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Judith Hever, Pepe Roberts, Gavin Williams

[n this introduction, we present an overview of ruraul development as an
ideology and as a practice. We argue that as a practice, with some signif-
icant exceptions, it does ndt achieve its ostensible goalé. We conclude that

this failure is the result of the incompatibility both between different goals
' J
and between the goals and the means which are almost universally promoted as

the ways tﬁ achieve rural development. This incompatibility is concealed by a
rhetoric which asserts the mutual interests of rural development; agencies,

‘governments and rural populations en masse. This rhetoric of common interest
| . - : | '

]
obscures the reasons for failure. ; l
1
0 ' |

i \ !
i
By 'rural development' we understand planned change by public agencies

based outside the rural areas, These agencies include national governments,

+

acting alone, and international organisations acting in associaf;on with them,
These agencies generally represent development as an impossibility without
|

. , I
their intervention. The literature on rural development is full'of statements
!

implying tﬂat, if external intervention did not take place, ther; would be no
'developme&t' at all (Hunter, Bunting and Bottrall, 1976 for exa@ple), This

is certainiy not true, It does not take into account the remarkhble-expansion
in the production of crops for export and for domestic markets by African
producers acting on their own in%tiative (Hill, 1963; 1970; BerrL, 1670;

" Coulson, in this volume, for example). However, this is not whaL the promaters
| of rural development hﬁve in mind when they urge ‘'development’. E‘DcveiOpm;nt'

"+ is an activity of governments, not of peasants, Ryral development is under. .

taken for peasants, not by them (Williams, in this volume).

v

Uma Lele, writing for the World Bank, defines rural develoﬁment as:
««s improving living standards of the mass of the low=income
poepulation residing in rural areas and making the process of

their development self-sustaining (Lele, 1975; 20).
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Few people would disagree with so evidéntly worthy a goal: the problem is how
’ |

. to achieve it. There is a very substantial measure of agreement between

external apgencies regarding the solutions to this problem. This is expressed
in a maujor fecant World Bank policy document as follows:

Since rural development is intended to reduce poverty, it must be
clearly designed to increase production and raise prodﬁctivity. Rural
development recognises that improved food supplies and nuéritiOn,
together with basic services, such as health and education, not only
directly improve the physical well-being and gquality of life of the
rural poor, but can also indirectly enhance their productivity and
their ability to contributé to the national economy, It is concerned
with the modernisation and monetisation of rural society, and with

its tr;nsition from its traditioral isolation to integration with the

natibngl economy (World Bank, 1975a: 3). . ' |

B }
It is assumeh in the World Bank and elsewhere that increasing productivity

'; and product;on for the market will (a) improve the welfare of the rural poor

and (b) at the same time increase their contribution to the 'natxonal
I !
econony*, Thls contrlbut;on is ev;dently thought to have been restricted

by their supposed 'tradltzonal isolation'. Poverty is assumed toibe the

consequence of such isclation, not the consequence of the relatioﬁship of

the African Peasantry to the national, and 1nternatxonal, economy, Th;s
!
view denxes peasants their h;story. It ignores their contribution, past

and present,;to financing industrial investment and state institutions in
- |

Africa, as well as in Europe and North America. It assumes that peasants.
P . !

can do little for, and by, themselves. ;
o |

Pnhancing the contribution of the rural poor to the national economy

" begomes the means by which rural development is to be achieved. Thus those

involved in rural development are concerned to increase agricultural

production to supply urban and international markets. They are concerned

to earn foreign exchange and to extract revenue to finance public, and

private, consumption and investments, This is not necessarily compatible
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jwith the interests of rugal producers, One certainly cannot attribute to

the international and government agencies an unambiguous commitment to the

e
o~

rural population, especially the rural poor whose interests the agencies

have publicly undertuken to support (World Bank, 1975a; I.L.O., 1977a).
International organizations represent and work through 'governments who in
most cases do not represent; their peoples and certainly not‘the poor
peasants’ (Malik, 1979). International organizations and foreigﬁ governments
are not simply sources of finance and personnel for rural development. They
are also the agents, and sometimes the instigators, of international develop-

ment poliby as represented in the Lomé Convention, UNCTAD and in ﬁhe

- discussions on the new international economic order, which cover such issues

o :

i . . | DI -
as the terms of exchange between raw materials and manufactures, the trans-
' - -

-l i
fer of technology, lifting trade barriers,and international debts!and
; !
liquidity (Williams, in this volume), Governments negotiate with!governments,

! !

agencies negotiate with governments, neither negotiateswith peasaFts.

- oo . ‘ . Lo, : S .
There are clearly important differences of interest between patlonal

I
. !

governments and international agencies. The terms upon which rural develop-

i. |

ment projects are agreed are the subject of negotiation between Hhem.
I !

National governments must respond to the interests of various local groups,

' : !
who may seek special privileges for themselves, protection from foreign

competition‘or an increase in government spending. These demands may conflict

with the policies and requirements of international agencies (Payer, 1875).

Natipnal governments and intern;tional agencies also have interests in common,
They . .all generally want political stability, the maintenance of the '
internationél economic¢ order, the export of commodities to supply foreign
industry and overseas consumers or earn foreign excﬁange, the provision of
cheap food for the cities, crucial to foreign and domestic emplofers, and
foreign earnings to repay cevelopment loans and other debts. In many
countries state revenues, local and foreign investments and the expansion
of the domestic market all depend on the maintenance of ;gricultural

production for both domestic and export markets. In this volume, Beckman

:
i
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shows how the interests of international capital and the successive goverp-

ments of Ghana were served by peasant cocoa producers in the 1950s and 1960s,

" but he argues that these interests have now diverged.

It is not always easy to reconcile the interests of national and intera
national agencies. Perhaps the most obvious example of conflict is over
tariff and exchange rate policies. It is much hardéer to reconcile the interest:

of either of them with those of the rural population; Furthermore, the
interests of the rural population are far from homogeneous. Some rural groups

! ) . . ‘
or classes may align themselves with the interests of governments and state

officials against the rest of the rural population. Others may resist the

attempts of external agencies to implement policies against their interests.
i '

+
i .

Nevertheless, external development agencies consistently present rural
: \

development ;s an activity in the interests of all concerned (excépt, perhaps,
] :
middlemen) (horld Bank, 1975a: 40). |
| | |
It is ;?ntral to the argument for redistribution with growth%that growth
is not necesgargly opposed to more egalitarianuincome distributioé, and that

-

it is possible to improve the incomes of the poor without reduciné the wealth
and ‘incomes éf the rich (Chenery, 1974; I.L.O., 1972; cf. Leys, 1973; 1975;

: ' !
Weeks, 1975)1 Examples can be cited of countries where a land reform was

?

fcllowed by ;ndustrxal expanslon, such as Taiwan and South Korea, ! and growth
wa3d combined with increasing equality of incomes (Chenery, 1974: 280—290),

In this volume, Heyer argues that in Kenya high rates of growth achxeved in
] .

"1 the 1960s and early 1970s went together with the maintanance of the living

standard of the majority of the poor. ‘However, these examples cannot be

" gene<alised to the circumstances more common to underdeveloped countries

where ,according to a recent I.L.O. study in Asia,capitalist development and

increased agricultural production appear to have led to the impoverishment

'; of <he majiority of the rural population (I.L.0O., 1977)., This also appears

to have been true in different periods for many parts of Africa (Palmer and

Parsons, 1977; Roberts & Shepherd in this volume).
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The assertion that.rural development serves all, or almost all, interests

: : i
is a necessary myth, The open recognition of conflict threatens.the whole

strategy of rural development as currently pursued. It also thréatens the
practitioners working for governments and internationaul aguncies; many of
whom are sincere in their own concerns for the poor. The need to present
rural development as serving the interests of all'concerned leads to the
adoption ofithe language of 'participation’ and.str;tegies to Seéure the
cooperation of the rural population for whom development projects are devised,
The language of participation is, at best, patronising. Rural development
agencies see themselves as developing, indeed 'animating', rural people who
are accused of being the obstacle to their own development, or unzble to
grasp the Senefit;.of development until exposed to persuasion that it is,
indeed, inltheir interests (World Banmk, 1975a: 45; Hunter, 1976: 47; cf.
Coulson and Roberts in this volume). Where terms like ‘'participation' and

*partnership' are used, it is clear that the rural population are the most

subordinate of partners., The idea that rural development might be initiatec

by the rural population itself does not enter the conception of ‘'rural

developmen%'. Indeed, where the rural population takes an organized

initiative of its own accord, its activities are distrusted by external

agencies t$ such a degree that they are suppressed, diverted, oﬁ pre~empted,

The RuvumaiDevelopment Association in Tanzania, a-strikingly suécesgful
initiative from the rur;l population and one of the original mo&els for
ujamaa, caﬁe to be regarded as 'a threat to government and was e&entually
banned (Coﬁlson,—in this volume). Adams (also in this volume) éescribes-
how the fa?mers of Jamaane in Senegal formed a peasant association and

ired an aéronomist, whereupon they came into conflict with the irrigation
: i
development authority upstream and its plans fop'them. This dilemma is

. recognised in the World Bank:

The manner in which early participation is to be achieved and

balanced with the need for overall guidance and control from the
center, is a problem which c¢an only be rescolved within each country
{World Bank, 1975a: 37). :
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Participation seems ,to mean getting people to do what outsiders think

"is good forﬁthem. "Overall guid#nce and control from the centéé' defines
the relationship between agencies of rural development and peasaﬁts. It
excludes peasants' conceptions of their own development (c¢f. Adams, in this

.volume). ﬁhen agencies interfere too much with the lives or goals of
peasants, peasants may seek; to circumvent them. Barnett, in thig volume,
describes ﬁow farmers on the Gezira scheme divert irrigation water from
cotton fieids to food crops (see also Coulson in this volume). ﬁuch resist-
ance leads;gove:nments and agencies to impose further controls.f Wallace,
in this voiume, describes how failure to comply with the requiréments of the
Xano Riveriirrigation scheme led officials to demand ﬁ?e power {o exercise
sanctions Lver recalcitrant farmers. ) E

' !

|

| 1

i
Wrat, then, are the conflicts between the interests served by'rural

development' and those of peasant producers? The overwhelming Wajority of
‘ i {
f : T '

rural producers in tropical Africa are still peasants: they control the

means of production and use family labour, increasingly supplem;nted by

wage labcﬁr, to produce their domestic consumption needs both Qirectly And
by exchanéing the producés of their own labour on the market. éAs Williams

‘ [
argues in:this volume, there are distinct advantages to peasanf production
as far as governments‘are concerned. Peasant production supplies food and
raw materials relatively cheaply. It also provides a source of revenue which
is used ts develop the rest of the economy, However, peasants are also a
gfoblem because their ownership'of the means of production and of subsistence
gives them a degree of independence. They may be in a position to refuselto
supply parficular markets, or to agree t¢o supply only on terms that are
relatiﬁely favourable to them. Moreover, peasantlproduction conflicts with
the establishment of capitalist farming enterprises., Capitalisﬁ enterprise
depends on the existence of a class of wage labourers separated from the
means of production. The main source of such labour in Africa is the

peasantry. Capitalist farmers also compete directly with the peasantry for

tand, for wage labour and the means of production,

1
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As we have seen, oné of the major means of achieving rural dgvelopment i
to increuse production for the market and improve productivity, ft is too
citen assuned that these processes can be grafted on to 'subsisteﬁce'
production at no cost to domestic consumption or inccme. Metheds for

improving the production of staple crops, such as millet, have often been

IA'

neglected in favour of the commercial crops that are supposed to increase the

peasants' cash income. DBut the latter is only 'an improvement if the volume

and gquality of domestic consumption does not suffer., It will do so unless
————"_———'_-_-—_

enough land is available for both and unless more labour is available which

=

can be deployed without any loss to subsistence production. - It is also too

often aséumec that a head of household can shift around fhe labour of his

.

dependents at will. Indeed, sometimes this problem is not considered at all,
s .
Domestic labour (the labour of men, women and children standing in specific

social relationships towards one another) cannot be shifted around from one

task to another. Husbands cannot always force their wives to take on extra

“i7 tasks, although such tasks are sometimes done by women for wages outside the

| 1

household. Nor, even though female labour in Africa has sometimes been

; X
ignored or dubbed 'unproductive’, can households afford to divert women

; . !
from such tasks as child-care, food processing and trading whetler such
[ {

activities?are the whole or only part of women's contribution té the main-
tenance ofithe household. In order to take An new activities gég maintain
subsistenc; consumption, households may be forced to take on mor;-wage

. i
labour, thus increasing their costs of production, |

}

A shift to stapie crops with higher yields to labour time, such as maize
or cassava, may be possible, although not necessarily desirablef The maine -
tenance of local markets in staples might also improve levels of consumptien
in the rural areas. .Production for local rural‘markets can be imnortant
sources of increased income and higher standards of living through

specialisation and exchange as they were in many areas in pre-colonial times.

Yet the decline of local market producticon has often been encouraged. The

procedure of classifying all production passing through local markets as
|
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H \ , |

:subsisten;e production, for national statistical purposes, is common in
-African countries and indicative 6f the disdain in which these iccal markets
are neld, The tendency 15 to run down produétiuu for locul markets 1 the
process of encouraging production for urbun und internationul m;rkcts. This
-tendency has been a major factor responsible for severe food sh§rtages and
famine inlsevernl African countries in the 1970s. Decline in lécal and
segional markets, o process often originating during the colonial period, lius
been the cause of famine in food-deficit areas (Shepherd and Heyer, in this
volume), Moreover, the discouragement of local trade in favour of urban

markets and centrulised marketing boards has been to the disadvantage of

many peasant producers to whom trading represents an important part-time

activity and additional source of income (Heyer,‘in this volume, referring
to Cowen, 1979), . \
Sincg the 1630s, governments have both initiated co-operatives and

1
incorporafed them into centralised state marketing systems. Originally
these wereiintended mainly for export crops, bpt increasingly governments
have inter;ened in interﬁal food marxeting. Thé} have by-passed local
market sys&ems, have required farmers to grow crops for, and preferred in,
urban markéts in order to move food out of the rural areas and éave created

] .

lucrative black markets for favoured traders (Harriss, 1979; Adams, in this

l ]
volume), | . !

Peasants are forced to sell to the market in order to ea:n;cash which
is required, in incr;asing quantities, o onvide for the necessities of
1ife and to pay taxes (Bernstein, 1978; Cowen; and Roberts in this volume),
They may bé-able to enter the market on relatively favourable rerms under
certzin conditions, These are when new markets petome available for
relatively high-value export or industrial crops, such as cocoa or tobacéo,
and when taxation on such commodities does not amount to a disiﬁcentive.
Such concitions alszo exist when peasants can produce a variety of crops for

which there is a market and therefore respond to price advanitfes, or where

there are alternative markets for their products. For example, groundnut
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"producers in Nigeria havé been zble to avoid the low prices offered by the

marketingy boards by selling on the domestic market (Hogendorn, 197¢)., [t is
this option which governnments in a number of countries have soupht to

exclude by creating state marketing menopolies (Coulson; Heyer in this volune)

-
177

of export crops have held up sales to foreign companies and marketin

Produce

hoards as i Ghana in the 1930s (United Kingdom, 1938), or more recently in

. e

Senegal, but such Nold-ups are difficult to organise and sustain.

In order to benefit from cheap peasant production, governments and
; !

foreign companies need to control the conditions under which peasants sell,

. or even produce, their crops. The problem is, however, that they do not

t

control directly the land or labour-power of the peasants (Williams, in this
volume). Rural development projects Qrovide one means of soliciting or
forcing peasants to conform to the requirements of outsiders. Barnett (1977

and in this volume) shows how the control of irrigated land on the Gezira
: !

“ scheme 1is used to force peasants to produce cotton, rather than food for

i
. 1

consumption and sale. This 'transformation' approach, in the form of large-
‘ ' i

scale settlement, irrigation and outgrower schemes, involves direct control
of peasant production by external agencies. Nearly all transformation

programmes involve la;ge-scale capital expenditure whether on ma?hinery and
equipment or con irrigation, land improvement or infras;tucture. ;Producers
accept a high degree of control over their farming systems including the
timing of operations, the quality of operations, the use of purchased inputs

and the choice of sales outlets and payment systems., The whole package must

be attractive enough to start with to get participation, but once a producer

LY

is committed there is a substantial loss of independence, and the benefits o
Iy
the whole package may become less and less favourable to him.
The experience with large-scale irrigation and settlement schemes in
tropical Africa has generally been very poor, particularly with regard to
production., Apart from the Gezira, most large schemes have failed to meet

even basic production goals, let alone any of the other goals of the agencies
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- or the rural! population.. Several simply collapsed, most notoriously the
) ) p »

Tarzanian groundnut schemes and the Niger Agricultural Project {Wood, 1950;
Frankel, 1930; fBaldwin, 1957). Vcry/similur programmes, however, are stil)
being implemented {Wallace, 1979,and in this volume). It is frecuently the

case that the high investment and administrative costs of irrigation and
settlement schemes, as well as of other forms of intervention, have had the

effect of making peasant production more expensive without bginging
signifiCuﬁt improvements in the peasants® stundard of livinyg (Wallace, Coulso
Yeyer in éhis volume). The recently develoned oOutgrower schemes seem more
likely to:be successful in production terms. In these, international
COmpanieséwith ‘nucleus estates' control the production of plaﬁtation Crop:
on small #ural holdings under conditions which come'néar to felegating

rural producers to the position of wage labourers (Marcussen and Torp, 1973;

ef. Cowen; Heyer, Williams, in this volume), ;

Il

As an alternative to direct coercion, rural development programmes may
: |

‘offer a package of inputs and welfare services in order to solicit increased

|
. . . . L
production. These include rural water supplies, improved housing, health

services, nutrition and child-care advice and even prégrammes ko "integrate!
Qomen into development {World Bank, 1975a,b,d,e; Lele, 1975: 20; Coulson in
. !

this volﬁme; Palmer, i979; cf. Roberts,'lé?Q). Inputs include the new
technologies which are heavily reliant upon seed, chemical feftilisers,
pesticides and herbicides and éven tractor services and hired labour, all of
wihich must be purchased or.obxained on cradit. The whole package induces
peasants to rely mo?e heavily on the market both for their means of subsiﬁt-
énce and for their means of production and to become increasingly dependernt
upon bureaucracy for supplies and services despite the inefficiency of the
bureauc;acy and the vagaries in the supply and transport of foreign manu-

M X

factures, leading among other things to further opportfunities for the

development of black markets.
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' It is an imporiant purt of the exéernul agencies' concept of rural
'dcvclopncnt that they believe thaf peazsants are more or less rational and
efficient within their traditionual environment, which is seen as static,
but when faced with new oppoertunities peasants are conservative, tradition-
alist and unable to respond rationally (World Bank, 1975a, 12, 43). This is,

: !

of course, ridiculous and it ignores all the evidence of peasant innovaticns
in ¢reps and production metheds (Forrest, Coulsdhlin this volume). Such a
view reflects a refusal to recognise that only too often the imporied tech-

nology offered to peasants has been useless, and sometimes positively

detrimental (Coulson, in this volume). Peasants are more competent in their

‘physical and'social environmént than most experts. They may experiment with

and exchange information about new techniques and then reject .them. New
i

: . L . . . I
techniques may be rejected because they fail to increase yields, or only
ingrease yields at the cost of increased labour which peasants cannot provide

or buy, or because equipment falls apart, New techniques may alsb be

accepted, but used for purposes which were not intended (Roberts,'in this
volume)., It-almost seems to be the belief of the external agencies that

innovations offered to peasant producers are intrinsically viable' because of

their non-péasant origin and the stamp of official approval attached to them.

This belief contributes to the common description of rejection as irrational

‘resistance to change’. }
i |

!

Peasants are also assumed to be incapable of running the institutions
' . I
1

appropriate to a 'modern' econcmy. fRural development’ therefore involves
. I

: |
the improvement of old institutions, the creation of new ones and provision
]

for training and a career structure for personnel, Such trainingiincludes
instruction as to how to communicate with rural people in order to convince
them that what is being proposed is in their intérest, and gettiﬁg across
information about new and superior ways of doing things. Institutions are
supposed to ensure that means of production and credit are available at the

right times and that marketing channels operate smoothly and efficiently.

A
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iThus, we find the fumiliar proliferation and expansion of extension sezvices,
farmer truining programmes, credit institutions, murketing and distribution
agencies that have so often come to be what rural development seems to be

about.

T o

The state and other centralised public agencies play the major role in

organising and controlling the develcopment of the new and expunded instituticns
; - il

both becuusé it is argued that this will moke tﬁéﬁ more efficient in achievirg

basic produétion gouls and more recently because 1t is argued th;t the poore:nt

40 per centjof the rural population will be better catered for tgis way.

Public p:ovision or supervision of institutional development is éresented as

the most éffective,.and also the only, way of ensuring that the ﬁo:st ills

of private éapital or of 'local' control are prevented CWerd:BaAk, 1975a: 37).
. : \

It may be true that local control will always operate in favour of one group,

usually the relatively better-off. It is wrong to assume, however, that

publi¢ provision has a superiof record, as experience with cooperatives,

credit institutions and services in tropical Africa show.

Perceptions of peasant communities as traditional and egalifarian,
'intact social structures' (World Bank, 19?5@: 423 Forrest, in tﬁis volume)
has justified the introduction of co-operatives, extension services and the
putlic proyision of credit, on the assumption that.these benefits wiil be
spread thrgughout the coﬁmunity (King; Roberts; Williams, in this volume).
Public involvement in rural institutions has, in most cases, considerably
externded ecoromic differentiation and political inequality (Thoden van
Velzen, 1973; Williams, 1976). The institutions available for carrying
cut sural development are incapable of redistributing resources so that
they improve the lives of the rural poor even if they do, at times, hold
ne enternrise of rural tracders and wealthier peasants (Coﬁlson, Cowen
ernd williams in this volume), This is now widely accepted in studies of the
green revolution' in Asia and Latin America (Hewitt de Alcantara, 1976:

118-36, 3Q6-22; Griffin, 1974: 46-82; 207-209; 232; Pearse, 1977). It is
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‘not yet as widely acceptéd in the context of rural development in Africa.

The record of cooperatives, extension services and the public nsrovisiur
of crecdis in Africarn rural development progrfammes has been dismal.  There
are cooperatives in which all initiative is stifled by heavy-handed conrtrol
from .bove; credit institut}ons that are hopelessly centralised and inefficien
marketing boards creating bureaucracies far beyond those required for their
stared purposes (Tunzunia, 19663 XKing, in this‘volumé). The proliferation of
buresucratic structures associated with rural development appears at first

sight excessive. But it may have a rationale. It may be necessary to

~develop extensive communications systems because one is trying to persuade

rural peop%e to do what is essentially apainst their own interests., It mav
be necessa;y to develop state involve@ent in rural deveLOpmen; to maintain
control over rural populations who see that their interests are not likely
to be servéd by curreant development policies. Excessive bureauQrucy may
also be necessary to ensufe market participation on terms favoufable to
external agencies, Marketing boards have been justifiéd in thaf they ensure
that revenue is appropriated from the rural popul#tion (Hellein%r, 1946
1532~84)., But there is little to suggest that this is in fact hdw these
excessive bureaucracies and their activities can be explained (éoulson, in

this volume). It may equally well be simply that the state finds them

useful gereratcrs of patronage and employment (XKing, in this volume).
i

We come finally to the question of evaluation. There appe;rs to be
little foundation fo;.the assumption that the activities of rurél CevelopMe;t
programmes lead to the improvement of the welfare of the rural éopulation,
let zlone tne rurzl poor. Evaluation methods, such as social cost-benefit
analysis, purport to quantify the net costs and bznefits consequent on the
particular forms of intervention. As Stewart has pointed out, ;net dis-

counted rates of return' jignore the fact that c¢osts are usually incurred by

s}

some peonle, arnd benefits Dy others (Stewart, 1973), Peasants, particularly

the poorer peasants, are not usually among the beneficiaries.
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MosT programmes are undertaken with totally inadequate Xnowledge of
sech fundamental facts as populution, land and income distritutions, the
ranges of cfop yields, the levels of consumption and the quuntitiés of
marketed ouéput at the start or during the implementation of the programme,
Consequently, these are often 'estimated', as an inspection of World Bank
evaluation reports shows (e:g. World Bank, 1977a aﬁd b). Averagé vields
before the ﬁrogramﬁe are underestimated so that-'improvements‘ can be
claimed as the product of the inputs provided by rural developmeﬁt agencies
(Reynaut, 1%75: 36). Average yiélds af ter the impact of the proérumme has
i i

been felt are likewise overestimated. Agencies take all the credit for

+

increases in output, but attribute any decrease to other factors., It is
very difficult to measure the net impact on output, let alonevweifare, of
the services provided, and it is impogsible to quantify the long-term
effects (Barnett and Coulson, in this volume). What often gets measured is
simply the volume of inputs: their effectiveness is then assumed, Success
hasibeen defined in terms such as the number of farmers to whom credit has
heen disbursed, or the quantity of fertiliser which has been distributed,
regardless of whether these can be shown to have led fo increaszes in output,
Evaluation is essentially no more than an exercise in the validation of
rural development. This is not necessarily the result of hypccrisy or disw
honesty on the part of those involved. The distance between the ultimate
goals of rural development and the means to such ends is very great. It is

the means more often than the ends which are the object of evaluation. The

primary goals of a programme may be completely forgotten,

v

Despite these problems with evaluation, evident failures are diagnosed:

both failures to meet the goals to the desired extent and failures to move

t

~in the direction of the goals at all. The explanations of failure that are

nrovided are worth considering. Faillure is often seen as the result of
problems within rural societies rather than the result of the relationship

between rural societies and the external 'partners' in rural development,
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Coaservatism or traditionulisﬁ on the part of peuasants or peasSpnt societies
Ara comion scaplgonts, Anthropoiogisrs are brought in to examine local
fectors such as control over lubour within the household, or politiecal
authority atlvillage level., Local level explanations accumulute.: They tend
to consist of little more than a body of anecdotes incapable of eiplaining

L

the general problem of rural development, or even of explaining with any

ot |
conviction the particular problems of the local situations to which they

are addressed. §
j
| |
Alternatively, failure is attributed to 'delivery systems® or implement-
ation machincry; These are castigated as incomﬁetent, inefficiené or unco-
ordinated, aéd solutions are sought in improving the efficiency with which

[
they operate;and co-ordinating the different institutions involved (Willianms,
1 1 [
1675). The frequency of failure has led to much public breast-beating,
further investment in research and evaluation, and revisions of strategyﬁ*\

Ly
However, the frequency of failure has not yet led anyone to abandon or even

suggest abandoning rural development as currently conceived. The anzalyses
of failure do not permit the conclusion that there is anything intrinsically

wrong with the methodology of rural development.

There is no single explanation of the failure of rural development
projects, oﬁ of the success of some of them. We h#ve argued that.ru¥al
development encompasses ﬁultiple, and often contradictory, interests, Some
of these may be satisfied at the cost of others., The Gezira scheme did
succeed in précucing large volumes of cotton for the Lancashire textile
industry, aﬁd more recently for export to China and other countries., It
¢id so at the cost of preventing peasants from expanding food production fof

he internal market (Barnett, 1977 and in tnis volume)., On the other hand,
‘many projects have not even succeecded in meeting their primary goals such

as improving agricultural productivity and ewpanding production for the
market, which afelheld to be the key to improving the welfare of the rural

population.
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| e In »ost countries, it now appears as if the promotion of 'rural develsp-
g :
; Aﬁg ment® has affected the course of events relatively little. It has Leen ong
: A . :
wﬁfui . , e ) . .
(AR of the lesgs significant aspects of the internuationuel economic pDroCesses
| j,
; generated by the expansion of capitalism, which necessarily change systems

of peasant production. It has proved possible for peasants to expand thelr
production of export crops aend increase the output‘of food for the market,
as in Ghana and Nigeria in the early decades\bf‘thc ;wcnticth century, witim
the intervention of rural development agencies, What was required at that
time was the provision of cheap shipping, railways and roads which gave
producers access to new and expanded markets, In this volume, Yever oand

- Cowen sho& a similar expansion of agricultural production for urban and
foreign mgrkets whiéh took place in Kenya in thé 1960s and 1970s, to the
benefit of the majority of the population. This appears to have followed

from extensive public intervention in rural production and marketing.

However, what may have bDeen equally important was the renewed availability

of land and the opening up to African producers of new markets.

How then do we explain rural development if it makes little contribut.on

to achieving its declared objectives, or even hinders their realisation?

In the first place, rural developmeﬁt projects do benefit groups
other thaﬁ those whom they are supposed to serve, 'They are now big Busineas,
providing:marketq contraéts, consuliancies and employment to fertiliser
manufacf%ffj} construction firms, government officials, international experts
and academics, Secondly, they extend the patronage, authority and control of
povernmeénts over rural people and may also make it easier to tax peasant
production, On the other hand, government interventions may provoke rural
people into resisting government authority and attacking public officials

{(Williams, 1976; Coulson, in this volume),

Thirdly, rural development agencies may simply lack the Xnowledge and

experience to achieve the gouls they set. Their conception of the problems
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.

may prevent them from ackhowledgigg this. Peuasant producers are usualiv
more knowledgeable than officials und experts about local production
conditions., Moreover, unlike consultants for international agencies,
peasants have to bear the consequences ¢of error and will necé"sarily be more
thorough in their assessment of the advantuges of new technologies under the
conditions in which they aré provided., New te;hnplogies develbp;d outside
the rural areas may increase agricultural production and benefitipeasants.
It is not clear that the costly apparatus of rural extension ser;ices or
integrated rural development programmes is necessary to get peasénts to

adopt methods of production which will benefit them, !

¥

]
Rural developmeht agencies are constrainaed by the institutions through
1

s
]

which they workX and the social systems, in which they operate, These institw
{ 3
utions are proDably unable to provide services cheaply and effectively to

the rural poor, or to redirect benefits away from the better of f 'to the

‘poorest 40'per cent®, let aloide identify the needs and producti?e potential

" of poor people. They are unable to do this partly because the interests of

those who control them conflict with the interests of the rural peor. There
is also the problem that the institutions are inappropriate to serve the needs

of large numbers of rural poor even if this were in the interests of those

who controlled them,

Rural development programmes in all their forms share a multiplicity of
abjactives, some more clearly defined and definable than others, which are
variously in line with, or in conflict with, the interests of different
grouns., [t may therefore be that, at the most general level, persistent
failure is the result of the contradicticns inherent in their activities and
the impossi®iliiy of reconciling, let alone containing, them. It is important
for those whose interests are net currently served by rural development that
the contradicsions be recognised., For the others, there is a considerable

amount to be gained by obscuring them,
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