnment obj ectives.

* Because of farner diversity, it is better to provide different
technol ogy options rather than uniform solutions.

* Devel oping farners' capabilities to experinment, innovate, |ink
wi th external sources of ideas, and use new technol ogy increases
their ability to respond to future problens.

* Try to use traditional organizations (famlies, |abor exchange
groups, religious or community groups) as vehicles for technol ogy
devel opnent. These groups serve as the natural site for

i dentifying problens, brainstormng for solutions, and risk-
sharing for testing an innovation.

Session 11. Wat NGO Actions Are Necessary to Adopt the
Recomendat i ons? (Wor ki ng Exercise, 3 hours)

I nt roducti on

It is far easier for participants to devel op guidelines than it
is for themto carry themout. Wen participants return hone,
they will undoubtedly have a hard tinme convincing their project
(or NGO personnel to adopt the guidelines produced in Session 9.

oj ective

* ldentify internal constraints to NGO gui deline adoption
Eval uate the constraints, and then propose neans to reduce or
renmove them

* Make reconmendations that participants can follow at home.

Appr oach

Agai n divide participants into groups to identify and investigate
organi zati onal constraints. Have each group prepare a list of
probl ens, expl ai ni ng why each exists; then propose a nethod to
ease the constraint. G oups should then present discussion
results to all participants. Help participants anal yze the
problenms and |ist ways to overconme them

Lecture/ D scussi on Cont ent

Proj ect bureaucracy may have a subtle yet strong effect on
project success or failure. Recent research shows that the inmage
clients have of the project affects participation, technol ogy
adoption, and diffusion, and therefore, project success. For
exanple, if clients detect undenocratic managenent within the
project, will they adopt proposed denocratic behaviors in their
or gani zati ons?



The nature of the project certainly has a large effect on the its
ability to achi eve sustainable benefits. bviously, projects
must have proper devel opment goal s, and personnel must know the
principl es of sustainabl e devel opnent. Experience shows,

however, that projects usually do not put this know edge into
practice. Then will participants be able put recomrendati ons
fromthis workshop into practice? What are the constraints or
bottl enecks within projects that prevent participants from
promoting sustainable activities. How can participants avoid,
alter, or renove these bottl enecks?

Session 12. Wbrkshop Concl usi ons and Eval uati on. (WorKking
Exerci se, 2 hours)

Concl usi ons

Revi ew and di scuss the key workshop thenes with participants.

Di scuss the | essons | earned by participants during the workshop.
This is also an opportunity to determ ne the workshop foll ow up
if any, to answer who will do what, when, and where?

Eval uati on

It's inmportant to have both an open group and witten eval uation
of the workshop. The evaluation should ask how to inprove the
wor kshop, and whi ch sessions were nost hel pful ?
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