Summary week 2

Una traducción al Español se publicará mañana en: www.ruaf.org/conference
Une traduction en Français se publier demain en : www.ruaf.org/conference
Topic 1 Appropriate methods for Situation analysis

Mr. George Danso (Ghana) draws attention to the general bias in urban agriculture literature towards mainly addressing the situation of crop production and ignoring or downplaying animal raising. He suggests that the synthesis paper for this Topic commits the same error. He emphasizes the contribution that animal raising can make to household food security.

Mr. Roberto Cittadini (Argentina) describes an approach involving the development of what he calls a “knowledge system” (Sistema de Conocimiento) among producers, extension workers and researchers involved with organic horticulture production in different areas of Argentina, both rural and urban. This integrated approach is quite different from the usual diffusionist or linear model that he says is most usually found in his country and indeed, in many other countries. The approach will involve a multi-disciplinary survey of the zone using based on sustainability variables related to the environment, to economic factors and to socio-cultural aspects. The results will be statistically analysed to develop a typology of farms with homogenous characteristics. Using sustainability criteria, they will then evaluate and compare the different farming types and try to identify which are the most crucial sustainability variables relevant to particular types of farm. 

Mr. Paul Muwowo (Zambia) responds to the issue of whether “common knowledge” exists in urban areas as in rural areas, which will affect the use of PRA tools, which depend on this kind of knowledge. This was raised in the first week summary as an issue in need of discussion. Based on experiences from Lusaka, it appears that poor residents of squatter settlements and those in peri-urban areas do share some common knowledge, for example, informal rules that govern the use of access to open spaces and knowledge about the buying and selling of rights to these areas. He suggests that common knowledge of this kind may not exist in higher income urban areas and that these kinds of methods would not work there.

Mr. Sambamurthi Balachander (India) emphasizes that the kinds of informal rules mentioned by Paul Muwowo are part of the informal network, where “fuzzy entitlement exchanges occur”. He agrees on the need to understand this more fully, in order to work with it. 

Mr. Beacon Mbiba (UK) picks up the theme of “common knowledge” in relation to knowledge about access to land and exchange of land rights. He refers to work already done on this issue and confirms that such information is not easily obtained. However he seems to regard the difficulty of gaining knowledge as related more to the illegal or informal status of urban agriculture and thus the secrecy of those with the knowledge, rather than a lack of social networks, which would facilitate the spread of the knowledge. To overcome this problem, he briefly describes the anthropological method of “participant observation” which he used to gain information: he went about obtaining land through this informal exchange system himself. In this process he learnt a great deal about how the system functions and the nature of social capital in these localities (the often unusual characteristics of this social capital as compared with the kin-, resident- and ritual-based characteristics in rural areas is in itself a field in need of much more research). At the same time he recognizes that this tool maybe go against the type of research planning usual in most institutions and that for foreigners it could actually be dangerous!

Mr. Hermilio Navarro Garza (Mexico) calls for a more thoughtful reflection on urban agriculture in terms of its political economy context (both national and international), the history of the region and the relations between rural and urban areas. Theory should inform practice, and one of the dangers of a relatively new areas of attention like urban agriculture, which is rapidly recognized as of great importance for the viability of city populations and for cities themselves, is that there is a rush to action without perhaps the necessary amount of theoretical work having been done. 

Mr. Jim Gockowski (Cameroon) submits a paper entitled “Traditional Leafy Vegetables and the Urban and Peri-Urban Poor”, based on work carried out in Yaounde, Cameroon. Though not specifically addressing methodological issues, the paper demonstrates an interesting blend of participatory situation analysis, formal market questionnaire and a household expenditure survey. The situation analysis and market survey permitted a classification of urban farming styles that in turn highlighted the contribution of these different styles to livelihoods and an assessment of the role of traditional leafy vegetables in contribution income and food. The household expenditure survey allowed an econometric analysis of demand for traditional leafy vegetables among urban households. The conclusions have important policy implications for urban food security and also point towards further research needs. This is an important contribution from an economist whose approaches and methods have perhaps been less visible in the urban agriculture literature than other disciplines. 

Sylvain Mapatano (Rep. Congo) comments on the synthesis paper, agreeing with the attention drawn to definitions and the need to define the urban and the peri-urban in relation to specific conditions. He also provides a paper in which system of geographical zoning is used to define specific areas of the urban and the per-urban (though it would be interesting to know more about how exactly the peri-urban sites were selected). He also highlights the importance of social networks discussed in the comments of Mr. Mbiba. He sites several examples of local networks surrounding football, schools and church. The paper and comments are also very important because of the attention they draw to the conditions of urban agriculture in conditions of human conflict. The town of Bukavu is in the midst of a war zone and high levels of food insecurity exist in the area. What role does urban agriculture have in these conditions? What special methods may be needed to accelerate self-help food production strategies in these conditions? Urban agriculture certainly has a vital role to play, but we still don’t know how to deal with it. Seeds of the most appropriate varieties are clearly important, but what else. Are there techniques for stimulating formation of social capital following its breakdown under conflict? Can gardening be one means of doing this? 

Mr. Julius Bona (Philippines) discusses an alternative kind of situational analysis to what he describes as the “a priori” approach represented in the synthesis paper, which refers to the objective of understanding the “situation before”. The “a posteriori” kind of situation analysis he describes seeks to understand a situation as a consequence of a process, a series of interactions or project interventions that have gone on over time and led to the current situation. This perspective thus has also some application for Session 5 on monitoring and evaluation.  He mentions three tools that have been used in this approach: non-spatial action-stream analysis, which involves tracking backwards from a given set of actions the hierarchical decision-making processes and interactions which preceded the set of actions (but why non-spatial?); “Framework-milestone” analysis is used to examine the unfolding of events (time flow) in relation to a set of “activity nodes” or milestones which relate to the framework of a particular “project”; and thirdly, “role-playing analysis”, which involves looking at the particular roles of individual “player-participants” involved in the local situation under study and also looking at “the playing fields” the sub-set of interactions among particular sets of participants. This latter tool seems applicable also to a priori stakeholder analysis and has some similarities to the concept of “platform” used in Agricultural Knowledge and Information Systems approaches.  

Topic 2 Appropriate methods for Policy formulation and Action Planning

Mrs Grace Nabulo (Uganda) further explains – on request of participants- the ways in which they raised the awareness of Municipal Authorities and local Industries on the health risks of the actual waste disposal practices in relation to the agricultural production on and close to the dumping sites.

Mr J.Bona (Philippines) contributes a paper in which he explains the steps followed in a peri-urban agriculture project in Cagayan de Oro:

a. Team up with the Barangay (local political authority) and tap their resources (political network, manpower, law making powers, a/o) 

b. Mobilise Community resources by calling all local actors (local government units, NGO’s, research institutes, direct stakeholders) for a Consultative Meeting, which is converted in Project Assembly, which will take the main decisions. 

c. Have elected a small multi-sectoral Technical Working Group, that will make concept definitions, select most effective methods and make the technical assessment, formulate the rules of engagement, and proposes criteria for the selection of sites and participants

d. Develop a consensus oriented decision-making process in the Project Assembly by analysing the pros and cons of each proposal and by seeking win-win situations.

Important lessons learned regarding broad based participation are:

- put emphasis on humanity

- provide space for all interests

- maintain transparency of resources availability and their scarcity

- develop person-to-person relations

- link sustainability in urban agriculture with environmental sustainability; put emphasis on relative productivity not on maximum output

Ms Stephanie Gabel (Canada/Zimbabwe) shares her experiences gained in Harare where interest for urban agriculture is growing but the process seems to be very slow, mainly due to the weak government structure. Popular participation is minimal so far. She suggests that a third party might be helpful in order to organise the “pre-planning”: bringing stakeholders together, providing working examples and exchanges, organise the sharing of resources, selection of methods, etcetera

Mr Bekithemba Gumbo (the Netherlands/Zimbabwe) supports this analysis and proposal by Mrs Gabel. He suggests that a third party (an NGO maybe) is needed to diffuse tensions, educate both City Government and the public and lobby for institutional reorganisation.

Mr. S.K. Balachander (India) sends -in response to requests of participants- an explanation of some of the New Ecology concepts he frequently used in his contributions.

Mr. Tim Williams (Nigeria) observes that the cases described in the discussion paper mainly relate to crops and forestry. He asks for more attention for urban livestock since this sector is maintaining despite the very restrictive regulations that most cities have taken. There is a need to show that with adequate planning and guidance it is feasible to have a thriving and safe urban livestock. Also incentives are needed to strengthen the interrelations between crop formers and animal keepers and exchange of residues and by products that are important inputs to the other farm

He also observes that the Cities mentioned in the discussion paper are very active, including the provision of financial means. He asks attention for he fact that most Municipalities have very restricted sources and that we should think also how a thriving urban agriculture may contribute to the Municipal coffers.

Mr Hector Avila Sanchez (Mexico) indicates in his paper the knowledge gained regarding the processes of change going on in the peri-urban zone Guernavaca-Cuautla. He indicates that this knowledge is mainly qualitative and that urban agriculture should be included in urban statistics in order to get a more quantitative view and an insight in effects of these changes over time.

Mr.Andrew Mark Bradford (London) indicates that political ecology is not just about explaining the topography of a politicised environment, but also explaining "the role that diverse actors play in the 'moulding' of that environment, so as to better assist those actors in society who are fighting for social justice and environmental conservation"  Bryant & Bailey (1997: 195). This has wide implications in relation to urban agriculture, as this implies that the development of sustainable urban agriculture is an essentially "political process".
In Hubli-Dharwad, diverse actors mould the sewage-irrigated farming systems that are located in the peri-urban areas. The high nutrient load in sewage increases crop yields and reduces the need for fertilizer inputs; however, it also results in an increased incidence of weeds and pests. The farmers are not entitled to agricultural extension services, as they are located within the city boundary, so the main source of agricultural advice is from pesticide dealers. Consequently, for pest control the farmers rely on organo-phosphate pesticides, which are often sprayed in cocktail mixtures, in excess of recommended application rates, and without the use of protective clothing. The results of these farming practices include the supply of contaminated crops to the city markets, soil contamination, the development of pesticide resilient pests (Plutella xylostella and Helicoverpa armigera), and serious public health risks for farmers due to the pathogens in the sewage and from unsafe pesticide usage.
However, this situation highlights the failures of political policies rather than that of farming practices:  the Municipal Corporation fails in their legal requirement to treat the sewage discharged from the city, the failure to provide extension services. These brief examples illustrate the contested political nature of urban agriculture and the hence the rationale for a political ecology approach to urban agriculture.


Topic 3  Integration of agriculture in Urban Land use Planning

Mr.Paul Muwowo (Zambia) indicates that use of GIS is welcome but questions the morality to invest in GIS while the Municipality of Harare does not have the money to pay the garbage collectors

Mr.Julius Bona (the Philippines) states that GIS is an important tool for conveying information on the issues discussed to stakeholders and partners, by providing its visual manifestation in maps. However, it should be clear to all that the use of GIS should be promoted not the techniques. The former can be promoted by use of cheaper application software to generate the maps needed.

Mr.Stephen Dongus (Germany) appreciates the “bottom up GIS” mentioned by Drescher in the discussion paper for this topic and suggests to integrate participatory community mapping into GIS databases. He stresses that GIS is as good as those who apply it. They should be acquainted with the various analysis functions provided by software like Arcview. If one only seeks to draw simple maps, cheaper software like Corel Draw may be used. 

Mr. Joe Nasr (Lebanon/USA) shares some experiences gained in Lebanon with the use of GIS. The three studies that used GIS, all ended up using hybrid methods: GIS + field survey + photographs. Other learning points: it is often difficult to find sufficiently comparable images that enable analysis over time of changes in urban agriculture and (peri-) urban land use; the scale is important since most urban agricultural plots are small; ware houses are often difficult to distinguish from rocky areas.

Mr.Beacon Mbiba (UK) asks what can a poor cultivator learn from GIS or is it only of use by the technocrats and donors?

Mr.Bekithemba Gumbo (Zimbabwe), among various others, reacts saying that GIS is an important tool for the inclusion of urban agriculture and gives an example how GIS was helpful in rectifying false images concerning the environmental effects of urban agriculture. He indicates that investing in Arcview for urban agriculture alone would not be wise, hence they recommended the Municipality to invest in the software for the total management of their services and planning functions.

Mr. Shingiraj Mushamba (Zimbabwe) argues that we should not blame only the urban planners for the lack of integration of agriculture in urban land use planning, since: 
- also strong market demand leads to changes in land use (e.g. the rise of street vending in Harare)

- political forces still do not change the present illegal status of urban agriculture

- lack of models on how to integrate urban agriculture.

An informal Stakeholder Forum was organised that meets regularly and sceptics on urban agriculture are invited to listen, leading to tremendous changes in their attitudes towards urban agriculture.

Mr. Bethikemba Gumbo (Zimbabwe) states that urban agriculture is part of the urban ecosystem and that its role in greening the City and providing sites for ecology generation zones should be more emphasized. 

He mentions that during a recent Conference in China it was concluded that eco-sanitation concepts cannot be realised unless urban agriculture becomes part of the City landscape. Household wastes should be recycled at the lowest possible levels implicating that residential areas should provide sufficient space on plot and/or that special off plot areas for urban agriculture should be designated.

He also indicates that Urban Agriculture requires suitable infrastructure and support services, providing the example of rain fed urban agriculture in Harare that could be made year round productive if provision of irrigation water would be provided like is done in Buluwayo (reclaimed sub-potable water).

Mr. Franck Ngoh (Cameroon) indicates that the City authorities in Limbe are not interested and cooperating in urban agriculture (urban livestock owners are fined) and community waste management (no interest in NGO support)

Mr. Richard Wiltshire (UK) –in reaction to Mbiba- asks attention for the issue of trust, particularly if the growers claim to the land is tenuous. Sometimes people can hold to the land because the State is ignorant of their presence. The action researchers dilemma is to deliver the benefits without undermining the people’s power.

Mrs. Isabel Madaleno (Portugal) feels that GIS is the best tool to monitor intra-urban  and peri-urban agriculture and green spaces. The finds satellite images more easy to work with than aerial photographs and disagrees with Nasr that the latter would be more economic.

As the strengths of GIS she mentions: continuous update of information, sharability of the data (when in compatible format), relatively easy to analyse large areas, information availability for policy makers. A weakness is the availability of images and the relative high price of images with better resolutions.

She stresses the crucial importance of combination with ground data evaluation with requires good knowledge of the working area or availability of a good local team.

Mr Izumi Koare (Zimbabwe) states that more studies on urban and peri urban land use are needed, especially social studies. The experiences gained in Lilongwe (Malawi) indicate that peri-urban land tenure is complex and dynamic and that migrants and original villagers have different perspectives on land tenure roles. In Morogoro (Tanzania) the expansion of the town was realised by de facto displacement of rural farmers by urban middleclass people looking for a house plot with a possibility for weekend farming.

So, land tenure issues should be discussed within a broader context of socio-economic and political changes.  

Mr. Axel Drescher (Germany) supports Koare and says that the use of GIS needs to be based on a deeper understanding of urbanisation processes and that urban planning and rural development should be linked.

Mr.Peter Ypma (Italy) raises the issue of security of land tenure (facilitating access to credit). To formalise land tenure it would probably be most effective to link GIS data to data on title deeds and leases. However, it is difficult to get co-operation from all stakeholders, especially those with insecure tenure. The potential of GIS is high but an effective interface is needed:  results should be ‘translated” and presented in a way which is suitable for participation by informal groups. 

Mrs Diana Lee-Smith (Kenya) indicates that it is sometimes dangerous to formalise land titles in areas being used by low income people for informal housing and farming due to the combination of a. increasing land values and b. powerful groups interested in the land

Power struggles for the land between the poor wanting to farm or to put up houses also occur, but these conflicts normally become violent only when they are being used in wider political struggles. 

Regardless of these dangers, she is of the opinion that urban farming and poor housing should become incorporated in institutions of governance. Intermediate forms of land tenure (not formally registered titles -like temporary occupation licenses and other forms of leasehold- that are acceptable for local government) would probably work better than registered titles. Political acceptance of such intermediate forms should be obtained, land that is to be used for urban agriculture on a temporary or permanent basis has to be identified and the organization of farmer groups has to be supported.

Mrs Stephanie Gabel (Canada) provides an example of such intermediate form of land use in Mutare, where the Municipality provides seasonal permits to the farmers that worked that land the year before involving the local councillor, during the period that this land is not yet transferred into the purpose it is earmarked for in the development plans.

Mrs Diana Lee-Smith (Kenya) reacts and stresses that where such mechanisms for the management of the peri-urban transition still are operating, these should be strengthened and its transparency should be enhanced.

Mr Bekithemba Gumbo (Zimbabwe) answers a question from a participant regarding what to do with urban agriculture without designated zones for urban agriculture, like Harare, Nairobi and Lusaka and states that in these cities about 30% of the total open space available is occupied by urban agriculture. So space is available. With the provision of reclaimed water the are could be made much more productive. But even in much more dense cities there is a place for urban agriculture and he provides examples of small scale intensive gardening in Holland and the creation of new green open spaces in old parts of Stockholm.

Mr Vladimir Arana (Peru) sends an interesting paper –although not referring explicitly to urban agriculture- on how a Land Use Management System for Lima not only permits a better distribution and combination of functions and promote a more efficient allocation of resources, but also facilitates institution building and improvement of the efficiency and capacity of provision of infrastructure and services. 

Mr Michael Davies (Zimbabwe) presents a paper on the establishment of local processing sites for household compost with active involvement of the cultivators.

Topic 4 Appropriate Methods for Participatory Technology Development

Mr. Gospel Omanya (Niger) discusses his use of what he calls participative crop improvement, meaning the involvement of farmers at different stages of cultivar development, from setting breeding goals through selection and evaluation of lines or clones to identification of varieties for release. Others also refer to this as participatory plant breeding (PPB) and/or participatory variety selection – PVS. Mr. Omanya  emphasizes the mutual benefits to researchers and farmers: for the former a better targeted breeding effort, for the latter, greater responsiveness to new technology through involvement in it’s testing. 

Tim Williams (Nigeria) picks up the issue of participation raised during the first week, especially in relation to the existence of a diverse number of stakeholders in the research area. He describes his work with the peri-urban dairy sector around the city of Ibadan where a stakeholder analysis revealed a heterogeneous group with social hierarchical relations and quite different sets of priorities. Under these circumstances he cautions about the risk of the inclusiveness of the participatory approach leading to the “masking” of some perspectives and priorities by dominant groups. In other words, participatory methodologies need to be inclusive, but they also need to be sensitive to power relations and to respond flexibly in these circumstances. Different stakeholders after all can very easily have conflicting interests. 

Given the quite different priorities of those stakeholders involved in livestock production (animal health and feed) compared with those involved with processing (low cost preservation technologies) a further question needs to be asked: at the same time as utilizing a participatory methodology, don’t we also need to clearly prioritise whose interests we are primarily wanting to 

support, given the usually limited resources available? 

S. Fall (Senegal), responding to questions earlier posed by Margaret Pasquini, described a number of methods to help motivate farmers to participate in trials. Loans had been provided as a kind of reciprocal arrangements to farmers conducting trials, and she experienced high rates of repayment. She also mentions the use of demonstration plots and farmer meetings, even early on in the research process, to kindle interest. 

Mr. Roberto Cittadini (Argentina) describes an approach involving the development of what he calls a “knowledge system” (Sistema de Conocimiento) among producers, extension workers and researchers involved with organic horticulture production in different areas of Argentina, both rural and urban. This integrated approach is quite different from the usual diffusionist or linear model that he says is most usually found in his country and indeed, in many other countries. The approach will involve a multi-disciplinary survey of the zone using based on sustainability variables related to the environment, to economic factors and to socio-cultural aspects. The results will be statistically analysed to develop a typology of farms with homogenous characteristics. Using sustainability criteria, they will then evaluate and compare the different farming types and try to identify which are the most crucial sustainability variables relevant to particular types of farm. 

Margaret Pasquini (UK) elaborates on the differing objectives of farmers and researchers, in particular the short term, mainly financial priorities of commercial vegetable growers in Jos Plateau, Nigeria, compared with the longer-term environmental concerns of her own nutrient cycling project. She highlights the importance of capital for these farmers, to be able to buy the seeds and fertilizers and pesticides to prevent severe pest infestation. Above all, they are concerned about the need for expensive  pump engines for irrigating a sufficiently large area of land to make the operation profitable. The need for pumps on the one hand, and the availability of pumps as part of a World Bank project which nevertheless are not accessible to farmers in this region, makes a useful methodological point. The World Bank project applied a “package approach” to technology development, insisting that to be a candidate for a pump the farmers must also utilize a washbore to access underground water. But in this area, there is plenty of surface water, so a washbore is unnecessary. Flexibility and providing the opportunity of choice and decision-making by farmers need to be the basis of intervention and experimentation.

Paul Muwowo (Zambia) reminds the conference of the importance of the role of extensionists in participatory experimentation. The researcher-extensionist-farmer linkage can be the best means to conduct experiments. 

Gabriel Saydee  (Senegal) addresses the twin problems of land shortage and pollution faced by many urban farmers and proposes as a solution the expanded use of roof top gardens. This is the approach by his group in Senegal, combined with use of natural pesticides. 

Julius Bona (Philippines) discusses some fundamental elements of appropriate technology development, which he identifies as: participatory consultations and dialogue; priority local issues of farmers being addressed; the need to give space to, strengthen and validate indigenous innovations. He contrasts these elements to what has been described as a “blue print” approach to technology development, which he sees as top down. On the contrary, he sees the need to build consensus from the bottom up through participatory processes, which take full account of the dynamics and complexity of the “ground level”. 

He also acknowledges that the conference discussions had underlined for him the close interrelationship between situation analysis and participatory technology development. These interrelationships between elements in different sessions underline the way in which the urban and peri-urban environment involves complex interconnections between many sectors and requires an interdisciplinary and interagency approach to understand and contribute to its strengthening. 

Topic 5 Appropriate Methods for Monitoring and Evaluation

Only one new contribution on this group, made by Mr. Getahun Shibeshi but unfortunately we were not able to open it.

Topic 6 Appropriate Methods for Market analysis and Micro-enterprise development

Bob Ewing (country?) states that the cooperative structure has the potential for a win-win scenario for urban agriculture, especially micro-enterprises. The cooperative brings people with different skills together and enables each member to do what they do best.  In addition, the cooperative reduces competition between micro-enterprises as it brings them together in a cooperative enterprise. 

Mr Julius Bona (the Philippines) shares some experiences with micro-enterprises in Cagayan de Oro City in response to Ewing. Individual micro enterprises involved in marketing farm products are always at the disadvantage such as they cannot demand for good price because they do not have control over product quality as they generally have no adequate facilities for such, and that they hardly deliver their produce on time due to lack of  transportation and needed volumes,  they cannot control transportation and transactions and they have the production volume to achieve economy of scale, nor  updated  information on buying prices at the market centres.
Cooperatives are truly advantageous to small entrepreneurs in terms of attaining the economy of scale in production, and pooling of resources for capital build up.  Nevertheless, history showed that a great majority of cooperatives failed in the past even after they experienced boon in earlier stages, because of mismanagement mostly emanating from lack of transparency. Other major reason for failure includes incapability to sustain production. Government laws protecting the rights of members is almost 'waist deep' yet it failed to address the issues why rural cooperatives were having short cycles of existence. Moreover, despite provision of training and auditing assistance, many cooperatives have a clear lack of the 'spirit' or intent of transparency.  Public trust starts with transparency and transparency must be institutionalised as one of normal routines of the organization.

 
An alternative might be the marketing system developed by the private sector in the period 1977-1983 in some areas of the country: cluster farming, mainly for pooling of  market resources and now re-introduced by the urban agriculture project in Cagayan de Oro in  partnership with a NGO (a family owned enterprise dealing with trading, technical extension and micro-farm financing).

Mr. Robert Holmer (the Philippines) indicates that, at least under Philippine conditions, the cooperative movement was not really a success story during the previous decades. In one of the background papers, Mr. Roberto W. Ansaldo, makes a very frank analysis of the present agricultural cooperative system and points out the different constraints and corresponding challenges in the areas of production, financing and marketing. Some key examples (among others) are: 

a. Lack of readiness of farmers participants (only a small percentage of participants actually had a background on vegetable production. The majority were subsistence corn farmers that were accustomed to a lower level of technology and intensity of efforts. Challenge: adequate/continuous training and strict screening/dropping of uncooperative farmers.

b. Poor co-ordination by the cooperative of production schedules among farmer participants. Monthly delivery schedules and its accompanying monthly planting/land preparation activities requires a sophisticated level of management. Synchronizing input ordering, loan releases and payments, and land preparation on a month-to-month basis is no easy task. This is made even more difficult in a cooperative where "managers" are normally on a volunteer basis and therefore difficult to hold to a disciplined performance standard. Challenge: Production management training on scheduling, flow charts and other management tools

c. Selling of produce outside of contractual agreements ('pole-vaulting'). Challenge: Training on business ethic values, formation of an enterprise paradigm

d. Provision of loans for consumption and personal. 30 to 40% of the allowable loans was allowed by the cooperative for consumption and personal requirements. The effect was less and less inputs applied and correspondingly lower yields which threatened the whole project's viability - the classic problem of using up the business capital and closing the business. Challenge: Establish separate fund for consumption and personal needs under the consumer cooperative. Evaluate project on viability of the enterprise and cash flow generation without mixing the personal needs from the business." 

Mr Holmer continues: “ …in the Philippines cooperatives are often times conceived more as organizations of civil society to fight for certain political causes rather than following its own business aspects (i.e. to enable their member to sustainably earn their livelihood). For me, this is one of the major reasons that the Philippine cooperative movement is not a very successful one because the farmer members often times feel abused that the cooperative is not working for their own good but only for the good of certain officials”.

Mr Pieter Ypma (Italy?) lists a number of reasons why many marketing cooperatives often are flawed:
* The cooperatives are often an imposed structure to organize farmers without the farmers really committing to the idea that cooperatives are necessary to solve their marketing problems
* Membership of cooperatives is often not homogenous. Meaning that different farmers have joined for different reasons and even if they have joined for the same reason then not with the same degree of urgency. 

* Cooperatives often have a position outside of the commercial sector but not inside the government sector either. Often special laws rules and regulations apply to cooperatives protecting them from competition. Why can cooperatives not be treated as a normal private sector company with a different corporate structure but competing under the same
conditions as other companies in the same market?
* While at primary society level function are clear and accountability is direct towards the individual members at union and federation level feedback to the grassroots member becomes more complicated and the functions more vague not improving the transparency of the structure.
* Mixing of functions at the primary society level makes sense but also will require a much higher level of education of the personnel working for the cooperative an example is input provision performed by a marketing cooperative. The accounting procedures to distinguish between the different costs and incomes and the technical knowledge required to manage all these activities properly is often not present. 

Mr Ypma concludes that to make cooperatives work requires a  homogenous group of farmers organizing themselves into a cooperative and competing on a open and
transparent market. While at least initially the functions of the cooperative is strictly defined to the minimum.

Mr Bob Ewing indicates that he agrees with the conclusion of mr.Ypma: the cooperative must be organized by the people involved in the micro enterprises so that the cooperative will respond to their needs and be designed to employ each member's strength. It cannot be imposed from without as this makes it difficult, if not impossible, for the members to develop a sense of ownership or direct involvement in the project. This is how sustainable community economic development must work.

Mr Paul Muwowo (Zambia) shares his experiences with co-operatives in Zambia, where cooperatives were formed by the government and were running okay so to say until the 1990. The Government decided to liberalise the market. As a consequence the co-operatives were making loses and all of them went into voluntary liquidation. This left a big gap to the small scale farmers because this meant that the small scale farmers were suppose to find their own market for their produce. With little or no market strategies, the small-scale farmer were stuck with maize and poverty level in the rural areas went up. In
short I can say the co-operative societies collapsed. After the Government realised the misery brought by its decision the Government decided to encourage farmer to form co-operatives. However, these cooperatives now mainly function to access fertiliser loans and outside support to the cooperatives is “uneven” (full grants, matching grants, loans).
Mr Muwowo agrees with Ypma that there is need for training/capacity building but at the same time we have to ensure that all the training/ strategies should be directed towards poverty alleviation and sustainability.


