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ABSTRACT

This study analyses agroforestry project implementation and efforts to institutionalise new
and improved agroforestry technologies at the local level. It concentrates on the case of the
CARE Agroforestry Extension Project (AEP) in Siaya District, in western Kenya, which is
one of the oldest and largest agroforestry projects in sub-Saharan Africa.

Farmers in western Kenya have used trees for centuries. In the early 1980s, fears of
an impending “woodfuel crisis” in the region catalysed the set-up of agroforestry research
and development projects to promote technologies such as tree nurseries, alley-cropping,
multipurpose woodlots and “green” fencing with trees. Women’s groups have been the
primary means through which agroforestry projects have been implemented in western
Kenya.

The theoretical framework of this dissertation combines insights from policy and
project implementation, gender relations and institutional and organisational studies. Its
research methodology involved in-depth interviews with 96 male and female farmers and
33 women’s groups in Siaya District, as well as discussions with representatives of
government and non-governmental organisations. Quantitative data provided baseline
information about the farmers, women’s groups and agroforestry adoption. Qualitative
data was analysed with NUD*IST (Non-Numerical Data Indexing, Search and Theorizing)
software to explore farmer perceptions, organisational relationships and project processes.

The analysis covers 12 years of the implementation of the AEP, investigating its

content and context between 1983 and 1995. The author argues that the project failed to
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recognise farmers as social agents who act both in appreciation of, as well as in opposition
to, the structures of a project that seeks to institutionalise agroforestry. Institutional
analysis in agroforestry can be improved by investigating policy and project
implementation. However, gender relations influence farmers’ agency and should be
incorporated into implementation analysis.

This study concludes that efforts to institutionalise agroforestry at the local level
failed to take into account the extent to which agroforestry was already being practised by
farmers, the abandonment of some agroforestry technologies and the collapse of women’s
groups. On these fronts, in fact, there was de-institutionalisation as a result of project

implementation.
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FOREWORD

This dissertation responds to the requirements of the Ph.D. program in Environmental
Studies at York University, Canada. The Ph.D. program (FES) offers an oppocrtunity to
pursue interdisciplinary research that brings theory into practice and bases practice in
theory. My Ph.D. Program Plan concentrated on the field of “Environments, Institutions
and Interventions”. This area, according to the FES guidelines,

... focuses on the relationship between human institutional frameworks and the
social and cultural construction of human environments. In these terms,
“environment” refers to the individual, social, organisational, built, and natural
situations that are initiated by the direct and indirect interventions of human
institutions in their settings (e.g., through analysing, understanding, criticising,
organising, planning, designing, policy making and managing).

My Program Plan set as its main objective the analysis of agroforestry research and
development institutions in sub-Saharan Africa from a theoretical viewpoint of feminist
political ecology. This dissertation represents the final step of my Program Plan. It
follows completion of approximately eighteen months of course work and comprehensive
examinations in four areas: 1) Gender, Environment and Development, 2) Land Rights,
Markets and Expropriation, 3) The State and Women’s Agency in Africa, and 4) Rural
Planning and Women’s Role in Agriculture. As recognized in my Program Plan, and
subsequently, explained in the course of this dissertation, an interdisciplinary approach

and the need to connect theory and practice are fundamental to advancing environment

and development studies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Agroforestry is viewed as one of the most potentially sustainable land use options for sub-
Saharan Africa'. However, the weakness of supportive institutions at the national and
local levels is considered a major limitation to agroforestry among resource-poor farmers
(Thompson, 1992; Follis and Nair, 1994; Cooper et al., 1996). Policy prescriptions for
institutional development in agroforestry often fail to recognise the role that farmers and
social relations play in creating and reproducing supportive institutions, particularly at the
local level. Farmers, both male and female, are active in defining the forms and uses of
agroforestry technologies and the extent to which local organisations involved in
agroforestry activities succeed or fail. In this respect, local people ultimately establish the
integrity of the often elusive institutional linkages that have been sought in agroforestry
research and extension (Kaimowitz, 1990; Hoekstra, 1994). The extent to which research
and development policy, and their associated projects, can claim to strengthen or build
effective or supportive institutions at the local level is an important area of social science

research work in agroforestry.

! Agroforestry is commonly defined as the intentional mix of agriculture and forestry on the same land
management unit (Nair, 1989). It has also been defined as phases in the development of a productive
agroecosystcm for increased social, economic and environmental benefits (Leakey, 1996). Its technologies
include multipurpose tree species, and tree, crop and/or livestock mixtures. Agroforestry can help farmers
to produce food, woodfuel and/or conmstruction materials, and generate income from the sale of
agroforestry products, while protecting and improving their ecosystem (see also Annex 1).



This dissertation explores agroforestry project implementation and efforts to
institutionalise new and improved agroforestry technologies at the local level. The context
of the study is one of sub-Saharan Africa’s longest-operating agroforestry development
projects, the CARE Agroforestry Extension Project (AEP) in Siaya District, western
Kenya (see Figure 1.1). The dissertation addresses two deficiencies in implementation
studies and one major gap in the institutional analysis of agroforestry. The first deficiency
is the failure to conceptualise project clients or beneficiaries as social agents who act both
in appreciation of, as well as in opposition to, the structures of a project. The second is the
failure of implementation analysis to fully draw upon the contributions of gender and
development analysis, and therefore the lack of an appreciation for the diversity that exists
among and between project participants and their organisations (Young, 1993; Levy,
1998). Grindle (1980) observes that implementation analysis investigates “what happens,
and why”, but must also explore “to whom does it happen?” The major gap within
contemporary institutional analysis in agroforestry addressed by this study is the lack of
attention to the cognitive, or meaning-centred, dimension of institutions. Currently, most
agroforestry research focuses on the regulative and normative side of institutions,
including land tenure, research and extension support, marketing and pricing, and, to a
lesser extent, organisational governance. ' Relatively little work has been done to
incorporate the cognitive context, or the “third pillar” of institutions referred to by Scott
(1995:38) and elaborated by Zucker (1988) and Tolbert and Zucker (1996). Yet, the

cognitive aspect of institutionalisation at the local level would encompass farmers’



“internalisation” of rules and norms as evident in their individual and group behaviour as

well as in their motivations and perceptions of an agroforestry project.

1.1 The Research Problem and Questions

The promotion of agroforestry policy for environmentally and economically sound
“sustainable” development through the implementation of a project is very difficult
(Morss, 1984; Fowler, 1991; Madeley, 1991).2 One problem for a project is the long time
frame required for trees to produce and yield benefits for the agroecosystem and its users
(ICRAF, 1989; Izac and Swift, 1994). In addition, there are the uncertainties of planning
and delivering a project in an unpredictable environment, which may involve major
climatic irregularities, political disruptions and economic collapse that can drastically
affect the production, use and sustainability of annual and perennial tree and food crops
(Bates, 1989; Cooper et al., 1996). Finally, there is concern as to whether or not the
agroforestry technologies being promoted were ever ecologically and/or socially
appropriate for their intended user group (Rocheleau, 1991; David, 1995). Admittedly, one
individual cannot possibly examine in sufficient depth all the factors (technical, historical,
etc.) that define agroforestry or an agroforestry project. However, some issues have been

neglected more than others, and those include agroforestry project implementation.

2 The conventional definition of a project is “... a special kind of investment. The term connotes
purposefulness, some minimum size, a specific location, the introduction of something qualitatively new,
and the expectation that a sequence of further development moves will be set in motion” (Hirschman,
1968:2).
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Implementation analysis is useful to agroforestry because it operates on the
premise that the delivery of policies or projects is affected by problems created by the
individuals and organisations that manage and participate in the project. Brinkerhoff
(1996:1395) believes that this recognition has motivated a surge of interest in
implementation studies. Implementation analysts have proposed alternative approaches to
explain how and why implementation occurs the way it does, and why policies or projects
lead to outcomes that may not have been anticipated in the diagnosis or design stages.
Implementation studies do not duplicate or substitute for project evaluation; on the
contrary, the evaluation and impact assessments of projects become ingredients of
implementation analysis. The study of implementation explores the course taken by a
project and its outcomes throughout the process of project delivery over a long term, and
uses this analysis to improve policy decision making.

The main research problem addressed in this study is determination of the extent
to which the implementation of an agroforestry research and development project
institutionalises agroforestry at the local level. This requires in-depth analysis of the
proj ect and its efforts to strengthen institutions at the local level. Such efforts may include,
for instance, extension of new and improved agroforestry technologies or techniques to
farmers, linkages with non-governmental organisations (NGOs) or public sector agencies
at the local level, or material support to farmers for agroforestry.

The posing of the research problem in this manner does not mean that the tools

needed for an analysis of agroforestry project implementation and institutionalisation are



in place. The relevant literature on institutions, technology and agricultural development
furnishes a range of “neo-institutional” frameworks that cut across some of the boundaries
of economics, political science and sociology (Bates, 1989:4; Scott, 1995 :24).! However, a
fairly orthodox view of institutions as the governance, enforcement or standardisation of
rules and roles still prevails in the hallways of national and international research institutes
and the field offices of development organisations.“ Sociologist Richard Scott (1995:35)
submits that regulations and norms are only part of what constitutes institutions because
individual and shared human experience create meanings for the institutions in people’s
lives and livelihoods. This cognitive dimension goes beyond seeing institutions as “rules
of the game’” or the power or authority to enforce those rules, and examines the
“internalisation” of roles and rules in society, economy and polity (Tolbert and Zucker,
1996)." The ways in which people interpret, negotiate and reproduce institutions, both as
individuals and as groups of individuals within organisations, explain the form and
function of institutional processes (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983:143).

In agroforestry, a wider view of institutions is useful for exploring why some
project activities succeed while others fail. To date, institutional analysis of agroforestry
has been restricted to the regulative and normative dimensions of institutions. This
includes land and tree tenure issues (Fortmann, 1985; Raintree, 1987) as well as
agroforestry policy and planning as described by Raintree and Young (1983), Raintree
(1987), Budd et al. (1990) and Amold cnd Dewees (1995). As elaborated in Chapter 2,

some contributions from institutional and organisational studies view institutions as a



process, and the product of a process, through which social meaning and experience are
generated and reproduced. Successful implementation of an agroforestry development
project would contribute to institutionalising agroforestry by recognising how farmers
generate and reproduce a meaning and purpose for agroforestry that is consistent, or at
odds, with what a project sets out to achieve.”

This broader definition of institutions complements the work of agroforestry
researchers such as Rocheleau (1991) and Cashman (1992), who contend that farmers in
Africa constantly determine for themselves the relevance of traditional and new or
improved agroforestry technologies. It cannot be over-emphasised that the perception o
farmers as agents, and not as passive recipients of technology, is a conceptual starting
point that contradicts their image, particularly that of women farmers, as victims of
deforestation, land degradation and woodfuel deficits in sub-Saharan Africa (Fairhead and
Leach, 1998).

By highlighting the role of farmers as social actors, or what is referred to as
placing an emphasis on Auman agency, attention is focused not only on farmers, but also
on the gender relations implicit in socially constructed experience in agroforestry projects.
The two concepts, human agency and gender relations, direct attention to power-charged
social relations that affect both individual and group behaviour, and the structures around
them. As discussed in Chapter 2, there is nothing new about either of these terms or their
association (Stamp, 1993; Apter and Garnsey, 1994). It has long been recognised that

farmers intentionally use their knowledge and capacity to practise agroforestry, and that



women farmers are primarily the agroforesters of rural Africa (Hoskins, 1979; Rocheleau
and Edmunds, 1997). The challenge to this study is to use these concepts in the analysis of
policy and project implementation to explain why farmers, both male and female,
individually and collectively, act as agents to engage with, or possibly disengage from,
project activities that do not meet their needs and interests. How and why this behaviour
contributes to generating and reproducing a meaning for agroforestry within and beyond
the project’s lifetime are further questions to be explored in this study.

Two research questions are identified on the basis of the above discussion:

1. Why does the implementation of an agroforestry project
contribute (or not contribute) to the institutionalisation of
agroforestry at the local level?

2. To what extent do farmers’ agency and gender relations influence
the implementation of a project and its efforts to institutionalise

agroforestry?

1.2 The Case Study

These research questions were addressed in the context of a case study of the CARE-
Kenya Agroforestry Extension Project (AEP) in Siaya District, one of the oldest
agroforestry development projects in sub-Saharan Africa and Kenya (Getahun, 1990;
Kerkhof, 1990). The AEP is a good choice for this study for three main reasons. Firstly,
the project has involved interaction between organisations at different levels. CARE itself

is an international non-governmental organisation (NGO). As with other NGOs,



significant attention is paid to direct, on-farm interaction between CARE extension
workers and farmers. Since 1983, the AEP has promoted agroforestry in western Kenya
through assistance to 3000 small-scale farm households (Vonk, 1983)." Over the course of
project implementation, extension activities have involved individual farmers as well as
approximately 300 groups of farmers referred to as “women’s groups” (CIDA, 1995 -87).V
The AEP has also made an explicit attempt to institutionalise its project activities by
linking up with the government, both nationally and at the local level in Siaya (Buck,
1993:127; CIDA, 1995:81)."" Collaboration with government research and development
agencies, and with international research institutes such as the International Centre for
Research on Agroforestry (ICRAF), based in Nairobi, Kenya, was also included in the
project to assist in the identification and adaptation of new or improved agroforestry
technologies to local conditions.

Secondly, the AEP was not limited to one agroforestry technology; instead, it
employed a “menu” of techniques and, at one point in the project, a package of assistance
to farmers via women’s groups. This “package” included technical advice and supplies for
the production of tree seedlings, as well as equipment and other material support for
agroforestry. The main agroforestry practices promoted in the AEP from 1983 to 1995
included the management of on-farm and community tree nurseries, alley cropping,
improved woodlots, live fencing or boundary planting, and new species of multipurpose
trees for fruit, fodder, timber and construction poles. It is, therefore, possible to investigate

specific agroforestry techniques that were sustained, and others that were not, and how



they affected the overall implementation of the project. Annex 1 provides a more detailed
description of agroforestry. The specific technologies promoted in the CARE AEP are
spelled out in Chapters 4 and 5.

Finally, the CARE AEDP is a strong case study for analysing project
implementation and institutionalisation at the local level because it has a high reputation
supported by a popular and academic literature. " The project has been referred to as
“one of the most successful attempts at disseminating simple and appropriate agroforestry
technologies in Kenya” (Cook and Grut, 1989:22). The project donors, the Canadian
International Development Agency and CARE-Canada, which have invested an estimated
ten million dollars in the project between 1983 and 1995, regard the project as successful
insofar as it has generally achieved its objectives (CIDA, 1986; CIDA, 1995: 108-10).
Furthermore, the project is cited as a favourable case of farmer adoption of agroforestry
innovations (Feldstein ef al., 1989; Scherr, 1992a, 1992b, 1995). This image suggests that
it will be possible to find evidence of how the project’s implementation has led to the
institutionalisation of agroforestry in Siaya District.

It was due to the AEP’s considerable reputation that the author first visited the
project in 1987. Subsequently, in 1991 , came an opportunity to conduct field research on
inter-household gender relations and agroforestry in Siaya District for the author’s Masters
thesis (Hambly, 1992), when she found that the adoption of certain introduced
agroforestry technologies was highly uneven at the inter-household level (see also Muturi,

1991; David and Swinkels, 1994; Scherr, 1995; David, 1995).ix Like Diamond (1992),
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who examined AEP activities in South Nyanza District, the author was concerned over
social issues relating to agroforestry at the intra-household level. Beyond the agroforestry
technologies promoted by the AEP, there appeared to be more systemic problems in the

project’s implementation that had led to difficulties in delivery of its promises.

1.3 Research Method and Approach

This study employs an inductive research approach based mainly on qualitative data and
facilitated by a relatively new computer software programme for qualitative research. Rist
(1994) contends that qualitative research is the most appropriate method for the analysis of
policy and project implementation.
Qualitative research allows for the study of both anticipated and
unanticipated outcomes, changes in understandings and perceptions as a
result of the efforts of the program or policy, the direction and intensity of
any social change that results from the program, and the strengths and
weaknesses of the administrative/organizational structure that was used to
operationalize the program. Policy makers have not equally grounded
means of learmning about program impacts and outcomes as they do with
qualitative research findings. (Rist, 1994:551)

As Patton (1990) and Yin (1993) observe, the qualitative case study starts with
specific observations, then uses the data to seek or build towards patterns or
generalisations about individual cases. Unlike a hypothesis-testing or deductive research
strategy, which sets out variables in advance of the data collection, an inductive approach
uses an explicit theoretical framework to provide a lens through which qualitative and

quantitative data are interpreted to arrive at concepts and variables (Huberman and Miles,

1994).
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Qualitative research requires multiple sources of data (Brannen, 1992; Silverman,
1993). As indicated above, a large amount of information on the CARE AEP is available
from documents ranging from internal project reports to evaluations to case studies and
academic theses. This substantial information base is important because of the diversity of
viewpoints on the project generated over a relatively significant period of time. In
addition, fieldwork was carried out in Siaya District in 1995 to interview farmers,
women’s groups and local officials and project staff involved in the AEP. Table 1.1
summarises the different sources of data and specific methods employed in this study. *
Furtheir explanation and justification for these methods are provided in Chapter 3.

Finally, the computer software known as NUD*IST (Non-Numerical Unstructured
Data Indexing, Searching and Theorising) was used to work with the large volume of text-
based data collected from multiple informants.® NUD*IST has received good reviews
(Tesch, 1990; Weitzmann and Miles, 1995; Burgess, 1996). Its advantage is that it rapidly
facilitates the searching, sorting, multiple coding, cross-referencing, storage and retrieval

of text-based data. The software is described in more detail in Chapter 3.
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Table 1.1 Research Strategy: Level of Project Implementation, Type of
Respondents and Method of Data Collection

Level of project Type and number (n) of Data collection method
implementation respondents

Household Individual male and female | In-depth farmer interviews/
farmers once (or still) discussions; observations
mvolved in the AEP
(n=54); farmers who have
not been involved in the
AEP (n=42)

Sub-location Groups of farmers involved | Group interviews/ discussions;
in the AEP (n=11); informal | observations; attendance at
discussions with women’s | community meetings (baraza)
group leaders (n=18 )

District Government officials; Formal and informal interviews;
project staff; public NGO visits; organised workshop
servants; other NGOs on preliminary results (Siaya)
(n=25)

National Government officials; Formal interviews; attendance at
national and international seminars, conferences; archival
researchers; other NGOs research and secondary literature

review; seminar to present
research proposal (ICRAF);
seminar to present preliminary
research results (University of
Nairobi)

1.4 Relevance and Overview of the Study

This study will give two reasons for concluding that the AEP has not contributed to
institutionalising agroforestry in Siaya District over a 12-year span (1983-1995). The first
is rather simple, but as will be explained later, requires restating and further research. The
AEP cannot claim that its activities institutionalised agroforestry in a context where

endogenous institutions sustain farmers’ interest in, and need for, agroforestry. Secondly,
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and more unexpectedly, as DiMaggio (1991:13) contends, the project experienced de-
institutionalisation insofar as farmers ceased to create collectively, then individually, a
meaning and purpose for their agroforestry activities. This study found that the de-
institutionalisation was manifested in the breakdown of intra-organisational linkages,
including a lack of trust relations, erosion of shared meaning and purpose for agroforestry
within women’s groups and an abandonment of agroforestry by farmers who once had
been considered “adopters” of new and improved technologies. Nevertheless, the process
of de-institutionalisation is not entirely a negative trend for the future of agroforestry in
Siaya District. While a serious collapse of some agroforestry activities has occurred
among women’s groups and individual farms, there is evidence of farmers’ agency and
organisational changes that can potentially improve farmers’ lives and sustain some forms
of new and improved agroforestry even across generations (Izac and Swift, 1994).

In general terms, the contributions of this study can be grouped under three
headings:

1) It widens the focus of institutional analysis in agroforestry by creating
links between key research areas;

2) It identifies key features of institutionalising (or rather, as determined at
the end of this dissertation, de-institutionalising) agroforestry at the local
level;

3) It contributes to the body of knowledge about qualitative data analysis in

environmental and development studies.
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Firstly, as already mentioned, this study uses a theoretical framework based on
implementation analysis informed by two guiding concepts — human agency and gender
relations — to examine the process of institutionalising agroforestry at the local level.
Neither of these concepts has been explicitly brought to bear on the analysis of policy or
project implementation, particularly in the context of sub-Saharan Africa. Also, the
conceptualisation of farmers as social agents who can participate in, but still resist the
structure of, a research and development project is relatively neglected in agroforestry
research. To bridge this gap, the author links the context of agroforestry extension and
development with three distinct areas of social science: 1) policy and project
implementation analysis, 2) institutional and organisational studies, and 3) feminist
perspectives on environment and development. Figure 1.2 illustrates the conceptual links
made in this analysis.

Secondly, this study contributes to agroforestry research by identifying four
features of the process of institutionalising agroforestry at the local level:

1) The expansion and contraction of women’s groups that play a pivotal
role in agricultural activities in Siaya and in th: AEP (Chapter 7);

2) The power relations within and between organisations in the project
(Chapters S and 8);

3) The inconclusive nature of agroforestry adoption and project impact at

the household level (Chapter 6);
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4) The consequences of farmers’ agency in the process of implementing
the AEP (Chapter 8).
Identification of these key trends, or patterns, in the project infers that implementation of
the AEP has not necessarily strengthened institutions that support agroforestry in Siaya
District. Instead, as stated earlier, de-institutionalisation has taken place.
Lastly, this study makes some contribution to the use of qualitative research

methods, and in particular the use of qualitative data analysis computer software that holds
promise for implementation studies and agroforestry research based on the case study

method.

Agroforestry
extension and
development

Social theory of

organisations Policy and
and institutions project
(structure/ implementation

human agency)

Feminist perspectives
on environment and
development

Figure 1.2. Conceptual Links and Focus of the Study
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1.5 Overview of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organised into nine chapters. The first chapter has introduced the topic
and presented an overview of the study, including the research problem and core questions
guiding the study. It has also provided a brief outline of the case study and the research
methods and approach employed. The relevance and contributions of the study of project
implementation and the institutionalisation of agroforestry at the local level have also been
introduced.

The next two chapters provide some background. Chapter 2 reviews the relevant
literature and presents the theoretical approach of the study. Chapter 3 describes the
research methodology in greater detail, including a detailed justification for using the
qualitative data analysis software, NUD*IST.

Drawing on data from colonial administration and post-colonial government
archives, oral histories and the analysis of secondary literature, Chapter 4 discusses the
historical and environmental context of agroforestry in Siaya District. It places the CARE
AEP in the context of wider shifts in development policy and planning as related to
agriculture and forestry, mainly in western Kenya. The chapter traces the reasons for
promoting agroforestry as an overlap of traditional and modem land use practice among
Siaya District’s main ethnic group, the Luo.

Moving on to a more contemporary context, Chapter 5 maps the course of the

CARE AEP and identifies the project’s partners and organisational relations in Siaya
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District. Important landmarks in project implementation are established to assist in the
interpretation of what happened while the AEP was being implemented.

The next two chapters seek to locate the meaning and experience of agroforestry
among farmers and women’s groups. Chapter 6 is mainly based on the results of in-depth
interviews with farmers. The extent of agroforestry adoption and abandonment among
farms once or still active in the CARE AEP, and those farms that have not participated in
the project, are discussed. The extent to which agroforestry is being sustained at the level
of the household is also considered. Chapter 7 focuses on the results of group interviews
and other fieldwork. Issues within and among the women’s groups are identified. The
reaction of the project to group problems and the reasons for group survival and collapse

are addressed.

Chapter 8 examines the content and context of the AEP implementation in order to
come to terms with what happened, to whom and why, in the project between 1983 and
1995. The chapter specifically identifies farmers’ agency and the influence that gender
relations had on the implementation of the project, and the project’s reaction to pressures
for change.

Finally, Chapter 9 summarises the research findings and identifies their relevance,
strengths and limitations. Policy implications and some recommendations for future

research and development activities conclude the dissertation.

Notes

' The geographic coverage of the institutional literature on agroforestry is quite wide.
The reader is referred to work from Niger (Thompson, 1992), Java and Gambia
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(Schroeder and Suryanata, 1996), Ecuador (Follis and Nair, 1994) and the Dominican
Republic (Current et al., 1995). Sub-Saharan Africa has received relatively extensive
attention in institutional analyses, in particular on land and tree tenure by Fortmann
(1985) and Raintree (1987), and agroforestry policy, priority setting and planning
procedures (Raintree and Young, 1983; Raintree, 1987; Budd e al., 1990; Hoekstra,
1994; Franzel et al., 1996). Although most of these studies have examined the economic
and/or legal (tenure) basis for agroforestry institutions, the politics of agroforestry in
terms of governance and political struggle are the focus of Thompson (1992) and
Schroeder and Suryanata (1996), respectively.

" To date, agriculture-related studies of institutions have encompassed various sub-
themes, ranging from the enforcement of environmental policy (World Bank, 1997) to
market behaviour (Bates, 1995) to the organisational culture of local resource user
groups (Uphoff, 1992b).

" This perspective comes partly from the author’s current work with an international
research centre, the International Service for National Agricultural Research (ISNAR),
which is part of the Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research
(CGIAR) and whose mandate is the strengthening of national agricultural research
policy and management.

¥ “The game” is a classic analogy employed in institutional theory, and organisational
behaviour and implementation analysis (Bardach, 1977; Axelrod, 1984; Aumann and
Hart, 1994).

¥ One of the earliest uses of the term “institutionalisation” is found in Selznick
(1957:16). He identifies institutionalisation as a process involving “what happens to an
organisation over time.” Selznick considered institutionalisation to be influenced by an
organisation’s history and environment, and the vested interests of its membership.
Goetz (1997:5-9) elaborates several definitions of institutions and institutionalisation
which have been examined in the discourse of gender analysis. Institutionalisation as
“mainstreaming” gender equity has been a key focus of gender perspectives on
institutions as a process of structuring social transactions and maintaining social order
(Goetz, 1997:8). However, the process is not necessarily a healthy one, as explained in
this dissertation. The contrasts with a framework that sees the process of
institutionalisation as organisations maturing and improving over time (Scott, 1995:18-
9).

* The term “household” is used in this study to describe the house or compounds
(groups of houses) that feed and shelter the resident family members. In western Kenya,
households may have more than one wife/mother (that is, they may be polygamous). In
most households there is a varying number of residents, as members of the extended
family (paternal relatives, including grandchildren, nieces or nephews) may live there at
a particular point in time.
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™ As in other well-populated areas of Kenya, women'’s self-help groups are widespread
throughout Siaya District. In 1995, 2105 women’s groups were registered with the
District Office of the Ministry of Culture and Social Services. The author estimates that
1000 more groups had been formed by that year under the auspices of district churches
(Republic of Kenya, 1994a; FGCSP, 1983, 1995; District Office, 1995; discussions with
local officials).

v Specifically, Buck (1993:127) states that the ultimate goal of the project is to “build
institutions” and CIDA (1595:81) states that it is to “improve institutional capacity.”

" The AEP has been the subject of at least three M.Sc. and Ph.D. dissertations (van
Schaik, 1986; Diamond, 1992; Hambly, 1992) and several case studies (Feldstein e al.,
1989; Vonk and Safman, 1991; Arum, 1993; Buck — various; Scherr — various). Siaya
District, and more generally western Kenya, feature in a number of relevant natural
resource management, ethnobotany and anthropological studies, including Troup
(1922), Whisson, (1964), Odinga (1967), Ogot (1967), Hay (1972), Bookman (1973),
Hay (1976), Ocholla Ayayo (1976); Okeyo (1980), Cohen and Odhiambo (1989),
Omamo (1995), and Kokwaro and Johns (1998). The evaluations commissioned by the
project or its partners include CDP Consuitants (1985), CIDA (1986), Fowler et al.
(1986), Nyamai and Kimmondo (1988), Scherr (1989a), Scott and Masai (1989), Alitsi
and Oteku (1990), Scherr and Alitsi (1990), Smillie (1990), Okonya ez al. (1991), CIDA
(1995).

* The author first travelled through western Kenya in 1987as part of a regional project
to survey environmental organisations for the United Nations Environment Programme.
In 1991, she lived in Siaya for 11 months. Later, in addition to the four months spent on
Ph.D. field research in 1995, the author continued to visit Siaya from her marital home
in the neighbouring area of Samia, in the southern part of Busia District.

X1

Briefly, the women’s groups involved in this study represent 11% of the estimated
300 women’s groups believed to have been supported by the AEP in Siaya District
(CARE, 1991b; CARE, n.d.). This is more than ten per cent of the 230 groups involved
in the survey by Scherr and Alitsi (1990). The author also interviewed ten per cent of the
AEP farmers earlier surveyed by Scherr and Alitsi (1990). Copies of raw questionnaires
from the 1989/90 CARE/ICRAF adoption survey were kindly made available to the
author (see Chapter 3).

“ NUD*IST was developed by regional and urban planning researchers at La Trobe
University in Australia. Its most common applications seem to be in the health sciences
(e.g. client perceptions of service) and in social welfare. To the best of the author’s
knowledge, the software has not yet been used in the study of agroforestry. NUD*IST
can manage vast quantities of data for qualitative data analysis — a big change from the
old-style “cut-and-paste” methods. The speed of its operations can, with proper thought
and organisation on the part of the researcher, increase the depth at which indexing and
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searching for relevant trends and patterns is performed in data files. NUD*IST is

considered to be superior to most other qualitative data analysis packages currently
available (Huberman and Miles, 1994; Burgess, 1996). It also has some drawbacks,
which are discussed in Chapters 3 and 9 of this dissertation.
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2. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND INSTITUTIONS: DEBATES
AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to review the relevant implementation studies. Although global
in perspective, the review is related, where possible, to examples from sub-Saharan Africa,
and particularly Kenya. Implementation, whether of a policy or project, is explored here as
a process of change characterised by uncertainties and implicating institutional structures,
resources and relationships among diverse actors and organisations. As explained below,
there are three broad generations of policy and project implementation analysis;
furthermore, it is the author’s opinion that a fourth domain is in the process of emerging.'
The birth of this fourth generation is the outcome of addressing the theoretical weaknesses
in the application of implementation analysis to development and environmental policy
and projects. The discontinuities in contemporary implementation analysis benefit from a
connection with two relevant fields of study: 1) institutional and organisational studies,
and 2) feminist perspectives on development and environmental issues.

The major transitions in policy and project implementation studies are discussed in
the pages that follow. The concept of an agroforestry project as a social structure and
farmers as actors, both individually and as groups (organisations), is also explored. This
examination is aided by conceptualising agroforestry institutions as social constructs built
on three types of pillars: regulative, normative and cognitive. Emphasis is given to

cognitive institutions for two reasons: firstly, because the cognitive domain has received
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less attention in the analysis of agroforestry institutions; and secondly, because the
cognitive, or meaning-centred, context of institutions fits well with the concept of farmers’
actions, or agency, in agroforestry. The final part of the conceptual road map for this study
is a review of relevant literature on development and environmental policy and project
approaches written from a feminist perspective. An argument is made for approaching
implementation studies from a feminist perspective with a view to addressing gender
relations in agroforestry project implementation. The chapter ends with a summary of the

theoretical approach to the case study.

2.2 Policy and Project Implementation Studies

It is acknowledged in global development circles that seemingly good policy and planning
can, and does, go wrong in its application (Morss, 1984:467; Patton, 1986:108; Madeley,
1991:8). The failure of policies and projects is a complex issue that often implicates both
the substance of the policy or project as well as the process of implementation (Found,
1991:229; Brinkerhoff, 1996a:1395). Researchers or analysts who specialise in
implementation do not seek to pass judgement on the merits of a policy or project, but
rather to investigate the details of what happens to a particular policy or project, and why it
happens. Project implementation is conceptualised in this study as a disorderly process
involving decision making, negotiation and action by multiple actors and organisations
while being simultaneously affected by interests in and outside the project. While most
implementation analysts use policy as their starting point, this study begins at the project

level and makes inferences to arrive at the policy level. As Crosby (1996:1405) and
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Brinkerhoff (1991:12) have suggested, the relation between policy and projects is a
continuum in which neither is distinct from the other. The author views this continuum as
a running scale between the macro and micro levels. This study’s focus on the project is
also appropriate in the context of agroforestry because it is at the field level that
agroforestry is carried out and where the process of change envisioned by policy is
translated into reality.

Implementation has not been recognised sufficiently among academics as a distinct
area of study. As a middle ground between planning and evaluation, implementation is
recognised as essential, but it seems to have been considered too complex and
unpredictable to yield theories. Some analysts, such as Morah (1990:19), avoid this
problem by referring to implementation analysis and evaluation research as
complementary debates in academia. This study’s view of implementation is perhaps
broader because it can use the evaluation and impact assessment exercises performed in
the course of delivering a project as data for its analysis. With these considerations in
mind, let us now elaborate the background to the study of policy and project
implementation.

Policy and project implementation analyses constitute a relatively small, but well-
established and increasingly international area of study.” “Implementation is in,” declared
Berman (1978:158), and nearly 20 years later a special issue of the journal World
Development projected a similar impression (Brinkerhoff, 1996a). The number of key

references and empirical works to support and sustain this field of study has grown, as is
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evident from the literature reviews offered by Morah (1990) and Najam (1995). From
these and other key texts, including Grindle (1980), Morss and Gow (1985) and Goggin et
al. (1990), three generations of implementation studies can be roughly delineated,

although they do not appear in a strict chronological order.

2.2.1. Generations of Implementation Analysis
Najam (1995) notes that the first generation of implementation studies originated in the
early decades of the twentieth century, when implementation was conceptualised as a
“machine-like” set of formal administrative tasks. ™ Implementation as “scientific
management’ assumes that policy or project content, including its goals and tasks, are
fixed and therefore predictable. In this approach, resources are easily controlled and
managerial behaviour is implicitly rational and objective throughout the course of
delivering a policy or project (Gulick and Urwick, 1937). The content of the policy and
project is unquestionably relevant to its beneficiaries and there is an implicit capitulation
to bureaucratic and authoritarian delivery mechanisms. This approach to project
implementation is exemplified by the “top-down™ delivery of rural development services
under colonial administration in countries such as Kenya (Leonard, 1977; Bates, 1989).
From the late 1960s onwards, a second generation of implementation analysts,
influenced by systems theory and the concept of turbulent environments, recognised that
managerial rationality has limits and that the vast amount of information needed to analyse
implementation makes it a far more complex area of analysis than previously thought

(Pressman and Wildavasky, 1973; Bardach, 1977).Y Recognition of the importance of the
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environment, or context, of project implementation involved identification and
consideration of a myriad of historical, ecological, economic, political and socio-cultural
variables. As a result, implementation analysts sought improved models and tools for
dealing with the complexity of implementation, to help individual implementers (read
“managers”’) maintain a high degree of objective rationality in such conditions. Analysts
belonging to this second generation saw as their task the identification of empirical
relationships and information about current situations which could be used to simulate
explanatory models and anticipate future consequences (Simon, 1976). As Najam
(1995:6) observes, this “empirical tradition” of implementation studies was instrumental
in fracturing the linear, mechanistic mindset of policy formulation and project
management processes. Implementation began to be viewed as a process of diverse
economiic, political and social interests in which uncertainties could arise. The assumption
that policy and project management could be treated like a “scientific” formula began to
be challenged for the first time by, for instance, the role of culture in creating
inconsistencies and surprises along the course of policy and project implementation
(Heginbotham, 1975; Warwick, 1982).

Nevertheless, most implementation analysts of that time still sought to model the
complexity of the implementation process for prediction purposes. Theoretical tools
emerged, such as Bardach’s (1977) adoption of the compelling metaphor of
implementation as a “game” to focus attention on the complexities of how players, rules

and tactics could contribute towarcs understanding policy outcomes. In rural development,
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the practical expression of this second generation of implementation analysis was an
emphasis on increasingly comprehensive or integrated approaches to development policy
and the planning of development projects (Lele, 1975). The deficiencies in integrated
rural development approaches in Kenya, for instance, are well- documented (Leonard,
1984; Maos, 1984; Conyers, 1985). Livingstone (1981) has shown how various elements
of a major IRD project in western Kenya, including family planning, a maize credit
scheme, supply of agricultural inputs, tea expansion (through credit), women’s
programmes and a functional literacy project, were characterised by a serious lack of co-
ordination, bureaucratic inertia, redirection of resources to other areas and local
disengagement from the programmes. All of these issues were recurrent themes in the
1980s literature on policy and project implementation, based on the implicit assumption
that such complexity could at least be modelled, if not controlled (Grindle, 1980).
Eventually, the conviction that implementation could be simulated, predicted or
addressed in its complexity gave way to the current, third generation of implementation
studies concentrating on the need and search for a “theory of implementation” (Goggin et
al., 1990). Most often, implementation analysts conclude that it is impossible to arrive at a
theory. They are more likely to decide, like Morah (1990), that implementation analysis
only offers a set of guidelines, or to quote Najam (1995), a list of “defining variables™.
Even the guidelines for implementation analysis vary on a case-by-case basis (Najam,
1995:56). Some fieldworkers in development and environment programmes have termed

implementation modelling extremely “messy” (Afiff and Grenier, 1995). Not only is an
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implementation model unlikely to fit more than one case, but “... simply tinkering with
existing operating routines or refining the analysis of policy options ...” would be
underestimating what can be leamned from implementation analysis (Brinkerhoff,
1996a:1395). This does not mean that amalysts do not agree on the basic elements of
implementation. For instance, two widely accepted variables of implementation analysis
are: 1) the content of the policy or project, and 2) its context. While there is a divergence
of opinion over the weight given to each variable, both interact to define policy or project
implementation (Found, 1991). As the two different models offered by Grindle (1980) and
Najam (1995) suggest (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2), the requirements of the case or location
dictate the balance between the two vari.ables on the one hand; and on the other, the
emphasis on elements such as the importance of clients, coalitions during the course of
implementation, commitment among stakeholders in the project, and capacity (as
knowledge and resources) for project imxplementation.

Both Najam (1995) and Grindle (1980, 1996) concur that two key aspects affect the
success of implementation: 1) the influemce of power relations; and, related to this, 2) the
issue of popular participation in policy and project implementation. Grindle (1980)
highlights the “power capabilities” amomg individuals and organisations (or stakeholders)
involved in implementation as a key methodological step in implementation analysis.

Thus, implementation is seen as “a political calculus of interests and groups competing for
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Figure 2.2. The 5-C Protocol for Implementation (Najam, 1995)

>

scarce resources, the response of implementing officials and the actions of political elites
(Grindle, 1980:12). Grindle’s (1996) comparative case studies of development policy in
Kenya and Mexico show how State intervention in policy formulation in Kenya often
overwhelms the implementation of policy. However, other implementation analysts (e.g.
Honadle and van Sant, 1985) focus less on higher-level political power in the
implementation process and more on the power relations expressed through transactions
between agencies, including the partnerships and co-operation required for allocation of

scarce resources and the sustainability of action desired by policy and projects.
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The second point of divergence among implementation analysts is over popular
participation in policy and project implementation. Recently, implementation analysts
have found that stakeholder involvement in the implementation process and the role of the
target group in defining and reaching policy goals are positive factors for success (Found,
1997). As Najam (1995:13) elaborates, the “top-down vs. bottom-up” debate in
implementation has tended to divide, not unite, implementation theorists. Rein and
Rabinovitz (1978:328) once argued that “an open and complex decision-making process
that functions at many levels is always in danger of eroding consensus and distorting its
initial priorities.” Other analysts argue that programmes simply erode over time due to
lack of interest among the target population (MacLaughlin, 1976:169; Warwick, 1982).
The form, degree and influence of beneficiary involvement in the implementation process
are widely debated, which suggests that implementation analysts cannot supply easy
answers to the question of participatory implementation (Bullock and Lamb, 1984; Love,
1992). Participatory development is not always understood in the same way by all people,
and there are observable difficulties in generating and sustaining genuine popular
participation in research and development projects (White, 1994; Pretty, 1995; Found,

1997).

2.2.2. Transitions in Implementation Analysis
Conditions are now ripe for the evolution of a fourth generation of implementation
analysis because of three transitions. Firstly, implementation analysis is being applied to

more complex issues, typically encompassing subjects that lie well outside its origins in
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the realm of public administration and management studies. For instance, Found (1991),
Najam (1995) and Brinkerhoff (1996a) all see the study of implementation as relevant to
the analysis of global environmental problems. For these analysts, the fate of national-
level action plans and the demands placed on newly instituted environmental policies
reinforce the need to consider the interdisciplinary nature of environmental issues and the
adjusted spatial and temporal frames in which the analysis is carried out. For example,
analysts investigating the implementation of sustainable development policies or projects
may need to address their content and context beyond the immediate generation, or across
the geographic area, on which they are focused.

Secondly, public policies and services are now not only managed by government
bureaucracies. A “third sector” (a voluntary/not-for-profit sector) increasingly instigates
and implements development and environmental policies and projects. The relation of the
third sector to the State and its bureaucracy varies, but as Fowler (1993) observes, these
organisations are distinct from government. Still, there is significant diversity within non-
governmental organisations (Bratton, 1990; Korten, 1990; Atack, 1999).v Ultimately, a
wider type of public sector policy and project requires careful reassessment of some key
concepts and approaches to implementation analysis. For example, Lipsky (1980:23-5) has
identified the concept of the “street-level bureaucrat”, an individual, perhaps a junior civil
servant, who plays a crucial role in facilitating or frustrating the regulations and
procedures of policy implementation. In the light of a wider understanding of the

implementing agencies within the public sector, it is useful to ask if NGO field-level
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workers behave the same way — though without having the influence of an extended
bureaucracy.

The third transition shaping studies of implementation is the movement beyond the
simple dichotomy between project implementers and project beneficiaries. The recent
trend towards participatory approaches to policy priority setting and project planning
suggest that the differentiation between beneficiary and implementer will become even
more blurred (Chambers et al., 1989; Pretty, 1995). So far, implementation analysis has
not responded to the possibility that policy or project beneficiaries can, or could be, de

Jfacto or de jure implementers whose actions define what happens, or does not happen, in
project delivery. This is particularly true when project participants contribute resources as
individuals or groups to the project, or manage activities designed to achieve self-reliance.

Overall, these three transitions have created the conditions for the emergence of a
fourth generation of analysis that would be a further step beyond the structural-
functionalist origins of implementation studies. As yet, however, there is little evidence
that the analysts are moving beyond reforming policy and project implementation, to
reinventing them. For example, in recent implementation literature, the approaches
reviewed by Brinkerhoff ef al. (1996) suggest that implementation studies can yield new
tools and procedures for development management that will account for why the most

thorough of policy development and planning processes fall short of their goals and

obj ectives. This approach would reform the existing development agenda, but not

necessarily invalidate it. Yet, the “industry”” of policies and projects that constitutes
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international development work too often deserves the critiques it receives. Sachs (1992:1)
flatly states that it is time to write the obituary of development. For Sachs (1992, 1993) as
well as other scholars (Shiva, 1989; Amfred and Bentzon, 1990) reformation of
development processes will never lead to the release of control that is necessary to create
and sustain new power-sharing structures. The fourth generation of implementation
studies, if it evolves, will be based on a capacity to address power relations in the
implementation process as well as to uncover dysfunctional policy and projects in order to
transform the way in which development is understood and occurs.

As this discussion suggests, research into policy and project implementation has
been conducted over several decades and is likely to continue to be a relevant area of study
for the foreseeable future. However, this area of analysis has two “blind spots™ which will
be mentioned here and explored in more detail later in the chapter. Both of the gaps are
particularly obvious when implementation studies overlap with the study of agroforestry in
sub-Saharan Affica. The first blind spot is that implementation analysts tend to
conceptualise policy and project participants as beneficiaries, and not as social agents. The
view that people simply receive policies and projects neglects the extent to which people
can, and do, resist or refuse to participate in policy and project implementation. The
second weakness in implementation analysis is that it is largely blind to gender issues.
Within the body of literature reviewed by Najam (1995) and Morah (1990), and most of
the material used as references in this study, there is little evidence that policy and project

implementation analysis has included the gender relations dimension. Studies by Snyder,
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et al. (1996) and van Nostrand (1993) are important exceptions among implementation
analysts. Staudt (1991) and Moser (1993) have investigated the relevance of policy
implementation and the implementation of gender-sensitive development planning, but
with few references to the specific guidelines or models of implementation studies carried
out over the past three decades. This issue is discussed further in section 2.4, under the
heading of Feminist Perspectives on Development and Environment Policy, where recent
contributions to the debate concerning gender and institutions by Goetz (1997), among

others, are reviewed.

2.3 Organisations and Institutions

Institutions exist in society to allocate resources and to create exchange mechanisms and

support organisations. They are generally thought to respond to human biological, social

and psychological needs (Scott, 1995)."ii It is possible to see institutions as social
constructions having three dimensions, or what Scott (1995:38) refers to as conceptual
“pillars.” As summarised in Table 2.1, institutions require “carriers” or different types of
structures in society (Scott, 1995:52). These carriers can be grouped under three headings:
1) cultures that are wider than specific societies, 2) social structures (including policy and
authority systems), and 3) routines (ingrained habits and patterns of behaviour).

The first pillar, referred to as the regulative view of institutions, is the classic notion
of institutions as enforceable rules and procedures in society. The judiciary and legislative

bodies governing society would fall into this category. Typically, the regulative view of
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Table 2.1 Institutional Pillars and Carriers

Pillar
Carrier Regulative Normative Cognitive
Cultures Rules, laws Values, expectations | Categories,
typifications
Social Structures Governance Regimes, authority Structural
systems, power systems isomorphism
systems (imitation)*,
identities
Routines Protocols, Conformity, Performance
standard performance of duty | programmes,
procedures scripts (behaviour
patterns and
sequences)*

Source: Scott, 1995:52

Note:

* definition added by author

institutions features in the institutional analysis of agroforestry and is evident in the
emphasis on supportive land and tree tenure legislation, opening of markets for
agroforestry products and improvement of planning procedures for agroforestry research
and development (Raintree and Young, 1983; Fortmann, 1985; Raintree, 1987; Budd ez
al., 1990; Amold and Dewees, 1995).

The second institutional pillar is a normative view of institutions, which places less
emphasis on the “rules” of society than on the norms and values that are culturally and
historically encoded in these social rules (Scott, 1995:133-5). Not all societies share the
same institutions since institutions are shaped by their particular historical and cultural

contexts and therefore vary in time and space. This approach to institutions is
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characteristic; for instance, Cashman (1992) suggests that the acceptance of new
agroforestry technologies by farmers in West Africa can be explained by the compatibility
of new technologies with the indigenous and prevailing norms and values of agroforestry.
However, this perspective on institutions is unsettling because it avoids tackling the
assumptions behind technological innovation as a driving force for social change (Appfel-
Marglin and Marglin, 1990). Also, in this respect it is useful to recall the comments of
Rocheleau and Juma-Field (1995) on the hypothesis of there being “more people and less
erosion’ in Machakos, Kenya (see the book with the same title by Tiffen ez al., 1993).
Rocheleau and Juma-Field argue that “Akamba norms and values” with regard to soil
conservation did not simply begin in 1930, the starting point of the book. This neglect of
historical context, and an environment that transcends Machakos, are central to an
explanation of how and why fanya juu (soil terraces) are maintained in the district. Vi
Finally, the cognitive view of institutions, which stresses the meaning-centred,
experiential aspect of society, is the third pillar of Scott’s (1995) characterisation of
institutions. Among cognitive institutional analysts, the phenomena of common identity
and behaviour patterns, often involving trust relations, are crucial to social transactions
that embed or internalise institutions in society (Zucker, 1988; Ciborra, 1993; Furlong,
1996; Tolbert and Zucker, 1996). Language, conversation and symbolic behaviour can be
important expressions of the experience individually and collectively built up by
organisations, which are subsequently perceived as institutions. In the area of agroforestry

there is no work that specifically refers to the cognitive dimension of institutional analysis.
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However, studies by Rocheleau (1991), den Biggelaar (1995) and Rocheleau and
Edmunds (1997) are relevant insofar as they illuminate how groups of farmers generate a
system of knowledge with specific language and repeated behaviour to support certain
indigenous agroforestry practices.

Together, the three pillars represent different sides of what institutional analysis in
agroforestry can be. In theoretical terms, the three pillars underlie the process of
embedding and maintaining institutions in society, which is the specific interest of this
study. This is what organisational theorists refer to as the process of “institutionalisation”
(Powell and DiMaggio, 1991). The term “institutionalisation” is often used to refer to the
process and outcome of the regularisation, maintenance and diffusion of social rules,
norms and meaning (Scott, 1995:78). However, in the regulative and normative perception
of institutions, the process of institutionalisation is inherently the design, control or
enforcement of rules or norms such as laws, prices or techniques. In contrast, cognitive
theorists see the enforcement of social rules, norms and meanings as a process of
embedding or intemmalising rules, procedures or norms to make a meaning for them at the
level of both the individual as well as the organisation. This process of institutionalisation
is not externally driven, but can be externally influenced (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991;
Tolbert and Zucker, 1996).

It is also useful to recall that institutionalisation, in the wider sense of the term, has a
less positive interpretation when it refers to the physical or psychological incarceration of

individuals within the physical or abstract confines of institutions. There it implies the
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enforcement of social controls that make it increasingly difficult, if not impossible, for an
individual to leave or exist outside the institution (Foucault, 1979; Dreyfus and Rabinow,
1983). While acknowledging this area of literature on institutionalisation, it is the interplay
between social actors and structures which is of greater relevance to an investigation of
project implementation and an analysis of the institutionalisation of agroforestry at the

local level.

2.3.1 Structure and Agency
The academic discourse on individuals as actors, or human agency, and social structures is
too extensive to review in its entirety within the limited scope of this study. ix Derek
Layder’s (1994) presentation of the state-of-the-art issues in social theory provides a
useful review of the relevant discourse. Of specific relevance to this study is the
recognition that the relation of human agency to structure is only one of three key dualisms
in social theory (Layder, 1994:2). The other dualisms include a macro/micro debate on the
origins and purpose of social change, and an age-old dilemma concerning the relative
significance of the individual to the social group. Layder encourages social theorists to be
mindful of these layers of dualisms in social theory; however, he, too, is absorbed by the
intellectual impact of the dualism between human agency and structure in society which is
highlighted by Anthony Giddens’s (1984) “theory of structuration.”

For Giddens, all social behaviour can be explained by the interaction, across time
and space, of social actors who express their agency against social structures. In this

context, “structure” has no physical connotation, but represents the meaning (or memory
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of the meaning) of “rules and resources™ in society and the essential human action capable
of reproducing them. This human action, or agency, is an intentional expression of human
capability to produce and reproduce an effect. In this way, agency implies power, and no

one is powerless. As Layder (1994:137) comments,

[everyone] ... always has some resources at their disposal with which they
can attempt to alter the balance of the power relationship. Babies can cry to
attract the attention of their parents, prisoners can engage in “dirty protests”
or hunger strikes to put pressure on the authorities. This does not ensure
that the power relation will be equalised or even tumed around, but it does
mean that people are never completely helpless when subject to the power
and control of others.

Unlike Foucault (1979), whose view of human behaviour amidst authoritarian
institutions is far less optimistic, Giddens (1984) proposes that the “duality of structure”
allows agency and structure to exist not as two opposing phenomena, but one phenomenon
with a dual nature in which structure is as intrinsic to agency as agency is to structure.
According to Giddens (1984:181), “structural constraints do not operate independently of
the motives and reasons that agents have for what they do.”” For Layder (1994:132), this
means that social agency and structure are two sides of the same coin. Structures are not
external to the person, but “internal” to human activity; therefore, outside the activity they
simply do not exist. In Giddens’s paradigm, institutions, as social structures, do not exist
independently of the reasons, motivations and reflexive behaviour of human beings as
social agents (Layder, 1994:140).

While Layder (1994) finds Giddens’s work more useful than Foucault’s because of

its positive perspective and avoidance of the dichotomy of agent and structure, he sees a
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weakness in Giddens’s bias towards agency and the subsequent rejection of social
structures as “objective realities”. Layder makes a strong argument that while structures
are affected by the meanings that social actors give to them, they can exist autonomously
as part of a social system. Thus, the durability of social structures over time and space
cannot be explained by agency alone (Layder, 1981).

Agents are not, therefore, entirely free to make choices that do not have

considerations or consequences attached to them. As Fierlbeck (1997:42) argues,

Rather than existing as self-contained agents wafting through a universe of
endless choices, we are situated creatures who are continually and
insidiously affected by the more fundamental emotional and psychological
ties which we require in order to perceive choices in the first place.

While recognising the limits to agency, the concept is useful for an analysis of
participation in development policy and projects. It encourages implementation analysts to
come to terms with the concept of human agency as the ways in which people can be
caught up in — or actively resist being dominated by — forces, including project structures,
over which they may have little or no control (Amfred and Bentzon, 1990). The
agency/structure dualism has been addressed in studies related to agroforestry and rural
development. Blaikie and Brookfield (1987) and Long and Long (1992) propose that
farmers’ acts of agency prove that individuals and groups have an innate capability to
effect change in their environments. This could mean, of course, resistance to activities
from which they do not benefit (Bebbington, 1994). Farmers’ acts of agency have been

shown to involve, for instance, speaking against and opting out of project activities

(Uphoff, 1992b). This means that farmers are not passive within the structures of
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development policies or projects, but have some recourse to “exit” and “voice” options

(Hirschman, 1970; Paul, 1994).

2.4 Feminist Perspectives on Development and Environment

There is no place in the world where rural society is homogeneous (Kloppenburg, 1991).
What is referred to here as “the local level” is highly heterogeneous, with diverse
individuals and organisations whose needs, interests and activities vary widely and reflect
both past and prevailing cultural and historical conditions. Among feminist scholars, there
is a common concern that power relations in society are structured so asymmetrically that
women and men rarely receive equal and/or equitable treatment and representation
(Nicholson, 1986). Other research has shown that due to the ever-changing roles and

relations which women and men experience in their lifetime, it is difficult to generalise

about gender relations. * The analysis of gender relations focuses on the diversity of
gender roles and relations in society to account for disparities that exist between men and
women, and among women themselves (Connell, 1987; Young, 1988). It is through this
capacity to address both unity and differences among women that the concept of gender
gains its analytical strength.

The analysis of gender relations in development and environment developed rapidly
from the late 1960s as the “invisible” role of women in the development processes was
illuminated (Boserup, 1970). Substantial research has been generated on topics relevant to
agroforestry, including the vital role played by women in food production, post-harvest

storage and agricultural markets. Of relevance to this study is the literature addressing
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gender issues in sub-Saharan small-scale farming, particularly in western Kenya. Although
this body of literature is relevant to the study, it is extensive. Therefore, we shall
specifically refer to key pieces of the literature over the course of this study and summarise

this work and its relevance in Annex 2.

2.4.1 Gender Analysis and Development Policies and Projects

Over the course of more than 30 years, debates concerning women, development and the
environment have been launched from various feminist perspectives (including, in
addition to those already quoted, Jaggar, 1983; Stamp, 1989; Ng, 1991; Moser, 1993;
Merchant, 1989)-. . By the 1980s, two major approaches for assisting women in
developing countries had emerged in the policy and planning literature, and they have
influenced development policy and agroforestry projects. The first of these approaches is
the framework known as “WID” or women in development (Overholt e al., 1985). i
WID promoted the seemingly innocuous logic that helping women helps children, and
therefore the family, to prosper. Rooted in ethnocentric, Victorian ideals of the family, as
well as the notion that a woman’s life is primarily defined in relation to childbirth and
caretaking activities which are complemented by the “benevolent leadership™ of her
husband, WID addresses the basic or practical needs of women and their families but

poses little threat to more strategic needs and interests of women in society (Molyneux,

1985; Young, 1993). i For example, in Kenya the vast majority of registered farms are
recorded as being owned by the male “head of household™” (Mbeo and Ooko Ombaka,

1989). As Wanjala (1990) explains, land legislation in Kenya is a historical outgrowth of
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colonial statutory law. This ethnocentric bias falsely assumes that women farmers can gain
access to land through their husbands, fathers or sons (Khasiani, 1991). In reality, women
such as widows, abandoned wives and daughters can be extremely land insecure and
therefore at risk of losing their livelihood, food and shelter. However, WID assumes that
women separate their practical (or basic) needs from their long-term, political (or
strategic) needs (Hambly, 1992:145-7). The tendency in WID to separate the practical
from the strategic dimensions of women’s lives has been seen to have particularly negative
consequences for their access to natural resources (Kettel, 1991; Agarwal, 1992; Heyzer,
1992). As the example of women and land tenure in Kenya suggests, WID policies and
projects can do little to address violations of women’s natural resource rights.

A second major approach in development policy and planning to advance the status
of women is a framework known as Gender and Development (GAD). GAD differs from
WID in that it seeks to address both practical and strategic gender needs and interests,
including issues such as women’s lack of legal and political representation and greater
social and economic value for women’s labour and knowledge. In its specific use of the
term “gender” and not “women”, GAD policy addresses itself to the compromise,
complementarity and conflict intrinsic to socially constructed relations between men and
women (Young, 1988; Miller and Razavi, 1998). The motivation underlying GAD is that
if gender relations are socially constructed attitudes and behaviour, they can, and do,
change (Plewes and Stewart, 1991:126). Such change occurs through the empowerment of

women and the liberation of men from roles and relations that they may no longer desire



(Whitehead, 1985). The goal of empowerment is what distinguishes the GAD agenda
from the WID one (Moser, 1993). Yet, as Rathgeber (1990) suggests, the empowerment
goal has made the translation of GAD theory controversial and difficult because the deep-
rooted power relations within development institutions are unlikely to be changed as
rapidly as feminists may wish.

In this respect, recent work on “getting institutions right for women™ has brought
GAD analysis and organisational studies together (see Goetz, 1997, a collection of papers
which appeared in an earlier form in /DS Bulletin, Vol. 26, No. 3, 1995 and Levy, 1998).

Goetz (1997:16-23) proposes a framework for a “gendered archaeology of organisations™

that emphasises eight elements for analysing gendered organisations. w Levy (1998)
similarly presents the notion of a “web of institutions™ consisting of thirteen factors that
intersect gender with sites of power within institutions and their organisational landscape.
Such feminist critique of organisations and institutions is based on evaluating social
transactions within organisational environments. The case studies presented by Goetz
(1997) cover a wide variety of organisational contexts, from NGOs to national parliaments
to international agencies such as the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), and from organisations working in agriculture to women’s credit programmes. Not
surprisingly, each context is found to be different, and therefore it is argued that a general
list of prescriptions for policies or projects to address “women’s interests” will not
sufficiently change the gender biases of institutions. In her final analysis, Goetz (1997:28)

argues that change continues to occur through political struggle by male and female
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feminists within as well as outside all types of organisations to transform the institutions
of local and global societies.

From this discussion of feminist perspectives on development and environment
policy, it can be seen that gender-related research and development work continues to
evolve by confronting some major obstacles. The author believes that gender analysis is
complicated by three challenges: 1) the resistance to change in development structures, 2)
the ability of development structures to absorb and de-politicise alternative approaches and
the pressure for change, and 3) increasing “gender fatigue™ amidst a rising sensitivity to
gender issues.

First, it is apparent that over the past decade development structures have proved

themselves to be resistant to change when it comes to addressing gender inequities in

institutions. . As Halvorsen (1991) and Stamp (1993) suggest, a collaborative patriarchal

hegemony, located within both the State and civil society, reproduces an ideology that

serves the purposes of that hegemony and not the obligation to empower women. o Asa
case study by Agarwal (1995) on property ownership in India illustrates, State legislation
and national development policies reinforce the lack of change within political and
economic institutions, and in turn serve as a systematic check against improvements in
gender equity at the local level. Levy (1998) suggests that resistance to change is inherent
in the power structures of development activity. The argument is implicitly that “the way
institutions are changed and adapted reflect the ways they resist change and channel

adaptation” (Genschel, 1997:42).
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A second reason why GAD has found it difficult to reach its goal of empowerment
is that both the terms “gender’” and “empowerment” have been absorbed into development
texts and plans without the transformation envisioned by its proponents. In this respect,
development is like a powerful discourse generated and organised by an enterprise of
approaches, policies, institutions and projects. As an “industry”, development has the
capacity to generate new images of itself and acquire new meanings (Shiva, 1989; Sachs,
1992; Ross, 1998). Indeed, this is an integral part of the persistence of development
discourse.

The third dilemma for GAD proponents is that “gender fatigue™ as well as
sensitivity to gender issues currently confront gender-related work in an unprecedented
way. The enthusiasm behind the GAD debates of the 1980s has given way to a significant
degree of fatigue among individuals and organisations that previously championed
women-related issues in research and development (Hirschmann, 1991; Miller and
Razavi, 1998). Feminist perspectives on environment and development may provide an
ontological shock to policymakers and planners, but the “mix-and-stir”” methods of
integrating or mainstreaming women or gender issues into development policy and
programmes risk a return to invisibility for the role of women in development and
environmental activities (Kabutha and Hambly, 1995; Harding, 1996). i There appear to
be serious difficulties in maintaining the momentum needed to sustain GAD policy and
ensuring that it is effectively translated in the implementation of development projects,

suggests Goetz (1997). If gender fatigue does not reduce the space created for gender
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issues on the global development agenda, then the threat of “foreign feminists trying to
change local cultures” may do so, suggests Kapadia (1994). Mohanty (1991:57) argues
that WID and GAD are irrelevant as long as “Third World women” are situated as implicit
victims of development whose needs and priorities are already pre-determined. Mbilinyi
(1984) has also commented that the false image of a powerless, acquiescent African
woman has been important to the growth of political self-interest among male chiefs, local
power structures, development organisations and scientists. These arguments are justified,
but so, too, is Kapadia’s (1994:368) response that if gender and development studies is to
be an area “where angels fear to tread” simply because a charge of paternalism (and
worse) can be levelled against the analyst, then feminists are possibly being drawn not into
a better debate that will improve their work, but towards the purpose and devices of an
anti-gender hegemony that they first sought to change.

Ultimately, in the connection between project implementation and gender analysis,
there are three dilemmas that require greater attention: 1) development structures that are
resistant to change, 2) the ability of development to absorb pressures to change that would
drastically alter power relations, and 3) increasing gender fatigue accompanied by rising
sensitivity to gender issues. A gender-conscious approach to analysing implementation
would anticipate social asymmetry and respond to women, in relation to each other and to

men, as social agents.
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2.5 Conceptual Schema for Agroforestry Project Implementation

Analysis

The foregoing sections explored some of the thinking underlying policy and project

implementation studies, and the gaps in their application to agroforestry in sub-Saharan

Africa. In this context, project implementation and institutionalisation can be seen as

processes of change influenced by forces emerging from the expression of human agency

and gender relations among project participants. Figure 2.3 illustrates this conceptual

approach to the interrelated processes of project implementation and institutionalisation at

the local level.

—> Participants (farmer)

[ Human Agency

o Negotiations

e Acts of resistance
(voice, exit)

\

Gender Relations

® Who was affected
® Diversity of motivation
and perceptions

Agroforestry |

Project Implementation: Key Variables

Project
) ( Content

e Rationale

® Resources and
allocation

® Partner relations

® Decision making

® Benefits

Context
® Relative power
interests and strategies
® NGO - State relations
® Compliance and
responsiveness

Figure 2.3. Conceptual Schema for Agroforestry Project Implementation

— Project’s Resistance to Change

® Capacity to resist or channel change
(especially gender related change)
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In this schema, implementation analysis encompasses both project content and
context, following Grindle (1980) and, to a lesser extent, Najam (1995). It also implicitly
seeks not to separate the substance (new and improved agroforestry technologies for
small-scale farmers) from the process (delivery of the project). This study explores and
explains why things happened, or did not happen, within an agroforestry project. It
recognises the diversity of the motivations and perceptions of individuals (and
organisations) participating in the project and asks who was affected. Two guiding
concepts, human agency and gender relations, are emphasised. Agency and gender, as
socially-constructed power relations, exert pressures for change over the course of project
implementation.

The agency/structure dualism described by Giddens (1984) and Layder (1994)
applies to all individuals and organisations, and not just to farmers. However, attention is
paid to farmers as social agents involved in a variety of agroforestry-related activities who
are capable of acting with, or against, the project (Blaikie and Brookfield, 1987; Long and
Long, 1992). The extensive research into the role of women in agricultural production
south of the Sahara, and in agroforestry in particular, supports a focus on female farmers
(see Annex 2). In this sense, male and female farmers, but especially rural women, are
situated not as passive participants in the project, but as active implementers of the project.
While male and female farmers may share some similarities in how they participate in or
benefit from the agroforestry project, the concept of gender relations suggests that the

diversity of farmers, and women themselves, should be taken into account. The study is
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diversity of farmers, and women themselves, should be taken into account. The study is
further informed by research in the context of Kenya and sub-Saharan Africa that
demonstrates how women exert their agency by optimising their individual and group
resources, speaking out, opting out or using other options at their disposal to resist or bring
about desired change (Stamp, 1993). "

Simultaneously, farmers’ actions, including acts that are influenced by gender
relations in the project, may encounter counter-resistance to change within the structure of
the project or its participating organisations. The social structure represented by the project
should perceive and react to such resistance. The forms which counter-resistance may take
in an agroforestry project were not entirely clear before this study was undertaken.

Finally, this theoretical approach encourages a broader view of institutions in agroforestry
research, and specifically attention to the cognitive context. Using this vantage point does
not diminish the body of knowledge on regulative and normative institutions in
agroforestry, but rather seeks to expand the interpretation of institutions and to challenge
the way in which research and development work currently seeks to institutionalise

agroforestry at the local level.

2.6 Summary

This chapter has elaborated three areas of literature relevant to an investigation into the
implementation and institutionalisation of agroforestry: policy and project
implementation, some social theorising on organisations and institutions which draws on

the concepts of human agency and structure; and contributions from feminist perspectives
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on environment and development issues which emphasise the relevance of gender
relations in agroforestry activities in sub-Saharan Africa.

The literature review suggests that analyses of implementation and
institutionalisation have apparent weaknesses, particularly when they are contextualised
within the subject of agroforestry. A wider view of institutions in agroforestry is called for
and implementation studies require attention to gender relations. Thus, connections
between these three fields of study were identified to provide a stronger analytical
approach, and the chapter concluded by illustrating and discussing this approach. This
conceptual framework is applied to the case study of the CARE Agroforestry Extension
Programme in western Kenya. Following a description of the geographic area in which the
study was conducted and the research methodology, and subsequently the discussion of
research results, we shall return to this conceptual approach and schema to reflect upon its

usefulness for the study of agroforestry project implementation and institutionalisation.

Notes

' The term “generations of implementation studies” is borrowed from Adil Najam
(1995).

" One of the flaws of implementation analysis is its focus largely on policy and projects
from the viewpoint of American and European authors. More scholars from, or working
on, issues relevant to Latin America, Africa and Asia are broadening and challenging
this field of study (see, for example, Morah, 1990; Najam, 1995).

" Labelled the “classical school of management”, it developed mainly in the early
twentieth century and was led by Henri Fayol. Institutions and organisations were key to
Max Weber’s characterisation of the “ideal” bureaucracy (Weber, 1978), and to what
Berle and Means (1932) proposed as the “managerial revolution”, where the manager
(distinguished from the “owner’”) was seen as implicitly operating from broad social
values and professional training. The assumed objectivity and rationality of managerial

52



behaviour has been a subject of considerable debate among organisational theorists
(Scott, 1979).

" General systems theory began to be applied to social science fields such as
environmental and organisational studies in the early 1960s. Systems thinking
emphasised a holistic view of the complex interrelationships that crossed natural and
social worlds as well as the internal and external boundaries around organisations
(Meyer and Scott, 1992). Emery and Trist (1965:21-32) describe turbulence within the
organisation as rapid, inconsistent and complex commotion which makes it seem as if
the organisational ground is moving, along with the actors inside the organisation.
Systems theory and concepts such as turbulence debunked ideas that social, economic,
political or natural environments had clear-cut, linear or causal relationships (see for
example, Senge, 1993).

" The Overseas Development Institute reports that approximately 15% of all aid to
developing countries ($6 billion) passes through NGOs (ODI, 1996). In the literature,
NGOs are cast as both more ethical and more opportunistic (Wellard and Copestake,
1993; Chambers, 1995; Ndegwa, 1996; Atack, 1999). Further differentiation between
these categories of organisations would be judicious, keeping in mind for instance that
some farmers’ groups are also groups of commodity producers while others are “self-help”
groups of the resource-poor. Similarly, NGOs should be differentiated by the extent to
which they are internationally supported or transnational in nature, and the extent to which
they are connected to other social organisations such as churches or national movements
(Farrington et al., 1993; Wellard and Copestake, 1993).

" The monitoring and evaluation of development activities currently faces several
difficulties associated with the assessment of interdisciplinary programmes and their
impact in complex environments. Recent efforts by donors and multilateral institutions
to develop improved evaluation units, methodologies and more frequent assessment
procedures may be one reason for the recognition of the importance of implementation
studies.

vii L
As Scott (1995) suggests not all institutions involve organisations, but all
organisations do implicate institutions.

™ Furthermore, as an Akamba researcher in social forestry once remarked to the author,
the local “norms and values™ of fanya juu “were beaten into us” by the chiefs and their
lackeys during and after the colonial administration.

* The actor/structure literature has its roots in more ancient philosophies, as well as
Marxian political philosophy. While not professing to understand all of the intricate
details of Anthony Giddens’s “theory of structuration”, the author prefers to use it as a
starting point. Giddens’s duality of structure has found its way into several fields of
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study, including rural development and agriculture (Kloppenburg, 1991; Long and Long,
1992)

* As the work of Sacks (1979), Amadiume (1987) and Owen (1996) has aptly shown,
women themselves vary as sisters, wives, mothers, daughters or widows.

™ There have been five approaches to feminist analysis in development. In general, these
“official” frameworks have moved along ideological lines, including liberal, Marxist,
socialist and cultural or radical feminism. A tentative group of contesting feminist
viewpoints may be evident and imperfectly referred to here as “postmodern”, but it is
clear that they vary widely and that their identity is based on resisting classification.
Such “contesting” feminist perspectives may, the author believes, represent less of a
distinct inquiry than permutations of the “official” feminisms.

™ It was the United States Agency for Intemational Development (USAID) which in 1973
first coined and used the acronym WID for women in development. WID became
associated with the thematic framework subsequently adopted by most major donor
agencies (Plewes and Stuart, 1991). It was common in the 1980s to distinguish between
two “schools of thought™: the Harvard model and GAD, the Sussex model. Both models
use the term “gender”. However, WID is more concerned with gender roles (e.g. women’s
productive labour) while GAD focuses on gender relations (e.g. the power relations
underlying productive and reproductive labour). Over time, and the mixture of
terminology, the two models appear to be less distinct than they did ten years ago (Miller
and Razavi, 1998).

xiii

The counter-argument from liberal feminists is that liberalism has not always been
skewed towards the welfare perspectives evident in twentieth-century development
policy. Tong (1989) distinguishes between the classical, libertarian rights of an
individual or minority group in liberal feminism of the nineteenth century, and the
welfare-oriented pursuit of materialism that Western liberal feminism has endorsed in
the later part of the twentieth century. Recognising the hazards of comparing issues that
affect women across different historical periods, Tong (1989) maintains that the original
civil rights perspective of liberal feminism was relatively more progressive than its-late
twentieth-century framework which has tended to reduce the emphasis on civil rights
and replace it with a more passive focus on women’s welfare and material well-being.
Mary Wollestoncraft’s Vindication of the Rights of Women, written in the 1800s, is
considered to be a significant first foundation for women’s equal rights (although this
early equal rights perspective did not necessarily extend to the rights of all people
regardless of race and class). It is also argued that the civil rights or “equity argument”
of liberal feminism was reflected in policy prescriptions at the beginning of the United
Nations International Women’s Decade (1975-85), and later in the 1985 Nairobi
“Forward-Looking Strategies™, but this “equity argument” has been downplayed in
recent policy discussions (Moser, 1993).
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* These eight elements include: 1) organisational and institutional history, 2) the
gender cognitive context, 3) gender organisational culture, 4) gendered participants, 5)
gendered space and time, 6) the sexuality of organisations, 7) gender authority
structures, and 8) gendered incentive and accountability structures.

™ This phrase has been used by Dr. Carlos Valverde a former director of a national
agricultural research institute and colleague at the International Service for National
Agricultural Research. Within the framework of strategic planning as a tool for
management of change, Valverde argues that efforts to change an organisation are met
with resistance that is primarily reproduced through vision and leadership of the
organisation and entrenched roles and relations among its staff. This is, indeed, true in
development organisations where leadership, vision, roles and relations rarely change
when WID and GAD projects are adopted (see also Moser, 1993). The literature on
resistance to change has come to management studies from psychology, and specifically
from “personal construct” theory. However, most of this literature regards individuals
(or clients) as being “resistant to change”. Here, the phrase is used to refer to the
structured or systematic resistance to change in development projects.

" The term “patriarchal hegemony” has been used to refer to social relations and
structures dominated by, and created in the interest of, elite males (Agarwal, 1995). In
this sense, patriarchy is not the opposite of “matriarchy”.

" The term “mainstreaming’ refers to the integration of gender into development
policy and planning. Some examples of mainstreaming suggest that this approach has a
tendency to make women invisible again in organisational structures (United Nations,
1995; Miller and Razavi, 1998).

™ Other examples of women’s agency are found in van Allen’s (1976) study of
women'’s riots and resistance among the Ibo of Nigeria, and Haugeraud’s (1995) work
on collective voice in local meetings and ceremonies to seek negotiating power.
Resistance to development interventions can be exhibited by people’s use of both voice
and exit options, but in feminist research, people’s resistance is only one element of
agency which alone may not necessarily hold the vision or objectives required for
political transformation of gender relations (Apter and Garnsey, 1994). Leonard (1977)
has also discussed notions of resistance in the behaviour surrounding rural extension in
Kenya. His early work uses organisational theory, but it is characteristic of literature that
neglects gender relations in rural extension. Tendler (1997) suggests that there are “silent
users and resisters” in rural extension programmes in Brazil. Jackson (1997) provides
good examples of silent and loud resistance, including women agitating against men’s
alcohol abuse and women hiding their earnings from their husbands in group-held bank
accounts. In Chapter 8 of this study, more examples of such actions are discussed and
referred to as “escape routes™.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

The goal of this study is to examine the processes of project implementation and
institutionalisation of agroforestry at the local level. The conceptual framework of this
study, as explained in the previous chapter, takes farmers — both female and male — at the
individual, household level, and also as members of women’s self-help groups, as central
to the analysis of what happens during the implementation of an agroforestry development
project and the process of institutionalising agroforestry at the local level. However, the
attention to farmers does not preclude examination of the role of other institutional actors
in the implementation of an agroforestry project (for example, the State, government
bureaucrats, researchers and extension workers). Data was collected from multiple
sources, including farmers in Siaya District who did not participate in the AEP. The
stakeholders in the AEP who provided data included project staff, government agencies
and non-governmental organisations. This chapter illuminates the research methods
employed in the study. It explains the relevance of qualitative research and qualitative data
analysis to the st-udy. The use of NUD*IST (Non-numerical Data Indexing, Searching and
Theorizing), a relatively new computer software for qualitative data analysis, is described
in more detail in the last section of the chapter.

Some key characteristics of the area where the study was conducted are highlighted

before the research methods are presented. The information about Siaya District provides
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relevant background to the identification and selection of farmers and women’s groups

interviewed in this study.

3.2 Characteristics of the Study Area

Siaya District lies across the Equator, north of Lake Victoria, which is known locally as
Nyanza (“the lake™). The district headquarters is the town of Siaya, which is located
almost halfway between the Kenyan capital Nairobi, and Kampala in Uganda. Siaya
District is divided into administrative zones referred to as divisions, and within divisions
are locations (counties) and sub-locations (villages). At the end of the last decade there
were five divisions in Siaya District, but in 1991 each of those five divisions was split into
two. Figure 3.1 illustrates the ten divisions and their boundaries in Siaya District.

The agro-ecological variation within the district accounts for the diversity among
its ten divisions. The four agro-ecological zones (or ecozones) which characterise the
district are illustrated in Figure 3.2. These ecozones are defined by the amount and
distribution of annual precipitation and soil fertility. Altitude and wind direction are the
most important determinants of rainfall variability in Siaya. In the north-eastern highlands,
average annual precipitation can exceed 2000 mm. In contrast, the semi-arid lowlands
along and inland from the shores of Lake Victoria may receive 800 mm of rainfall per

year.
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Figure 3.1. Map of Siaya District - Divisional Boundaries
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Siaya has a population of approximately 800,000 people (UNEP, 1992), of whom

the vast majority (96.9%) are Luo. The Luo people and their history are described in more

detail in Chapter 4. In 1993, more than 80 per cent of the district’s population, or

approximately 90,000 households, lived in small rural villages' (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 Population, Growth Rate, Density and Number of Households

by Division (1969-93)

Division Area % of Total District Density No. of
Population (persons’km?) | Households
km’ % 1969 1993 1969 | 1993 1993
Bondo 387 15.4 9.3 10.5 93 205 7,304
Boro 421 16.7 16.9 18.3 154 315 15,640
Rarieda 176 7.0 8.6 8.0 186 328 6,286
Uranga 192 7.6 7.1 5.8 141 219 5,070
Yala 210 8.3 12.3 11.7 224 405 12,398
Wagai 197 7.8 7.8 7.7 152 269 8,389
Ukwala 323 12.8 15.1 14.2 179 346 14,533
| Ugunja 203 8.1 11.0 10.3 207 370 10,888
Usigu 187 7.4 3.9 5.4 80 208 3,448
Madiany 222 8.8 8.1 7.8 139 255 5,746
Siaya 2518} 100.0 100.0 100.0 152 288 89,702
District

Source: Republic of Kenya, 1994a:10.

In defining a rural household in Siaya, three factors must be taken into

consideration. Firstly, the size of the land-holdings varies widely across the district, from

93 households per square kilometre in Ukwala to 39 households per square kilometre in

Bondo. In the highland areas, farmers may cultivate less than one hectare (Ayiecho, 1991;

David and Swinkels, 1994). A second factor to be considered is that the rural households

are generally extended family units, with one or more generations of the family living

within or adjacent to one compound (dala) (Cohen and Odhiambo, 1989). The origins of




Luo settlement and land-use patterns are described in more detail in Chapter 4. Related to
the tendency for generations of one family to live together or near one another is the
possibility that a household may have more than one adult woman (wives, grandmothers,
daughters-in-law) due to roughly more than half of all marriages being polygamous
(Ayiecho, 1991; Suda, 1991). Finally, the interpretation of a household must take into
consideration that approximately 45% of working-age males in Siaya are not residents of
the district (Cohen and Odhiambo, 1989:4). This is a historical phenomenon which is
discussed in more detail in the next chapter. One consequence of these demographic
circumstances is that the majority of the working-age population in Siaya are women, as
Figure 3.3 illustrates. Officially, 55% of Siaya District’s resident population is reported to

be female, although the actual percentage is suspected to be much higher (Ayiecho, 1991).
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The Siaya District Development Plan (1992-96) reports that agriculture is the main
livelihood of 72% of Siaya’s rural population, who cultivate just over a third of the area of
the district (37%) (Republic of Kenya, 1994a). Half of the total land area is grass or
fallow. Bush and forested hilltops cover approximately 9%, and 4% is wetland although
one-third of the total area of Siaya District is covered by swamps, lakes and rivers.'
Approximately 15% of the rural population earn their income through fishing and a further
8% through other means.

Siaya District is considered to be among the poorest districts in Kenya. The
District Development Plan (1994-96) estimates the per capita income of small-scale
farmers in the district at only 1,346 K/sh per year, less than CAD$3S. The UNICEF
Regional Office estimates the poverty line in Kenya at about 8,000 K/sh (CAD$200) per
capita per annum; at least half of Siaya’s population falls below this mark. Such figures
are unreliable measures of the standard of living in Siaya as they do not convey inter-
household variations at the local level, or the generation, access and control of income
within the household (Beneria and Roldan, 1987; Buvinic, 1990).

Health and nutrition indicators need to be taken into consideration to determine the
socio-economic standing of Siaya District. For instance, two major diseases, malaria and
Acquired Immuno-Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS), have serious negative impacts on the
rural population in Siaya (Republic of Kenya, 1994a)." The infant mortality rate, which
has fallen from 211 deaths per thousand in 1989 to 130 per 1000 in 1992, is still high

above the national average of 74 deaths per thousand (Republic of Kenya, 1994a and
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1994b). As Figure 3.1 shows, only 42% of the 0-14 age cohort are female. While data is
not sex-disaggregated at the district level, it has been suggested that girls may be more
adversely affected than boys by chronic and absolute malnutrition (UNICEF, 1994). The
district has historically had below-average rates of child development (i.e. stunting) for
children under the age of 12 (Hafkin and Bay, 1976; Republic of Kenya, 1994b)
However, child development in Siaya is more probably being affected by limited access to
and availability of medical, water and sanitation services (UNICEF, 1994). The situation
in Siaya is unlike that in other areas of Kenya, where stunting may be due to protein
deficiencies and high rates of malnutrition caused by competition between industrial crops
and food crops (Kennedy and Cogill, 1988). Siaya does not experience that problem
because few industrial crops dominate its landscape. Instead, the best “cash crops” in
Siaya are more commonly food crops (Hambly, 1992; Omamo, 1998).

Conventional “‘cash crops™ such as sugarcane, cotton and robusta coffee are grown
in Siaya. In the north of the district, coffee, tea and French beans intended for export are
grown on a small scale. Sugarcane farming has declined due to the closure of the Yala
Sugar Factory, although some farmers in Ugunja Division produce for the Mumias Sugar
Company in Kakamega District (Republic of Kenya, 1994a:49-50). Cotton is grown in the
southern part of the district, but there is only one semi-operational cotton ginnery in
Rarieda Division. Fifty per cent of farmers in Bondo, Rarieda and Madiany produced
cotton in the late 1980s; however, the collapse of marketing structures has made many

farmers unwilling to continue planting cotton (personal communication, District
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Agricultural Officer, 1995). The major agricultural crops in the district are maize,
sorghum, cassava, beans, finger millet and sweet potatoes. In 1984, 52% (32,670 ha) of
the total area cultivated was allocated to these crops; by 1987 this figure was 75% (47,529
ha) (Republic of Kenya, 1994a:41). In 1992, maize or maize and beans intercropped
represented 40% (37,920 ha) of the land under cultivation in Siaya District.

There are substantial numbers of livestock in Siaya. Of approximately 300,000
head of cattle, less than one per cent are for dairy production. Most of the cattle are a local
breed (Zebu) and they are what one farmer referred to as “school fees on four hooves™.
Sheep are also kept as a form of savings.” Local poultry and goats are more often raised
for sale or household consumption. In 1995, livestock markets were observed to be
affected by frequent closures due to animal and human disease (i.e. cholera and typhoid).
Further constraints on agriculture in Siaya are related to the lack of decentralised farm
credit programmes and poor infrastructure (IFAD, 1990).

Perhaps the greatest constraint on agriculture in Siaya is water. Nearly two-thirds
of the district experiences soil moisture deficits (Republic of Kenya, 1994a). Despite large
inland sources of water, irrigation infrastructure in most of the district is limited and
previously initiated irrigation schemes have largely collapsed. In recent years,
development efforts have focused on drilling of community-operated boreholes to tap
groundwater resources (Lake Basin Development Authority, 1993). Surface water is often
unsuitable for human or animal consumption due to water-borne disease contaminants

(e.g- typhus) exacerbated by water run-off due to soil erosion and deforestation (Jaetzold



and Schmidt, 1983; Gatahi and Okoth, 1990). Of particular concern to district planners is
the fact that certain activities such as reduced fallow seasons, charcoal production and
grazing of sheep and goats might cause even further land degradation in Siaya (KREMU,
1986; Republic of Kenya, 1994a)." The loss of woody vegetation is both a sign and a
symptom of the link between environmental deterioration and the pressures of rural
poverty in Siaya District (Okeyo, 1983; Belgian Survival Fund, 1984; KREMU, 1986;
FGCSP, 1995). It is within this context that the CARE Agroforestry Extension Project was
initiated in Siaya District in 1983. The project was designed to promote tree planting and
agroforestry to address the needs of resource-poor, small-scale farmers for woodfuel as
well as improved agricultural production through soil and water conservation (Vonk,

1983).

3.3 Case Study and Qualitative Research

This case study is based mainly on qualitative research and fieldwork which has employed
methods associated with ethnographic and participatory research. Case studies are the
most common type of qualitative research in the analysis of implementation and
institutional issues. According to Rist (1994), the study of policy or project
implementation is best addressed through qualitative research.

The focus is on the day-to-day realities of bringing a new program or policy
into existence. This “ground-level” view of implementation is best done
through qualitative research. The study of the rollout of an implementation
effort is an area where qualitative work is at a clear advantage over other
data collection strategies... Policies and conditions change — both before
and after a policy response is decided upon. Thus the challenge for
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qualitative researchers is to continue to track the condition, even as the
implementation effort swings into action (Rist, 1994:550)

The field of qualitative research actually encompasses a diverse family of
methodologies and methods which vary across disciplines (see, for example, Denzin and
Lincoln, 1994). Hammersley (1992) suggests that case studies and ethnography are the
two most widely used qualitative research traditions. If there is 2 common denominator in
qualitative research, it is probably its association with the interpretative “school” of social
science (Silverman, 1993:28). Interpretative research emphasises social construction and
meanings, in contrast — but not necessarily in opposition — to quantitative hypothesis-
testing which has its roots in the “positivist school” of social science. Quantitative
research tests a single or small number of pre-formulated hypotheses or deductions, and it
is

... aimed at how many and what kinds of people in the general or parent

population have a particular characteristic which has been found to exist in

the sample population. The aim is to infer a characteristic or relationship
between variables to a parent population. With qualitative research it is the

concepts and categories, not their incidence and frequency that are said to
matter. (Brannen, 1992:5)

There are numerous debates in the field of qualitative research and only some key
issues can be highlighted here. An important one is the extent to which researchers start by
designating concepts early in the research process. Silverman (1993:28) makes a
convincing argument that since substantial knowledge already exists on virtually every
topic in social science, it is virtually impossible to begin new research without implicit or

explicit concepts. Such “guiding concepts™ focus the study and organise the data by
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categorising these and emergent concepts, therefore making it possible to generalise
results to other conditions. Yet, an apparent difficulty in qualitative research is the depth of
information needed to adequately test and re-test concepts in the process of interpreting
data. Typically, qualitative research, particularly a single case study, increases the strength
of its analysis by investigating multiple sources of information (a process referred to as
triangulation). Qualitative researchers such as Brannen (1992:12) use multiple research
methods, multiple investigators, multiple data sets and multiple theories. Researchers such
as Silverman (1993) have offered suggestions on the relative importance of various data
sources and the sequencing of multiple sources of data.

Another important issue in qualitative research is that of objectivity in the research
process. As Hammersley (1992) observes, this should not imply that a distinction between
qualitative and quantitative approaches is based on one being more objective than the
other, because it is only in rare instances that quantitative approaches do not involve
subjective interpretation.” In most ethnographic and participatory research, the
subjectivity or personal involvement of the researcher is widely acknowledged.
Ethnographic research is characterised by interactive fieldwork that relies on a variety of
methods including participant observation, journals, audio, photographic and other
recording methods (Agar, 1980). As Atkinson (1992:37) suggests, “good ethnography”
requires researchers to enter into their fieldwork recognising that their “personal styie”
influences the collection of data and experiences in “the field.” However, “bad

ethnography” also exists. For instance, Robertson and Berger (1986:1-2) refer to the
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salient example of anthropologist Evans-Pritchard’s Victorian-age research in East Africa,
and the consequences of his interpretations of African women. For many feminist
researchers, there are serious limits to the ethnographic and participatory approach
(Maguire, 1987; Guijt and Shah, 1998). One of these limits is the extent to which
researchers can actually spend time with research participants, “know” their language and
culture, and understand and facilitate their actions (Agar, 1980). Inadequate time spent in
the field with male and female participants, the failure to adjust research methods to take
gender differences into account, and not following up on commitments made in
participatory research can, and does, render gender issues invisible (see, for example, case
studies in Gujit and Shah, 1998; Oakley, 1981). Punch (1994:505) points out, decisions
taken during the research process are inherently political and ethical, and this is
particularly true of research that involves fieldwork situations and ““action-oriented
research™. Research with a view to subsequent action and power-sharing must be based on
solidarity between the researcher and the research “‘subjects” (i.e., on asking, “Would I
want someone to ask me that or do that to me?’”) and privileges the “voice” of female
respondents (Harding, 1986; Kelly-Gadol, 1987).

Finally, a key issue is the validity and reliability of qualitative research, particularly
when it fails to sufficiently account for the analytical steps taken between generating data,
interpreting them and testing theory (Miles and Huberman, 1984). Silverman (1993:167)
offers three suggestions for validating qualitative research results: 1) methods of

generalising to a larger population, 2) methods of testing hypotheses (during data
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analysis), and 3) the use of simple counting procedures. All these suggestions have been
adopted in this study. However, there is a further problem which Silverman (1993) does
not deal with: the issue of the quantity of data within qualitative research. As Epstein
(1988:5) observes, while qualitative data is often rich with narratives, opinions,
respondent knowledge and perceptions, the depth of information is great and the analysis
generated may be difficult to reproduce; and that makes qualitative research appear
unreliable. An important aspect of qualitative research is the use of multiple data sets, and
the inclusion of different sources of data. Therefore, reducing the quantity of information
would not improve its quality, argues Brannen (1992:11-2). However, improving the tools
that are used to work with large amounts of highly variable data is one alternative
(Bryman and Burgess, 1994; Huberman and Miles, 1994). Consequently, the development
of new qualitative research software programmes to handle qualitative data analysis has
increased rapidly in the 1990s.

This study uses NUD*IST (Non-numerical Data Indexing, Searching and
Theorizing), a relatively new computer software programme for qualitative data analysis.
Developed by Latrobe University, Australia, it was first distributed in the early 1990s and
is now exclusively available through Sage Publications.” NUD*IST is one of three main
types of qualitative analysis software programmes available to researchers. One type only
retrieves discrete pieces of text, locating specific words and sections of documents (e.g.
Text Base Alpha). Another type labels segments of text (i.e. coding) to improve retrieval

of data along pre-set or variable conceptual patterns (e.g. Ethnograph). The third type of
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programme is designed to label and retrieve text data (e.g. HyperResearch). Of this third
type, NUD*IST includes several relational databases which allow the project to be given
more complex codes which can be rapidly searched for and cross-referenced in such a way
that theoretical relationships can be visually constructed in tree diagrams (Richards and
Richards, 1994a).

NUD*IST is believed to improve the reliability of its results without compromising
the interplay between the data and process of theorising (Tesch, 1990). It does this by
helping the researcher with three key tasks in qualitative data analysis: 1) organising and
managing multiple data records; 2) keeping track of coding and easy labelling of data that
can be saved, changed, and indexed; and 3) retrieving data rapidly to test assumptions,
compare sections of data and identify and record recurrent finds or deviant cases (see also
Tesch, 1990; Richards and Richards, 1995). Before explaining how NUD*IST was used to
organise and retrieve data we first turn our attention to the specific qualitative research

methods used in this study.

3.4 Research Methods

The conceptual framework and research goal involved working with three major groups of
respondents: farmers; women’s groups; and officials, AEP staff and other key informants.
Furthermore, to improve the validity of the results, this study involved farmers who were
participants in the AEP as well as some who had never been involved in 2 CARE project
or in any other agroforestry-related project. This approach was used for two reasons.

Firstly, as explained in more detail in Chapters 4, agroforestry had existed prior to the
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AEDP as an historical outgrowth of traditional and colonial land use practices in Siaya
District. The AEP introduced “new and improved” types of agroforestry to farmers, and
the inclusion of non-AEP farmers helps to illuminate a “baseline” (ex-ante group) for
comparison of the project’s influence on farmers’ adoption and perceptions of agroforestry
as well as possible differentiation between traditional and introduced agroforestry
activities.

Secondly, an investigation of a group of farmers who were not participating in the
AEP created an opportunity to examine situations in which farmers not directly involved
in agroforestry extension could be influenced by the actions of their neighbours (in this
case, AEP farmers). Chambers et al. (1989) have suggested that farmers innovate, at least
in part, as a result of what they observe or experience at the local level. This is plausible,
but there are social, economic and political obstacles that restrict information movement to
and between farmers. This is exactly the experience of the National Extension Programme
of Kenya (the “Training and Visit” system), explain Ruttan (1984:41-2) and Venkatesan
(1997:50-2). Therefore, it was not assumed in this study that agricultural information
moves freely, and that farmers who were not otherwise involved in a project such as the
AEP would be inclined towards adoption of the new agroforestry technologies.

The plan was to gather four types of data from interaction with AEP and non-AEP

farmers, and women’s groups in Siaya:
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1. Socio-economic data about the farmers and their households (or alternatively, the
women’s group), including information about the type of agroforestry practised
by them.

2. The opinions of farmers’ and women’s groups on agroforestry, and specifically
their motivations for and constraints while being involved in the agroforestry
project.

3. Decisions or actions taken by farmers and women’s groups that are related to
their motivations for and constraints hindering their practice of agroforestry.

4. Explanations of their actions. These data were collected through in-depth
discussions with farmers and interviews with women’s groups.

Most of the data was qualitative, but some socio-economic data about farmers, households
and women’s groups was quantitative. After preliminary analysis of the data, feedback
was provided to the farmers and women’s groups. All results of the study presented during
feedback and reported in this dissertation do not use the true names of farmers or women’s
groups. All names have been changed in order to ensure confidentiality of the responses.

The research methods used to explore institutional stakeholders and their roles and

relations in the AEP were chosen after formal interviews and informal discussions with
relevant officials. Following data collection, a feedback workshop was also held with
farmers and women’s groups towards the end of the fieldwork (Hambly, 1995).

Fieldwork was organised in three phases in this study:
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Phase 1: Data Collection
e  Analysis of over 300 published and unpublished documents, including

approximately 80 hours of archival research in the Kenya National Archives"™

e A total of 96 farmer interviews: 54 farmers who had been once (or were still)
assisted by CARE and 42 farmers who had never been part of the CARE AEP
(see Annex 3).

e Eight structured official interviews and review of organisations’ documents
such as strategic plans and policy statements. Numerous other discussions
(approximately 17) with other NGO and government projects in Siaya and in
western Kenya were conducted.

e Four environmental histories of tree use, farming and gender relations in Siaya.

e A total of 11 in-depth interviews with women’s groups (see Annex 4).

e A total of 18 discussions with women’s groups and former group leaders.

e A total of 12 informal local market surveys.

Phase 2: Preliminary Data Analysis and Feedback.
Phase 3: Final Data Analysis.

Before providing more detail on the research methods, the research team and the

strategy used to select the farmers and women’s groups are described.
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3.4.1 Research Team and Role of Research Assistants

The inclusion of a team of research assistants enabled the study to be based on fieldwork
of adequate scope and scale. Six research assistants (three females and three males) were
employed in the study. One had been previously involved in the 1991 fieldwork and her
role in the project was primarily that of translation and data entry. The other five field
assistants were secondary school graduates and residents of the district; each was
responsible for interviews with farmers in two divisions.”™ One of the research assistants
also served as the overall supervisor of the field team.”

A good research team dynamic was considered important and was achieved in two
ways. First, an orientation meeting was held before starting the fieldwork.” This helped
the research assistants and author to become familiar with each other and the content and
the objectives of the study. The exercise demonstrated that even research assistants who
come from the local area do not necessarily communicate well with farmers and respect
their knowledge and contributions. Also, some individuals have an aptitude for fieldwork
while others do not, particularly for defusing potential problems associated with sensitive
discussions around farmers’ livelihoods and gender relations. Through techniques such as
role-play and debriefing exercises, the research team addressed potential and actual
problems occurring in the course of collecting data and discussed possible solutions as a
group.

The team dynamic was also strengthened through three-day meetings held every

three or so weeks during the course of the fieldwork. These enabled the group to agree on
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conventions for conducting interviews, translation and transcription of field notes as well
as plan for upcoming activities. The meetings also generated discussion and ideas which

were later examined against the interviews and other information.

3.4.2 Selection of Farmers and Women’s Groups

To assess the outcomes of the project for farmers assisted by the AEP, the team returned
to the households interviewed in 1991 (Hambly, 1992): 55 AEP farmers (38 comprising
the core project, 17 of “special interest” — see below) and 33 women’s groups. In practical
terms, this was possible in 1995 because five months were available for fieldwork and the
relatively large research team was familiar with the local area.

By 1988/89, the AEP had worked with 3,000 farmers who were part of 280
women’s groups in Siaya and South Nyanza Districts (Buck, 1990; Scherr, 1995).
However, data for Siaya District were difficult to obtain separately because the project
lacked reliable baseline data on farmers and women’s groups involved in the project since
1983 In 1988, a pilot study of agroforestry adoption among AEP farmers in Siaya and
South Nyanza Districts produced a list of farmers active in the project (Scherr et al.,
1990). This baseline data was used for a major adoption study in the AEP, the
Agroforestry Impact Survey, as it was also known. This study was jointly published by a
socio-economist from ICRAF and the AEP project manager (Scherr and Alitsi, 1990)."
In Siaya District this survey involved 234 farmers (farm households) from 48 women’s

groups."iv The report by Scherr et al. (1990) presents the basic approach used to establish
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the list of AEP farmers who could be considered “active agroforesters™. The report
explains that,

Farmers were listed in the sample frame only if they had taken at least 50

trees from the nursery — still a small number, but enough to differentiate

those who were interested in agroforestry land use, from those who just

wanted a few trees... Because farmers operating with CARE for less than a

year had not yet established a pattern of tree management, they were not

included in the sample. (Scherr ef al., 1990:156)

In 1991, the author interviewed approximately 15% of the same farmers and
households interviewed by Scherr and Alitsi (1990). The list of farmers was already
stratified by ecozones (high, medium and low potential) and five administrative
divisions.™ In 1991, the team selected eight AEP farmers per division at random, of whom
two were unable to participate due to poor health (leaving a total of 38 farmers).™"
Completed copies of the 1988/89 surveys (raw data) for 32 of these 38 farmers were
provided by the ICRAF/CARE team. Also, a second group of “special interest AEP
farms” that had not been involved in the CARE/ICRAF impact survey were identified.
These 17 farmers were selected with the help of CARE extension workers from the mid-
potential ecozones of Boro and Ukwala/Ugunja Divisions. The farmers were categorised
according to key social factors that the team wanted to investigate in more detail,
including households in which the contact farmers were older than 60 years of age,
polygamous households and newly established households. Their agroforestry activities
were examined in relation to key issues in the author’s 1991/92 study on gender relations,
labour and access to land. *** Thus, a total of 55 AEP farmers were interviewed in 1991,

as summarised in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2 Distribution of Interviews by Division

Division No. of farmers
1988/89 1991 1995
Adoption “Core” “Special AEP Non-
survey AEP AEP interest” { farmers AEP
farmers farmers | AEP farmers farmers
Boro/ Uranga 38 8 15 23 2
Bondo/ Usigu 55 6 -~ 5 10
Rarieda/ 41 9 - 10 10
Madiany
Ukwala/ Ugunja 49 7 2 S 10
Yala/ Wagai 51 8 — 7 10
Siaya District 234 38 17 54 42

Sources: Scherr and Alitsi (1990), Hambly (1992) and survey data 1995.

All households interviewed in 1991 were re-approached for interviews in 1995.
After the initial selection of farmers, the total of 55 households was reduced to 54 because
a farmer from Bondo abstained from the interview.®"" In addition, one household in
Rarieda Division interviewed in 1991 had been “split” into two distinct compounds and
fields as a result of property inheritance. Finally, a farmer in Yala Division dropped out of
the study when she moved away to become a maid in Nairobi.

The second group of farmers interviewed in this study, the non-AEP farmers,
comprised 50 farm households (approximately five per division, or ten based on 1991
divisional boundaries). The households were selected on the basis of the following
criteria;

1. The farmers should not have had prior involvement in any CARE-Siaya or

agroforestry development project.
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2. The farmers should be located at least one kilometre away from an AEP farmer.
As census information does not exist for every farm in the district, this second
group was identified by walking at least one kilometre westwards from the base
reference point (the AEP farmer’s household) without passing a limit of two
kilometres or crossing a significant agro-ecological boundary. Farm households
falling within this area were eligible for interview, as long as they had no prior
experience with CARE or an agroforestry development project.
The only modification in this strategy to select non-AEP farmers was due to the influence
of water and sanitation development projects sponsored by CARE in the area surrounding
the town of Siaya. This prevented the identification of households in Boro Division and
some parts of Uranga Division, which had never had any contact with the NGO. The result
was that the total number of non-CARE-assisted farmers in the control group was reduced
from 50 to 42 households.

In 1995, the farmers interviewed for this study came from 33 of the 48 women’s
groups involved in the CARE/ICRAF adoption survey (Scherr and Alitsi, 1990). During
fieldwork in 1995, it was discovered that two-thirds (22) of these women’s groups had
collapsed (see Chapter 7). Of the 33 original groups, the team was able to interview 11 in
depth and to conduct 18 informal discussions with key members or leaders of the ones that
had collapsed. In the case of 4 groups there were no members willing or available to be
interviewed. Table 3.3 breaks down the number of women’s groups represented in the

1991 and 1995 studies by division.
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Table 3.3. CARE-assisted Women’s Groups Involved in Studies of the AEP in 1989

Division No. of AEP Women’s Groups Studied
1989* 1991 1995
Boro/Uranga 7 7 7
Rarieda/ Madiany 10 7 7
Bondo/ Usigu 13 6 6
Ukwala/ Ugunja 9 7 7
Yala/ Wagai 9 6 6
Total 48 33 33

Note: * Study by Scherr and Alitsi (1990)
Sources: Scherr and Alitsi (1990), Hambly (1992) and survey data 1995.

3.4.3 Phase 1: Data Collection

This first phase of research involved the following four activities: 1) archival research and
analysis of secondary literature, 2) farmer interviews; 3) women’s group interviews, 4)

official interviews; and 5) other sources of information.

Archival research and analysis of secondary literature

Literature relevant to the research topic was reviewed in Canada and Kenya. The ICRAF
and KEFRI libraries provided many references related to previous agroforestry trials in
Siaya and to the CARE project. The libraries of York University, UNEP and IDRC
provided many references related to tropical forestry, agriculture and gender, environment
and development. The University of Nairobi library and Institute of Development Studies
provided valuable historical and contemporary reports related to poverty and

environmental issues in Siaya District. Reports produced during the colonial and post-
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independence era, mainly by the Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Forests and
Ministry of Health, were reviewed at the National Archives of Kenya. Sixty documents
related to the CARE AEP were analysed, approximately half of which were published by
CARE-Siaya, CARE-Kenya, ICRAF, KEFRI, CARE-Canada and CIDA; the other half

included media articles, graduate theses and case studies.

Farmer interviews
Between March and May 1995, 96 in-depth interviews (54 with AEP farmers and 42 with

non-AEP farmers) were conducted. Typically, the interviews and discussions with farmers
lasted a minimum of two hours and all were held on-farm. Except in a few situations
where the farmer wanted to be interviewed immediately, the first contact with farmers was
only to introduce the purpose of the study, or in the words of one research assistant, “[to
explain] that I was a learner and not a provider”, and to make an appointment for an
interview at the farmer’s convenience. During the interview itself, farmers were asked
open-ended “core” questions (see Annex 3). xix All discussions were conducted in the
local language, Dholuo.™ If more than one farmer attended the interview or replied to
questions, the recorded answers indicated each speaker’s relationship to the contact
farmer. However, in some households some members of the household were restricted by
those in positions of greater authority from actively participating in interviews.™

As mentioned above, different types of data were expected from the open-ended
questions. These included baseline data about the household; farm activities, including

agroforestry; labour and gender-based responsibilities related to agroforestry; farmers’
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attitudes to land and labour problems; and personal and collective priorities and goals for
development, including women’s group activity. Following advice from Silverman
(1993), checks for consistency and validity of data were built into the research
questionnaire.™ The first type of check was to ask the same question in different ways to
ensure accuracy of interpretation. An example of one such in-built check in the open-
ended questionnaire is:

Part I: Question 12 “How many full-time residents are there?”

Part I1: Question 5a) “On the farm you are visiting, who lives here all the
time?”

The need for reformulating and checking the answers to these particular questions, for
instance, was based on a tendency among farmers to avoid questions about their resident
children, or perhaps about the residency of a husband. A second type of consistency check
(for AEP farmers only) was cross-checking with data from 1991, and, where possible,
information from 1989.°" The third check was through the inclusion of a simple sketch
map of the compound and fields at the start of the interview. This technique involves
research assistants drawing a map of the arrangement of houses, location of trees and
crops, and other information about the household and inviting farmers’ inputs and
corrections to this diagram. This information could be checked against other data because,
according to traditional settlement patterns in Siaya, the number and arrangement of
houses in a homestead indicate the number of sons in the family and related information
such as the whereabouts of the sons, their wives and children.™" As the research team

members toured the farm and drew the sketch, they were also able to improve their
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understanding of the farm, establish a rapport with the contact farmer and pose questions
to other members of the household, including other wives, daughters-in-law or children.
At the same time, the method contributed information to develop some sense of the socio-
economic status of the household with the aid of “proxy indicators™ such as type of house,

source of water, number of livestock, etc. (Rugh, 1986).

Interviews with women’s groups
Women’s groups were interviewed with a structured set of questions (see Annex 4). One-

third (11) of the 33 groups interviewed in 1991 were available for in depth interviews
involving the majority of group members in 1995. Information about 18 of these women’s
groups was collected from some members (usually past executive members). The entire
membership of the group could not be assembled because of group collapse (see Chapter
7). In the remaining cases of 4 of the 33 women’s groups there was no reliable information
or no group member willing to discuss the group.

The questions posed to groups were developed based on suggestions by Schneider
(1988) who offers guidelines on examining the evolution and performance (through self-
assessment) of farmers’ organisations. Women’s groups were asked about their group’s
history and their vision and objectives for their organisation. Interviews focused on the
progress and problems experienced as a group, but during the course of the interview

individual experiences were also noted.
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Official interviews
In addition, interviews were conducted with local government officials responsible for

district planning, agriculture, social services, forestry and environmental programmes in
Siaya District. Interviews with AEP staff in Siaya, Kisumu and Nairobi were also
conducted. Other key informants at the district level included representatives of two local
NGOs operating in Siaya District. Annex 5 provides a list of these interviewees. Some
discussions were held informally, and others were formal interviews in which questions
were specially designed and presented to the respondent in advance of the interview.™ In
1991, 12 extension workers in the CARE AEP were interviewed; only two of these
extension workers still worked in Siaya during the main phase of fieldwork in 1995. High
turnover of project staff and the staff’s unwillingness to be interviewed individually
resulted in only three AEP staff interviews in 1995. Formal interviews were conducted
with two senior AEP managers in each of the CARE-Kenya offices in Kisumu and
Nairobi. Informal discussions and field visits to other agroforestry projects in western
Kenya were conducted in collaboration with KEFRI scientists and ICRAF researchers

based in western Kenya and Nairobi.

Other sources of information
Three other sources of data were used mostly for contextual and historical information.

Current and seasonal prices of food crops, tree products, fertiliser, hybrid seed and labour
were obtained from local markets (see Annex 6). This information helped to contextualise

discussions with farmers about the benefit of agroforestry products for sale in the local
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market, women’s income generation activities in trading food crops and firewood, and
generally the seasonal nature of prices and availability of farm inputs in Siaya.
Supplementary data were also obtained from oral histories provided by four
individuals knowledgeable about trees, farming and local culture who were referred to the
team by other farmers. They were: two elderly women farmers, one of whom was an
herbalist; another herbalist who has a flourishing practice in Boro Division; and a former
chief (mlango) during the colonial administration, also from Boro Division. Although
structured questions are recommended for oral histories (Agar, 1980), the team only

anticipated asking baseline questions and allowing others to arise during the interviews.

3.4.4 Phase 2: Preliminary Results and Feedback

After completion of all farmer interviews, the research team convened for one week to
begin preparing a synthesis of initial research results. This exercise involved the author’s
preparation in advance of a synthesis of the baseline data and general findings from the
interview transcripts related to agroforestry activities across the district. The research
assistants also provided a report on agroforestry activities among AEP farmers and non-
AEP farmers and women’s groups interviewed in their divisions. This material formed the
basis of the feedback that was given to each farmer and group. These results were also
used in an one-day seminar held in Siaya with local officials, NGO representatives and
AEDP staff (see Hambly, 1995).

This same technique had been used in 1991, when it was found that although

feedback to participants in the research process was time consuming, it was important
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from an ethical standpoint because farmers involved in the AEP had rarely received the
results of earlier surveys. Feedback is also of practical importance because it helps with
the checking of information and refining of ideas. Specifically, it gives research
participants the opportunity to refute the initial analysis and its generalisations, and claim

(or disclaim) any recommendations that are proposed.

3.4.5 Phase 3: Final Data Analysis

Data analysis was an important aspect of the research methodology. During the design of
the research project, a relatively new computer software programme known as NUD*IST
seemed to be well-suited to interdisciplinary research and its multiple sources of data. The
programme has received strong recommendations from qualitative researchers such as
Tesch (1990), Huberman and Miles (1994) and Bryman and Burgess (1994). Let us now
briefly look at how NUD*IST was used in this study, including the tasks performed to
analyse the data and the process followed in data interpretation. The chapter will end with
a brief explanation of how the NUD*IST data is compiled and presented in each of the
subsequent chapters.
The purpose of data analysis was to accomplish four main tasks:
1. To organise the baseline data and responses to the questions posed to farmers in
the in-depth interviews (n=96).
2. To “flesh out” the guiding concepts of implementation and institutionalisation
processes, human agency and gender relations by exploring them across the

different data sources.

85



3. To identify and test emerging concepts from the data analysis.
4. To generalise the findings and compare them with other sources of information
(e.g. secondary literature).

NUD*IST is a tool that helps with the organisation and exploration of data. The way
NUD*IST organises data is visually represented by a hierarchical, but flexible, tree
diagram. There is a tree diagram for each NUD*IST research project (a project in
NUD*IST is an individual database of information). There were three projects in this
study: the main project — in-depth farmer interviews and group interviews; a second one
containing official interviews and other relevant data from fieldwork; and a project to
analyse secondary literature and AEP documents. The tree diagram is a hierarchy of
category, sub-category, sub-sub-category, and so on. Each category is called a “node” and,
as in a family tree, each node may (or may not) have parents, siblings, children, grand-
children, etc. Nodes store useful information about a particular “variable™ or “concept’” in
the research project. Each node has its own “address” in the NUD¥IST index system.
Once created, a node can be deleted or collapsed into another node, which leads to the tree
diagram developing as the research project progresses.

The data were explored with NUD*IST in two ways: by searching the text (text files
stored in the project database) and by coding the text. Coding in NUD*IST can be done in
three ways: 1) by coding passages of text directly on-screen; 2) by transferring codes from
an annotated hard copy onto passages of text that are introduced into the project; or 3) by

searching the data, identifying relevant text and storing it at a relevant node. This last form
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of coding can be done manually (by following drop-down menus on the NUD*IST
toolbar) or by writing command files to automate repetitive coding (e.g. search for “age of
farmer” and save to node ““age of farmer”). In this study, the author used all these types of
coding and created an extensive list of codes (an index system).

In qualitative data analysis searches are generated by posing hypotheses and testing
them against the data. Data in NUD*IST can be sought out as individual bits, strings or
patterns of words, numbers or most other characters. Searches can be performed using
Boolean symbols to include or exclude information (e.g. “men/or/women’ and “alley-
cropping/not/Boro Division™). The finds from the searches can then be discarded, coded or
sorted further. They can also be located with or without their “header” (a label of the
document from which the passage of text was found). The find can also be spread to
include more text (or context for the particular find). In this respect, the researcher can
make several “cuts” of the data and widen or focus the lens as needed. The results of
searches can be saved for further questioning — what the designers of NUD*IST refer to as
“system closure” (Richards and Richards, 1994b). As the researcher moves on to examine
new hypotheses, the results of searching, sorting and writing memos about earlier concepts
can be called back again, searched afresh, and new concepts or hypotheses proposed. This
is essentially the way in which the process of interpreting the data in NUD*IST takes
place. It is something like the “cut-and-paste” and cross-referencing of data against other

sources of information, as explained by Agar (1980). Yet this process is faster and
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possibly more reliable in terms of handling a large quantity of documents and keeping
track of the process of data interpretation.

The study team started by following advice in the NUD*IST user’s handbook and
‘“practising” on a few documents. However, some of the marks used as codes in the word-
processed interview transcripts (e.g. exclamation marks, quotations, capital letters)
prevented introduction of the documents into the NUD*IST database or restricted searches
of the text. ™! This mistake cost valuable time as all 96 farmer interviews as well as 30 or
so other field documents had to be “cleaned” of these marks and re-introduced into the

NUDX*IST project. Once the team got over this hurdle, the next tasks were as follows:

1. Relevant baseline information was coded and later transferred into an EXCEL
spreadsheet for tabulation (unlike the most recent version of the programme,

NUD*IST 3.1 data cannot be easily exported to SPSS or EXCEL).

2. The “family tree” of the main project was first based on farmer and group
demographics (Division, Group Name, Farmer ID, etc.), and then organised
conceptually; the two other projects (other interviews and field data, and secondary

literature) were organised thematically, and then conceptually.

3. The projects were developed conceptually (at first) by searching and coding data,
using the central research questions (does the implementation of agroforestry
institutionalise it at the local level, and why) and the “guiding concepts™ (gender
relations and human agency) elaborated in the research design and theoretical
framework.

88



4. As new ideas or hypotheses emerged in the data, they were stored and eventually
retrieved while testing other hypotheses about the implementation of the AEP,

agroforestry among non-AEP farmers, and other issues dealt with in the study.

5. When interesting results arose in one project (e.g. farmer interviews), they were cross-

referenced with the other projects (e.g. secondary literature or other interviews).

Determining when to stop searching and coding of the data in each NUD*IST
project, and cross-referencing it within the same project and between projects is difficult.
Even during the writing of the findings, some of the data continued to be re-categorised
through re-running of tests and collapsing of the analytical tree branches. Richards and
Richards (1994a) suggest that the NUD*IST project is a living research project which can
be returned to in light of new information. Nevertheless, most of the data analysis was
stopped once the author had achieved the key tasks set up at the start of the study: 1) to
establish baseline data, 2) to explore and interpret the different data sources in relation to
the central research questions and guiding concepts, 3) to identify and test concepts that
emerged in the analysis, and 4) to generalise the findings to other cases and sources of
information.

The final step of working with NUD*IST involved presentation of the data analysis
results. While Silverman (1993:162) and Yin (1984) discuss counting and tabulating
qualitative data, there continues to be a gap in the literature on qualitative data analysis

using NUD*IST where presentation of results is concerned. Unfortunately, while the
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NUD*IST tree diagram is useful during data analysis for visually representing the index
system (the codes and reports they contain), even these cannot be printed into a word-
processing file in version 3.1 of NUD*IST. The best option to present some research
results are conventional data tables that summarise the relevant “finds” in the NUD*IST
project and support key arguments in the discussion of the dissertation. For these tables
references indicate the relevant nodes of the project tree where the data are stored in the

NUD*IST project. A summary of the project tree is also illustrated in Annex 7.

3.5 Summary

This chapter has described the research methods used in the study. It has also introduced
the geographic area of the study, Siaya District. This preliminary background has
identified some issues which will arise in subsequent chapters, including the composition
of a rural household in Siaya District, the significant role of women in agriculture, and
some of the contemporary rural development issues within the district.

This chapter has suggested that the processes of project implementation and
institutionalisation of agroforestry at the local level are suited to qualitative research and
the case study method. The approach used in this study has paid specific attention to
qualitative data analysis. The use of NUD*IST, a computer software programme for
qualitative data analysis, has been described. Chapters 4 to 8 will present and discuss the
findings of the data analysis. The introductory section of each chapter will identify the
sources of the data presented. In Chapter 4, we shall turn specifically to the subject of the

historical context of agroforestry in Siaya as well as the emergence of national policies and
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programmes that have influenced the contemporary practice and promotion of agroforestry

at the local level.

Notes

' The total area of Siaya District is just over 3,500 km?, of which approximately 1,000
km?’ are three freshwater lakes (Sare, Kanyaboli and Nyanza) and two major rivers
(Nzoia and Yala). A further 17,000 hectares are covered by Yala Swamp, the largest
inland marsh in Kenya.

i

' Malaria accounts for 50% of the cases of illness leading to death reported by health
centres. A separate chapter on HIV/AIDS has been included in the District Development
Plan (1992-96). However, the accuracy of data on AIDS in Siaya is considered to be
low. Nyanza Province has the second-highest rate of HIV/AIDS infection in Kenya. An
estimated 1 in 18 persons are infected with the virus in the country, with the highest rate
being in the Coast Province.

" Stunting is the term given to below-average measurements of height for age, weight
for height and weight for age. It is an indicator of household poverty.

" There were 217,425 sheep in Siaya in 1995 (Republic of Kenya, 1994a). An accurate
figure for the total number of goats is not available.

" Arecent study by UNEP and the Government of Kenya suggests that the vegetation
loss due to deforestation and the reduction of other soil cover account for less land
degradation than overgrazing and arable agriculture (Republic of Kenya e? al., 1997).

" Hammersley (1992) also argues that a qualitative/quantitative divide does not exist
because qualitative analysis often adopts procedures found in quantitative research.
These include the stratification of data to focus on certain social groups or situations and
summaries of data using simpie statistics, charts and tables.

v This study used version 3.1 of NUD*IST. However, it is now available in a new
version (4.0) which interfaces with SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences)
and with Decision Explorer to create tree diagrams that are more easily manipulated and
printed.

"™ This number does not reflect the number of documents and other materials read or
referred to in the course of the research, but, instead, the number of references from
which notes were taken and entered as “documents” in the NUD*IST project.

* This was a modification of the 1991 research methodology in which the research
assistants had worked at the district headquarters, Siaya. The decentralisation proved to
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be an improved strategy for multiple visits to farmers, with the role of the liaison being
critical to the rapport and interchange within the team.

" This individual had been employed as a senior extension worker in the CARE AEP
from 1984 to 1992 and had participated to a significant extent in the 1989
CARE/ICRAF Impact Survey.

** The author’s PhD supervisor also attended the first part of this orientation exercise.

I 1994 there were approximately 90,000 households in Siaya District (Republic of
Kenya, 1994a).

xiii

This study was the basis of a number of further publications by Dr. Scherr, who left
ICRATF in the late 1980s and joined its sister agency, the International Food Policy
Research Institute (IFPRI) in Washington D.C.

X A further 102 farmers in South Nyanza were involved in the study by Scherr and
Alitsi (1990).

™ There were ten administrative divisions in 1995 as each of the five existing in 1991
had been split into two.

" In 1991, the farmers were selected by pointing at random to a name on the relevant
list. Selections were made without replacement. The total number of farmers
interviewed are similar to the sample sizes recommended for in depth interviews as
suggested by Lofland (1971), Agar (1980), Miles and Huberman (1984), Maguire
(1987) and Kirkby and McKenna (1989) .

V1

' These particular households were expected to experience greater benefit from or
constraints while practising agroforestry. For instance, one hypothesis examined was
that elderly or monogamous households might experience labour or land shortages
differently than younger or polygamous households. These were farms located in
medium-potential areas so as to reduce the influence of agro-ecological or climatic
factors. These farms were not selected in consultation with CARE extension workers
and none had been involved in the 1989 CARE/ICRAF study.

™ The farmer complained that she was tired of visitors from the CARE project.
However, she later contacted the team and asked to be interviewed. The fieldwork had
been completed by then, so the team visited her instead and discussed the general
feedback from the study with her.

Xix . . - . . - .
The core questions in this study were a combination of directed and non-directed

questions addressed to both male and female farmers participating in the discussions.
The value of including non-directed questions is that, unlike in the traditional interview
method, questions which are not “targeted” at a specific individual can be answered by
more than one person. As the literature on focus groups indicates, an important dynamic
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occurs between the person who hears the question and the one who shares (or allows
someone else to share) in answering it. That information can be captured in the text of
the responses to the questions, or later in the observation notes of the research assistants.
Addition of further information, open disagreement with the speaker’s viewpoints,
personification in examples, and attempting to influence the course of discussion can be
especially useful for observing gender dynamics in the interviews (Oakley, 1981; Kelly-
Gadol, 1987).

*Asin 1991, the author attended some but not all of these household-level interviews
due to the possible implications conveyed by her presence as an outsider. However, her
attendance sometimes had a positive impact as some farmers found the presence of an
outsider an opportunity to explain in detail their concerns regarding agroforestry and the
project. In other situations, this presence created difficulties related to the farmers’
perceptions of the extent to which the project could respond to their requests for
services or group requirements for remobilisation.

" As the 1991 study found, younger women are providers of key labour in the
agroforestry system, but they are viewed by the older family members and their
husbands as "newcomers" who do not yet understand the family's situation (Hambly,
1992). Any opportunity to have input from the “marginalised” members of households
came during tours of the farm, or repeated visits.

o Pre-testing the questionnaire also reinforced to the research team that these checks
are important for certain questions where farmers may be reluctant to answer.

“™ In order to avoid influencing the 1995 results, the 1991 farmers’ responses to these
questions were not shared with the research assistants in 1995 until after all the
interviews had been completed. It was one of the major tasks in the study to later reflect
on the 1991 responses in light of the 1995 findings. This comparison of data was
carried out first through discussions in Siaya and then more thoroughly by the author
when the interviews were analysed with NUD*IST.

" This can also help to determine how frequently non-residents visit their rural homes
by assessing the state of the houses, the keeping of homegardens, etc.

“In two cases, officials asked to be interviewed outside their offices, one at a local
restaurant and the second at the site of a field trial. Experience with formal interviews in
1991 suggested that the use of structured questions in formal interviews yielded
information which was only partially capable of explaining multiple organisational
linkages and negotiations. Much of the information for the analysis came from
organisational literature, attendance at meetings, interviews and informal discussions
with relevant staff.

! Al interviews and field notes were first entered in MS Word for Windows 3.1, and
not as text files. If they had originally been entered as text files, the symbols would not
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have been accepted and the problem would not have arisen. Unfortunately, this advice
does not appear in the NUD*IST (version 3.1) handbook.
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4. AGROFORESTRY IN WESTERN KENYA: HISTORICAL AND
CONTEMPORARY CONTEXT

4.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an account of how historical events in western Kenya have
influenced contemporary environmental issues in Siaya. We shall explore some of the
major ways in which traditional settlement patterns and land use among the Luo people
there, as well as interventions by the British colonial administration, shaped farmers’
agroforestry practices. These historical insights are useful because they provide a wide
temporal and spatial context for agroforestry in Siaya. They are also relevant to a
discussion of the form and extent to which agroforestry was institutionalised in Siaya
before the early 1980s.

The discussion in this chapter derives mainly from the analysis of secondary data
on Luo historiography, records from Kenya’s National Archives, oral histories and
interviews with key respondents, the District Lands Officer and government forestry

officers based in Siaya.

4.2 The Luo People (Piny Luo)

Almost 97% of the population of Siaya are Luo, a culturally and linguistically distinct
“Western Nilotic” ethnic group originating in the region near the Upper Nile Valley in
present-day southern Sudan (Ocholla Ayayo, 1976).i Luo migrations through present-day

Uganda towards Lake Victoria or Nyanza (Nam Lolwe in Dholuo) and into Tanzania took

95



place between 1400 and 1700 A.D. It is believed that the original migrations of the Luo
were the result of competition from neighbouring tribes for scarce grazing land (Ogot,
1967; Ochieng, 1974). Despite the value of fishing among the Luo and their self-
identification as jonam or “people of the lakes and rivers”, cattle have historically been the
main unit of prestige, investment and exchange among them (Ocholla Ayayo, 1976:35).
However, competition for pasture was brought about by other disruptions that contributed
to social upheaval in Sudan and Uganda, not the least of which were war, famine and
slave raiding, as pointed out by Amin (1972).

The first Luo clans arrived in Siaya at about the end of the fifteenth century. Under
their clan leader, Jok, they secured their first settlements in Siaya by fighting the Bantu-
speaking people (mainly the Abasamia and the Abunyala, sub-tribes of the Abaluhya).
Over several decades, the Luo established themselves inland from the shores of Nyanza, at
Got Ramogi and Ligala in present-day Samia (Ogot, 1967; Ochieng, 1974). Up to the
mid-1700s, Luo clans continued to immigrate from Uganda to Nyanza. Their expansion
north towards the borders of present-day Kakamega and Vihiga districts, and east and
south towards Kisumu and South Nyanza and the lake region of Tanzania, did not end
until 1900 (Kokwaro and Johns, 1998).

Descriptions of the environment of Siaya in the pre-colonial era can be seen from
two main perspectives, both of which offer insights into life in the district at that time. For
Cohen and Odhiambo (1989), what defined the Luo environment and social identity was

not natural resource-based activities, including pastoralism; but, rather, the ancestral
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settlement pattern known as gunda bur, which is a fortified community of agnatic and
non-agnatic kin. * The authors suggest that the meaning of Luo society (Piny Luo) is an
outgrowth of the past communal fortified settlements merged with a dispersed but
connected network of homesteads. Although distinct, these scattered settlements remain
strongly linked by social relations of both kinship and friendship.”™ Whereas Cohen and
Odhiambo do not examine the socio-economic implications of these pre-colonial networks
of kin and friendship in depth, the theme is developed in other analyses, including that of
Shipton (1985), which suggest that the harshness of Nyanza’s environment required Luo
social networks to serve as a mechanism for “wealth-sharing”. However, the strength of
Cohen and Odhiambo’s work is that it captures the concept of a household in Siaya as a
collection of individuals where economic and political networks spread beyond the
borders of a district and encompass family and friends who live and work outside the dala
(the compound or the visual boundaries of the farm household).

Another view has constructed the pre-colonial environment of Siaya as a landscape
defined by other socio-economic relations, including marriage and trade between the Luo
and the neighbouring Abaluyha people. These relations introduced the Luo to new
agricultural techniques such as biannual cultivation and diversified crop production.
Bookman (1973) has argued that Luo women, including Abaluhya wives, played an
important role in land use in pre-colonial Siaya.i" This socio-economic perspective
possibly explains how the balance between cattle, fish and crops was influenced by

exogenous knowledge prior to the reduction of cattle herds in the late 1800s due to
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disease. The role of women in exchanging knowledge about agriculture and their direct
involvement in the movement and exchange of germplasm were evident during the
fieldwork for this study. Two co-wives from Boro Division, Mama Akinyi (aged 74) and
Jerusha Otieno (approximately 78 years old), described how in the late 1930s, when they
were young co-wives, they travelled nearly 100 miles on foot to visit relatives in South
Nyanza. During those visits, the women gave their extended families food and seed from
their fields in Siaya in an exchange of gifts. In addition to being an exchange of
germplasm, which has potential benefit for breeding improved crops and safeguarding
biodiversity of crops, this sharing of resources was critical during times of famine, as
Ocholla Ayayo relates:

During famine, the Luo women travel many miles to their distant relatives

who may or may not have been hit by famine in order to get some food

crops. This system is what they call kisuma (Ocholla Ayayo, 1976:100).
Through customs such as kisuma and marriage, new knowledge and practices began to
influence the Luo household; and women, as wives, farmers and traders, can be seen to

have been agents of a historical transfer of resources that were to change the Luo economy

and environment (Hay, 1976; Okeyo, 1983).

4.3 Traditional Agroforestry Among the Luo

There is no detailed historical record of the social, political and ecological aspects of farm
forestry or agroforestry in Siaya. According to Ogot (1967), Ochieng (1974) and Ocholla

Ayayo (1976), pasture and water for cattle were the priorities of the migrating Luo, and
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only agriculture, as the domestication of food plants or crops, was practised to a lesser

extent.” However, ethnobotanists Kokwaro and Johns state that

The Luo have a deeply rooted culture and rich knowledge of plant and
animal uses. This is one of the leading African tribes with an excellent
knowledge of ethnosystematics (the traditional system of naming and
classifying plants and animals). Their knowledge of herbal remedies is
superb, probably because as they travelied diverse ecological habitats from
Sudan through Uganda into Kenya and Tanzania, they leamed the hard
way how to keep themselves healthy before the advent of modem
medicine. In Kenya they have learned to co-exist with the neighbouring
communities like the Luhya and the Kuria and occasionally share plant or
animals names with them. They also share many plant and animals names
with their Ugandan cousins (Kokwaro and Johns, 1998:ii).

Therefore, it is possible that trees (and other herbaceous woody plants) were important to
the Luo, who managed species that they perceived to be important or valuable. Trees were
not only necessary as firewood for cooking and preserving food (e.g. smoking fish or
meat), but also, as recorded in Kokwaro and Johns (1998) and related to the study team by
local farmers and herbalists, they provided an important source of dry-season fodder and
veterinary and human medicine. Annex 8 summarises one such interview with a
traditional medical practitioner, Daktari (Doctor) Onege of Boro Division. In addition,
discussions with farmers in 1995 revealed that for them trees have both a functional
dimension as well as a symbolic value. Trees are important in Siaya because they

demarcate the dala (compound). As the late Luo leader, Oginga Odinga, once wrote:

In among the thick hillside vegetation of the Sakwa area lie fields of maize
and millet, and clusters of homesteads of thatched huts. Our village, like all
Luo villages, was neatly fenced by euphorbia trees or “Ojuok” as we call
them (Odinga, 1967:6).
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In this sense, euphorbia or ojuok (also referred to as bondo) is an “umbilical cord”
connecting members of the same dala. It is near this “living fence” that the placenta of a
baby bom in the home is traditionally buried. In this respect, trees are linked symbolically
to the dala or rural “households” in Siaya.

There is yet another way in which trees may be historical markers on the rural
landscape. The team members were told the following story by a 70-year-old farmer, who
had heard it from her late husband, about how the bao (Eucalyptus spp.) was introduced to
her village:

About 100 years ago, Okoth (an important Luo clan leader in the nineteenth

century) first planted the bao that grows near my farm. The seedlings came

from Uganda where Okoth had travelled on a peace mission to the Kabaka

(Baganda king). Okoth was so impressed by the unfamiliar trees towering

over the royal palace that he asked the Kabaka if he could take some

seedlings back to his home. In exchange, Okoth gave the Kabaka one cow
for each seedling. The Kabaka's eucalypts, probably 12 or so trees, some
as high as 40 metres, still stand near the main road where Okoth planted
them."
As this story demonstrates, for some farmers in Siaya, trees, including “exotics” such as
Eucalyptus, are more than simply a natural resource or source of wood. Their stories are
also sometimes different from the types of narratives provided by forestry researchers and
officials. For instance, Tengas (1994:7) reports that in the early part of the century
eucalypts were planted to provide fuelwood for railway trains and to drain swamps around

Nairobi. Scherr (1995:789) narrates that Eucalyptus spp. and Cassia siamea were

introduced into Siaya for commercial timber in the 1930s.""
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For the purposes of this study, trees in the pre-colonial era are most relevant in
relation to traditional agricultural activities among the Luo. Two examples of pre-colonial
agroforestry can be identified from the literature and oral histories analysed in this study.
One is the spatial rotation of crops and trees, and especially the use of bush fallow, and the
second is the intercropping (randomly) of crops and trees.

The rotation of crops and trees, with the land lying fallow between rotations, is
probably the oldest form of agroforestry in Siaya. The Luo were initially described by
missionaries as “shifting cultivators” (Ogot, 1967; Bookman, 1973). Shifting cultivation,
as described by those early missionaries, generally involved the movement of farmers
from one area to another as the land declined in productivity after continuous cultivation —
usually after a few years. The fields were then left to the slow and regenerative effect of
grass and bush regrowth.”" However, some researchers do not accept this description of
the Luo; instead, they believe that what the missionaries observed in Siaya was the
migration of the Luo and shifting settlement, not agriculture (Odinga, 1967; Cohen and
Odhiambo, 1989). Alth'ough this latter proposition is probable, oral histories collected
during this study suggest that at least since the early part of this century, farmers in Boro
Division have also rotated their fields and pasture according to seasonal requirements.
Farmers explained that fields could be left fallow for more than one crop season in a
number of ways, including: 1) scattering the seed of fast-growing bushes after the harvest,
2) restricting livestock from entering the fields, and 3) preventing the cutting of trees or

shrubs in the fallow fields for woodfuel or fodder. Such an example of “improved” bush
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fallow was found on the land of a Bondo Division farmer who managed his fields by
directly seeding woody perennials after the crops had been harvested. Most of the species
used by the farmers increase soil nutrients through their capacity to fix nitrogen.™
Nonetheless, bush fallow as a traditional agroforestry technique is rare in contemporary
Siaya. In part, this is because increasing population pressure and commercialisation of
land in most parts of the district have led to a more general decline in land availabie for
protected fallow periods. Even in less densely populated areas, fallow land is used for
grazing or for harvesting woodfuel. Also, farmers may prefer to lease their unused land, or
possibly lend it to relatives, as described in more detail in Chapter 6.

The second form of agroforestry traditionally practised by the Luo is the
intercropping of food crops and trees. In Siaya, certain species of naturally propagated
trees are left in farmers’ fields where annual food crops (maize, sorghum, beans) or a
perennial (cassava) are grown. Some indigenous tree species, especially siala (Markhamia
lutea), are commonly maintained in the fields and farmers cultivate around them (van
Schaik, 1986). In 1995, siala trees were identified in 50% of the fields cultivated by
farmers involved in the CARE Agroforestry Extension Project and 55% of the fields
managed by non-AEP farmers interviewed in this study. These figures were only slightly
lower than in the study on Markhamia lutea by van Schaik (1986). Farmers explained that
siala trees are left to grow in the fields because they do not adversely affect crops. The
trees prevent surface run-off that leads to soil erosion and provide shade for crops, and in

pasture shade for grazing animals. The trees are often scarred as a result of branches
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having been lopped off or pollarding (cutting the trees and leaving them to regrow from
their trunks). Farmers also value the siala wood for carpentry. The study team observed
that in Boro Division, although not elsewhere in Siaya, siala is protected by taboos against
its removal from the fields as it is associated with the ghosts and graves of ancestors.

On the basis of these examples provided by herbalists and farmers, as well as the
accumulated historiographies of the Luo people, the author contends that “agroforestry™
existed in pre-colonial Siaya. Both women and men were actively involved in pre-colonial
farming. Moreover, women played an important role as wives, traders and farmers in the

way that agriculture evolved in Siaya.

4.4 Colonial Influence on Agroforestry in Siaya

In 1882, the directors of the British Royal Geographical Society, having determined the
source of the Nile, decided to find the most direct route to Lake Victoria from the western
side of the Rift Valley. This was also essential for the British plan to build a railway across
East Africa to facilitate military movement into Uganda to control the headwaters of the
Nile (Sorrenson, 1967). The Society appointed Joseph Thompson to head an expedition
across the territory of the much-feared Masai (or more correctly, the Nandi) (Miller,
1971). In 1884, Thompson became the first European to reach Nyanza’s eastern shores,
not far from present-day Kisumu. Beyond Thompson’s descriptions of the densely
forested landscape of Kavirondo (as Nyanza was then known), there is little to redeem his
grievous descriptions of the Luo and their way of life.“ In 1899, parties of the Imperial

British East Africa Company (IBEAC) carried out their own type of expedition, killing
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over 100 Luo men and thousands of animals, records Hay (1976:89). The European
presence in Siaya, however, was limited to a handful of missionaries until after the IBEAC
pulled out in 1901 and the British East African Protectorate was established.

In the early 1900s, Siaya held no more interest for the British than as a “classic
example of a labour reserve”, according to Cohen and Odhiambo (1989:4). This situation
was different from that in other parts of Kenya, such as Central Province and parts of the
Rift Valley, where the British interest lay mainly in controlling arable land and natural
resources.™ In Siaya, then part of the territory referred to as Kavirondo, one of the few
natural resources exploited by the East African Protectorate was the gold deposits in the
south-east of the current district (Hay, 1976). To control their principal interest, the supply
of (mainly male) labour, the British enforced boundaries between the various clans in
Nyanza as a precursor to taxation." Enforcement of the Hut Tax Regulations (1900)
compelled the Luo to sell their labour, or alternatively cattle, which are their traditional
source of savings. The Masters and Servants Ordinance (1910) also opened the door for
labour agents, in colléboraﬁon with headmen appointed by the colonial authorities, to
actively recruit men in Siaya.™ Increasing controls over movement within the region and
the designation of boundaries around the ethnic groups in western Kenya ignored the
traditional social relations and land-use patterns among the Luo, argue Cohen and
Odhiambo (1989). By 1920, when the Protectorate was formally declared Kenya Colony,
the Siaya landscape was well on its way to being re-interpreted as a “Native reserve” to

support the expansion of the white-settler export economy.
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Development (dongruok or “progress”) was found not in Siaya, but elsewhere, in
Nairobi or Mombasa, imply the texts of Whisson (1964) and Odinga (1967). The balance
between pastoralism and agriculture in Siaya shifted as livestock numbers dropped further
due to the restriction of movement, drought and disease. Both Bookman (1973) and Hay
(1976) argue that this shift led to Luo men spending less time herding animals and more
time on other activities, including agriculture. Hay (1976) made an important contribution
to the study of women farmers in Siaya as she showed that men were involved in
agriculture, although this varied between households. Men were also engaged in specific
and seasonal tasks, including clearing fields and breaking ground, but women did the
majority of planting, weeding, harvesting, processing, storing and trading of crops. As
men were recruited away from Siaya, the full burden of agriculture fell on women.

While this change in the sexual division of labour and the out-migration of working-
age men increased women’s responsibilities in the colonial period, it did not follow that
the key role of women in agriculture was recognised in national policy and programmes.
Instead, Staudt (1975, 1991), Okeyo (1980) and Hay (1982) suggest the opposite, that
women’s role in agriculture in western Kenya was undermined by colonial policy on
agricultural development, specifically in the area of rural extension and land tenure.
Perhaps among the most important of legislative actions in the colonial period was land
consolidation and registration. This process began soon after 1954 when the Swynnerton
Plan was translated into laws which required that land, traditionally considered a collective

resource among most Africans, be registered in the name of one person, invariably the
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male “head” of household (Mbeo and Ooko Ombaka, 1989). Hay (1982:117) contends
that in Siaya, through the trade in agricultural surplus, which increased in the colonial
period, Luo women had until then maintained some independence from the control of their
husbands and lineage elders. Traditionally, Luo women could return to their birth home
with their grievances and regain access to land. However, statutory laws introduced in the
colonial period led to the transfer of land to husbands. The concept of land as male
property was supported by Luo men, and elders in particular, who sought to re-establish
control over women, argue both Okeyo (1980) and Hay (1982). For the same reason, both
authors are equally critical of the interpretation of “‘customary land laws” which were
institutionalised by the colonial government in village-level elders’ councils. Hay (1976)
refers to customary law in Siaya District as 2 mix of “tradition and wishful thinking”,
which as Stamp (1990) has also observed, continued to infiltrate public discourse on
women and property rights in Kenya.

Land laws established during the colonial period became the basis on which many
other policies related to natural resource access were later instituted in Kenya (Okoth
Ogendo, 1991). For this reason, it is not surprising that the legacy of colonialism
reinforced the alienation of Luo women from both land and trees. As Fortmann (1985) has
pointed out, the overlap between land and tree tenure makes them inseparable institutions
in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa. That is the case in Siaya.™ However, some specific
policies formulated during the colonial period in Kenya also have a direct impact on the

local people’s use of trees on-farm, and in the wider environment. Although Kenya did not
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formally establish a national forestry policy until 1957, the country did have various
auxiliary forestry policies.™" The Forest Department of the colonial administration was
created in 1902 and colonial tree-planting and forestry programmes were initiated in Siaya
from the early 1920s. According to national agriculture- and health-related archives, it is
possible to delineate two types of tree-related programmes in Siaya (then part of the region
known as Kavirondo): one concerning trees for family welfare and hygiene, and the
second designating trees for environmental conservation programmes.

The first type of programme involved tree planting mainly around missions and their
schools as “demonstrations” to local inhabitants. Kavirondo had suffered from famine
several times in the early part of the century, and improved nutrition played a major part in
the missionary drive (Whisson, 1964). Local missions proposed a nutrition programme
that involved planting fruit trees and a hygiene initiative that essentially called for African
women to stock firewood to boil washing and drinking water.™" Just prior to the Prince of
Wales’s visit to Kisumu in 1928, the Provincial Office initiated another example of
agricultural demonstration programmes known as “‘communal shambas”. The production
of white maize for famine relief and improved nutrition fitted in well with the colonial
administration’s interest in promoting white maize for export. Finally, one other major
demonstration-type programme initiated in Kavirondo in 1934 involved the distribution of
free tree seeds to farmers, with chiefs’ camps being used as the main distribution points
and missions as demonstration sites. The objective of the programme was to get farmers to

plant fruit trees to improve the nutrition of children and produce fruit for export. The

107



programme was a failure, according to colonial reports.""iii In addition to the
inappropriateness of the main species (citrus and pears) for most areas of Kavirondo, the
seeds were treated with arsenic and numerous cases of poisoning were reported to the
chiefs, who then catled for the programme to be discontinued.

In such tree-planting programmes, as in agricultural development schemes within
the reserve areas, local officials and missionaries played an important role in enforcing
land-use policies (Troup, 1922; Odinga, 1967). As in Central and Eastern Kenya, farmers
were not only encouraged, but required, by the colonial administration to plant trees for
windbreaks and soil conservation (Castro, 1991; Rocheleau et al., 1997). Discussions with
a former chief of the colonial administration suggest that the efforts to promote tree
planting had limited success in Siaya. The former chief spoke critically of farmers’
unwillingness to plant trees and restrict over-grazing by their animals. Another farmer,
who had worked for over 30 years as a village-level forestry officer, also remarked that the
reforestation programme and those started in the late 1950s to gazette or establish state
control over forested hilltops in Siaya would not have been successful without the direct
involvement of government officials and strict enforcement by local forestry officials.
Nevertheless, hilltop afforestation programmes were an example of the direct continuum
of tree-planting activities from the late colonial period into the post-independence era.
They have also been strongly criticised recently because they have typically involved strict
anti-public-access policies, the planting of non-indigenous species including cypress and

eucalypts and the illegal division or seizure of land (Oduol, 1986; MENR, 1992).*
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4.5 Agroforestry-related Policy Initiatives in Kenya, 1963-95

The enforcement of forestry activities at the local level, initiated under the colonial regime
and continued after Kenya’s independence on 12 December 1963, left farmers wary of
both chiefs and forestry department employees. Farmers did not perceive government
extension workers as promoters of the use of trees, but rather as representatives of the
government-appointed chiefs, acting as “tree policemen”, protecting trees and enforcing
conservation (van Schaik, 1986; KIFCON, 1994). In 1970, the Chiefs Authority Act
(revised again in 1988) gave chiefs, within the limits of their jurisdiction, the power to
enforce various environmental conservation provisions, which included control of the use
of tree resources on both public and private land (MENR, 1994:236). Thus, the power
of the State over farm forestry did not diminish after independence and continues to the
present day.

Let us now turn to three relevant policy issues that emerged after independence,
which strongly influence the contemporary institutional context of agroforestry in Kenya.

These include:

1) Expansion of an often poorly co-ordinated structure of government farm
forestry and agroforestry research and extension policies and programmes.

2) Decentralisation of rural development planning under the District Focus
Strategy of 1983.

3) The growth of environmental NGOs in Kenya.
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4.5.1 Expansion of National Policy and Programmes

The National Forestry Policy of Kenya, written in 1957, was revised with few

modifications in 1968 As the Kenya Forestry Master Plan (1994) reports,

The (1968) policy concentrated on catchment protection and timber
production, with strong government control. Despite the increase in
population over the past 25 years, most of the forests are still in existence,
which is a major achievement in itself, and their role in catchment protection
is still largely being fulfilled. However, there have been partial failures in
implementing the 1968 policy in respect of the closed forests, which have
resulted in losses due to excisions and over-exploitation (MENR, 1994:72).
Early in the post-independence period, it was argued that forestry-related extension
should be institutionalised in Kenya (MENR, 1992). One underlying argument was that
soil and water conservation measures were needed on land that had been owned by white
settlers during the colonial period and which was being sub-divided and brought into more
intense cultivation. Another reason for attention to farm forestry was Kenya’s growing
population (from about seven million people in 1962 to 11 million in 1969) and an
expected increase in demand for woodfuel. ™ These issues spurred the development of
the Rural Afforestation Extension Service (RAES) within the Forest Department in 1971.
The RAES was given a national mandate to ensure that each division in every district had
at least one tree nursery which could introduce new species to farmers, produce seedlings
for local sale and reinforce the importance of tree planting to farmers. Over a 12-year
period, extension officers were posted to every rural district in Kenya (39 at that time). By

1989, there were more forestry extension workers than foresters at the divisional level,

mainly due to an influx of donor funding and training programmes (MENR, 1992). "
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However, Wamagunda (1989) suggests that the RAES was consistently unable to reach its
original target for seedling production at the district level and its objective of assisting
rural farmers in tree planting. Government tree nurseries concentrated production on one
or two species, and in Siaya District those were mainly cypress and eucalypts which were
more suited to forest plantations than to farmers’ fields. The creation of the RAES
(renamed in 1989/90 as the Forestry Extension Services Division or FESD), and
subsequent policy statements such as the 1986 Sessional Paper 1 on Economic
Management for Renewed Growth, directed considerable attention to the fact that small
farms in Kenya are essential to the overall picture of economic development and forestry
in the country. Indeed, the total volume of wood in the form of trees planted by farmers
across Kenya has equalled that in the closed-canopy indigenous forest and government
forest plantations combined. This means that about 40% of the woody biomass in Kenya is
“on-farm” (the balance is on “other public areas™), and the on-farm figure is reported to be
slowly increasing at an annual rate of 0.5 cubic metres per hectare (MENR, 1994:127).
One of the most important uses of on-farm “woody biomass™ in Kenya is as
woodfuel, a term that encompasses both firewood and charcoal. Approximately 73% of
the energy consumed annually in Kenya is from wood, mainly firewood in the rural areas
and charcoal in many urban areas (Republic of Kenya et al., 1997:82). In 1980, the
President of Kenya announced the creation of a Ministry of Energy which, in part, was to
undertake a national survey of energy needs with an emphasis on the renewable energy

sector. ™" The Kenya Woodfuel Project, a joint undertaking between the Ministry and the
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Swedish Academy of Sciences’ Beijer Institute, published a woodfuel survey report in
1982 (Beijer Institute, 1982). The Beijer Institute Report, as it was known, was
instrumental in bringing the image of an impending “global woodfuel crisis” into the
context of Kenya (FAO, 1978; Eckholm, 1979). Concern was raised in the Report that
western Kenya in particular was experiencing the start of a woodfuel crisis due to
increasing population and further depletion of wood stocks. “Extreme shortfalls” were
predicted before the end of the twentieth century unless immediate action was taken in the
form of woodfuel conservation and on-farm tree-planting activities (O’Keefe et al., 1984;
Hosier, 1987; Bradley, 1991). The Beijer Institute Report signified what Copestake (1993)
has referred to as “an unprecedented expansion in formal agroforestry research and
development activities in which both government and non-governmental organisations
took a role”.

By the end of the 1980s, the Ministry of Environmental and Natural Resources’
Forest Department was only one of several government bodies with a mandate related to
agroforestry in Kenya. This build-up of institutional activity in farm forestry is
summarised in Table 4.1. What appeared to emerge in Kenya in the 1980s was an
extensive policy structure for agroforestry and farm forestry whose implementation was

highly uncoordinated. It was observed that,

By 1985 there were 13 major national organisations and 63 others active in
agroforestry/social forestry and general tree planting activities in Kenya ...
but despite the proliferation of organisations and activities in agroforestry, it
is generally felt that these efforts are still insufficient and suffer from a lack
of institutionalisation. There is also an inherent danger of duplication of
efforts and even misdirection (Getahun, 1990:184).
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Table 4.1 Mandate of Government of Kenya Agencies and Programmes in Farm Forestry or Agroforestry Research

and Extension

Government Year | Institutional Relevant Mandate, Programmes and Problems/ Key Issue(s)

Agency/Programme Jurisdiction Key Donors
Forest Department, 1971 | Ministry of National policy on environmental Executing agency only; no
Rural Afforestation Environment and | management and protection, including defined legal powers,
Extension Service Natural Resources | forests.
(RAES); renamgd as Involved in key farm forestry
Fore.stry E)ftt?n.s 1on programmes, including:
Services Division
(FESD) « Kenya Indigenous Forestry

Conservation programme (KIFCON)

funded by British Fund for

International Development.

- Indigenous Conservation and
Management Project (COMIFOR)
funded by European Union.
« Kenya Forestry Master Plan (1993/94)

Project funded by FINNIDA

(Finland).
Kenya Agricultural 1980 | Ministry of Responsible for research on soil and KARI involvement in
Research Institute Research, water conservation in Kenya and agroforestry limited; KEFRI
(KARD)* Technical agroforestry-related interventions for takes lead role.

Training and livestock management.
Technology

« Various donors.
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Government Year | Institutional Relevant Mandate, Programmes and Problems/ Key Issue(s)

Agency/Programme Jurisdiction Key Donors
Kenya Renewable 1981 | Ministry of National policy on woodfuel; trees for | Duplication of Forest
Energy Development Energy energy. Department extension worker
Project (KREDP) . Establishment of KREDP/ MoA training (MENR, 1994).

extension worker training centres

across Kenya, largely funded by

USAID; CIDA (Canada) funding to

Ministry for renewable energy

technical and policy assistance.
National Extension 1981 | Ministry of Responsibility for national extension Over-extended extension
Programme (NEP) Agriculture services. services; transition in

« FAOQ support to revision of NEP, exter.lsmn mft;thodo!ogy

using farming systems approach. requires stalf re-training,
Permanent 1983 | President of Co-ordinate all national efforts for Political power; mainly
Presidential /84 | Kenya soil/water conservation and afforestation

Commission for Soil
Conservation and
Afforestation
(PPSCA)

programmes.

« Presidential Tree Fund for Youth
Wingers of Kenya African National

Union (KANU) to plant trees.

campaigns to increase public
awareness,
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Government Year | Institutional Relevant Mandate, Programmes and Problems/ Key Issue(s)
Agency/Programme Jurisdiction Key Donors
Kenya Forestry 1986 | Ministry of Responsible for research on agroforestry | In 1987, the National
Research Institute Research, and forestry in Kenya, Council for Science and
(KEFRI)* $ec}11}10a1 ) . Agroforestry and social forestry I’I\;CC!IHOI;)SY es.tabllshcd the
TaIning an research programmes (largest donor is atlon? teering
Technology the Japanese International Co- Committee for Agroforestry,
operation Agency); some CIDA led by KEFRI.
(Canada) funding,
« National Steering Committee on
Agroforestry.
Agroforestry Unit for | 1988 | Ministry of Responsibility for agroforestry for Programmes for livestock
Livestock Livestock and livestock development and range overlap with MoA
Rangeland conservation. programmes; the
Development programme has been weak,
except for the production
and distribution of tree
seedlings for zero-grazing
cattle in some areas
(Getahun, 1990).

Note:  * Formerly forestry and agriculture research were part of the East African Agriculture and Forestry Research
Organisation (EAAFRO), instituted by the East African Community which broke up in 1976, Forestry research was
then taken over by KARI until KEFRI’s creation.

Sources: Getahun (1990); MENR(1992, 1994); official interviews,
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However, behind the lack of co-ordination were two important realities in the agroforestry
policy environment in Kenya during the 1980s. The first was that some parts of the
institutional structure were powerless, while others, due to the Minister’s influence and
donor attention, received disproportionate financial and political support.

Such power imbalances among national organisations led to some parts of the government
wielding too much influence (e.g. PPSCA and the Ministry of Energy) and others
insufficient legal power (e.g. NES) (MENR, 1994:248; KIFCON, 1994).

The second factor underlying the lack of co-ordination was that many of these initiatives
were formulated with limited, if any, inputs from the targeted individuals, including
extension workers and farmers (MENR, 1992:109). Co-ordination was supposed to occur
at the field level, but up to the mid-1980s most government agricultural and forestry

activities in Kenya were still highly centralised in Nairobi.

4.5.2 Relevant Policies and Programmes at the District Level

National policies are supervised and implemented by two interrelated government
structures in Kenya. One is the local government, and the second is the District
Development Committee as an element of the District Focus for Rural Development.
Kenya’s system of local government is the responsibility of the Ministry for Local
Government and Physical Planning, formed by an Act of Parliament to “provide for the

establishment of authorities for local government, to define their functions and to provide

for matters connected therewith and incidental thereto™. " These matters include, for
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instance, the appointment of chiefs and sub-chiefs at the lowest level of administration, the
sub-location. These local authorities are, however, partners in local development activities.
The co-ordination of government and NGO farm forestry and agroforestry policies
in Kenya is expected to be realised at the level of the District Development Committee
(DDC). As discussed above, during the colonial period (specifically, in 1924) Local
Native Councils were appointed mainly as a means of enforcing colonial policy. The
European population of Kenya had a separate system of local government. In 1950, the
first African District Councils were set up and included elected leaders; however, they
were later suspended during the struggle for independence. At independence, the ADCs
were merged with the local government structures of the European areas to form county
councils. In 1977, the Local Government Regulations were passed, and preparations for a
new national development strategy were underway. By 1983, Kenya had adopted the
District Focus Strategy which strengthened the DDCs and gave them the mandate to act as
the main agencies of decentralised development in Kenya. The Chair of the DDC is the
official head of the district, the District Commissioner. The District Executive Committee
(DEC) is the executive arm of the DDC. Whereas the DDC meets four times a year, the

DEC meets ten times annually (Republic of Kenya, 1994a).

The DEC has four major functions: to make operational decisions within the
directives of the DDC; to co-ordinate, implement and monitor development
activities in the district; to prepare the district development plans and annual
annexes; and finally, to prepare briefing notes for the DDC on all proposals
and reports from the Central Government, NGOs and the private sector.
(Republic of Kenya, 1994a:31-2).
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In Siaya nine sub-committees of the DDC characterise the District Focus strategy.
Two of them have direct responsibility for planning, implementing and monitoring farm
forestry or agroforestry at the sub-district level: the District Agricultural Committee
(DAC) and the District Environment Committee. Two other committees which are
implicated in the extension activities of farm forestry and agroforestry are the District
Community Development Committee and the District NGO Forum. At least in theory,
these sub-committees and the DEC formulate and implement the District Development
Plan. Every four-year district plan is based on the needs identified by sub-location
development committees that are chaired by a government-appointed chief and meet
approximately each fortnight. In Siaya District these village meetings, or baraza, are the
official forums for interaction between the government and local people. Haugerud
(1995:3) sees these meetings as “... revealing because [they are] the principal meeting
ground between ordinary citizens on the one hand, and state officials and bureaucrats on
the other.” In Siaya, the meetings observed by the team tended to be dominated by male
village elders and senior civil servants, and especially the government-appointed chief.
Moreover, in discussions with women’s groups, the group leaders reported that they
attended the baraza infrequently unless specifically requested to do so. In view of the
DDC’s still sizeable bureaucracy and the difficulties of the baraza as decision-making

forums, the extent to which the DDC in Siaya District can be said to reflect community

. . . . xxvi
opinion is questionable.
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The difficulties of making the various parts of the District Focus Strategy work may
be apparent; however, that does not diminish the responsibility of the DDC to oversee
national policy implementation at the local level. Siaya District is exceptional in terms of
its implementation of district-level activities. In 1984, the International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD) selected Siaya and Kwale/Kilifi as the two districts
where it would support rural extension and district-level integration of agricultural
development activities (Belgian Survival Fund, 1984; IFAD, 1990). Siaya was selected
because it was a “traditionally food-deficit area of the country” which experienced chronic
problems in the four sectors that the project aimed to strengthen: credit, health, water and
farmers’ group organisation. The resulting programme, known as the Farmers’ Group
Community Support Programme (FGCSP), reached the middle of its second phase in
1995. The evaluation of the first phase of the programme stated that “after initial problems
associated with District Focus for Rural Development (DFRD), the project has succeeded
in establishing the financial and administrative routines of district-based development™
(IFAD, 1990:10). Among the “lessons learned” by the middle of the programme’s second
phase were the following:

e The District Focus Strategy provided a framework for development
administration, but in practice the management structure of the District Planning
Unit had no clear responsibilities to designate officials for specific action. This
was further aggravated by a lack of involvement on the part of ministry

headquarters staff in project planning and supervision (IFAD, 1990; Republic of

120



Kenya, 1994a).

e The IFAD-supported farmer credit programme was a failure, with a 90% default

on loans provided to farmers and women’s groups (FGCSP, 1995).

e The National Extension Programme was judged unsuccessful in Siaya District. It
had done slightly better in higher-potential areas, “where commercial input
supply and marketing services were found to be more adequate and proven
production technology was available ... the Training and Visit (T&V) approach
failed to increase the rate at which poor farmers took up new techniques and the

use of contact farmers was often alien to social custom” (IFAD, 1990:27).

e Women were viewed by the evaluators of the first phase of the IFAD project as
more progressive in accepting practices that increased production. The
evaluators criticised the exclusion of home economics from the extension
services. It was also noted that there was “clear evidence that any older male
extension staff are unwilling to provide extension advice to women ... even
when trained, male staff are reluctant to offer home economic extension

services” (IFAD, 1990: 33).

The IFAD-supported Farmers’ Group Community Support Programme is important
in the light of efforts in Siaya District to improve co-ordination at the district level.

Government bureaucracy and ministerial territoriality are two factors contributing to the
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problems in the planning and delivery of farm forestry and agroforestry policies at the
district level. However, since the 1980s a second group of institutional players, non-
governmental organisations, have been involved in environment and rural development

policy in Kenya.

4.5.3 Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs)

In the early 1980s, there was little mention of NGOs in the development of Kenya’s
District Focus strategy. However, NGOs have existed in Kenya since the early part of the
century, particuiarly Church-based organisations and predominantly European charities
such as the Red Cross. In 1994, 75 NGOs in Kenya were involved in farm forestry and
environmental conservation activities (MENR, 1992). These organisations were classified

under six categories by the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (1991):

1. International donor NGOs: Official aid agencies that disburse and monitor
assistance to other government programmes and other NGOs (e.g. CIDA,

FINNIDA, USAID, SIDA, IDRC and Ford Foundation).

2. Intermediate NGOs: These may provide an intermediate role between bilateral or
multilateral donors and the Kenyan government or the local level. They include
organisations such as CARE International in Kenya, Aga Khan Foundation, World

Vision, etc.
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. Networking NGOs: These act as thematic “umbrella groups” for national and
international NGOs (e.g. KENGO, National Christian Council of Kenya,

Environment Liaison Centre International).

. National NGOs: These implement national programmes, or activities in more than
one part of the country (e.g. Kenya Institute of Organic Farming, Greenbelt
Movement and Mazingira Institute).

Local NGOs: These engage in specific activities in a province or district; they are
generally small (e.g. the Saradidi Health Project and the Community Initiative
Support Service in Siaya District).

Grassroots NGOs: These include “women’s groups” based at the village level. In
Siaya District there are 2,000 registered voluntary groups, 50% of which are
involved in agriculture- and environment-related activities (Republic of Kenya,

1994a:118).

The rapid growth of NGOs in Kenya during the 1980s was partly the result of an

influx of financial and technical support from larger charities and donor agencies in the

North. The growing sophistication of international, intermediate and national NGOs led

many donors to position NGOs as the “other public sector” in East Africa, argues Fowler

(1991; 1993). However, the relations between the elite decision-making authorities of the

Government of Kenya and NGOs representing members of civil society are not easily

generalised. Hulme and Edwards (1997) have argued that the NGO-State relations may be
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“too close for comfort”, which they imply may be due to behaviour that is complementary
to the point of competition, or viewed as confrontational to both the vested interests of the
State and perceptions of social justice among NGOs as vanguards of civil society (Korten,
1990; Ndegwa, 1996, Potter, 1996; Atack, 1999).

This study is interested in NGOs that have contributed to the expansion,
implementation, and possibly harmonisation, of national farm forestry or agroforestry
policies at the local level. It is important to point out, for instance, that calls for improved
co-ordination between NGOs to articulate their plans and impact on the environment have
also been made by NGOs themselves (Kiriro and Juma, 1991). Yet, in Kenya co-
ordination of NGOs in the environmental sector is typically viewed as an issue of State
intervention in their affairs (Ndegwa, 1996). In the area of farm forestry, the rationale for
State collaboration with NGOs is addressed in a statement by the Ministry of Environment

and Natural Resources (1994):

Collaboration between government departments and NGOs, as well as
among NGOs, is high on the agenda of development assistance. NGOs
are seen as a cost-effective way to reach rural communities, free from the
heavy infrastructure of government departments. However, it is better to
see government services and NGOs as complementary (MENR, 1994:288).
Again, the State sees benefits for public service delivery in collaboration with
NGOs, but the final sentence of the statement is characteristic of the government
perception of and policy towards NGOs in the farm forestry sector: NGOs may have

greater organisational flexibility, but they should complement, not supplant, government

services. Indeed, in 1991 the Parliament passed an Act to register and co-ordinate all
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NGOs in Kenya, which facilitates government monitoring of international, intermediate,
networking and national NGOs. Under this legislation, grassroots NGOs may be registered
at the district in which they have been formed and will operate (MCSS, 1991). In political
terms, however, such efforts by the Government to co-ordinate NGOs have tended to be
viewed as a means of controlling them, their activities and their financial resources. In
response, many NGOs in Kenya have joined the NGO Council, which has acted as a
forum for debate, a clearing-house for information and a counselling service for NGOs in
their relations with the Government (Fowler, 1993; personal communication, Office of the
President, 1995).

At the district level, the District Development Committee is the government body
responsible for co-ordinating NGO activities. In the case of Siaya District, this is done
through the NGO Forum, a sub-committee of the DDC whose monthly meetings are

attended by representatives of NGOs operating in the district.

4.5.4 Organisational Linkages in Agroforestry

The course of agroforestry research and extension policy in Kenya has changed in recent
years due to key moves to rationalise and harmonise relevant government and non-
government initiatives. One; collection of recommendations is embodied in the recent
Kenya Forestry Master Plan (KFMP), dated 1994 but not released until the following year.
Three key recommendations and some of the studies leading up to the KFMP proposed

important policy solutions relevant to farm forestry and agroforestry in Siaya District.
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Firstly, it was argued that farmers would be best served by mergimg the Forest
Department’s extension programme with the existing National Extension Programme of
the Ministry of Agriculture, and the Plan reports that such a Memorandum of
Understanding was in preparation (MENR, 1992; MENR, 1994:2387). o However, as
Venkatesan (1997) has discovered, structural adjustment and dem.ands for a new farming
systems approach to replace the Training and Visit system has over-extended the NEP in
Kenya. A second recommendation was acceptance of the policies proposed by the
National Steering Committee on Agroforestry, a network started im 1992 by MoA, MENR,
and KEFRI. The goal of this group was to establish and link instituitions involved in
agroforestry (and farm forestry) research, extension and training i1 Kenya. The
Committee’s meetings have resulted to date in the preparation of a set of policy
recommendations to improve agroforestry research and the co-ord.ination of extension (see
Annex 9). Thirdly, both the KFMP and the Steering Committee or1 Agroforestry supported
the conclusion that linkages with NGOs, and in particular grassroots organisations such as
women’s groups, were essential to the design and delivery of farm forestry and
agroforestry policies and programmes. We shall return to discuss these organisational
realtions and the Agroforestry Extension Project’s responsiveness and compliance to these

policy and macro-structures in Chapter 8.
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4.6 Summary
This chapter has suggested that agroforestry in Siaya should be viewed in both its past and

present contexts. Agricultural and forestry activities have been practised among the Luo
people since they first arrived in Siaya five centuries ago. They have made extensive use
of trees for traditional medicines and bestow symbolic importanice on trees planted around
their homesteads in a way that is similar to the agroforestry technique of live fences. In
Siaya, trees are traditionally rotated with crops or pasture through the use of bush fallow.
Farmers have also traditionally intercropped or simultaneously managed crops and tree
species such as Markhamia lutea.

Land use in Siaya, then Kavirondo, from the 1930s onwards, included various
interventions by the colonial administration and missions to promote maize-based
agriculture and tree planting, mainly within social welfare and environmental conservation
programmes. Land legislation allowed the colonial State to control areas such as hilltop
forests.

After independence, some colonial policies were revised, but not totally set aside.
New policies were also created, in part due to global concerns over a potential woodfuel
crisis and an influx of donor support to environment and development projects. The
growth that occurred in both government and non-government sectors has provided Kenya
with an expansive institutional structure which faces difficulties due to the spontaneous
origins of policy and programmes, lack of legal power in key parts of the policy structure,

policy gaps at the sub-district level, and deterrents to State-NGO relations. This policy
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issue is of importance to this study and can be summarised under two headings: 1) inter-
ministerial policies and programmes for agroforestry and farm forestry which still require
rationalisation, and 2) implications of (diverse) NGOs and their relations with government
partners, particularly at the district level. These will arise again in Chapter 8 as we discuss
policy compliance and State-NGO relations in the context of the CARE Agroforestry

Extension Project. The next chapter will examine the AEP and its evolution.

Notes

' Ocholla Ayayo points out that the Luo are not “Nilotes”, the term used by other
anthropologists such as Evans-Pritchard (1940, 1950) to describe the common
traditional kinship of the Luo. The Luo are Jii-speaking people who share their origins
with the Nuer, Dinka, Atwot, Anyuak, Alur, Joka-Cholo, Lango’o, Pari and other
groups originating in southern Sudan (Kokwaro and Johns, 1998).

" In the functioning of the gunda bur, alliances built on friendship (osepe) could
overrule patrilineality (offspring of the same male ancestor) and segmentation (a line of
land being concurrent with a line of related members of a family). For example, jodak,
migrants typically from other ethnic groups or clans, were allowed temporary land-use
rights in return for contributions towards communal labour (saga) and defence (see
Ocholla Ayayo, 1976). Jodak became very significant in the Siaya landscape because
many of them became permanent residents. During the post-colonial period, they thus
gained ownership rights to land under colonial statutory law, which they would not
otherwise have been granted under customary law (Hambly, 1992).

" This change in settlement patterns took place over a span of perhaps one or two
centuries. The progressive shifting of the three components of the Luo mixed economy
— pastoralism, agriculture and fishing — led to an increase in cultivation as a result of a
progressive reduction in cattle herds and the northward expansion of settlement away
from the more densely populated perimeter of Lake Victoria.

VA good description of marriage among the Luo is provided by Ocholla Ayayo

(1976:134-53). Especially in the past, and frequently in the present, marriage between
members of related clans is not permitted. Marriages may be arranged, although more
proactive meko or “forced escort” of women from distant villages was possible in the
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past. Marriages among the Luo are sealed through the traditional exchange of cattle (as
dowry or bride price).

Y “Agriculture” is used in this study as a general term to refer to livestock management
and cultivation of annual crops. However, here the author is differentiating between the
Luo practice of agriculture and the traditional “hunting and gathering” of food crops.
For a more detailed description of the agricultural revolution in Africa, see Freund
(1984). Simons and Kindt (1996) have conceptualised agroforestry as the domestication
of trees.

" The farmer was referring to the bao tree (the general term in Dholuo for Eucalyptus
spp.), but the author believes that Okoth’s trees are Eucalyptus camuldensis, which
originated in Australia.

™ Researchers and development workers have in recent years encouraged farmers to
cease planting eucalypts because of the negative impact on ground-water levels and
crops of their water-hungry roots and acidic leaf litter. Control of the tree by male
farmers is also considered to decrease the appeal of eucalypts. Eucalyptus spp. may also
be unpopular as it has an association with timber and construction materials, which,
unlike other tree species in western Kenya, automatically makes the tree male property
(Chavangi, et al., 1985; Hambly, 1992).

v For a definition of shifting cultivation (also known as swidden agriculture or slash-
and-burmn cultivation) and a discussion of its advantages/disadvantages, see the
collection of papers in Gholz (1987).

* Many leguminous trees and a few non-leguminous species have the capacity to fix
atmospheric nitrogen in symbiosis with bacteria (or fungi) in their root nodules. The
fine roots on which the nodules are iocated rapidly die, decay and release the nitrogen,
more fine roots grow, fix more nitrogen, and so on. In addition, research has shown that
one pre-condition for N-fixation is a minimum level of soil phosphorus. In heavily
degraded soils, the phosphorus required for N-fixation is often insufficient (Tengas,
1994:64).

* European imperial powers “carved up” Africa in 1885 under the Act of Berlin. The
Imperial British East Africa Company was granted a Royal Charter to develop trade
inland to Lake Victoria. In 1890, the Brussels Treaty on the suppression of the slave
trade was one argument put forward for the construction of the railway. Britain had
abolished slavery in 1772, but the trade still continued to some extent into the late
1800s. The IBEAC refused to finance the building of the railway and the British
Government stepped in to construct “the lunatic express” (Miller, 1971).

X The name “Kavirondo” was coined by Arab slave traders. It was used to describe the
people and the area of western Kenya regardless of major ethnic differentiation,
contends Ogot (1963). Thompson's (1885) journal Through Masai Land, and
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specifically his writings about Kavirondo, reflect many of the Victorian-age attitudes
towards African women.

- In the “White Highlands” of Kenya, the African inhabitants of arable areas were
essentially evicted and forced to work as labourers or tenants on what became large,
commercial, settler-owned farms (Kitching, 1980; Bates, 1989).

xiii

Labour from Siaya was eventually destined for mines in the southemn part of the
district, and European plantations and construction activities located in other parts of the
colony. The British also conscripted tens of thousands of men from Siaya to serve as
porters and soldiers in the First and Second World Wars (Ogot, 1963). Interviews with
farmers throughout the district confirmed that many of those conscripts remained in the
civil service until their retirement and eventually returned to their rural homes in Siaya.
When voluntary labour failed, contracts for compulsory labour were ordered and the
mlango (state-appointed chiefs and assistant chiefs) became labour recruiters
(Bookman, 1973; Ochieng, 1974). Some women and children were also recruited as
plantation labourers and servants for European households; however, the vast majority
of women remained on the farm to shoulder most of the burden of supporting their
remaining families and the new burden of taxation (Odinga, 1967).

" The National Archives record that in 1925, the Provincial Commissioner alleged that
“the free flow of Native labour from Nyanza Province was being interfered with™ and
recommended that weekly schedules for forwarding labour be established (Archives: 4/3
Labour PC/NZA 3/20).

“ However, it should also be noted that the dependence of tree tenure on land tenure is
not necessarily a global phenomenon, as the work in Latin America by Current ef al.
(1993) has suggested.

i Kenya’s National Forestry Policy (1957) was drafted as a consequence of the Sixth
Commonwealth Forestry Conference in Ottawa in 1952, at which it was recommended
that each country should formulate and implement a forestry policy (MENR, 1994:210).

™ <On the Problem of Human Feeding’, by Dr. Orr, Nyanza Hospital (Archives:
PC/NZA Hospital & Disease/ piece 15).

™ This example is also from the National Archives (Archives: PC/NZA Hospital &
Disease/ pieces 18-24).

> Programmes for hilltop reforestation are still government policy in Siaya and South

Nyanza, and many of the programmes have linked up with NGOs to involve local
people in the projects (see also Diamond, 1992). However, these programmes shouid
not be confused with a form of agroforestry introduced by the colonial administration in
other parts of Kenya (mainly in the Rift Valley and Central Provinces), known as
taungya or the shamba system, which gave farmers leasehold rights to cultivate
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agricultural crops within newly established state-owned forest plantations. This practice
was common to industrial forest plantations in Kenya’s highlands, but not in Siaya. In
turn, the shamba system should not be confused with indigenous agroforestry. As Castro
(1991) has observed, the Kikuyu of central Kenya were engaged in black wattle (4Acacia
mearnsii) production for tannin (tannic acid) as an indigenous, commercially based
agroforestry prior to its appropriation by the colonial regime.

> Specifically, these important provisions of the Chiefs Authority Act (cap. 128) are: 1)
to prohibit the destruction of vegetation, 2) to regulate the cutting of timber and wasteful
destruction of trees, 3) to control grass fires, 4) to prohibit or restrict grazing, 5) to order
the execution of work or services for the conservation of natural resources, and 6) to
empower the Minister to “remove member(s) of a tribe or community who have land
reserved for them, if they unlawfully occupy or cultivate any land other than the

reserved land”.

i Archive copy of Sessional Paper 1/68 of the Government of Kenya (1968) Forestry
Policy for Kenya. Government Printer, Nairobi.

o MENR Forest Department, 1970-71, Annual Report. Government Printer, Nairobi.

o By 1990, the Forest Department had changed the name of RAES to the Forest
Extension Services Division (FESD). In 1992, FESD headquarters in Nairobi had five
branches: 1) nurseries and seed, 2) training and education, 3) media and communication,
4) woodfuel development, and 5) extension monitoring and evaluation.

" In 1983, the Ministry was merged with the Ministry of Regional Development to
become the Ministry of Energy and Regional Development. The President subsequently
appointed his protégé, Nicholas Biwott, as the Minister. New funding and rapid
development of the Ministry, with technical assistance from the Canadian government
and Ontario Hydro, played a major role in the creation of rural energy policies and

programmes in Kenya.

" Local Government Act, cap 2645, 1986, as discussed in MENR (1992:29). As
mentioned earlier, the Chiefs Authority Act chapter 128 spells out the chief’s powers at
the local level, particularly as they relate to environmental conservation.

' 1984, in advance of the District Focus Strategy, a study by a team supported by
Belgian development assistance argued that Siaya District’s DDC was not interacting on
any substantial basis with divisions and generally disregarding locations and sub-locations
(Belgian Survival Fund, 1984).

o In 1981 the World Bank introduced the Training and Visit system of extension in
sub-Saharan Africa, starting with Kenya. Kenya’s National Extension Programme
(NEP) has been discussed widely in the review of the T&V system and its current
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modifications using farming systems approaches (Benor et al., 1984; Howell, 1988;
Venkatsan, 1997; FAO, 1997).
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5. EVOLUTION OF THE CARE AEP (1983-95)

5.1 Introduction

CARE International is an intermediate non-governmental organisation with its Kenyan
and East African regional headquarters in Nairobi. CARE signed its first registration and
operating agreement with the Government of Kenya in 1968. One of its largest projects in
the country has been the Agroforestry Extension Project (AEP). The AEP is also one of
sub-Saharan Africa’s oldest agroforestry applied research and development projects. It is
still operating in 1998/99, though under a revised rural extension approach.

This chapter concentrates on the project’s first 12 years of activity, which were
characterised by complex organisational linkages. The analysis traces the evolution of the
AEDP, its activities and its relations with the Government of Kenya and non-governmental
organisations. It illuminates the multiple stakeholders in the project and their impact on
efforts to strengthen local institutional processes to support agroforestry in Siaya. It draws

on various sources of information, including project documentation and interviews.

5.2 Data Sources and Organisational Analysis of the AEP

The analysis of project documentation, including donor evaluation reports, case studies,
secondary literature and interviews with AEP staff, local officials, farmers involved in the
AEP and women’s groups, provides a basis for this chapter. The NUD*IST project which
contains this material was coded by phase of project operation and by partner

(organisation) so that data concerning different organisations across various time periods
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could be cross-referenced. Figure 5.1 illustrates the analytical matrix for the organisation

and analysis of the data.

Organisation AEP - Project Phase
Pre-Project* | Early Mid- Late
1983-86 | 1986-91 | 1991-95

AEP farmers 1 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2
AEP women’s groups 1 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
CARE 1 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Donors (CIDA, CARE-Canada) 2 2 2 1,2
ICRAF 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
KEFRI 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Forest Department (MENR) 2,3 2,3 2,3 1,2,3
Other GoK 2,3 2,3 2,3 1,2,3
Other NGOs in Siaya 1,3 3 3 1,3

Notes:

1 = interviews or discussions in 1991 or 1995.
2 = AEP project documents (including evaluations)

3 = case studies

* Results also discussed in Chapter 4

Figure 5.1 Matrix for Data Analysis — AEP Project Phases and
organisational Relations

The organisation of data in this matrix made it was possible to construct a view of

the AEP over time. Such a perspective is essential in a case study approach to

implementation analysis. This is what Rist (1994:550) refers to as a study of the “rollout

of an implementation effort”. Following organisation of the data, the team identified three

important questions: 1) What organisations were involved in the rollout of AEP activity

and how did their involvement change over time? 2) What landmarks can be identified
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along the course of project implementation? 3) What claims did the AEP and its partners

make about the outcomes or impact of the project?

5.3 Origins of the AEP

Macro-level support for agroforestry in Kenya was strengthened by the creation of the
International Centre (née Council) for Research on Agroforestry (ICRAF), which
established its global headquarters in Nairobi in 1978. ICRAF is a member of the
international system of agricultural research, the Consultative Group for International
Agricultural Research (CGIAR).i In co-operation with the Government of Kenya (GoK),
ICRAF initiated two key research programmes in the country during the early 1980s, both
in Machakos District, Eastern Province. ICRAF encouraged increasing attention to
agroforestry research and extension activities by the non-governmental sector. The first
development project set up to concentrate specifically on the transfer of agroforestry
technology and agroforestry extension in Kenya was implemented by a national NGO,
Mazingira Institute. It was financed at its start in 1980 by the Ford Foundation, and later
by the Dutch government. Known as the Agroforestry Plots Project, the initiative involved
six agroforestry demonstration sites in Central and Eastern Kenya. Contact with farmers
was originally expected to be facilitated by the Wildlife Clubs of Kenya (WCK), an NGO
which conducted environmental education activities in several communities and schools
across the country. When Mazingira realised the range of various community groups
already interested or involved in tree-planting at the local level, it decided to

“circumstantially eliminate” WCK as a partner from the project (Buck, 1993:121).
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Mazingira Institute’s project staff initiated a model of working with farmers through
community groups. Farmers were invited to the demonstration sites to learn about new
and improved agroforestry tree species, and the importance of planting trees, conserving
soil and obtaining woodfuel from on-farm sources (Buck and Alitsi, 1984). [CRAF
provided some technical assistance to the Mazingira Agroforestry Plots Project and
transferred its experience in various agroforestry technologies from its field trials at two
sites (Kathama and Kakuyuni) in Machakos District. At those two stations, ICRAF had
concentrated on developing prototype agroforestry technologies such as alley-cropping. In
Kakuyuni, the focus of the research trials was on identifying agroforestry tree species
suitable for semi-arid environments and introducing new tree species to small-scale
farmers (Vonk, 1983; Hoekstra, 1984).

The lessons of this first agroforestry development project in Kenya were threefold.
Firstly, according to project staff Buck and Alitsi (1984:118), Mazingira encountered
difficulties in making the transition from demonstrating agroforestry to establishing that
farmers had adopted “new or improved” agroforestry. Secondly, agroforestry, Mazingira
Institute staff argued, was inchoate and needed specialised technical support for its direct
extension to farmers or community groups at the local level. Thirdly, the Mazingira
project found that its six demonstration sites required vast administrative effort and
expense to maintain, detracting the NGO from the community-level activities on which it
expected to concentrate. According to Buck (1993), after three years of operation the

Agroforestry Plots Project found that its greatest impact was increased awareness building
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about agroforestry in Kenya. The project could not, however, prove that it had a significant
impact at the local level. Therefore, Mazingira recommended that national and
international organisations in Kenwa address two issues for further work related to
agroforestry: 1) specialised research on appropriate and locally-adapted agroforestry
technologies, and 2) improved collaboration among partner organisations (including
community groups) in order to institutionalise agroforestry at the farm and community

levels (Buck, 1990).

5.3.1 National and Internatiomnal Linkages

Linkages between ICRAF and NG*Os such as Mazingira Institute in the early 1980s were
in part motivated by a mutual needi for the exchange of knowledge. NGOs were useful to
ICRAF for access to information about farmers’ needs in agroforestry and indigenous
knowledge about trees and tree mamagement. On their part, NGOs sought technical
support from the research institute,. including selection and treatment of tree seed. Unlike
most agricultural seeds, tree seed is difficult to germinate and requires extra care in terms
of selection, storage and adaptatiora to the demands of the local environment (Teel, 1990).
In response to these interests and issues among the stakeholders, the Kenya Tree Seed
Project was initiated in 1982. Finarcial support for the project was provided by one of
ICRAF’s major donors, the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) which
has had a long-standing interest in :social forestry, the creation of ICRAF and the
promotion of tropical forestry (Beme et al., 1979). The Kenya Tree Seed Project also

involved Mazingira Institute and other NGOs, including the Mennonite Central
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Committee, the Kenyan Energy NGO (KENGO) and CARE International in Kenya."
During the first two years of operation, however, the project was not as successful as
ICRAF and the participating NGOs had anticipated. It encountered difficulties because
farmers became dependent on tree seed handouts, and once project activities slowed down
farmers returned to their use of cuttings and wildlings for tree planting. Only to a small
extent did farmer training lead to the continuation of group or on-farm tree nurseries.
ICRAF withdrew from the project, stating that technical input for the project would be
best managed by national partners such as NGOs and the government sector (Buck, 1993).
ICRAF had what Getahun (1990:184) refers to as “direct and indirect positive impacts on
agroforestry developments in Kenya™. However, the demands of government and NGO
programmes related to farm forestry and agroforestry in Kenya placed ICRAF in the
difficult position of trying to establish itself at a global level in agroforestry research,
while, at the same time, providing technical support for agroforestry extension in its host
country. As discussed in the previous chapter, by 1982 many organisations, including
government ministries, donors, research institutes and NGOs, had engaged in agroforestry
policy development and programmes in Kenya. The Kenya Forestry Research Institute
(KEFRI) was not created until 1985, and a co-ordinated national research and extension
strategy for agroforestry was not to be achieved until 1992

Nevertheless, it was through this interaction between international scientists and
national development workers that [CRAF began to develop a methodology that would

bring farmers together with scientists to plan appropriate agroforestry technologies. This
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method is known as Diagnosis and Design (ICRAF, 1983a, 1983b)." In its early years, the
Diagnosis and Design (D&D) approach was based on multi-disciplinary research using
rapid appraisal methods to conduct field research in consultation with farmers. The
methodology was influenced by efforts in the CGIAR system to create a systems
perspective on research (e.g. Hildebrand, 1979; Byerlee and Collinson, 1980; and Rhoades
and Booth, 1982) and also by wider developments in rapid rural appraisal (RRA) methods,
widely publicised by Chambers (1991). The first step of D&D involved “pre-diagnosis”
using secondary data and key informants from local government offices and NGOs to
classify the land use system(s) in order to develop a land use profile (Vonk, 1983). At
ICRAF’s field stations in Machakos, this process involved training local senior extension
workers in research skills, who then assisted the national and international scientists with
the farmer and group interviews. Subsequently, there were two stages in the interaction
between multi-disciplinary scientists and farmers, states Rocheleau (1986). The first stage
involved an introductory interview with individual heads of farm households as farm
managers. This “rapid appraisal” of problems was followed by the design of “best bet™
solutions in agroforestry technology by the multidisciplinary team of scientists. The
second phase involved validating the agroforestry design with farmers and evaluating the
technologies in terms of their biophysical and socio-economic performance.

Over the past 15 years or so, the D&D method has changed and periodically fallen
out of favour at ICRAF (Rocheleau, 1986; Raintree, 1987; Franzel, 1996)." In retrospect,

D&D suffered similar problems to those associated with multi-disciplinary farming
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systems research and rapid rural appraisal techniques. For instance, systems research based
on multi-disciplinary teams is now recognised to be holistic but not necessarily integrative
(Norman, 1992). Rapid rural appraisal was found to be too rapid and reducﬁonisf in its
approach. Important differences among farmers were concealed, and therefore the method
did not necessarily equate to participation in the development of technology for the rural
poor, argue Chambers et al. (1989). For this reason, after 1985 the D&D method
underwent various modifications to identify agroforestry users, including differentiating

between male and female farmers’ use and knowledge of trees (Rocheleau, 1986).

5.3.2. Design of the AEP

Following its experience in the Kenya Tree Seed Project, CARE Kenya set out to initiate a
long-term project to promote agroforestry at the local level, develop new research and
extension techniques, and link relevant partners in this process including farmers,
government (GoK) and ICRAF. The proposed Agroforestry Extension Project (AEP)

would, as one of its designers wrote some years later,

... achieve a higher order extension activity in which uniquely trained field
staff would participate with self-motivated farmers to improve agroforestry
technologies using a prototype testing approach. Through a system of
ongoing, internal monitoring and evaluation among farmers and AEP’s dual-
level field staff, a set of agroforestry technology recommendations would
develop which were understood and promoted by a district-wide formal and
informal agroforestry extension network. Joint training and planning among
organisations involved in technical assistance to rural communities would
provide the basis for this agroforestry institutionalisation process (Buck,
1990:126).

Interested in having the initial work of ICRAF and its partners developed further;

CIDA was receptive to an approach by CARE-Canada and CARE Kenya for funding the
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AEP. Reportedly, CIDA was so keen that it approved support for the project prior to the
completion of the project design (Buck, 1993). In the AEP, CIDA apparently found two
opportunities: 1) to respond to rising global pressure to support development projects that
would address concemns about deforestation in sub-Saharan Africa, and 2) to develop
projects that were relevant to issues affecting women in developing countries (CIDA,
1995). These two issues were central to a new agenda for Canadian development
assistance in the 1980s and they underpinned CIDA’s continuing support to the AEP for
over 16 years (CIDA, 1986).

In 1982-83 CARE started in earnest to design the AEP by selecting a site for an
integrated agroforestry research and development project that would build on the
experience and technologies tested by ICRAF’s research programmes, and by Mazingira
Institute and other NGOs in Kenya (Buck, 1990). This transfer of experience was
facilitated by an American volunteer with the Mazingira project who joined CARE as a
consultant (regional technical advisor), and a Dutch graduate student working with the
Machakos station, who joined the AEP as its first project manager."”

To initiate the design of the AEP, its planners modified ICRAF’s D&D
methodology to fit CARE’s interest in agroforestry within a community development
approach that would strengthen the agroforestry capacity of local institutions (Buck,
1990). The NGO’s philosophy was to “not treat the community as a patchwork of
individual farmers”, but to view farmers as part of a wider community which includes

farmers’ groups and relationships with government services (Challinor and Frondorf,
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1991:3). Also, as a methodology designed for research, not extension, D&D was viewed
by CARE as over-emphasising problems, not solutions or the immediate development
needs of farmers. The translation of a research methodology into an extension process by
CARE led to the reduction of the formality and length of ICRAF’s household problems
identification survey. The NGO also adapted D&D to fit the skill levels of CARE
extension workers in training, who in effect became the “researchers” (Buck, 1990:116).
The overall model on which the AEP was designed involved five phases of activity,
initially envisioned as a ten-year project (see Table 5.2). The first three phases represented
a “pilot phase” for the project (1983-85), and the next two phases were referred to as the
project’s “demonstration phases” (1985-93) (Vonk, 1986:21; Buck, 1990:108).

For selection of a project site, CARE decided to focus on a district in Kenya where
no other major agroforestry activity had yet been undertaken, but was needed. CARE
Kenya also required a geographic setting in which there was some potential for inter-
institutional collaboration and co-ordination. As the first AEP manager reported, Siaya
District was the first to be selected for implementation of the project for three key reasons:
1) the severity of the fuelwood crisis in western Kenya (as identified in the 1982 Beijer
Institute report), 2) Siaya’s inclusion among ten new “focus” districts for CARE’s national
programme in community development, and 3) a high level of collaboration and

commitment demonstrated by the District Forest Officer in Siaya (Vonk, 1986:4).1
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Table 5.2. Agroforestry Extension Project Cycle

=> Phase I: Project Conception

Identify rationale

Assess historical, institutional experience
Assess institutional potential

Prepare concept paper

= Phase I1: Project Design

Assess agroforestry needs at national/regional levels
Assess agroforestry potential at national/regional levels
Identify collaborators and initial project area

Establish approach

Develop hierarchy of objectives

Identify activity types to meet objectives

Develop staffing structure and management strategy
Design preliminary monitoring and evaluation plan

= Phase III: Negotiation and Commitment

Select and train staff

Identify/ select local sites and participants

Assess local agroforestry needs and potential

Design area-specific interventions (men’s and women’s)
Develop extension activity schedule

= Phase I'V: Establishment

Site and develop nurseries

Design/ select site/ farm-specific interventions
Raise and plant trees

Monitor configurations and species planted

=> Phase V: Ongoing Management

Manage and use trees and other agroforestry system components

Monitor tree management objectives and techniques

Assess participant satisfaction/ adoption

Assess technology performance

Assess organisational capacity to manage activities

Assess potential for expansion; repeat Phases III-IV at new sites and adjust
management practices accordingly

Assess potential for sustainability (and further evolution) of respective activities
and intended outcomes

Source: Buck (1990)
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The following sections of this chapter delineate how the AEP was put into operation in
Siaya District, which organisations were involved in its activities and how they influenced

project implementation and outcomes.

5.4 CARE AEP, 1983-86: The start-up years

The activities of the AEP started in July 1983 under the management of an expatriate
project leader and four field officers. One of the first tasks of the initial phase (1983-85)
was to develop local institutional support for the project in Siaya, and specifically among
farmers, local authorities and the District Development Committee. This negotiation was
accomplished through a close alliance between CARE Kenya and the District Forest
Officer (DFO).

The DFO was sympathetic to the strategy, having long ago realised the

limited suitability of the Forest Department’s “big three” plantation species

(cypress, pine and eucalyptus) for farm forestry in Siaya. He also

appreciated the knowledge-intensive nature of the strategy, and became

intimately involved in teaching project staff about local trees and shrubs,

and how to learn more from farmers (Buck, 1993:128).

Indeed, the early support given by the DFO and other district authorities during the
start-up phase of the project is noteworthy. The DFO in Siaya District assisted CARE to
negotiate with district authorities for the allocation of a headquarters building that
belonged to the Forest Department. He also facilitated the collection of baseline data by

enlisting assistance from location-level Forest Department technicians and arranging

official introductions to local chiefs who helped to identify and communicate with

women’s groups. ™ Asa result, the AEP managed to accomplish some key tasks in a
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fairly short period of time (July 1983-February 1984): 1) setting up an AEP field office
and personnel in Siaya District, 2) gaining support from local authorities, and 3) selecting
farmers and groups.

Drawing on the experience of earlier agroforestry projects and the advice of the
DDC, it was agreed that the AEP would work with groups of farmers commonly referred
to in Siaya District as “women’s groups”. In Siaya District, women’s groups include men,
who constitute up to 20% of their membership according to regulations set out by the
District Office of the Ministry of Culture and Social Services (MCSS, 1991). At the start
of the AEP, there were an estimated 1000 women’s groups in Siaya District (Belgian
Survival Fund, 1984; Republic of Kenya, 1994a). Conscious of the major role played by
women in agriculture-related activities in Siaya, the AEP sought to establish tree nurseries
and deliver agroforestry extension services to farmers through the women’s groups. The
identification of groups to participate in the project involved issuing an invitation to
interested groups through the Location Development Committees (LDCs). In the initial
selection of women’s groups, CARE staff consulted with local authorities and attended
baraza to meet the group leaders and members (Vonk, 1983). As Rocheleau (1986) points

out in her case study of the AEP, the double criteria for selection of the groups were:

... 1) the group was established and ailready working (not necessarily on
trees); and 2) that group objectives for nursery work place priority on plant
production for members’ farms, over cash income from sale of seedlings ...
Special attention was paid to the character of the groups relative to the
larger community (e.g. wealth, influence, educationatl ievel, language,
special skills, and access to land). The selected women’s groups were
required to already be organised and functioning but they did not
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necessarily have to be working on forestry or environmental activities
(Rocheleau, 1986:19).

Initially, the AEP was structured in such a way that from these groups a “local
nursery management committee”, including members of local government such as chiefs,
would be established. However, this approach was abandoned when more community
groups than CARE had anticipated came forward to join the project. As a result, the AEP
dropped the local committee approach to agroforestry and “left the organisation of the
groups to the groups themselves” (Vonk, 1986:12). In retrospect, this was perhaps the first
of several important decisions taken in the management of the AEP that were to influence

the course of its implementation.

5.4.1 AEP Diagnosis and Design of Prototype Agroforestry Technologies

The initial diagnostic stage of the AEP started with the collection of baseline data to
satisfy two requirements: 1) the design of agroforestry technologies appropriate for Siaya
District, and 2) a reference point for continual monitoring and evaluation of project
activities, including their contribution to knowledge development in agroforestry. It was
this latter purpose which would integrate the research and development activities in the
AEP and operationalise what its planners saw as “a higher-order extension activity”
(Buck, 1990:126). Following Buck (1990), the diagnosis followed in the CARE AEP

included the following steps:
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4.

Pre-diagnosis: a two-month review of existing data sources and classification of land
use and types of farming systems in the district to create a project area profile and

provide initial training to field staff.

Two sets of farmer interviews: first through community-level assessment of trees, land

use problems, production constraints and gender roles, and then a group interview “to
stimulate farmer awareness of the existence and potential for agroforestry in local

farming systems” (Buck,1990:117).

Problem identification survey: on-farm observation of farmer practices and problems

to assess at the household level the issues discussed in group interviews.
Agroforestry tree inventory: assessment of local trees and indigenous uses.

Causal analysis: a diagramming of constraints and opportunities facing farmers who

practise agroforestry, as set out in the ICRAF D&D methods.

The analysis of these results provided the AEP with baseline data for the

identification of potential agroforestry prototype (or “best bet™) technologies for Siaya

District (see Table 5.3).
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Table 5.3 Prototype or New and Improved Agroforestry Technologies

Promoted by the AEP
Prototype Description
1. Tree nursery - Establishment of decentralised, group-managed tree
establishment nurseries as the basis from which agroforestry could be

promoted and sustained in Siaya (Vonk, 1986).

-  AEP staff assisted women’s groups to organise and
manage their own tree nurseries.

- Basic requirements to be provided by the women’s
group were: a site (usually a fifth of an acre in size),
water availability and a schedule of 1abour or group
meetings for members to take turns working in the tree
nursery.

- Rules for running the group nursery and managing the
equipment provided by CARE were set out.

- Initially the AEP provided farmers with all necessary
equipment for the nurseries, including polythene bags
(polybags), wheelbarrows, watering-cans and donkey
carts to transport water in drier areas of the district;
salaries of watchmen and labourers in the tree nurseries
were provided during the first five years or so of the
project.

- Tree nurseries became the site for group meetings
between the farmers and extension workers; groups
received technical support on virtually all aspects of tree
propagation, including seed selection and harvest,
treatment of seedlings, root pruning and techniques for
planting out seedlings.

2. Alley-cropping - Planting of staple food crops (maize and beans,
sorghum, cassava, etc.) in four lines between “alleys” or
hedgerows of nitrogen-fixing tree species.

- Alleys of trees were planted along the contours of the
field.

- Adpvice to farmers included the use of tree foliage for
use as animal fodder or as mulch when it is either laid
on top of the soil or dug into the soil; trees re-grow from
their stumps and the process is repeated.

- Demonstrations included showing farmers how to cut
the roots of mature trees in order to prevent them from
spreading too far or interfering with crop growth.
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Table 5.3 (continued)

Prototype Description
3. Live fences, As discussed in Chapter 4, live fences are common
border or throughout Siaya District as a traditional form of
boundary planting agroforestry.

The configuration could be improved, the AEP planners
believed, by incorporating species of exotic and
indigenous trees into the traditional border of sisal or
euphorbia.

Use of “MPTs” (multi-purpose trees) that are typically
exotics characterised as useful for several purposes
including timber, apiculture, windbreaks, fruit, etc.,
were promoted.

AEP encouraged planting of trees along borders or
boundaries to reinforce farmers’ land ownership rights
and provide households with an on-farm source of
woodfuel or construction materials.

4. Fruit and shade-
tree planting

Farmers were introduced to new or uncommon species
of shade and ornamental trees.

Planting of improved citrus varieties, although the AEP
found it difficult to satisfy requests from farmers for
expensive chemicals to protect citrus fruits from pests
and disease.

Fruits such as mango, papaya, avocado, guava and
banana were already widespread in the district.
Fruit-tree seedlings were popular species for local sale.

5. Woodlots and
woodfuel species

Fast-growing tree species for timber, building poles and
woodfuel were widely promoted by the AEP.

Farmers were encouraged to grow woodlots composed
of a mix of tree species; eucalypts were downplayed and
indigenous species such as Markhamia lutea, Acacia
spp. and the quick-growing woody bush Sesbania
sesban were promoted.

Sesbania and similar species are easily harvested by
women because they are considered to be shrubs and
not trees — traditionally, only men would harvest an
entire tree.
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Table 5.3 (continued)

Prototype Description
6. Improved - Nitrogen-fixing tree species such as Leucaena, Sesbania
random mix or sesban, and Markhamia lutea are mixed randomly or
intercropping more systematically in fields of maize, sorghum, beans,

cassava and sweet potatoes.

- The main difference between this prototype technology
and traditional intercropping in Siaya was a more
systematically designed density of nitrogen-fixing trees
in the fields.

- Intercropping was also promoted as a source of dry-
season fodder, apiculture or light shade for coffee,
maize or fish ponds.

These prototype designs were adapted to each ecozone and tested on nine sites in
Siaya (Buck, 1990:120). At each of the sites, agroforestry technologies were adapted to
local conditions by identifying appropriate tree species and agroforestry management
procedures. These adaptations were reviewed with farmers in the participating women’s
groups. Once the particular agroforestry intervention had been planted, the nine sites were
used for further demonstration to groups and training of AEP extension workers. Project
extension workers also directly advised farmers on tree/crop and, to a lesser extent,
livestock management within the context of agroforestry. This direct extension service
involved “hands-on” work activities at the women’s group tree nursery or specific
activities on group members’ farms.

In her case studies of the AEP, Buck (1990, 1993) argued that there wasno
systematic process of project planning (successive diagnosis and design), monitoring and

evaluation of these demonstration sites and of extension workers’ visits to farmers. There
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were two reasons for this. Firstly, all of the data generated in the pre-diagnosis, diagnosis
and design stages were lost. The reason offered to researchers such as Davis-Case (1988),
and also recorded during the fieldwork for this study in 1991, was that the boxes of files
had been accidentally destroyed during the move to the new AEP offices. Generally over
the course of project implementation, the AEP never achieved a reliable system for
maintaining project records and compiling data.

The second reason for the project’s neglect of its original planning approach was
that its extension activities became more participatory. According to Buck (1990:120),
farmers were encouraged to “design’ and adapt agroforestry interventions by their own
methods rather than following the “prototype technologies™ initially tested and promoted
by the AEP. This change in extension approach led to extension staff having to balance the
prototype design of agroforestry technologies in which they had been trained against the
tree species preferred by farmers or the resources available to the women’s group.

Regarding this alteration of the AEP design, Buck lamented:

This non-prescriptive approach undoubtedly resulted in more variable

configurations and practices, probably too variable to be efficiently managed

for learning approaches (Buck, 1990:120).

As far as the original project planners were concerned, the AEP was abandoned as
an integrated research and development project during the first phase of its
implementation (Buck, 1993). However, as explained in the following section, the real

reason for its change of extension approach was that monitoring and evaluation began to

be guided mostly by interest in expanding the project and publicising its outputs.
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5.4.2 Expansion of the AEP

Between 1984 and 1987, the AEP experienced a tenfold increase in its activities. The
rapid expansion of the project was made possible by two external circumstances,
according to Buck (1993). Firstly, CARE doubled its purchasing power in 1985 when the
Kenyan shilling was devalued by 50%. Secondly, the accelerated growth was endorsed by
the new management of CARE International in Kenya, which was primarily concerned

with expanding its resources and programmes. Given these conditions, project outputs

grew significantly in the first few years of implementation, as illustrated in Table 5.4. "

Yet, it is also evident that CARE-Kenya’s management of the project was directly
affected by growing attention to the AEP by external organisations, specifically donors
and international organisations (Rocheleau, 1986; Fowler et al., 1986; CIDA, 1986;
Magee, 1987; Spurgeon, 1988; McGuire and de Treville, 1988). External pressure from
the international and national levels therefore propelled the expansion and diversification
of AEP activities at the local level.

Part of this expansion of activities involved collaboration with the newly instituted
Kenya Forestry Research Institute (KEFRI). CARE signed a memorandum of
understanding with KEFRI in 1985, soon after the creation of the national research
institute. In Siaya, research trials were set up on six sites spread across the various
ecozones (one site was later closed). The trials involved alley-cropping, improved
woodlots and border planting of exotic and indigenous tree species. ICRAF provided

technical support to its new national partner at these sites. CARE-Kenya provided funds
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for the management of the trials, including funds for hiring personnel. One of these

research trials is described in Annex 10.

Table 5.4 Scope and Outputs of the AEP (1983-87)

Output Year
1983/84 1985 1986 1987
Scope of Siaya District Siaya District | Siaya and South | Siaya and
activity Nyanza Districts | South Nyanza
Trained field 6 FOs 6 FOs 7 FOs 11 Fos
staff 15 EWs 48 EWs 50 Ews
Farmers* 520 (est.) 2250 (est.) 3000 3000
Women’s 52 (est.) 225 311 (est.) 600 (est.)
groups
Nurseries 71 300 300 300
established**
Tree seedlings | 500,000 5,000-10,000 | 5,000-10,000 5,000-10,000
produced*** annually annually annually
Reported 75% 75% 50-75% approx. 50%
survival rate of
trees
Source(s) Vonk (1986:4-5) | Vonk Vonk (1986:15) | Magee
Rocheleau (1986:15) Fowler et al. (1987:11)
(1986:19) Rocheleau (1986) Buck
(1986) (1990:101)

Notes: FOs = Field Officers Who Have Supervisory Responsibilities; EWs = Extension
Workers; Est.= Estimated

* These estimates are based on 10 members per women’s group. The actual figure may

be higher.

** These figures include school tree nurseries (generally one-third of tree nurseries in

the AEP).

*** An average of 5,000 to 10,000 tree seedlings are produced in each nursery.

Some important landmarks in project implementation are evident during the

1985/86 period. Firstly, internal pressure within CARE’s management structure
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encouraged the AEP to move into South Nyanza District. The consequence of this
decision was the hiring and training of more field officers and extension workers, and new
lines of authority and communication within the project (Vonk, 1986). The most important

of these changes was probably the creation of the position of assistant project manager and

the hiring of the District Forest Officer as an AEP staff member (Buck, 1990)." This
decision was perhaps taken in the interest of the NGO rather than to strengthen district
government activities in agroforestry. Comments from one of the DFO’s successors
confirmed the impression at the District Office that the NGO had placed its own targets
for the project ahead of efforts to strengthen the District Office programmes.

A second and related landmark in the AEP’s implementation was increased
administrative activities and the subsequent decision to centralise the administrative
functions of the AEP at new offices in Kisumu, some 80 kilometres from Siaya (Fowler et
al., 1986). The field office was retained in Siaya District, but it was decided not to replace
the Dutch project manager. Consequently, the AEP operated through the assistant project
manager and field staff under the remote supervision of administrators, not technical
advisors. The project developed a more bureaucratic approach to its implementation. As

the former planner and technical advisor contended,

Management (of the AEP) ... was vested in generalists, backed up by
additional layers of administrative support and bureaucracy. Specialised
technical support functions were eliminated. Implications for AEP were
obvious to members of the agroforestry community who maintained a
spotlight on the project. ICRAF associates expressed dismay that CARE, in
the name of participation, appeared to be advancing its overall
programming performance at AEP’s expense. CARE, on the other hand,
appeared confident that the agroforestry component of the new integrated
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project was strong enough to remain effective despite the withdrawral of
senior technical support (Buck, 1993:130). ™

Despite these project implementation issues in the mid-1980s, CARE-Kemya and its
donors emphasised that the AEP was successful because it had achieved and surpassed its
development targets (CIDA, 1986). The project’s capacity to produce one-third of the ten
million trees which the Forest Department estimated were required for reforestation in
Siaya District persuaded observers to consider it as a model for agroforestry development
projects in sub-Saharan Africa (Magee, 1987:11; Challinor and Frondorf, 1991). The
numerous requests to the AEP for assistance were further proof of local support for it,
argued the outgoing project manager (Vonk, 1986:4). However, the factor determining the
project’s future was funding, and specifically the opinion of CIDA and CARE-C=nada. As

contributor of 70% of CARE-Kenya’s total national programme budget, CIDA had

substantial influence over the AEP." In 1986, CIDA and CARE-Canada urged the
project to identify how much more extension input was required by farmers to make them

self-sufficient in tree planting and agroforestry. CARE negotiated with its donors: that

... the frequency of the visits will be scaled down as the groups becoome
more self-sufficient in knowledge. This would also allow an increase in the
number of groups assisted per extension worker and at the same tirme it will
allow the project to saturate all the groups that requested for assistance
(Vonk, 1986:16).
In practical terms, this meant that the AEP would continue to offer to farmers technical
assistance through women’s groups. Women’s groups involved in the first phase of the
project would continue to receive support, but the package of AEP assistance to tkhe groups

that had already received equipment would be reduced (CIDA, 1986). All groups would,
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however, continue to receive extension advice, seed and polybags for seedling production.
Consequently, CIDA agreed to continue its support to the AEP. According to Smillie
(1990), this represented an estimated CAD$10.8 million (with 10% of the budget allocated
to CARE-Canada for its support costs) for approximately a five-year period from 1987 to

1992.

5.5 CARE AEP: The adoption years, 1988-92

The AEP’s reputation for successful agroforestry development was strengthened
considerably by its favourable ranking in a study of six major agroforestry projects in sub-

Saharan Africa that was commissioned by the World Bank (McGuire and de Treville,

1988; Cook and Grut, 1989)." The World Bank concurred with the observation that the
AEP “is thought by many to be one of the more successful attempts at disseminating
technologies in Kenya” (McGuire and de Treville, 1988:3; Cook and Grut, 1989:22).
CIDA and CARE International quoted this statement (Scott and Masai, 1989; Vonk and
Safman, 1990). In the final version of the World Bank report, however, it was more

cautiously stated that,

During the first phase of the project, many of the initial targets were
exceeded, including the numbers of farmers assisted, the number of
seedlings raised in the nurseries and planted out, and the number of
extension staff trained and employed. However the project has focused on
providing seedlings to farmers. On-farm research receives little, if any
attention. The project provides few insights into the farming system and the
actual and potential role of agroforestry on the farms. Furthermore, the
focus on input delivery makes it difficult to evaluate the socio-economic
impact of the project (Cook and Grut, 1989:23-4).
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Managers of the AEP as well as the project donors were encouraged to rejuvenate
the project’s monitoring and evaluation activities by both the recognition and the critique
in the World Bank report. This interest was reinforced by two other developments. One
was an initiative by a senior socio-economist at [CRAF who saw the context of the AEP
as suitable for the development of a methodology for assessing farmer adoption of
agroforestry (Scherr and Oduol, 1989). The other development was another re-
organisation of CARE’s programmes in 1989, which led to the re-establishment of the
position of resident project manager in Siaya District. The individual recruited for this
position was the former co-ordinator of the Mazingira Agroforestry Plots Project, who was
also a former staff member of the non-governmental organisation KENGO, which had
been involved in the Kenya Tree Seed Project. This meant that the project manager was
not a newcomer to the AEP, but a former colleague of its original project designers. In
combination, these developments led the AEP into a new phase of activity which
encompassed several studies involving various stakeholders in the project, including
ICRAF, KEFRI, technical advisors formerly involved with the AEP and CARE-Kenya
staff based in Nairobi. The outcomes of these studies provided a basis on which the
partners involved in the AEP could claim that the project had strengthened agroforestry
among small-scale farmers in Siaya District. The various studies are identified in Table

5.5.
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Table 5.5 Research Initiatives in the AEP 1987-91

study; sex-disaggregated
data collection

Authors/ Year Type of Study Leading to Partner
other reports
Buck, 1988 Monitoring and evaluation | Davis-Case, CARE/
methodology development | 1988 FAO/Ford
and assessment Foundation
Nyamai, 1988 Agroforestry research KEFRI
activities
Oduol, 1988 Assessment of alley- Scherr and CARE/ ICRAF
cropping Oduol, 1989 KEFRI
Scherr and Pilot study of agroforestry | Scherr et al., CARE/ ICRAF
Oduol, 1989 adoption by farmers 1990
Alitsi and Oteku, | Tree seedling survival CARE
1990 counts
Scherr and Agroforestry adoption and | Scherr, 1992b; ICRAF/ CARE
Alitsi, 1990 project impact survey Bonnard and
Scherr, 1994;
Scherr, 1995
Martin, 1990 Women and development CARE

Source: 1995 review of project literature NUD*IST, node “CARE/studies’).

Scherr and Alitsi (1990) published the most widely referenced study of AEP

farmers’ adoption of agroforestry. The results of this ICRAF/CARE survey justified

supporting the continuation of the project into the 1990s, as indicated in the AEP

evaluation report by Smillie (1990) and discussions with project staff in 1991. In part, this

research was encouraged by a previous finding by Scherr and Oduol (1989) that 50-60%

of a group of 126 active farmers in the AEP practised alley-cropping and border planting

of trees. These preliminary results motivated ICRAF and CARE to engage in a full-scale

impact study involving 335 farmers, or 14% of the farmers involved in the AEP in Siaya
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and South Nyanza Districts. Table 5.6 summarises the results of Scherr and Alitsi’s (1990)

ex-ante and ex-post evaluation of agroforestry adoption among AEP farmers.

Table 5.6 Ex-ante and Ex-post Adoption Results of the Agroforestry

Impact Survey (1990)
Agro- Average no. of % farmers % farmers % farmers
forestry trees using seedlings protecting establishing
activity established for existing trees trees with
agroforestry wildlings
Pre- | Oct. Pre- Oct. Pre- Oct. Pre- Oct.
AEP | 1989 AEP 1989 AEP | 1989 AEP | 1989
Free- 237 539 29 81 41 6 9 2
standing
trees
Hedges 291m | 386m 12 38 30 10 12 4

Note: m= metres
Source: Scherr and Alitsi (1990); the results are also discussed in Scherr (1992a, 1995)

Essentially, the ICRAF/CARE study identified and quantified four major findings
relating to agroforestry adoption in the AEP:

1) Over an average of three years’ participation in the AEP, farmers planted more than
twice the average number of free-standing trees previously planted or grown on their
farms; including trees within hedgerows, this came to an average of 782 trees per
farm.

2) The configuration in which these trees were planted was diversified, including an
alley-cropping adoption rate of 50%.

3) Exotic tree species were available, including Leucaena leucocephala, Melia azadirach

(a valuable timber species), Thevetia peruviana (popular for live fencing), Terminalia
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mentalis (for poles and timber), citrus, papaya and jacaranda. Some tree species were
reduced in proportion to the extent to which they had been planted in the past (e.g.
eucalypts and cypress), but the traditional preference for Markhamia in farmers’ fields
did not decline.

4) These results were made possible through farmers’ increased access to tree seedlings
because of an estimated annual production of 670,000 tree seedlings by 300 women’s

groups (Scherr and Alitsi, 1990).

The fourth finding meant that farmers had reduced their reliance on the traditional
use of cuttings (or suckers), transplanted wildlings or direct seeding, particularly for the
planting of free-standing trees. Tree seedlings would have also contributed towards the
increased number of trees on farms in Siaya because seedlings generally have a higher rate
of survival (Scott and Masai, 1989). "

Scherr and Alitsi (1990) also note that the configuration in which free-standing trees
were planted on the farms of AEP participants had changed. This change was considered
an indicator of how farmers had adopted new and improved forms of agroforestry. Scherr
and Alitsi (1990) found that 37% of the trees planted out were in linear patterns (border or
boundary planting), 21% in small blocks (woodlots), 9% in linear intercropping (alley-
cropping), and 6% in systematic mixed intercropping (improved random mix). Fields, not
compounds, were the dominant site for planting of trees due to three factors: 1) increased

farmer awareness of the benefits of agroforestry (crop/tree interactions), 2) declining farm
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size, which reduced the total area of non-cropped land, and 3) increased availability of tree
species suitable for intercropping, such as Leucaena and Sesbania (Scherr, 1995:148).

On the basis of these various findings, it was argued that the AEP had been
responsible for a major increase in tree planting and agroforestry among the farmers
participating in the project. In further elaboration of these data, Scherr (1992a, 1993, 1995)
presents the AEP as a successful case of agroforestry adoption. Yet the data collected
during the 1988/89 fieldwork reflect the AEP at one point in time, and determine adoption
(and impact) according to one quantitative survey methodology. It is useful, therefore, to
consider the results of other studies within the AEP, particularly those findings relevant to

gender relations and processes concerning institutions at the local level.

5.5.1 Agroforestry Adoption, Gender Relations and Local Institutions

Studies of agroforestry adoption and the impact of the AEP could potentially respond to
three issues related to gender: 1) The benefits of agroforestry for women farmers, 2) the
project’s contribution to strengthening women’s groups and women’s collective interests
in agroforestry, and 3) action taken within the project, and its structure, to support
awareness and attention to gender issues in delivery of the AEP. The author explored the
extent to which these three aspects of gender relations had been recognised in the various
studies of agroforestry adoption in the AEP.

Most of these studies have assumed that the project benefited women farmers for
two reasons: one, the project’s extension approach was based on assistance to women’s

groups; and two, tree-planting benefits women in terms of addressing their needs and
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responsibilities related to woodfuel collection and food crop production (Rocheleau, 1986;

Cook and Grut, 1989; Vonk and Safman, 1991). According to the former project manager,

A major impact of the AEP was in redefining the role of women, who
traditionally had no tenure or ownership rights. CARE's decision to put
women in charge of seedling production more broadly empowered women.
Though men retain de jure control of the trees, women now enjoy more
rights to seedlings, tree planting and tree products as a result of the AEP
(Vonk and Safman, 1991:5).

In 1994, data sets on agroforestry adoption from the ICRAF/CARE impact study
(Scherr and Alitsi, 1990) were examined by Bonnard and Scherr (1994), who sought to
determine the extent to which gender was a relevant variable in explaining agroforestry
adoption. They found that within the context of the AEP, “species choice, tree product
marketing and use, and the employment of soil conservation and fertility management
practices are not clearly differentiated by gender, but rather, more variable across the

marital status of women” (Bonnard and Scherr, 1994:71). It was specifically determined

that,

Men had 50% more trees on their farms and almost 30% higher tree density

... Men's farms also had higher numbers and density of trees in cropland.

Women's farms had significantly more trees used primarily for fuelwood,

which may partially reflect women’s greater emphasis on use for fuel

(Scherr, 1995:798).

Yet, these results missed two important elements. First, what the authors referred to
as “men’s farms™ and “women’s farms” were designations based on the sex of the AEP
contact farmers interviewed during the 1988/89 fieldwork. For methodological reasons,

the ICRAF/CARE study and the subsequent analysis provided by Bonnard and Scherr

(1994) could not address the likelihood that the actual farm manager, not the owner, was a
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woman and not a man. In 1990, a study of men’s and women’s separate and joint
responsibilities in agroforestry in Siaya found that two-thirds of the tasks in agroforestry
were performed by female farmers, whereas men were involved in less than 10% of on-
farm agroforestry labour (Martin, 1990). The method used in Bonnard and Scherr (1994)
did not come to terms with the fact that day-to-day agroforestry activities lie in the domain
of women’s knowledge and responsibilities, and not men’s, regardless of whether or not
the husband is resident (Martin, 1990; Diamond, 1992; Hambly, 1992). Secondly, by
disaggregating data based on sex, Bonnard and Scherr (1994) employed the term “gender”
as biological sex, and not as a relational concept of the power-based relations in which
men and women are engaged (Moser, 1993). Researchers making a gender relations
analysis would, for instance, avoid disaggregating data by “men’s farms™ and “women’s
farms’ and recognise that in Siaya District land is almost never owned by women, even in
joint title with men (Suda, 1991). On male-owned farms women also play key resource
management roles in agriculture as well as farm forestry (Hambly, 1992). Gender relations
analysis would also illuminate the important variations among women, including, for
instance, agricultural activities within monogamous and polygamous households — again
whether or not a husband is resident (Ayiecho, 1991; Hambly, 1992).

A second and relevant area of study on gender relations in the AEP would relate to
the project’s capacity to strengthen women’s gfoups as local institutions involved in
agroforestry. Evaluations commissioned by the project’s donors referred to women’s

groups as “the key to the success of the AEP” (Fowler et al., 1986; Scott and Masai,
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1989). However, no studies were conducted on the nature or status of women’s groups in
the AEP. Adoption studies that disaggregated data by the sex of the AEP farmer (i.e.
Scherr and Alitsi, 1990; Bonnard and Scherr, 1994) did not identify the influence of
collective activity among male and female farmers on the uptake of agroforestry activities
promoted by the project. The actions of individual farmers were viewed, therefore, in
isolation from wider social relations that transpired within the women’s groups.

Finally, the third way in which gender relations would feature in the AEP relates to
gender issues in the organisational structure of CARE-Kenya and the AEP delivery. The
project was designed to include both male and female extension workers, according to
Vonk (1986). While evaluations of the AEP congratulated the project on its near-equal
ratio of female to male extension workers (Scott and Masai, 1989; Smillie, 1990), women
were scarce in project management positions. In 1991, only one in five middle-level
supervisors were female, and there were no females in the top management of the project
until 1994 (Hambly, 1992). This situation changed little after the establishment of a
Women in Development (WID) Unit in CARE-Kenya in late 1988. In 1989, with funding
from the Swedish International Development Agency, a national Gender Co-ordinator was

given the responsibility for ensuring that

... gender issues in development are emphasised, supported and
implemented; the aim being an attempt to foster and influence social
change, which is central to community development. Within these broad
parameters, the co-ordinator should also ensure that CARE's projects have
a direct impact on women in terms of ameliorating conditions in which they
work and live and ensure that CARE has an enforceable policy with respect
to women in development in respect to project selection, implementation
and evaluation and an affirmative female hiring policy (CARE, 1991:3).
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In the same year, the Gender Co-ordinator cited “passive resistance to advice or
instruction”” among CARE-Kenya’s managers and then later resigned (CARE, 1991a).
During discussions with the author in 1991, extension workers were complimentary about
gender awareness workshops held by the Gender Co-ordinator. The Gender Co-ordinator’s
responsibility to review project designs, implementation methodologies and evaluation
results of the AEP was never fulfilled. In 1991, project managers reported that this was
due to her lack of technical knowledge of agroforestry and conflicts between the head
office of CARE-Kenya and the field office in Siaya. On closer inspection of the Co-
ordinator’s terms of reference, it is apparent that her ranking at the same level as a project
manager without similar authority over the allocation of resources within individual
projects was an important limitation to the WID unit’s influence.

Overall, the analysis of gender relations and institutions within the context of the
AEP has not been as strong as one might expect it to be. This is particularly true of the
many studies of the project as well as the wider literature relevant to women and
agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa, and particularly studies on gender and agroforestry in

Kenya (Rocheleau, 1991).

5.6 CARE AEP: 1992-present

In the course of project implementation in the early 1990s, the AEP shifted again as it
began to experience the results of reducing equipment and supplies to women’s groups. In
the interest of encouraging farmers to become self-reliant, the AEP extension workers

were informed by project management to continue their agroforestry extension, but to
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provide the women’s groups with only technical advice and limited quantities of polybags
(personal communication, AEP extension workers, 1991). Extension workers reported that
this led to a slowing down in nursery activities and seedling production. Smillie (1990) did

not see this shift in emphasis as entirely negative.

More important however, has been a change in emphasis from numbers
(numbers of seedlings, numbers of groups, etc.) to a focus on the longer-
term adoption by individual farmers of the new technology and good
agroforestry management. In recognition of the fact that longer-term impact
involves more than production and distribution this emphasis on extension

will continue through Phase Il (Smillie, 1990).

Consequently, the AEP switched its extension approach frome women’s groups to
individual farmers. According to a 1995 project evaluation, however, the catalysis for this
turning point was the advice of the CARE Regional Technical Adviasor to the AEP (CIDA,
1995). The AEP concentrated its extension advice and training actiwities on 1,258 self-
directed, individual ““farm families™ in Siaya District. In continuing its assistance to the
AEP, CIDA agreed to the individual approach to extension on the beasis that it would
probably be more effective for achieving increased farmer income from agroforestry
(CIDA, 1995). Farmers were to receive specialised attention to assist them in marketing
agroforestry products such as tree seedlings, timber, poles and fruit.

This revised extension approach was short-lived as it was stopped after less than a
year of implementation (April 1992 to March 1993). In 1993, the A'EP was reorganised for
the third time in ten years. The “individual farm family”” extension approach was

abandoned. The reorganisation of the AEP led to the departure of tlze Project Manager, re-

posting of the Siaya-based Assistant Project Manager to South Nyamnza and retrenchment
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of field staff. Some extension workers were transferred to the AEP in South Nyanza or
other CARE projects in Kenya. The changes in staffing and extension approach suggest
that the decision to shift the AEP focus away from farmers’ groups to individual farmers
was a miscalculation by project managers. CIDA (1995) stated that the project had
stagnated and it was unsure of what else it could offer farmers in Siaya District. The
District Forest Officer also commented that in the early 1990s “CARE was too busy
studying agroforestry than doing it” and that the AEP could not sustain its earlier results
once material assistance to women’s groups was reduced.

In effect, 1993 marked the end of the AEP as the vast majority of the 300 women’s
groups ceased to receive assistance. In managerial terms, the AEP was transformed into a
new project under the name of “Agroforestry Element” (AE). The project was re-
organised with its administrative and top manager in Kisumu, and a more junior Assistant
Project Manager in Siaya. The methodology of the project was known as TRACE
(Training Resource Persons in Agroforestry for Community Extension) and this extension
approach involved broadening the agricultural or food crops component of the
agroforestry element. In the early stages of implementing the TRACE methodology,

extension workers trained farmers, who then served as resource people for the women’s
groups (now referred to as farmers’ groups). ™ This training covered a wider range of

agricultural practices than previously promoted by the AEP, including, for instance, the
performance of local maize varieties versus hybrid maize, or alternative tilling practices

for cassava production. Support for tree nurseries and seedling production was curtailed,
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although a limited number of polybags and tree seeds continued to be provided. As CIDA
(1995:v) reported, the project was designed to emphasise technical advice and promote

self-reliance. The TRACE approach

... aims at creating an environment where extension staff merely play a
catalytic role in enabling the groups and schools to carefully analyse and
modify their agroforestry practices. The ultimate aim is to increase incomes
and improve productivity ... to institutionalise agroforestry within the
community, thus stimulating the sharing of agroforestry technologies by
community members themselves. It is envisaged that agroforestry activities
shall continue to be developed and refined by the community-based
resource persons on the phasing out of the project (CARE, 1995:iii-iv).
During the fieldwork in 1995, the author observed that after approximately one year
of implementing the new Agroforestry Element, CARE-Kenya was working with less than
half the number of groups involved in the project in 1985 (see Table 5.7). Many of the
participating farmers in the new AE project (most of whom are female) were not
necessarily involved in tree-based farming activities, particularly in some areas of the
district. In Boro and Uranga Divisions farmers were active in conventional agroforestry
activities, including woodlots, some alley-cropping and fruit production (banana, citrus
and other species), but in general the AE data suggest that most of the farmers assisted by

the project were engaged in small-scale agricultural activities which have only a minor, or

even non-existent agroforestry component.
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Table 5.7 CARE AE (Phase III) Activities in Siaya District (May 1995)*

Division

No. of
groups

No.

of farmers

Tree-based
activities (No. of groups)**

f

Bondo/Usigu

13

11

41

bananas (3)

Boro/Uranga

26

46

54

alley-cropping/ woodlots (34)
bananas (24)

zero-grazing (23)

other fruits (16)

coffee (6)

tree nursery (4)

citrus (4)

Ukwala/Ugunja

50

90

100

bananas (19)
tree nursery (2)

Yala/Wagai

50

50

170

zero-grazing (2)
other fruits (1)
alley-cropping/ woodlots (1)

Total

139

197

365

alley-cropping/ woodlots (35)
zero-grazing (25)

other fruits and citrus (21)
banana (21)

tree nursery (6)

coffee (6)

Source: CARE AE data.
Notes: * No project activities were recorded for Rarieda and Madiany Divisions
** Groups may practice alley-cropping and/or plant woodlots

Group organisation and internal relations have received no greater attention in the

most recent design of the Agroforestry Element project. In late 1991 there were

approximately 30 extension workers in Siaya District, each responsible for extension

support to an average of seven to eight women’s groups. In 1995 there were 15 extension

workers each working with an average of 13 farmers’ groups (Hambly, 1992; CIDA,

1995). m Furthermore, by cross-checking the names and locations of the women’s groups
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involved in the [CRAF/CARE studies of the late 1980s with 1995 AE project records, the
author found that only five women’s groups had been “readmitted” to the new project.
Therefore, the farmers’ groups involved in the TRACE method are nearly all new, and
older groups are no longer participants in the project. CIDA evaluators confirmed this

finding in their 1995 report, but did not make much of it.

A very small number of the Farm Families are still active in the Element.
Some are members of participating groups. Others are used as resource
persons for training by the Community Extension Workers (CEWSs) in the
area. A few of the very keen farmers are still visited on an informal (and
currently undocumented) basis by the local CEW (CIDA, 1995:78).
Closer investigation into the background of these groups suggests that three of the
women’s groups which were also part of CARE’s Farm Families approach were

additionally recipients of a loan under the CARE Women’s Income Generation project.

This, and discussions with current field staff in the project, suggest that the project now
seeks only groups that are capable of delivering results. ™ Part of CARE’s new attitude
towards farmers and groups is also evident in a new component of the TRACE method,
which is the involvement of 64 “progressive farmers” in adaptive, on-farm research
experiments. These farmers implement “on-farm research tnals, based upon needs
identified by the groups themselves during participatory needs assessments which are
facilitated by CARE extension staff’ (CIDA,1995:78). In this adaptive research
component, CARE has maintained some relationship with KEFRI in order to facilitate the
provision of technical advice to farmers and assist in the design of on-farm trials. o

However, in a 1991 interview, the DFO said the Agroforestry Element project had
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significantly downplayed agroforestry and tree planting, making the NGO’s work less
relevant to his district programmes. At the same time, the District Agriculture Officer
complimented the project on its wider interpretation of agroforestry, but felt that its

narrow focus on staple cereal and root crops (mainly maize, sorghum and cassava) ignored

the potential of cash crops such as cotton and sunflower.

5.7 Summary
This chapter has presented the evolution of the CARE Agroforestry Extension Project and

identified major landmarks in its implementation. These key aspects included the
abandonment of certain elements of the project design, rapid expansion on a scale and of a
scope unforeseen in the design stages of the AEP, frequent organisational restructuring
and alteration of the approach to farmer extension. These turning points in the project
reflect both reactions by the project in light of changing external context, as well as
management decisions which affected the content of the project. This discussion of project
context and content will be developed further in Chapter 8.

This chapter has also illustrated that the overlap of research and development
activities in the AEP were more intermittent than integrated. The focus of studies
conducted within the project was largely on tree survival rates and agroforestry adoption.
In part, this was due to the interventions and interests of international organisations such
as CIDA and ICRAF. Relations among the various organisations involved in the project
were complex. Project managers carried with them their own vested interests and

perspectives on how the project should operate. Finally, relations between the NGO and
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district government started off well, but later declined. A similar pattern of relations
occurred between the project and its participants. One of the most local of institutions in
Siaya District, women’s groups, was not well understood by the AEP. They were under-
researched, but also involved and later dropped from the project without recognition of
how that could affect the individual farmers’ berspective of the project or farmers’ practice
of agroforestry. The following two chapters will now examine agroforestry practices
among AEP farmers after the project ceased to support their activities, both individually

and collectively as women’s groups.

NOTES

' Since 1971, the CGIAR is co-sponsored by the World Bank, FAO, UNDP and UNEP
and aims to strengthen agricultural research for sustainable food security and poverty
alleviation in developing countries. In recent years most of the CGIAR centres receive
less than 15% of their funding from the World Bank, with the majority of core and
project support being provided by bilateral donors.

" KENGO (now known as the Kenyan Environmental NGO) co-published a national
tree seed directory (Teel, 1990) and eight extension publications through the
Agroforestry Training Series (Mbonye and Kiambi, n.d.). Research into seed
procurement, selection and distribution was conducted in the Kenya Seed Project at the
six field sites of the Mazingira Agroforestry Plots Project.

" Parts of KEFRI’s research programme were carried out within the Kenya Agricultural
Research Institute, which was started in 1980. This national research institute was
established after the break-up of the East African Community and a merger with the
research wing of the Ministry of Agriculture.

v The author acknowledges contributions from Steve Franzel, [CRAF socio-economist,
on the D&D method and proposals for its improvement (Franzel, 1996).

¥ For instance, Rocheleau (1986) and others later argued that the D&D method required
greater attention to the diverse needs and interests of agroforestry “users” within the
household. The 1987 ICRAF annual report states that a D&D database that allows for
the “implementation of a geographic storage and retrieval system for D&D case study
results...(included) a total of 58 recorded D&D analyses of land-use systems, 40 (of
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which) have been entered into the database” (ICRAF, 1987:9). According to the report,
the database was used in the late 1980s for ICRAF publications and further research on
priority setting and planning. Franzel (1996) states that the technique stagnated in the
late 1980s for three reasons: 1) D&D was not modified to take new methodological
developments in participatory research and priority setting into consideration, 2) there
was reduced emphasis on diagnostic studies within ICRAF, and 3) under-staffing in
ICRAF. D&D has recently been reconstructed to respond to these needs in the late
1990s, according to Franzel (1996), and to be more “quantitative” in its approach, states
Raintree (1986).

v These individuals were Louise Buck and Remko Vonk, whose reports and
publications are cited in this chapter.

" It is also likely that Siaya District was an obvious choice because in 1983 the Beijer
Institute was initiating its own agroforestry project, the Kenya Woodfuel Development
Project (KWDP) in neighbouring Kakamega District. The KWDP also operated in Kisii
District, which borders South Nyanza District. The Kenya Woodfuel Development
Project, like the CARE AEP, is well known in the community forestry literature. It was
later named the Kenya Woodfuel and Agroforestry Project (KW AP) after the Beijer
Institute withdrew from the project as a result of conflict with local authorities. Its
government partner, the Ministry of Energy, together with the ETC Foundation, a Dutch
NGO/consultancy, has implemented KWAP since 1989. The KWDP and CARE AEP
did not co-operate very often, preferring to maintain their own organisational distance and
differences.

" Personal communication, District Forest Officer (1991).

" Unfortunately, a complete record of the achievements of the project is not available.
The information in Table 5.3 has, however, been cross-checked with project documents
and case studies.

" Also, three former Forest Department technicians at the location level were also
identified in this study as involved in the set up of AEP women’s groups. In two cases,
the Forest Department employees (one later retired) served as women’s group co-
ordinators.

. Buck (1993:129-30) also observed that this decision was backed by the country
director based in Nairobi, and that the 1986 evaluation team supported the shift towards
the generalist approach (see also Fowler et al., 1986; Vonk, 1986).

' Smillie (1990) reports that under the Rural Integrated Development project (1983-92)
CIDA provided CAD$14.4 million to four CARE-Kenya projects: agroforestry
extension (the AEP), women’s income generation and employment, primary education
and polytechnics. The second phase of the AEP, which ended in 1992, cost CAD$9.88
million.
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xiii

Although the study was conducted by a team of consultants, the report was sub-titled,
Agroforestry “a farmer’s perspective” (Cook and Grut, 1989).

" Scott and Masai (1989) reviewed seedling survival rates. They indicated the
following variations in the rates: CARE, 1985: 79%; CDP Consultants, 1985: 69%,;
CARE, 1986: 67%; and KEFRI, 1988: 53%.

™ These groups are registered by the Ministry of Culture and Social Services under the
general heading of women’s/self-help groups. The AE also operates in parts of Migori
and Homa Bay Districts. (The latter was formerly South Nyanza District).

" Field Officers (there were five in Siaya in 1991) now have been replaced with one
Senior Technical Supervisor (STS) who is responsible for the adaptive research work
and two Senior Extension Supervisors (SES), one responsible for extension work in the
higher-potential zones, the other for extension in the lower-potential zones. The STS
supervises in his/her respective district, four adaptive research workers who work
directly with eight farmers involved in the adaptive research component of the project.
Each SES supervises ten extension workers, who are now referred to as CEWs
(Community Extension Workers).

“" Little evidence was provided of the work of the AE project in the drier, more distant
agro-ecological parts of the district, specifically Rarieda and Madiany Divisions, where
the tree nurseries and field operations have always been less successful due to climatic
and logistical problems.

xviii

CARE is still involved with the five of the original six agroforestry research plots
established by KEFRI/ICRAF/CARE across Siaya District (one plot has been
discontinued). At these sites, the management of alley-cropping and species selection
for woodlots and boundary planting are still the lead responsibility of KEFRI. Research
findings are generally not very encouraging, as problems with psyllid infestation
emerged in 1993/94 and the productivity of Leucaena has been negatively affected.
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6. ADOPTION AND ABANDONMENT OF AGROFORESTRY IN
SIAYA (1991-95)

6.1 Introduction

This chapter explores the extent to which agroforestry can be said to be institutionalised or
embedded at the household level in Siaya District in terms of its sustained practice and the
import of its meaning to farmers. It first identifies and discusses some of the key socio-
economic characteristics of farmers and their households (dala), including comparisons
between AEP farmers and non-AEP farmers. The chapter examines if, and how, farmers
once involved in the AEP have sustained their practice of agroforestry and then broadly
compares these findings to agroforestry activities among non-AEP farmers. Subsequently,
the extent to which AEP farmers have abandoned agroforestry is presented and discussed.
In the second section of this chapter, attention is specifically directed to the gender
relations implicit in efforts at the intra-household level to sustain agroforestry. It is argued
that the adoption and abandonment of agroforestry does not occur in isolation from
farmers’ motivations and constraints, and that farmers themselves are a highly diverse
group. As the theoretical approach to this study has acknowledged, gender is only one
aspect of the economiic, political, ecological and social dimensions of rural environments.
However, the hypothesis put forward is that the creation of meaning for agroforestry by

individual farmers is influenced by socially constructed gender relations.
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6.2 Socio-economic Characteristics of AEP Farmers and Non-AEP
Farmers

This section presents the analysis of baseline information about farmers and their
households that was collected through in-depth interviews. A description of the socio-
economic characteristics of the farmers follows, and they are compared with other socio-
economic analyses of agroforestry in Siaya District.

The conceptual framework of this study proposes that farmers are best charactertsed
as a highly diverse group of individuals, and that male and female farmers in the same
household may have varying responsibilities and interests in agroforestry. Differences
within and between households and among farmers are expected to influence the ways in
which individual farmers perceive and practise agroforestry. This section addresses this
proposition in light of the fieldwork and data analysis. It examines the characteristics of

farmers and households that were involved in the AEP as well as those that were not.

6.2.1 Household Composition, Age and Sex Structure

As mentioned in the previous chapters, a typical rural household in Siaya is an extended
family unit with porous social and economic boundaries (Cohen and Odhiambo, 1989).
This makes the “household” a difficult unit of analysis. The focus in this study is not on
the household unit per se, but on a project. However, following Giddens (1984) and
Layder (1994), individual project participants should not be seen in isolation from the
realities of the social groups to which they belong, including their “households”. Hence,

attention to an individual farmer must take into consideration his/her social relations. In
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this study, we concentrate on two social units with which the individual farmer is
associated: his/her household and women’s group.

It is, however, “households™ which typically form the basic unit of analysis for
most socio-economic agroforestry research in Kenya. For instance, in their studies of
Central Province (Murang’a District) and western Kenya, respectively, Dewees (1993) and
David and Swinkels (1994) have identified four key characteristics of household
composition: 1) sex of adult residents (and specifically the head of household and/or farm
manager), 2) age of adult residents, 3) marital status, and 4) number of full-time residents
(adults and children). In this case study, similar information about the composition of rural
household in Siaya was noted among AEP and non-AEP farmers. This baseline data was
used to code specific farmer interviews and is referred to throughout the discussion of
farmers’ adoption and abandonment of agroforestry in Siaya. At this juncture, it is useful
to review the general composition of AEP farmers’ households (Group A) and households
of farmers who were not involved in the project (Group B).

All contact farmers involved in this study can be considered as either heads of
household and/or managers of the farm. In agroforestry research, a “head of household” is
typically defined as the individual who has primary decision-making authority over the
land on which agroforestry is practised (David and Swinkels, 1994). This concept has
been considered useful because female farmers who are the sole adult residents on a farm
may practise agroforestry but not necessarily have the authority to make decisions that

implicate land and tree tenure (Feldstein et al., 1989). Therefore, the female farmer may be
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a de facto farm manager but may not be the “head of household” as Rocheleau (1986) has
suggested. In the context of Siaya, the “authority of this position is important in relation to
the extent to which some women, such as widows, are not only farm managers but also
heads of the household (Hay, 1976; Okeyo, 1980). As Ayiecho (1991) and Suda (1991)
have suggested, in a polygamous home in Siaya, the head wife may assume the leadership
role in the household, in the absence or death of her husband. Even when wives are
“inherited” by brothers or other male relatives of the deceased husband, as is customary
among the Luo, the new husband does not live in the household of the deceased, and
therefore often assumes a somewhat modified role of “head of household”. Figure 6.1
illustrates the variation between male/female-headed households.” The matrices show the

percentage of AEP and non-AEP households that were headed and/or managed by male

and/or female farmers.
Group A Group B
FM FM
Male Female Male Female
HOH Male 27% 48% HOH Male 30% 47%
Female 0 22% Female 0 21%
n=52/54 n=41/42

Source: Interview data; coding HOH (head of household) FM (female managed).
Notes: The difference in “n” is because two male contact farmers had no wives and
one female farmer did not answer.

Figure 6.1 Sex of Head of Household and Farm Manager

The most frequent household type among farmers involved in this study was male headed

and female managed. However, male respondents in both groups tended to report their

178



household as being male headed and male managed even though in all but three of the
households there were full-time resident wives." Two widowers in Group A had no
wives.” Nevertheless, a large share of both Group A and Group B households were
female headed and female managed. This situation is related to the relatively high number
of women-only households in both groups of farmers interviewed. Households without
husbands or adult males are referred to here as women-only households; the women are
genuine widows or those whose husbands are away for extended periods, those referred to
by Hay (1974) as “widows of migration™. In all, 45% of AEP farm households and 30% of
non-AEP farm households do not have a full-time resident husband. These figures are
comparable to the district average of 45% rural households in Siaya without a resident
husband (Republic of Kenya, 1994a)."

Finally, it is acknowledged that the occurrence of women-only households does
not mean that women may be inclined to report that their home is female headed or female
managed. The author found, for instance, that in four AEP households women reported
that although their husbands were not full-time residents, they were heads of the
household as well as managers of the farm. In approximately 8% of the AEP households,
non-resident husbands were actively participating in decision-making and management of
the farm from a distance.

The age and sex composition of contact farmers involved in this study are
presented in Figure 6.2. Overall, 55% were female.” Contact farmers who had once been

involved in the AEP were 68% female and 31% male. A slightly higher number of women
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farmers in Group A was to be expected given the predominance of women (of working

age) in the district and the emphasis on women farmers and women’s groups in the AEP.

7 [1Male
6 i Female
No.of i
Non-AEP _ &
Farmers 33
18
20- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70+
39 39 49 59 69
Age Cohort
10 ¢
s -
No. of AEP 6 -SR

Farmers 4 [

20- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70+
39 39 49 59 69

Age Cohort

Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995.

Figure 6.2 Age/Sex Structure of Farmers Involved in the Study

180



Of the non-AEP farmers, 54% were female and 45% male, which is almost identical to the
Siaya district population sex ratio. It should be noted, however, that farmers in Group A
were slightly older than those in Group B."

The marital status of farmers is important in terms of the proportion of households
that are monogamous (and therefore have typically only one wife potentially active in
managing the farm) and those that are polygamous and have more than one wife involved
in agricultural activities. Half of the AEP farm households involved in this study are
polygamous, but the proportion is only one-third among non-AEP farm households. The
relevance of marital status to farmers’ agroforestry activities is discussed in more detail
later in this chapter.

Finally, with regard to the total number of residents per household, including
dependent children and resident adults, there was little variation between AEP and non-
AEP households. However, families were larger in households in the drier ecozones, and
specifically in Bondo, Rarieda, Madiany and Uranga Divisions. In both groups,
polygamous households also had approximately one-third more full-time residents than

monogamous ones did.

6.2.2 Farm Size and “Other Land” Accessed

In Siaya District, the way in which farmers practise agriculture and agroforestry is
influenced by three types of land use: land within the compound, where homegardens,
shade trees or live fences are often grown; parcels of land or fields in which crops and

trees may be intercropped or borders of trees may be planted; what is referred to in Siaya
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as “other land” — parcels of land that do not lie near the compound or its adjacent fields,
but which farmers may access for agroforestry-related activities. This “other land”
includes land that is owned, rented and/or borrowed by farmers (Hambly, 1992:113-7)."%
In 1995, the author found that the main “farm” of AEP farmers, or rather the area of
the compound and its adjacent fields, was somewhat larger than that cultivated by non-

AEP farmers (see Figure 6.3).

: .l:l AEP
B Non-AEP

0 : : 1
<1.0 1.1- 2.0- 3.0- 4.0- 6.0- 10.0+
1.9 2.9 3.9 59 10.0
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Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995.

Figure 6.3 Area of Land Cultivated (Compound and Adjacent Fields)
In Bondo and Usigu Divisions the mean size of land holding among non-AEP farmers was
less than three acres, but among AEP farmers it was 18 acres. The average for these two

divisions was approximately seven acres (District Lands Office, 1991). Only in Yala and
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Wagai Divisions was the average AEP farm smaller than the average non-AEP farm (two
acres as compared with four acres).

The total area of land cultivated should take into consideration other-owned,
borrowed or rented land that is not adjacent to the farmers’ place of residence. Other-
owned land should be at least half a kilometre away from the farm compound. Borrowed
and rented parcels of land are often accessed on a seasonal, not permanent basis. In 1995,
45% of non-AEP farmers and 59% of AEP farmers accessed “other land.” Table 6.1

illustrates the proportion of “other land” that is owned, borrowed and rented.

Table 6.1 “Other Land” Accessed by Farmers

Type of AEP Farmers Non-AEP Farmers
“other land”
1991 1995 1995
n=38 n=54 n=42
No.| % Mean| No.| % Mean | No.| % Mean
size size size
(acres) (acres) (acres)
Owned 10| 26 2.1 16| 29 1.97 131 30 3.2
Borrowed 13| 34 1.15 9| 16 2.04 3 7 1.25
Rented 11| 28 1.5 17| 31 1.96 4 9 1.66

Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995
Note: farmers may own, borrow and/or rent more than one piece of land.

One important aspect concerning “other land” and its relevance to farmers’
livelihoods in Siaya District is that households without a full-time resident male make
greater use of borrowed land. In both groups, households with a resident male are more
likely to own and rent “other land.” However, several female-headed and female-managed

households also rent land. A second important feature of “other land” is the type of
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farming activity on other-owned, borrowed or rented land. The farmers’ interest in trees on
these other land areas is mainly as a source of woodfuel and additional fodder, particularly
during the dry season. Because the planting or harvesting of trees implies a tenurial right
to the land, farm forestry was not found to be practised on rented or borrowed land. The
author also found that landlords may restrict the planting of certain crops on rented or
borrowed land. Specifically, this applied to cassava, which tends to be a gross feeder of
soil nutrients and can be stored in the ground for up to two years, therefore preventing the
leasing of land on a seasonal basis. Prices of rented land varied from 1,500 to 2,000
Kenyan shillings per acre in Yala and Wagai, to 200 to 300 Kenyan shillings per acre in
Boro and Bondo Divisions. However, prices may fluctuate, depending on soil fertility and
moisture. Landlords may also be willing to rent land to friends and family in exchange for
their labour. This customary practice is referred to as pur wabar. There were only two
cases, both of AEP farmers, in which farmers had sufficient land to lease to others. Both
rented out land under the pur wabar system. Cassava is the main crop grown on other-
owned land. Other rented and borrowed parcels of land were planted in 1995 with a
combination of sorghum, maize, beans and/or cowpeas. Overall, sorghum was the most
frequent choice for the 1995 long-rains season, a contrast with the author’s findings in
1991 when maize was the most common crop grown.

Overall, farmers’ use of “other land” in Siaya District suggests that they are active in
the production of “security crops”, which heip them to cope with fuel or fodder shortages.

Furthermore, the recognition of AEP and non-AEP farmers’ access to other land suggests
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that the “farm’ observed by researchers or extension workers is often only part of a
farmer’s overall area under cultivation for agricultural and farm forestry production. This
is important when determining the extent of farmers’ access to food and tree products,

especially off-farm woodfuel and additional fodder.

6.2.3 Occupation, Employment and Income

Among both groups of farmers, the primary occupation of male and female respondents is
agriculture (90% and 88%, respectively). Thus, the number of farmers involved in this
study who are employed off the farm is small. Within the farmers’ households, however,
there can be a diverse number of secondary activities conducted by adults and children to
generate income. Both male and female members of the household are engaged in income-

generating activities (see Table 6.2).

Table 6.2 Income Generation Among AEP (Group A) and Non-AEP

(Group B) Farmers
Income Generating Activity Group A | Group B
n=54 n=42

No. % | No.| %

Regular marketing of food and/or industrial crops 29| 53 13| 30
Regular remittances from spouse/children 24| 44 19| 45
Handicrafts 21| 38 71 16
Work as hired labourers (farming and/or construction) 15| 27 6| 14
Sale/trading of livestock or animal products (non-dairy) 4 7 9] 21
Fishing/sale of fish 8| 14 1 2
Sale of woodfuel (charcoal and/or firewood) 2 3 3 7
Brewing of alcohol 3 5 1 2
Dairy (sale of milk and/or ghee) 2 3 2 4
Other (sale of sand, cooked foods, local transport) 1 1 3 7

Note: Respondents may have reported being engaged in more than one activity.
Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995.
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These results suggest that farmers may have several ways of accessing or generating
income. However, this does not apply to all the farmers. Five farmers (9%) in Group A
and six (14%) in Group B reported that they had no source of income. When hard pressed
for cash, they would sell cassava or seek assistance from relatives. In all these cases, the
households were either widows or women whose husbands were non-resident.”™ All
these households, except two, were considered to be resource poor and very resource poor,
categories explained in more detail below.

Farmers were most likely to generate income by marketing food or industrial crops
grown on their farms. “Regular’” marketing was interpreted as taking produce to
cooperatives and/or markets at least twice a month. Several farmers in both groups
occasionally marketed crops when all other sources failed. Women were more likely to
engage in small-scale marketing of food crops, poultry, fresh and dried fish and
handicrafts, whereas men were involved in marketing furniture, livestock (local cattle,
goats and sheep), fresh fish and animal products (hides). Both male and female farmers
were involved in producing and selling ropes, baskets, mats, brooms and pottery. In both
groups, polygamous households were more likely to engage in marketing activities. Non-
AEP farmers were found, however, to participate less in marketing of crops and fish, and
more in smaller-scale activities such as selling woodfuel (firewood and charcoal) and
other activities such as selling sand, using bicycles to transport people or produce (boda

boda) and selling cooked foods at the market. Farmers once involved in the AEP had a
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greater reliance on agriculture-related activities, including hiring out themselves and their
family members as farm labourers.

Although farmers may access and generate diverse income sources, they may do so
for other purposes than generating wealth. Generally, farmers aim at subsistence: they
attempt to be self-reliant in food production without selling crops. Some farmers seem to
achieve self-sufficiency in food production and even generate a surplus of crops to market
locally. However, others do not, and therefore must engage in additional activities to raise
money. For a small number of women farmers, the main source of money is assistance
from urban-dwelling members of the family. Therefore, it can be argued that farmers’
occupations, employment and income generation opportunities were only some of the
many criteria to consider in determining the economic status of households in Siaya

District.

6.2.4 Other Measures of the Economic Status of Households

The economic status of rural households in western Kenya is not easily determined, as
studies by socio-economists Were et al. (1991), Scherr et al. (1990:148) and David and
Swinkels (1994:13) conclude. In 1994, in an effort to establish baseline socio-economic
data for ICRAF’s field station in Maseno, just east of Siaya District, David and Swinkels
reviewed data from seven studies conducted in western Kenya. X They suggest that socio-
economic status in Siaya is based on eight quantifiable factors: 1) labour avaiiability, 2)
type of household, 3) farm size, 4) land tenure, 5) wealth, 6) input use, 7) age of household

head, and 8) involvement in labour markets. In 1995, the author considered that most, if

187



not all of these factors would be relevant to characterisation of the socio-economic status
of farmers in Siaya District. However, it was not the intention of the current study to carry
out a detailed statistical analysis of the economic status of farmers in Siaya. Also, in the
selection of AEP and non-AEP farmers the author did not require a measure of socio-
economic status to stratify the sample. Most importantly, the author found that roof types
are an unreliable proxy indicator for weaith in Siaya District and that other indicators can
be used for the purpose.

One of the main indicators of wealth endorsed by David and Swinkels (1994), and
also by Scherr et al. (1990) in their assessment of farmers’ wealth in Siaya District, was
house and roof type (permanent or semi-permanent house with a thatched or corrugated
iron roof).* In 1995, the author found that this indicator was unreliable because severe
shortages of the grass commonly used for thatching in Boro, Bondo, Yala and Rarieda
divisions (Loudetia kagerensis) had made it unaffordable for roofing new houses as well
as repairing existing ones.® Consequently, farmers were instead purchasing second-hand
corrugated iron (mbati).

Proxy indicators of relative wealth or poverty were identified by the research team
after, not before, data collection, and later confirmed during the return visits to farmers to
provide them with preliminary results of the study (i.e. during farmer feedback). These
proxy indicators were neither ranked nor weighted, only subjectively cross-referenced with
other recorded information about the particular farmer and his/her household. The

households were then allocated one of five codes: 1) very resource poor, 2) resource poor,
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3) middle resource poor, 4) middle resource rich, and 5) resource rich; and stored in the
relevant node in the NUD*IST project. The proxy indicators for relative wealth among the

households involved in this study are summarised in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3 Other Proxy Indicators for Wealth/Poverty Among AEP (Group A)
and Non-AEP (Group B) Farmers

Indicators No. of Times Coded*
Group A | Group B
n=54 n=42
Wealth indicators
Regular marketing of crops (co-operatives or locally) 29 13
Area of land cultivated including “other land™” > 2 acres 41 31
Permanent house and furnishings 21 14
No. of grades completed at school >6 11 17
Low share of cultivated land under cassava 7 3
High share of cultivated land under non-food cash crops 2 6
Regular production/purchasing/marketing of charcoal (not 4 2
firewood)
Ownership of more than one dairy cow 3
Brewing of alcohol 3 1
Poverty indicators
More than five dependants < 18 years (including 9 17
grandchildren)
No off-farm employment/ pension/ remittances or other 5 6
income
Age of resident adult(s) > 65 years 8 3
Marketing of cassava only 4 6
Chronic health problems within the household (e.g. HIV- 4 4
AIDS/ mental illness/ tuberculosis)
Sale of collected wild products (e.g. firewood, 3 2
mushrooms)
Only source of income being farmer/children working as 3 1
hired labourers
Widows with no sons 1 2

Note: * Number of times coded refers to the number of “finds” for that particular item
within the 96 interviews (AEP and Non-AEP farmers).
Source: In-depth farmer interviews.
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This list includes indicators not taken into consideration in other analyses of socio-
economic status in Siaya District by David and Swinkels (1994) or Ayiecho (1991). For
instance, consideration of chronic health problems among family members is important to
understanding farmers’ need for cash income to pay for costly medications or the cost in
terms of lost labour. For instance, farmers generate income from trading considered to be
illegal by the State (e.g. brewing of alcohol, production of charcoal). Some farmers
reported that they marketed crops, but closer inspection showed that ten percent marketed
only cassava, which means that they were reluctant to sell other staple crops which
sustained them during food shortages and shortfalls resulting from loss of income from
other sources (e.g. remittances). The cassava indicator is important, but also weak in view
of the above discussion where it was noted that farmers often plant cassava on “other
land” as a buffer crop in case of drought or food shortages.

Using the indicators listed in Table 6.3, five codes were created to categorise
farmers according to a five-point scale representing wealth or socio-economic status.

Table 6.4 summarises the results.

Table 6.4 AEP and non-AEP Farmers Coded by Farmers by Proxy

Indicators of Wealth

Farmers % of Farmers Interviewed

Very | Resource Middle Middle | Resource | Total

Resource Poor | Resource | Resource Rich

Poor Poor Rich
Group A 3.1 39.2 33.6 10.5 12.9 99.3
(n=54)
Group B 4.7 45.2 214 19.0 95| 998
(n=42)

Source: In-depth farmer interviews.
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In a general sense, it can be said that non-AEP farmers are mostly categorised in the
resource poor to middle poor categories and AEP farmers are relatively wealthier.
However, these findings are inconclusive, in part because the assessment was based on the
author’s perception of farmers’ living standards at one particular point in time. Other
factors could have contributed to AEP farmers’ appearing slightly better-off, including the
fact that farmers in Group A are slightly older and seem to have few dependants under 18
years of age. The relatively older number of farmers in Group A may also relate to

remittances received from non-resident family members (i.e. sons and daughters).

6.2.5 Summary of Socio-Economic Characteristics

The review of socio-economic characteristics of farmer households in Siaya District
suggests some similarities and differences between the two groups. The key similarities
are the large number of widows and the prevalence of non-resident working-age men in
both groups. This means that women are responsible for most agriculture-related
activities. Differences between the two groups include the age structure, with AEP farmers
being slightly older than non-AEP ones, and the profile based on wealth indicators
identified in the study. The two groups do not vary in their access to “other land”, although
inter-household gender-related variation (i.e. resident husband/non-resident husband) does
exist. A wider frame of reference for assessing éocio-economic status is useful,
particularly for appreciating the diversity of income sources and socio-economic status of
farmers. Although statements are made here about the relative social and economic

conditions of farmers interviewed in this study, it should be kept in mind that the
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environment and conditions in which farmers live are highly dynamic and difficult to
generalise. We shall now turn to a closer examination of agroforestry among AEP farmers

and non-AEP farmers.

6.3 Agroforestry Adoption and Abandonment

This study is primarily concerned with what has happened to farmers’ practice of
agroforestry at least four years after they ceased to receive assistance from the CARE
Agroforestry Extension Project. In 1995, the author interviewed the same AEP farmers
who had been part of the earlier study in 1991 (Hambly, 1992). % n-depth interviews
with farmers in Siaya who had not participated in the AEP were conducted in order to
determine the extent to which they practised agroforestry in 1995. In this section of the
chapter, we shall examine agroforestry in the widest possible sense — the intentional use
and management of trees, in combination with crops and livestock, for economic
production and environmental protection. We shall specifically examine farmers’
continued or sustained practice of agroforestry — in the sense that farmers have actively

sustained agroforestry by reproducing its tree or forestry component.

6.3.1 Agroforestry as Practised by AEP and Non-AEP Farmers

Two key questions frame the discussion of agroforestry among farmers who were once
participants in the AEP. Firstly, did farmers continue to practise agroforestry once the
AFEP had ceased to offer them and women’s groups technical assistance? Secondly, how

do they compare with farmers who never had any contact with the project? These
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questions were explored by examining the data obtained from in-depth interviews with
farmers.

Initially, farmers in both groups were asked if they were practising agroforestry in
1995 The definition of “agroforestry” discussed with farmers at the outset of the
interview was the planting and/or management of trees in combination with crops and
livestock in fields or compounds. As Table 6.5 illustrates, 87% of farmers who received
assistance from the AEP were practising some form of agroforestry. However, 67% of
farmers in Group B reported that they, too, were practising agroforestry according to the

definition employed.

Table 6.5 Agroforestry Among AEP-Assisted (Group A) and
Non-AEP-Assisted (Group B) Farmers

No. of Farmers Group A Group B
1991 1995 1995
total n= 38 54 42
Practising agroforestry 38 47 28
% of total 100% 87% 67%

Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995.

When these results were examined by division and ecozone, some variation was

found between the Group A and Group B responses, as illustrated in Table 6.6.
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Table 6.6 Agroforestry Among AEP-Assisted (Group A) and
Non-AEP-Assisted (Group B) Farmers, by Ecozone.

Division and Agro- No. of Farmers
ecological Zone*
Group A | % Practice Group B | % Practice
AF AF
All Divisions 54 87% 42 67%
Zonel
Yala 6 83 6 83
Ukwala 5 60 5 60
Zone I1
Wagai 1 0 4 50
Ugunja 4 75 5 40
Boro 17 88 2 100
Uranga 6 100 0 n.a.
Zone II1
Bondo 4 100 5 100
Madiany 4 100 4 50
Rarieda 4 100 4 75
ZonelV
Rarieda 2 100 2 50
Usigu 1 100 5 80
Notes:

n.a. = not applicable.

* Zone I has two rainy seasons; Zone II has one good rainy season and a second
unreliable rainy season; Zone III has one rainy season; Zone IV has one rainy season
which may be unreliable.

Source: 1995 in-depth farmer interviews (NUD¥*IST, node “agroforestry/yes” and
cross-checked with “farmer/division™).

All the AEP farmers in Bondo, Madiany, Rarieda and Usigu reported that they were
practising agroforestry. The non-practice of agroforestry among farmers formerly involved
in the AEP was highest in Wagai, Ukwala and Ugunja. Ukwala and Ugunja Divisions

were also found to have the lowest rate of agroforestry among non-AEP farmers.

However, non-AEP farmers from Rarieda and Madiany, unlike AEP farmers, reported low
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involvement in agroforestry activities. This finding suggests that the AEP may have
positively influenced farmers in the drier areas of Siaya District, specifically Rarieda and
Madiany. However, the sample size is too small to make strong claims in this regard.
More importantly, this general picture of the farmers’ practice of agroforestry must
take into consideration two key points. The first is the type of agroforestry in which both
groups of farmers are engaged. This requires identification in order to differentiate, insofar
as possible, variations between “new and improved” agroforestry and practices carried
over from pre-project (traditional and colonial era) agroforestry activities. The second
point arising from the interpretation of the data is to consider how these results may be

dependent on the definition of agroforestry used in the discussions.

6.3.2 Types of Agroforestry Practised

What type of agroforestry, in terms of its structure and function, is being sustained by
farmers once assisted by the AEP, or those outside the project? * Table 6.7 summarises
the major types of agroforestry among both groups of farmers.

The findings show that many farmers in Siaya who have not been part of the AEP
plant and manage similar structural combinations and arrangements in agroforestry. There
are, however, some distinct similarities and differences between the two groups of farmers
in the type of agroforestry they practise. The contrasts concern: 1) alley-cropping, 2) live
fences, 3) tree planting around fish ponds, 4) composting, and 5) species observed in

farmers’ fields.
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Table 6.7 Types of Agroforestry Practised by AEP (Group A) and
Non-AEP (Group B) Farmers

Type of Agroforestry Practised

No. of Farmers

Group A Group B

1991 1995 1995

n=38 n=54 n=42
Live fences/ border or boundary planting 35 29 27
Inter-cropping (random mix)* 25 30 24
Woodlots/ windbreaks 17 19 11
Alley cropping 16 2 0
Homegardens using trees (fruit/shade/muich) 13 11 12
Trees planted in compounds 13 9 8
Improved pasture/ fodder banks 8 7 9
On-farm tree nursery 6 2 1
Trees on soil terraces 4 1 1
Trees around water points/ fish ponds 1 1 0
Trees for beekeeping 1 0 1
Compost piles using tree cuttings 0 0 2
Farmers not practising any agroforestry 0 7 14

Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995 (NUD*IST, node “agroforestry/types/...”).
Note: * Main tree species cited among both groups were: Markhamia lutea, Albizia

coraria, Grevillea robusta and Melia azadirachta.

1. Alley-cropping

In 1991, the author found 42% of AEP farmers practising alley-cropping. This figure was

more or less in line with the finding that half the farms involved in the AEP in Siaya had

established a small alley-cropping plot (Scherr and Alitsi, 1990:153; Scherr, 1995:800). a

By 1995, this figure dropped to 5% as only two of the 38 farmers interviewed in 1991

were still practising alley-cropping. The experience of one of these two farms is striking

because it had served as a demonstration site for the AEP and therefore had received
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above-average technical and material inputs. After the project ceased its support to the
AEP demonstration farmer, he no longer maintained his approximately one-acre field of
hybrid maize and tree alleys (half of which was planted with Leucaena leucocephala and
the other half with Grevillea robusta). In 1992, he began to modify his alley-cropping by
altering the recommended spacing of trees within rows from 0.25 metres to up to two

metres — a density far less than the recommended 2000 trees per hectare (Scherr et al,

1990:155). o The farmer expressed regret during the interview that he had not
maintained the alleys in the recommended pattern, expressing the belief that the trees had
been competing too much with the line-planted maize. The farmer said that he had faced
no other constraint in practising alley-cropping, including labour to prune the tree roots or
cut back the trees for mulch. In the end, he could not justify retaining the tree alleys or his
purchase of hybrid maize seed, given the low yields. In the 1995 planting season, he
turned the field over to the second of his three wives to intercrop local maize, beans and

sorghum.

2. Live fences, border and boundary planting

A second agroforestry intervention promoted by the AEP was the improvement of trees
lines (i.e. hedges not part of an alley-cropping system) that are referred to as live fences,
field borders or boundary planting (Scherr et al., 1990:149). The author’s results indicate
that by 1995, AEP farmers had a wider variety of tree species in linear configurations,
including an apparent preference for multi-purpose Gliricidia sepium, Thevetia peruviana,

Grevillea robusta and Cassia siamea, planted as live fences or boundary markers. ™ I
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contrast, live fences among 75% of non-AEP-assisted households were limited to the
traditional use of Euphorbia tirucalii (ojuok) and/or sisal (konga). Another 20% of the
AEP farmers used Thevetia peruviana (thebesia) for live fence, border and boundary
planting. On 10% of the non-AEP farms, Cassia siamea (ndege) was planted or retained
in or near the boundaries of compounds, reportedly due to its use in the construction of
traditional granaries and homes. One farmer remarked that her ndege trees would be used

to construct a granary or kitchen because “the trees were already known to the termites”

and therefore the wood was unlikely to be destroyed by them. o

3. Other types of agroforestry identified
In addition to alley-cropping, another type of “new and improved” agroforestry which

only farmers once assisted by the AEP still practised in 1995 was the management of trees

around fish ponds. “ However, this comparison is weakened by the fact that no farmer in
Group B had a fish pond on his/her farm. One type of agroforestry practised among
farmers who were not involved in the AEP (Group B) is the use of tree foliage for
composting household and animal waste. In one of the two cases where this practice was
observed, the farmer used only banana leaves for her compost. Both farmers had produced
compost as fertiliser for homegardens for many years. Among both AEP and non-AEP
farmers, homegardens varied from relatively large (50 square metres), intensively
cultivated, multi-level plots (or canopies) of vegetables, fruit (banana, papaya, avocado
and mango) and nitrogen-fixing trees (usually Grevillea robusta), to small (four square

metres) vegetable gardens over which trees offer light shade. One husband and wife team
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in Rarieda Division cultivated trees in their homegarden to support the vines of three
different varieties of passion fruit (which were sold locally by the female farmer). They
also grew Mucuna pruriens, an indigenous vine used like coffee and known locally as
amilo, named after the popular commid beverage “Milo”. The farmers were interested

in the possibility of selling amilo in places such as Nairobi.

4. Tree Species
By definition, the specific structure and function of an agroforestry system are partly

characterised by the species of trees used in agroforestry. The AEP mainly promoted the
use of indigenous tree species and some exotic tree species that had been introduced to the
district prior to the AEP. Therefore, it is difficult to assess the direct contribution of the
project to increased tree species diversity in Siaya. Annex 11 presents a list of the species
of trees observed in farmers’ fields and compounds. In general, the diversity of tree

species in the fields and compounds of farmers was effectively the same for both groups.

6.3.3 Re-defining the Practice of Agroforestry

Having described the type of agroforestry practised by farmers, we can now address the

agroforestry activities that were not sustained by farmers involved in the AEP. As Table

6.9 suggests, most types of agroforestry have declined among farmers once assisted by the

AEP. However, alley-cropping was almost entirely abandoned between 1991 and 1995.
The author’s experience during the fieldwork was that it is not enough to ask

farmers, “Do you practise agroforestry?” and proceed to count the number of trees on the
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farm and analyse their location and configuration when the answer is in the affirmative. It
is necessary to review the definition of agroforestry, and to grasp the farmers’ individual
perception of what agroforestry entails. The author came to this realisation by analysing
the responses to the question about practising agroforestry and cross-referencing the
results with other information from the in-depth interviews. In only one-third of the
interviews, the responses provided by farmers coincided with subsequent descriptions of
tasks, mainly related to tree-planting, that would encompass an intentional management of
trees with a view to reproducing or replacing the tree component in the agroforestry
system. To address the possible gap between what outsiders mean by agroforestry and
what farmers perceive it to be, the author started by adjusting the questionnaire after pre-
testing. o Moreover, in subsequent discussions with farmers, the author was conscious of
actions taken by farmers to sustain their agroforestry activities, as opposed to using and
managing existing trees in a way that was not necessarily for the long term. The definition
of “practising agroforestry”” was therefore reconceptualised as farmers “sustaining or
reproducing agroforestry” as a land-use practice (Hansen, 1996; Leakey, 1996).

From this slightly different departure point in the collection and analysis of data, the
author identified two key results. One was that 12% of farmers had made conscious but
futile efforts to sustain agroforestry since 1991. This was initially found among farmers
who had once participated in the AEP and attempted to reproduce agroforestry, but due to
reasons such as drought or termite infestation had lost their trees between 1991 and 1995,

particularly in the drier areas of the district. It was found that after failing once, almost
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10% of farmers formerly participating in the AEP had not tried to re-establish trees in their
fields and compounds. Furthermore, only two households reported continuing to establish
new trees in their fields and compounds for at least two more seasons. -

The second finding that emerged from adjustment of the analysis was that 52% of
AEP farmers had not sustained agroforestry. Six had successfully planted between 50 and
200 new trees since 1991 and a further 15 had grown 10 to 50 free-standing trees. In the
remaining cases, only a few free-standing trees had been planted. This compared with five
farmers outside the AEP growing between 50 and 200 free-standing trees and 12 planting
10 to 50. However, one farmer who had never been involved in the AEP had grown more

than 370 trees, mainly as a woodlot. This exceptional case was partly motivated by his

craft of furniture making, but he told the team that his “love for trees encouraged him ...

(and) stimulated him to badger his neighbours to plant more trees”. ot Among AEP
farmers, only two had established new configurations of agroforestry since 1991. One in
Ukwala had established a 12-metre long fodder bank of Leucaena for a new breed of
sheep (shoats) which he was raising. In the other case, two widows in Boro had

established a small woodlot of Eucalyptus with tree seedlings purchased from a local
school. They planned to use the wood from the trees for production of charcoal for the
local market. However, these findings suggested that farmers were not sustaining
agroforestry in the long term. If the concept of farmers’ practice of agroforestry is based on
their intentional reproduction of AEP activities the results are not encouraging. The

findings are summarised in Table 6.8.
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Table 6.8 Examples of AEP Farmers Sustaining Agroforestry Since 1991

Examples No. of farmer responses*

Group A Group B
Total no. of farmers sustaining agroforestry 26 i8
Trees established in compound, fence or boundaries* 20 16
Trees established in fields* 9 13
Tree nursery established on-farm 2 3
Tree nursery established in women’s group 1 0

Notes: * Using seedlings, wildlings, cuttings or direct seeding.
Farmers may have cited more than one example.
Source: 1995 in-depth farmer interviews (NUD*IST, node “agroforestry/repro™).
These results are based on planting and management of trees (either in existing or new
agroforestry arrangements) through the purchase, growing or receipt of tree seedlings,
cuttings, wildlings and/or seed. The term “established” refers to successfully planted out
trees that have survived at least two seasons (one year). These trees require active
interventions by farmers, including selection of good-quality cuttings, wildlings or seed
(for direct seeding or seedling production), water (or planting in a moist, well-drained
area), possibly the application of manure, and protection from grazing animals or termites.
The findings indicate that agroforestry can be reproduced or sustained by farmers through
the establishment of an on-farm seedbed or tree nursery (size not defined) to produce tree
seedlings for agroforestry activities.

In approximately two-thirds of the interviews with farmers who had once been
involved in the AEP, the team identified complaints that farmers were unable to continue
agroforestry activities and plant trees because they lacked polybags (plastic tubes for

growing seedlings). In contrast, non-AEP farmers made no comment about polybags. In
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five cases, farmers in both groups used different kinds of seedling containers, from tin
cans to banana leaves. A female farmer and her husband in Group A created their own
“portable tree nurseries” by using the bottoms of oil drums. After the collapse of their
group tree nursery, these two farmers became self-sufficient in seedlings for repairing gaps
in the live fence around their compound and replanting their woodlot. The cont;ﬁner of
tree seedlings could be rolled out of the range of grazing animals or to areas where water
was stored.

Our results found that farmers previously involved in the AEP may be practising
agroforestry in terms of using and managing existing trees on their farms, but they do not
necessarily reproduce their agroforestry systems. In comparison, farmers who have not
been involved in the project are equally active, and possibly more involved in sustaining
certain agroforestry practices, many of which are traditional (or pre-project) activities.
Farmers not involved in the AEP do practise and sustain agroforestry, although their
experience varies somewhat according to agro-ecological conditions and in terms of the
use of propagative material used in planting trees. Given these results, it is proposed that a
more realistic picture of farmers’ adoption and sustained agroforestry activities can be
summarised as in Table 6.9.

How can this variation in farmers’ practice and sustaining of agroforestry be
understood in greater depth? To address this question, we need to examine the farmers’
motivations and constraints, especially how gender relations might shape farmers’

motivations and constraints in agroforestry.
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Table 6.9 Sustained Agroforestry Among AEP-Assisted (Group A) and
Non-AEP-Assisted Farmers (Group B), 1995

Number of Farmers
Description of Adoption Group A Group B
No. % No. %
Practising agroforestry* 47 87 28 67
Sustaining agroforestry since 1991 26 48 18 43
Total 54 100 42 100

Note: * No. of farmers practising agroforestry as indicated in table 6.1.
Source: 1995 in-depth farmer interviews NUD*IST, node ‘‘agroforestry/repro/yes”).

6.4 Farmers’ Motivations for Practising Agroforestry

In this study, the extent to which farmers create their own meaning for agroforestry
beyond the AEP itself, is considered to influence the extent to which they continue to
practice agroforestry, which is now seen in the wider sense of managing and sustaining
trees. Keeping in mind the distinction made above and summarised in Table 6.9, the
author examined farmers’ perceptions of the importance of agroforestry. These
perceptions are relevant to environmental research because they underscore farmers’
pursuit of certain land-use action, argue Blaikie and Brookfield (1987). However, as Long
and Long (1992) have shown, farmers’ perceptions do not exist in isolation of various
constraints on their actions. Furthermore, as Rocheleau (1991) and Diamond (1992) have
both pointed out, male and female farmers, even within the same household, may not
share similar motivations for and constraints to practising agroforestry. Therefore, gender

relations shape farmers’ perceptions of agroforestry and must be taken into account. In this
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section of the chapter, we shall examine farmers’ motivations for agroforestry, and in
section 6.5 we shall address the constraints that farmers experience in acting on these
motivations.

The exploration of farmers’ perceptions of agroforestry involved asking them if and
why they considered agroforestry to be important. In the discussions, the team sought to
understand what motivated farmers to initiate and stay involved in agroforestry activities.
The results of the “finds” (coding in the NUD*IST project) and cross-referenced with the
sex of the respondents are summarised in Table 6.10.

A positive response as to the importance of agroforestry and trees on-farm was
received from 92% of all AEP farmers and 89% of non-AEP farmers. The farmers who
answered negatively reported that agroforestry and tree planting were not important to
them because of advanced age or ill-health; non-farm activities which kept them too busy;
or lack of knowledge about trees. (The last reply was given by only one respondent, a non-
AEP farmer.) o

The findings suggest three levels of difference among farmers in terms of their
motivations for on-farm tree planting and agroforestry. Firstly, farmers from Group A
could list many reasons for trees being important to them as individuals and as a
household. However, these AEP farmers tended to perceive the importance of agroforestry

in terms of tangible “products”; in other words, as woodfuel, timber, poles or fodder.
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Table 6.10 Importance of Agroforestry to AEP-Assisted (Group A) and
Non-AEP-Assisted (Group B) Farmers

Importance of Number of farmer responses
Agroforestry Group A Group B

Males | Females | Total | Males | Femades | Total
n=19 n=35 n=54 { n=20 n=22 n=42

Woodfuel 10 27 37 13 22 35
Establish fences/ 15 9 24 15 5 20
boundaries

Sale of timber/ poles for 17 6 23 11 7 18
construction, furniture,

boats, etc.

Poles/wood for house or 12 10 22 9 8 17
granary construction, etc.

Soil fertility or 7 9 16 7 13 20
conservation

Alternative sources of 9 2 11 7 1 8
fodder

Fruit and food 1 4 5 6 8
Medicines 0 4 4 1 5 6
Wood for household 2 1 3 2 2 4

utensils, farm implements,
own furniture, etc.

Aesthetics/ shade 1 1 2 4 3 7
Trees “bring rain” 0 1 1 1 4 5
Traditional practice since 0 1 1 2 3 5
“time immemorial”’;

“God’s will”

Charcoal for own use or 1 0 1 4 0 4
sale

Beekeeping 1 0 1 0 0
Marking graves 0 0 0 1 1
Learned the importance at 0 0 0 1 0 1
school

Total no. of responses 76 75| 151 79 82 159

Note: Farmers may have provided more than one answer.
Source: In-depth farmer interviews, 1995 (NUD¥*IST, node “agroforestry/iamportance™).
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This suggests that, to a certain extent, both male and female farmers who had once been
involved in the AEP expressed their motivations for agroforestry on the basis of what they
had experienced in the past as members of the project. In contrast, farmers in Group B
valued many of the same tree products but also listed a wider range of motivations for tree
planting.

Secondly, some responses by female farmers were quite different from those by
male farmers, in both groups. The answers by women that trees are important because they
conserve soil and “could bring rain” are relevant examples. In one elaboration of her
answer, a farmer related her belief that trees could be sacred and that within a grove of
trees (embho) rain was created through a link with God and ancestors (see also, Hambly,
1992:108). Y Male farmers were less likely to elaborate on metaphysical meanings for
trees. The difference between male and female attitudes was also evident in their attention
to certain tree products or agroforestry activities. This finding matches that in other studies
which have pointed to the “gendered” nature of farmers’ perspectives on agroforestry
(Rocheleau, 1990). This proposition implies that due to socially constructed roles and
gender relations, male and female farmers may have greater control or strategic interest
over a certain tree product. In the case of the data presented in Table 6.12, this is evident
in men’s emphasis on boundaries around fields or the compound, poles and timber for sale
and wood for house construction, and women’s emphasis on woodfuel, fruit and food, soil

fertility and medicine.
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Thirdly and finally, it was found that female farmers’ motivations for involvement
in agroforestry could vary because of the influence of other social relations defining the
relevance attributed by various rural women to a certain tree product. The diversity of
interests among women requires more than disaggregation of data based on sex of the
respondent (male or female). However, it was not realistic to examine in depth every
example of the “importance of agroforestry” and cross-reference it with the multiple
socio-economic characteristics of the farmer and her household. For the purpose of
illustrating farmers’ diversity of interest in agroforestry, even among women farmers, the
author chose the most frequent “gendered” motivation identified for agroforestry (i.e.
woodfuel) and analysed it in depth to explore how different types of AEP and non-AEP
female farmers perceived its importance. The selection of this example also seemed
relevant because the AEP was designed to partly address the “woodfuel crisis” in westem
Kenya, and woodfuel was considered by the project planners to be an issue of relevance to

women farmers (Vonk, 1983; Thrupp, 1984).

6.4.1 “Gendered” Motivations: The Example of Woodfuel

Motivations for tree planting and agroforestry should vary among women if the analysis of
gender relations is based on the premise that women cannot be viewed as a homogeneous
social group. Do important differences exist between female farmers, and even women in
the same household, concerning farmers’ motivations for agroforestry? To address this
question, the author identified how female farmers involved in this study perceived the

issue of woodfuel. This example is relevant because the collection of firewood and its use
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is often stated as a primary role and responsibility of women (Chavangi et al., 1985;
Bradley, 1991).

Woodfuel refers to wood when it is used for charcoal production and as firewood.
We have seen from the data presented above that woodfuel featured prominently in AEP
and non-AEP farmers’ perceptions of the importance of trees and agroforestry. Charcoal
production was also identified as a motivation for agroforestry by male farmers, and an
activity reportedly performed mainly by men. This situation partly arises because men
have the right to harvest large, mature trees and therefore control the income generated
from the sale of larger quantities of charcoal. Generally, women in both groups did not
consider charcoal production to be one of their motivating factors for practising
agroforestry. It was noted, however, that non-AEP male farmers expressed considerably
more interest in charcoal than AEP farmers did. In one case, a non-AEP farmer had
generated over 6,000 K/sh (approximately CAD$160) in 1994/95 from charcoal produced
from trees (eucalypts) planted ten years earlier. He also remarked that he knew that the
government opposed the production of charcoal, but said that he was only going to use it
for on-farm purposes and would replace the trees that he harvested. The chief had warned
him already that he should not burn indigenous species of trees. Nevertheless, in the
discussion with this farmer and his two wives, it was noted that his first wife also
purchased fish, fried it and re-sold it locally. She reported using only on-farm sources of
charcoal and firewood for both domestic purposes and her small enterprise. This was a

case of how farmers can evade interference from the State and its officials while still
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obtaining benefits from “illegal” activities. In addition, farmers also trade in charcoal by
purchasing a 20 kg sack of it, dividing the contents into small portions and reselling the
charcoal for a small profit (see Annex 6 for price information). For example, one female
farmer who sells charcoal in Boro town reported that the “illegal”” marketing of charcoal
had led to locally produced charcoal being passed off as imported. A similar report was
given by a female AEP farmer who did not produce charcoal on her farm, but whose co-
wife traded in larger quantities of charcoal at Usenge on the shores of Lake Victoria.
Women farmers can therefore negotiate an opportunity for themselves within a gender
division of labour in which men take charge of charcoal production and women then sell
the charcoal and circumvent State policy against its production and sale from local

xxvi
sources.

Firewood is also a gender issue in Siaya District. Not only do men rarely admit to
collecting firewood, women overwhelmingly reply that they are responsible for firewood
collection. The main source of firewood accessed by farmers comes from on-farm sources,

as shown in Table 6.11.

Table 6.11 Main Source of Firewood Accessed by AEP (Group A) and
Non-AEP (Group B) Farmers

No. of Farmers Group A Group B
n=54 n=42
On-Farm 43 30
Off Farm 8 9
Buy/exchange 2 3
No answer 1 0

Source: in-depth farmer interviews, 1995 (NUD*IST, node “source of firewood™).
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The main difference between the two groups of farmers involved in this study is that non-
AEP ones make greater use of off-farm woodfuel than the farmers previously involved in
the AEP. This was to be expected, given the likelihood that trees planted during the 1980s
were mature by the mid-1990s and farmers were deriving benefits such as woodfuel from
those trees. In the interviews, 87% of AEP farmers responded that agroforestry had
increased the amount of woodfuel available to them. Only 4% of AEP farmers felt that the
woodfuel situation had not changed since they had started practising agroforestry.

Yet, in analysing the discussions with AEP and non-AEP farmers on the
importance of trees and agroforestry, the author found two interesting differences in the
qualitative data about farmers’ opinions on agroforestry and woodfuel. Firstly, there were
more complaints about the availability of off-farm woodfuel from women who did not
have resident children old enough to assist in the collection of firewood about. The women
respondents (with and without a resident husband) remarked that since children had been
sent to school, they were no longer able to assist in the time-consuming task of collecting
or cutting firewood. Secondly, gender issues surfaced with regard to firewood collection
and woodfuel availability among women of the same household that were related to the
age and status of the wife in the household. This included wives within a polygamous
household and mothers/daughters-in-law within the same monogamous or polygamous
household. While there is insufficient data to explore the latter relationship in depth, the
study did identify the importance of intra-household relations concerning woodfuel within

polygamous households.
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In polygamous households, each wife is responsible for securing the livelihood of
her own house, but co-wives may reciprocate and share other tasks such as the collection
of firewood and water. For the short periods of time in which the team interacted with co-
wives of the same household, few cases were found of co-wives not co-operating with
each other in most agriculture-related activities. However, this does not mean that co-
wives have the same authority or responsibilities. For instance, in five interviews with
AEP and non-AEP farmers it was noted that younger wives and daughters-in-law were
given primary responsibility for collecting firewood. Another example of gender relations

between women concerning woodfuel was reported as follows:

Margaret abandoned alley-cropping because her sister-in-law returned to
the husband’s paternal household in 1993 after the death of her husband.
Her sister-in-law needed the land for cultivation and Margaret could not
convince her of the benefit of the alleys, so they were removed. Margaret
complained that there is a deficit of on-farm woodfuel and she must now
collect firewood from off-farm.

In David and Swinkels (1994:8) the relevance of relations between women of the
same household is neglected. Although polygamy among rural households in central
Kenya is less common, Dewees (1993) does not identify the significance of polygamy
when he positively correlates farms with woodlots having 17% more residents than
households without a woodlot. The advantage of a gender relations perspective can
therefore be seen in exposing the myth that all women are equally concerned about
firewood. The results of the current study suggest instead that some motivations for

agroforestry, such as production of firewood, are gendered issues influenced by the power

relations between women as well as non-reciprocal gender roles of women and men. If
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such a perspective is taken, women are not situated as passive victims of the “woodfuel
crisis” but rather become active negotiators of gender roles and relations. Farmers, both
male and female, may also evade certain policies of the State that interfere in their
interests to produce, market and use charcoal. Re-evaluation of the “woodfuel crisis” in
Siaya District by investigating such gender relations in greater depth would be a relevant

area for further research.

6.5 Farmers’ Constraints to Practising Agroforestry

Agroforestry research in western Kenya by Chavangi, et al. (1985), Rocheleau (1989),
David and Swinkels (1994) and Scherr (1995) has shown that farmers’ motivations for
tree-based activities may be constrained by a number of different factors which implicate
gender relations at the inter- and intra-household levels. Such constraints have been found
to include availability of and access to resources (land, labour, capital and time) as well as
disincentives to tree planting such as controls on cutting of trees, decision-making rights in
the household and the use of the on-farm or off-farm trees. In the conceptual framework of
this study, it was recognised that a distinction between gender needs or constraints that are
strategic (long-term, politically rooted) and practical (immediate or basic) is
recommended in gender analysis (Young, 1988; Moser, 1993). This identification of the
two levels of constraints or needs by women and men highlights both divergent and
complementary goals of men and women in a particular society or within the context of a
particular land use system such as agroforestry (Feldstein ez al., 1989). However, some

field-level application of the concept of strategic and practical gender needs has found that
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farmers may not necessarily differentiate between practical and strategic needs or interests

because their perception may be that neither can be separated from the other (Hambly,

1992:145-7). ot In this study, therefore, the author was conscious of the difference in and
complementary nature of farmers’ needs or constraints in the practice of agroforestry,
while keeping in mind the results of earlier research suggesting that farmers’ perceptions
and actions may simultaneously address both levels of needs or constraints. Tables 6.12
and Table 6.13 list the constraints reported by farmers in their practice of tree planting and
agroforestry.

It was found that all farmers who had once been involved in the AEP could specify
what they needed, but often their statement of needs related directly to what they expected
development organisations to provide to them. This included the inputs that the farmers
had once received from the AEP as individuals (e.g. seedlings) or as members of a
women’s group (e.g. a wheelbarrow). As one female farmer bluntly stated, “We need
polybags and water to grow the seedlings, why can’t AEP help us?” The research assistant
who conducted this interview later wrote in her notes, ... the farmers are testing you, they

have heard something and want to know if it is true, they are all wondering why the

project stopped, and were other farmers left out too?” ™ Such statements are responses
that relate to a practical need in agroforestry such as polybags or tree seedlings, but they

are also a statement of a strategic gender need — access to resources provided by a

development project.

214



Table 6.12 Constraints for Agroforestry Among AEP Farmers (Group A)

Nothing is needed; can go ahead on own, by aman (1)

Constraints No. of finds*
n=54

Tree seedlings — access and availability of low-cost tree seedlings 18
- Emphasis on availability, by men (5)
- Emphasis on low cost, by women (5) and men (4)
Labour/ time 16
- Emphasised by women (13)
. Emphasised by men (3)
Active women’s group (women only) 10
« Emphasis on accountability/ trust (3)
- Emphasis on laziness of members (2)
Technical assistance 5
. Emphasis on continued extension support from AEP, by men (4),

and by women(3)
. Emphasis on serious extension workers, by a woman (1)
Pesticides to control termites 5
. Emphasis on cost, by men (3)
. Emphasis on knowledge of pesticides, by a woman (1) and by a

man (1)
Lack of polybags, tools or other implements (as provided earlier by the 5
project)
. Emphasis on lack of donkey cart, by a man (1) or wheelbarrow, by

aman (1) and a woman (1)
. Emphasis on lack of polybags, by women (3)
Lack of land/ land converted to other purposes (crops only; house 4
construction), by women (4)
Other reasons (illness & death/relocation of farmer), by women (3) 3
Lack of market for selling agroforestry products, by women (3) 3
Lack of water/ adequate rain, by a man (1) and a woman (1) 3

1

Note: * 100% response rate; some interviewees provide more than one response.

Source: In-depth AEP farmer interviews, 1995 (NUD*IST, node ‘“needs”).
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AEP farmers were found to be particularly outspoken about their agroforestry

needs. This situation was apparent when the author compared responses from farmers in

Group A with those from farmers in Group B (Table 6.13).

Table 6.13 Constraints for Agroforestry Among Non-AEP-Assisted Farmers

(Group B)
Constraints No. farmers*
n=42
Lack of labour/ time, by men (5), women (2) 11
- Emphasis on loss of child labour, by women (2)
« Emphasis on lack of cash for hired labour, by women (2)
Lack of land, by men (3), women (3) 7
. Emphasis on land disputes, by a woman (1)
Lack of market for selling agroforestry products, by men (3) 7
. Emphasis on market for fruit, by women (2)
. Emphasis on market for timber, by men (2)
Lack of water/ adequate rain, by a man (1) and by women (5) 6
Lack of manure for soil fertility, by a man (1) 1
No needs indicated, by men (2) and by women (6) 8

Notes: * 93% response rate; some interviews provide more than one response.
Source: 1995 in-depth non-AEP-assisted farmer interviews (NUD*IST, node “needs”).

It was found that, in general, farmers who had not been involved in the AEP (Group B)
were less inclined to link material support with their agroforestry needs and constraints.
Also, in contrast with AEP farmers, farmers in Group B reported substantially fewer needs
for tree planting and agroforestry. Non-AEP farmers did identify needs that AEP farmers
did not report, such as the need for animal manure to improve soil fertility, but they were
also more likely to report they had “no needs” for tree planting and agroforestry. This
difference between the answers received from Groups A and B may be explained in two

possible ways. Firstly, it could reflect the perception of non-AEP farmers that tree planting
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and agroforestry do not require special inputs as compared with other on-farm activities.
In other words, non-AEP farmers believe that a development project is not required to
help them plant trees or integrate trees into their cropping and livestock practices.
Secondly, this finding could also reflect the unfamiliarity of non-AEP farmers with “new
and improved” agroforestry (e.g. alley-cropping, mulching with tree foliage, etc.) because,
according to AEP farmers, the technologies do require at least some additional planning
and resources (i.e. labour).

The investigation into the constraints to agroforestry among the two groups of
farmers also provided an answer to the question of whether or not there were substantial
gender differences between farmers, for instance between different types of women, or
between women within the same household. Simple disaggregation of responses received
from male and female respondents indicated that some issues were of greater concern to
women than to men in both Group A and Group B. For instance, women farmers were
more aware and vocal of the constraints associated with their practice of agroforestry.
Also, whereas male farmers could cite one primary constraint, female respondents were
less likely to give only one answer. In general, female respondents did not find it difficult
to articulate their needs. Indeed, AEP women farmers expressed strong concerns regarding
the constraints imposed by the collapse of women’s groups, the need for “serious
extension workers’ and the lack of access to land and markets for agroforestry products.
Nonetheless, for the purposes of this analysis, the lists of “needs” are limited because they

do not identify the differences between women conceming a particular constraint to
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agroforestry. Therefore, in the same way that woodfuel was examined earlier as a

“gendered” motivation for agroforestry, the primary agroforestry need or constraint

identified in the data analysis — labour — was explored as an example of how women

farmers may differ in their agroforestry needs.

6.5.1 “Gendered” Constraints: The Example of Labour

Although not all farmers perceived agroforestry as increasing the demand for labour,

among those farmers who did, most were women. Unlike male farmers, women farmers in

both groups were generally inclined to view agroforestry as increasing their labour

requirements (Table 6.14). One farmer said that her farm required the labour of at least

three people in the peak seasons of cultivation, planting and weeding to maintain two

acres of alley-cropping with maize and beans.

Table 6.14 Labour Requirements for Tree Planting and Agroforestry

Labour Number of farmer responses
Group A Group B

Males Females | Total | Males | Females | Total

n=19 n=35 n=54 | n=20 n=22 n=42
Increased 7 12 19 4 10 14
Decreased 8 7 15 1 0 1
Remained the same 3 16 19 11 9 20
Don’t know/ no answer 1 0 1 4 3 7

Source: Farmer in-depth interviews (NUD*IST node “needs/labour™).

In Siaya, gender relations structure agricultural labour in at least two ways. Firstly,

there is a division of roles between men and women, and secondly, women perform more

agriculture related tasks and spend far greater amounts of time on these tasks than men do

(Martin, 1990; Ayiecho, 1991). Women are largely responsible for over 80% of on-farm
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labour in Siaya District, and certain tasks such as planting, weeding and collecting
woodfuel or water are almost entirely their responsibility (Republic of Kenya, 1994a). In
1994, the Rural Employment Survey conducted in Siaya by the Central Bureau of
Statistics identified the gender roles associated with many off-farm agriculture-related
tasks, including marketing of food crops, fruit and woodfuel, and hiring out of the
farmers’ labour to neighbouring farmers (see Figure 6.4). Men were found to spend more

time on non-farm activities, including social activities and local off-farm employment.

f B Females
B (] Males

Non-farm own [____BES

Non-farm other ;
Labour on other {_}
Water collection —
Firewood collection
Marketing
Livestock

Crop related
0 10 20 30 40 S5 60 70

Proportion of time

Source: Central Bureau of Statistics (1994)

Figure 6.4 Proportion of Time Spent on Farm-Related Activities
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Demands for both men’s and women’s on-farm labour in Siaya vary according to
ecozones. Figures 6.5 and 6.6 provide a general illustration of the peak periods of labour
shortage for areas of Siaya with the highest rainfall (e.g. Yala Division), and areas of the
district with the lowest rainfall (Usigu Division). By examining cropping patterns in these
two relatively extreme agro-ecological conditions, it was found that labour demands per
acre can be expected to vary according to availability of rainfall and crop type. However,
as previously discussed, farmers in higher-potential areas generally cultivate smaller plots
of land than farmers in drier areas of Siaya. Also, while labour demands are high in both
divisions, the patterns illustrated in Figure 6.5 and 6.6 reflect considerable seasonal
variation.

Certainly, the gender roles in agriculture prescribed for male and female farmers in
Siaya District reflect further variation at the level of the individual household and farmer.
Over two-thirds of the farm households involved in this study rely mainly on labour from
within the household itself, including tasks performed by men, women and/or children.
Yet, even among female-only households, where a husband is non-resident, some
households are more disadvantaged than others in terms of access to labour. Table 6.15

summarises the extent to which women-only households have made use of different

sources of labour.
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Figure 6.6 Seasonal Calendar: Low Potential Ecozone
(Maseno Dispensary, Usigu Division)
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Table 6.15 Source of Labour Accessed by Women Farmers

Primary Source of Female-Only Households (%)
Labour
Group A (n=30) Group B (n=17)

Widows | Women without Widows | Women without

resident resident

husbands husbands

Female only (one 23 13 47 23
adult female)

Family* 26 20 11 17

Hired labour 6 10 0 0

Note: * Defined as more than one adult and children working together in the same

fields.

Source: Farmer in-depth interviews (NUD¥*IST, node “needs/labour™).

These data suggest that farmers’ identification of labour as a primary need for

agroforestry varied further when the needs of different types of women farmers were

examined. Women farmers in Group A were found to be relatively more advantaged in

terms of access to labour than those in Group B. Women farmers in Group A who hired

labour were both monogamous and polygamous households; however, in Group B, even

polygamous wives said that they worked alone, without assistance from other family

members. The households with the highest labour deficits were observed to be those

where the widow was monogamous and could not afford to hire labour. This finding

reinforced the argument that some of the most resource-poor women farmers in Siaya

District are widows without resident adult children (especially daughters-in-law).

These data cannot explain why co-wives or mothers and daughters in female-only

households interviewed in Group A work together and share farming tasks. They are
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discussions of gender relations where iiumerical values provide limited insight into the
relations between women of the same household. Possibly, the female farmers in Group A
worked more co-operatively partly as a result of their greater involvement in women’s
groups activities. On one hand, membership in women’s groups that were part of the AEP
may have led to female farmers’ working together on several on-farm tasks. On the other
hand, a predisposition to work together could have encouraged the women to join the AEP
women’s groups in the first place (as discussed further in the next chapter).

Of all the households involved in this study, approximately 37% of farmers in

Group A and 19% in Group B reported hiring additional farm labour. o Among non-
AEP farmers, there were no female-only households that depended primarily on hired
Iabour (see Table 6.15). It was also found that the situation of hired labour in Siaya
reinforces a gender division. Female farm workers are hired for tasks involving hoe
cultivation whereas cultivation by oxen-plough or tractor involves the hiring of male
labourers, usually two or three men. Yet the author found that three-quarters of all women
farmers who hired labour did not hire men, but other women labourers who were co-
members of their women’s group. This practice is referred to as saga, or collective labour.
Male farmers sometimes preferred to hire women labourers for tasks such as hoe
cultivation and almost entirely for weeding. However, over half of the male farmers in
both groups reported hiring men and oxen-ploughs for cultivation when funds were

available.
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6.5.2 Response of Women Farmers to Labour Constraints

In this study, we recognised that women farmers are not willing victims of what Tinker
(1991) has termed “the other energy crisis” that forces women into work from which they
cannot escape. Farmers, especially women farmers, respond to demands on their labour,
and therefore act in response to practical and strategic constraints they experience. When
asked about their labour constraints in agroforestry and agriculture-related activities, most
women farmers remarked that they would reduce labour costs as much as possible (by
using less labour) rather than use scarce cash income earmarked for other needs such as
payment of school fees. It was also found that the ways in which women save on labour
are highly varied and are adopted in response to certain constraints experienced at the
household level. For example, interplanting of food crops (also referred to as
intercropping) is perhaps the most common way in which women farmers save on labour
as they are overwhelmingly responsible for three interrelated tasks: seed production
(including selection and storage), planting and weeding. Intercropping of at least two crops
at the same time (most commonly beans and maize) was practised by all farmers involved
in this study. Intercropping is preferred by farmers because it reduces the time and energy
spent on planting and weeding and produces a diversity of crops for household
consumption and, possibly, local sale. Intercropping is the most obvious example of
labour-saving agricultural activities in Siaya District and it is acknowledged in the

literature on small-scale agriculture in Siaya (Republic of Kenya, 1994a; Ayiecho, 1991).
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However, in this study it was possible to identify several other planting techniques
employed to save on the use of scare resources such as labour (Table 6.16).

Unlike intercropping, which was found to be recommended for crops such as maize
and sorghum and beans or cowpeas by district agricultural extension workers and the
AEP, some of these other planting techniques are not considered to be compatible with
agricultural and agroforestry extension advice (personal communication, District

Agricultural Officer, 1995). Farmers, on the other hand, may have a different perspective:

In 1986, the Ministry of Agriculture forced us to plant in lines. That year

there was a total crop failure. The community perceived this as due to

planting in lines. Other farmers say that although they can slowly adopt the

ruler and string (line-planting method), they still want to broadcast the

seeds, especially for small-seed crops.

Jerusha Anyango, Boro Division (age 58)

Not only do farmers sometimes resist certain agricultural advice or try to get around it by
slowly changing their planting practices, they may also reject the advice because they
perceive it to be incompatible with their planting material. Comments from farmers who
practise broadcast seeding indicated that this form of planting is exclusively used for local
seed. In other words, the author found that no farmer who practised broadcast seeding
planted hybrid maize seed. Indeed, 80% of AEP farmers and 85% of non-AEP farmers

used local maize seed produced, sorted and stored from the earlier harvest.
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Table 6.16 Labour-Saving Options Used by Women Farmers in Siaya District

Number of
Name of Finds Description Agroecological zone Comments
technique AEP (n=54)
and non-AEP
(n=42)

Broadcast seeding 41 Seed is cast by hand then covered Common throughout | Preferred for mitlet and
(kiro, literally with feet or hoe Siaya District sorghum; sesame; maize
“throwing”) and beans
“No tillage” 15 Soil is not broken or ploughed, but | Most common in the | Sorghum, maize,
(baba ongogo) rather loosened by hoe, the seed is medium- and low- cowpeas

planted and the untilled soil cover potential agro-

replaced ecological zones
Drilling 16 Seed is planted as digging or Common throughout | Most crops
(komo gi dhiang) ploughing takes place Siaya District
Dibbling 29 Using a stick (for small seeds) or Common throughout | Groundnuts,
(komo panga) panga (machete, for larger seeds) to | Siaya District sesame

plant; this technique is often used

after the maize seed has germinated

to intercrop beans or cowpeas
Ratooning 5 At harvest time, the head of sorghum | More common in Sorghum; may be used
(orowe or nyarera) is cut but the plant is not uprooted, | Ugenya and Ukwala; | for seed production and

so the plant regrows a second head | short rains only as a buffer crop to

of sorghum or ratoon prevent famine
Continuous 12 Uprooting the plant and immediate | Ugenya; Yala; Wagai; | Cassava,
cropping replanting; some farmers plant the | but for cassavainall | sweet potatoes,
(oduoko literally cutting on a slant parts of Siaya arrowroot
“returning”)
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Admittedly, as 43% of all farm households involved in this study practise broadcast
seeding, it is an important but somewhat less likely form of planting the major cereal and
legume crops. The relevant finding was that among 47 female-only households examined
in this study, 87% stated that they used broadcast seeding. These farmers were asked why
they preferred broadcast seeding and how the technique had been influenced by advice
they had been given about alley-cropping using the “ruler and string” line formation. Five

cases were identified of former AEP women farmers disagreeing with the AEP’s advice to

row-plant maize and bean crops within the tree alleys. “* In all five cases the farmers had
abandoned alley-cropping, at least partly because they preferred broadcast seeding to save
valuable time during the long, and especially the short rains.

This is not to say, however, that only women farmers are convinced that broadcast
seeding is a relevant and important traditional technique upon: which they depend. Perhaps
one of the most interesting interviews involved a farmer reporting an experiment he had
conducted with his wives to determine whether or not line-planting maize and beans led to
greater yields than broadcast seeding. The farmer conducted the experiment during the
1992 long rains season to check whether his wives’ desire to use broadcast seeding was

Jjustified. This unusually resource-rich and gregarious farmer

... compared planting in line and broadcasting on an experimental basis,
applying the same treatment on the fields. In the long rains, in 1992, the
farmer applied seven lorry-loads (i.e. seven tons) of manure on the one-
acre field. Manure was broadcasted and then ploughed into both plots. He
divided the one-acre field into two equal parts, one planted maize in line and
the other broadcasted. In the line-planted portion of the field, the distance
between the rows was 0.75 metre and maize plants were 30 cm apart in the
lines. Beans were planted 15 cm apart in the row within the lines of maize.
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In the other half-acre of the field, maize and beans were broadcasted by the
second of the farmer’s three wives. Later in the season, the two plots were
weeded at the same time using hired labour. They were weeded a second
time, again using hired labour. The maize/beans planted in line were not
thinned or gapped. In the broadcasted portion of the field, the weak plants
were thinned according to the traditional practice of broadcasting to allow
better spacing and growth, and therefore, strong plants. The farmer
remarked that this is important when using local maize and bean seed
because stronger plants tend to produce better seed. At the end of the
season, the farmer found that the yields from the broadcasted fields were
seven bags of maize and two bags of beans and the line planted yields
were 5.5 bags of maize and 1.75 bags of beans. The farmer and his wives

were convinced that they should continue to broadcast-plant their fields. e
The team’s experience in examining farmers’ planting techniques in greater depth and
understanding their link to seed type and production and other tasks such as weeding,
suggested that relatively little is known about the incompatibility of altemative planting
techniques with agricultural and agroforestry extension advice. This contradiction has led
to farmers’ abandoning certain practices such as alley-cropping and sustaining agroforestry
practices such as random planting of trees in fields, in which case the broadcast seeding of
crops would be compatible. Further research in this area of alternative planting techniques
would also be useful to understanding how women’s interest in saving labour and their
knowledge of broadcast seeding have reinforced certain agricultural practices such as the
use of local seed and thus the preservation of genetic resources. In this example, it is also
seen that women farmers address both their short-term practical needs for food, shelter and
income, as well as their strategic, long-term needs as active agents of agriculture and not

passive victims of resource constraints.
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6.6 Summary

In this chapter, the presentation and discussion of results from fieldwork conducted in
Siaya District involving AEP and non-AEP farmers supports the premise that gender
relations in agroforestry would be poorly understood if they were simply reduced to
relations between men and women. The author’s findings suggest that differences such as
marital status, non-residency of a husband, polygamy and other characteristics of farm
households in Siaya are vital to understanding how and why agroforestry is implemented
at the household level. However, it has also been recognised that the relations among men
and women, as well as between female farmers, are structured in terms of power whereby
certain social identities, including age, marital status and relative access to resources such
as land and labour, can dominate relations among farmers.

In this chapter, we have investigated how the implementation of the AEP affected
individual farmers and their households. Through examination of farmers’ motivations
and constraints, we have explored how the project’s emphasis on agroforestry as a set of
economically and environmentally sustainable land use technologies was reinforced or
divorced from farmers’ own internalised meaning for agroforestry. This is a cognitive
process which underlies the significance of certain rules and roles in agroforestry to
individual farmers. This level of institutionalisation holds important lessons for how
scientists and development planners perceive agroforestry adoption and its sustainability

as a land use system. We shall return to some of these issues in Chapter 8.
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However, it is first critical to understand that the implementation of the AEP and its
contribution to institutionalising agroforestry at the local level is only in part related to
gender relations and farmers’ actions at the intra-household level. Equally important is the
experience of farmers within the women’s groups that were part of the Agroforestry

Extension Project in Siaya District. This is the focus of the following chapter.

NOTES

'In pre-testing the questionnaire the author found that it was necessary to ask three
questions because of the various translations in Dholuo for " head of household". The
questions included: ngano ma chiwo chik e dala (who is in charge of the home), ngano
ma ngado rieko e tije mag dala (who makes decisions in the home), and ngano ma
ngado rieko kuom tije mapile (who makes dectsions about daily work).

" In two cases, female respondents gave the same reply and both were monogamous
wives of less than 35 years of age.

" In one case, the husband was separated from his wife, and in the other case the wife
had died.

" Dewees (1993:12) also found that 30% of households (n=80) he surveyed in Central
Kenya were headed by women. David and Swinkels (1994:8) also identified women-
headed households as composing 30% of their sample (n=30).

Y However, Ayiecho (1991) believes that the population of women in Siaya District is
probably more than 60%.

" The age range in Group A was 28-75 and in Group B 20-77.

" According to Sara Scherr, the identification of farmers’ use of “other land” and the
author’s critique that this had been missing from earlier assessments of agroforestry
adoption, was one of the most important findings of the author’s Masters research.

™ Eight of the 11 respondents from both groups were widows. Six of these widows
were in monogamous households, two were in polygamous ones (two wives in each).
Three women had husbands who were non-resident, one of whom was working and who
did not send remittances to his wife.

" The non-ICRAF studies were Ayiecho (1991), Suda (1991) and Scherr and Alitsi
(1990).
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*In the design of the research method for assessing agroforestry adoption in the AEP,
Scherr ez al. (1990) report that this indicator was combined with the enumerator’s (AEP
extension worker’s) subjective assessment of the wealth of the particular household.
While this is a rapid technique for assessing wealth, it is not altogether reliable because,
in the author’s experience, CARE has consistently stated that it works with the “poorest
of poor” farmers, although this has been questioned by other agroforestry researchers
including David and Swinkels (1994). Extension workers may feel they must support
their employer’s statement and under-estimate the wealth of participating farmers.

* This grass, known locally as buoywe, is the most commonly used, especially for
thatching houses. However, some farmers, particularly those near wetlands and the lake
shore, also use other types of grass.

xii . . .. . . . e . .
This view is influenced by discussions on the concept of sustainability in agriculture

as “an ability to continue” (Hansen, 1996:128), the discussion of the historical
background to adoption-diffusion research by Ruttan (1996) and the definition of
adoption offered by Alston et al. (1995). The agroforestry adoption studies of the AEP
have been mainly based on farmers who were still participants in the project (Alitsi and
Oteku, 1989; Scherr et al., 1990; Scherr and Alitsi, 1990; Scherr, 1995).

™ As described in Chapter 3, the 1991 interviewees were a sample of 38 AEP farmers

selected from among the 234 AEP farmers in Siaya interviewed in the 