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Repackaging Participatory Approach as an Option for Rural

Development?

The fight against poverty has been melentless since the UN
announced eradicating poverly and hunger as the first goal of the
pillennium Development Goals (MDGs), But sull, in Asia and the
Facific there is an average of 33,8 per cent rural people living undar
the poverly line and an average of 163 per cent propartion of
population living below 51 a day, 1twas hoped that a participatory
approach would hold the key inthe fight against poverty, through
involving people at a grassroots level and not only improving their
welfare but also their socizl and coltural life (Alamair, 19891 Yer
over the years, it turms out that the results are not as bright as
expected,

Participatory Action and People's Participation (PP} was first
designed to help the poorest inororal areas 1o benefil from roral
development programmes. It was based an six 'essential elements’;
(1) grassroots groups and sssociations, (20 group organizers and
aroup promoters, male and female, (3] provision of inputs and
services to the target groups, 4 micro-level planning, (5
participatory action research, and (6 field level workshops. PPP has
bean promoted since the 70s and carried out by many countries
such a= Bangladesh, Nepal, Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia,
The first three countries mentioned were considerad as FAC s pilot
projects for the Small Farmers Development Programme (SFOP),
SFOP turmed out o be 2 success under many circumstances, as it
was flexibly applied, taking into consideration the prevailing local
political context and cultur:lHraditions [(Huizer, 19971

The success of these pilot projects led to the multiplication of PPP-
based projects following in the footsteps of SFDE. Since the early
194905, the International Potato Center (CIF) for example has
worked in Nepal toapply a Parlicipatory Development Programme
helping farming communities effectively manage constraints in
potato: production. It began with o pilot activity in two o hill
communities and than in 1998 devaloped 1o become a nation-wide
programme.  An impact evaluation was conducted in 2004,
showing that gross and net returms 1o land and labour significantly
increased. But the programime was not without its problems. In the
pilot project, activities in the second village were ferminated
becauwse grassroots groups and group organizers were not ready o
implement the project, Meanwhile at the national level, the project
implementers realized bat it required  longerterm funding
commitment from the government (Campilan, 2003).

An evalualion sludy done in 2006 by UNCAPSA staff on a
decentralized agriculture and extension projects in Indonesia shows
that there is no clear indication that the PPP moethod directhy
improved the welfare of rural people. Fleld research indicated that
provision of inputs and services 1o tirgel groups was nol constant
over the project's time frame five yearsl. Butb still the project
provided some benefits for the farmers, including better knowledge
in how to acquire resources; leaming how to make proposals and
brw 1o discuss and decide logether aboul priorities.

A UMU and WIDER analysis of forbv-six Dutch-funded projects
carried oul between 1975 and 2005 in Asia, Africa and Latin
America was conducted in 2006, Earlier projects were based on
top-donwn planning but over the years bollome-up approach became
more popular. The projects were clustered into ‘success” and
failures”. Projects in relatively marginal and isolated sreas inpoor
countries such as India, Pakistan and Bangladesh were successiul
hecause they helped farmers improve food seourity, On thee ather
hand, cases in Nepal, Philippines, and Central American were seen
as failures. Failure was mainly caused by inappropriate project
design and inconsistent implementation, while success was mainly
associaled with & clear target-group focus and sufficient attention to
empowerment, The analysis highlighted the importance of project
development in line with the local context and rrends, which s why
grassroots participation and dialogue are essential (Zoomers, 2006),

Should, therefore, the participatory approach be revised or
reformulated  in arder to make it more relevant for poverty
alleviation in rural areas and an option for rural development? Yes,
FPP definitely needs improvement. To build upon success of SFDP,
perhaps we need to go back 1o FAQ's fundamental 'essential
elements’. Beside those elements, the case of Nepal and the study
vy UNL and WIDER indicate that Government support and
conlinuous programmes are also very essential factors 10 the
success of PPP. Kesping in mind that the rural poor have little to fall
back on, repackazing the participatory approach can be seen as an
opltion for rural development, not anly in agriculture but also for
infrastructure, education, health, and all supporting factors needed
[or poverly alleviation. =
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