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Participation of the Grassroots in Rural

Development: “The Case of the Development
Education Programme of the Catholic Diocese of
Machakos, Kenya”*

FRANCIS W MULWA*

ABSTRACT

An effective participation for grassroots development would only be realised
where the prassroots have the freedom 1o make their own decisions and set
their own development priorities, draw their own plans; implement (with
their own built-in monitoring and evaluation systems) and ensure a fair
share of the fruits of their work (including any costs thereof) for each
member of their community.

Some perspectives on grassroots participation for rural development
A story is told of a development worker who went to a remote village. He was
highly motivated and fully prepared to solve all the villagers’ problems and
transform the *Primitive’ community. However, he came to realise that
people lived under immense fear and apathy, not even prepared wo do
anything to change their situation. He soon learnt that this fear emanated
from a ‘strange’ development in that village. The villagers reported that they
had of late noticed a ‘monster” across the valley which they believed was sent
by the evil spirits ro kill them.

They went to show the development worker where the ‘monsier’ was. At
one stage the villagers were so afraid they they left him to face the "heast’
alone. After crossing the valley he discovered that it was nothing else but an
overgrown water melon. Nevertheless, to sadsfy the villagers, he acted
‘brave” by drawing out his sword and dramatically cutting itinto pieces as the
villagers warched from a ‘safe’ distance.

However, to his great dismay, the villagers could not welcome him back
despite what he had done for them. Why? They requested hitn to leave the

* Reprinted with permission of the auchor from Development: Seeds of Change, 1987: 2/5,
107-114, otiginally presented at the SIDGRIS Workshap on Participatory Grassroots
Development in Africa, Dar &¢ Salaam, Tanzanis, June 1956,

* Development Coordinator, Deparement of Developmem & Social Services, Catholic Diocess
of Machekos, PO Box 640, Machakos, Xenya,
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village in peace, fearing that he was yet another monster. They wondered
how he could overcome the ‘monster’ all alone if he was not another one, A
few years later there was another overgrown water melon in the same village.
Another development worker came to the village and leamning of their fear,
he asked them to join him with their traditional weapons and face the
‘monster’, They all tiptoed abreast towards the ‘unknown’. The develop-
ment worker idendified the object but did nor disdose what it was, On
reaching it they all set on the “monster’ with their iraditional weapons until
they shattered it. They proudly walked back to the village, singing and
dancing, celebrating their great achievement. The development worker lived
in the community for a long time, learning many things from the villagers.
At the same time he taught them new things including how to grow and eat
waier melons. Whar does this story mean?

The present widespread concern for grasstoots participation is not
without a history. It is a diligent effort 1o correct an historical etror in
development approaches which tended 1o marginalise the rural raditional
sector. This error had led w the creation of certain categories of rural
populations regarded as less privileged and more vulnerable such as
women, uncmployed, sharecroppers, seasonal labourers, tenants, srall
farmers, stoall artisans, nomadic pastoralists, the destitute, etc.

The development approaches of the past have iended o relegate the
‘grassroons” 1o a mere ‘resource’ for the development of the urban centres
and the memopolis. The rraditional rural sector was often seen as a resource
potential that needed mobilisation {for example through the rhewric of
participation) in order 1o provide free or cheap labour for ‘rural
modernisation’ programmes, or for commercial planeations that fed the
populations of the dties. The traditional sector was often seen as the source
of cheap labour for the modern urban sector. On the other hand, one may
wonder who largely appropriated the benefits of increased agricuinmal
exports? The.net effects of such economic growth stimulated by the
mobilisation of rural resources will include better wages for the staff of
farmer cooperatives, increased supply of imported capital and wrban
consumer goads, ete. Of course the traditional rural sector benefits as well
from such economic growth but 2t minimal magnitudes compared to the
urban sector. In the final analysis, the ‘grassroots’ will in most cases be found
o play a passive role in such developmental processes, appropriating the
least of the benefits.

How would the participation of the “grassroots” change this ‘order of
events'? Would the mere increase of public and private invesement in the
rural sector bring about a significant impac: leading to equitable ‘grassroots’
development? Would such an approach in iiself promise berter living
standards for the ‘grassroots’?

Research in recent vears has suggested thar more was needed to ensure
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that public and private investment in rurat areas contributed directly to the
uplifting of the standard of living of the grasstoot papulations. The ‘wickle
down’ effect of such investment will not just bappen in the absence of
relevant policies that ensure maximum parmicipation of the grassroot
populadons, not only in the development process but, equally importantly,
in the equitable sharing of the benefits of development.

Take for instmce the effects of the Green Revolution (1960-1970).
Statistics (Worsley, 1984; Esman, 1978) prove that agriculoural production
sky-rocketed in many Asian couniries and Latin America in che 1960's and
70’3, with comformable per-capita food ratios and large surpluses. As a result
of the introducton of Intensive technology and mechanised approaches w
agricultural production, fantastic yields were experienced that beat previous
world records.

Ironically, however, at the same time the Green Revolution was
performing production miracles, hunger and starvation had become a
regular phenomenon among the majority of the population in those same
countries.! Roral poverty had not been alleviated but instead had
deteriorated {Power and Holenstein, 1976; Worsley, 1984; Esman, 1978).
The findings of many social scientists has therefore challenged the originally
widespread notion that che mere increase in production records associated
with the Green Revolution had made the latter the ‘panacea’ for the
alleviaion of rural poverty. Something more was needed 1o provide an
effective alleviation of poverty among the ‘grassroots’ populations. What was
this?

Altermative development approach sought
To gquote Heredero {in Fernandes, 1980:57):

“People’s participation will go a long way to distribuie wealth more

equitably, doing away with the present inequalities and providing a more

equitable base for a better system of social reladons.””
Although this statement identifies the effects of a genuine participatory
development programine, it leaves us with 2 more fundamental question as
to how this process takes place.

Let us briefly review the approaches of the Green Revolution to idendfy
the causes of the social and economic inequalities that were concomittant
with this process. Esman (1975} observes that one mistake associated with
the Green Revolution approach was the occasional dendal of land to small
farmers in favour of the large farmer. It was assumed thas the large farmer
had a greater capacity to produce surplus food for the urban population and
cash aops to suffice both local industrial demand and expore. This
assumption led policy.makers o shape policies that tended to favour the
large farmer; such as making more land avaifable to the large farmer at che
expense of the small farmer (as a conseguence, the small farmer was often
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reduced to landlessness and subsequently hired as a wage labourer by the
large farmer). The intmoduction of mechanised agriculiure laid-off many
agricultural workers twoo.

Chambers (1983:181-132) argues that large farmers dominared credit
facilides and marketing co-aperatives at the cost of the smaller producer, He
points out that even agricultural exiension staff were “locked in with the
more progressive farmers”. This implies that agricultural inpyts and
technology became concentrated around large farmers whe appropriated
the largest portion of government subsidies through such services, No
wonder, therefore, the benefits of the Green Revoluton have been
wnequally disaributed.

Effective participation towards grassroots development

Participarory grassroots development is I believe an alternative approach for
equitable rural development. However cettain conditions would have 1o be
observed to ensure such results. We will reflect brieily on these conditions,
which will lead us to the analysis of the development education programme
of Machakos Diocese as a case study.

Grassroots participation is seen as a process whereby the marginalised
groups in a community take the initiative to shape their own future and
better their lives by taking full responsibility for their needs and assevting
themselves as subjects of their own history. This is a collecive venmre
through which the ‘grassroots’ discover their identity in the wider society.
The process is marked by the developmcnt of new knowledge and skills by
the people, including their appmpnanon through adapiation and control of
technology and extension services so that it serves them in response to their
development priorities amd in the context of their life experiences:

How could this effective participation come about? Eight preconditions
for effective participation by the grassroots can be identified.

(a) Effecsive leadership

Evaluarion of participatory projects in our experience in Kenya show that
one of the key factors for their success is the presence of an effective local
leadership. This relates to the scope of commitment to the cause of the
group; trustworthiness and accounuwability; the degree of ereativity, and
developed general leadership skills. Such leadership would show high
respect for people’s ideas and experiences and the value of the human
person., For this reason, the leadership will always seek to involve people in
making decisions which affect their lives.

(b) Rising fevel of social awarensss

Our experience has led us to conclude that for effective participation to be
realised, the ‘grassroots’ need o be effectively motivated through an indepth
awareness of the sodial forces militating against their socio-economic
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wetfare. They have 1o discover the causes of their miserable living
conditions, without which their participarion would not only be fruidess buc
also frusmated. The grassroots will have to .discover their wornth in the
society, and their hmmense potential e change undesirable living
conditions.

(¢) Selforganisation

Effective participation will be best realised in the context of a grassroot-
based-organisational framework, be it small cornmunity based groups (eg
women’s groups, school leavers’ groups, etc) or inveresi-based communiey
organisaions (eg share croppers’ unions, tenant unions, farmers’ co-
operatives, hawkers” unions, etel,

A fundamental faceor in effective participation is that leadership in such
organisations must be pravided by the ‘grassroots’ themselves and not by
the dominant groups (whether from within or outside the community).
These are the same groups which often dominate decision-making powet
and leadership in ordinary community institutions and organisations, a fact
that has relegated the ‘grassroots’ people not only to spectators but also
losers in community development programmes. Grassroots leadership has
therefore to be cultivated leading w self-organisation for effective
participation. For the best results such ‘grassroots’ organisations should
ensure social homogeneity in membership drives, to avoid the possibility of
domination by the more powerful groups.

It is important w0 point out that che scope of the powental for self
arganisation of ‘grassroots’ in any given saciety will largely depend on the
nawre of the political environment. To be sure, we cannot expect the
effective participation of the grassroots in a situation where gronp formation
and group meetings would be illegal, or where leadership is only a mateer of
appoimment from above. Hence the scope for participation of the
*grassroots’ will tend to be directly proportional to the degree of demoeratic
freedom in the political environment.

(d) Support framework
Usually when ‘grassrocts’ organise theinselves for their own development,
there develops whar appears to be polarised interests between them and che
powerful groups in the communiity. Reliable research findings (Esman,
1978) have observed that projects oriented to the rural poor will inevitably
generate social conflict as rural elites resist any effores that may work against
their interests.

it has therefore been argued that organisations for the ‘grassroots’ will
need support since, more often than not, the rich already have power over
the lives of those who are poor and that often che socital and economic system

favours the interests of the rich while the poor are constzntly less able to
control their own future [Nyerere, 1973).
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Esman (1978} takes this point further and suggests that such support for
the ‘grassroots’ will only be provided either by a government or through a
legally recognised non-government agency. Such support, however, should
avoid the temptation of creating a ‘godfather’ or ‘benefactor-beneficiary’
relationship which would be anather kind of domination, leading to apathy
and defeated panicipation, rather than to partnership and collaboraticn in
development.

{e) Swmall-scale projeets

Effective participation will be best realised where the grassroots begin from
the known and move to the unknown, from small projects which can be
managed within the scope of their limited local resources and local expertise
towards more ambitious projects. Success in small and easy prajects gives
the grassroots the necessary confidence to attempe larger and more complex
projects. In small-scale projects grasstoots groups learn to participate,
organise, and manage, etc, an experience which is translated into a useful
resource when it comes to more challenging participatory development
initiatives, the same way small grassroot groups would be recomniended
(as opposed 1o large groups) for more effective participation in a communicy
project,

(B Less dependence on bureatcratised prafexsionalism

Over dependence on bureaucratised professional services will more often
than not frustrate pardcipatory development inidatives. Usually such
services wolld either be oo scarce, or completely inaccessible, or too
expensive for the grassroots to employ. Such over dependence on ‘expertise’
has also tended o perpetuate the ‘top-down™ approach in development,
whose end result is the defeat of participarion of the grassroots, Hence the
more a group depends on these specialised services, the more its scope for
free pariicipation, and potental for creativity, is limired.

However, this is not intended w0 imply that *expertise’ and *professional’
assistance would be irrelevant in participatory programmes. What is being
said is that in the process of such assismnce there would have to be an
explicit effort 1o oransmic the basic skills ro the local leaders so that, in funre,
they would have less need for such external technica! assistance in project
operation and maintenance, Grassroots leaders would have to he helped to
integrare their local experiences and iraditional technology with the modera
sdentific expertise in order to culiivate ‘professional seif-reliance’ within the
grassroots, towards more effective participation.

(8) Minimised risks

Effective paricipation will only take place where the possible risk
cuasequent on such participatory changes have been given due considera-
tion and the aliernatives discussed. For example, an ordinary small-seale
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farmer in a semi-arid zone will be hesitant to adapt to a new high-breed seed
{even though a better harvest is promised) unless he is assured of an
alternative survival strategy in case of crop-failure. He would prefer
retaining his traditional drought-resistant seed than risking an innovation
that might lead to famine and starvadon. In this case, subsidies for the
inmovation costs or crop insurance schemes would be appropriate measures
for the more effective participation of such small farmers whose fear of
economic-risk in such participation is well founded.

Take another example of farm wage labourers whose employer pays
below the legal minimuom wage. An attempt t0 organise such labourers to
demand their rights might be met with apathy and resentment, unless an
alternarive survival strategy is provided in case their employer terminates
their jobs. Villagers may noi wish to challenge an exploimtive business man
or unscrupulous money lender undl they open their own cooperative
consumer shop or start their own savings and credit schemes. The auth of
the maner is that the margin of living of the grassroois is so much at
subsistence level that they have learnt from experience that simple mistakes
could mean a lot of suffering. They would therefore tend to be slow and
overcautious in taking chances (Griffin, 1974).

() Potential for social harmony

Social harmony in a participatory group project will largely depend on the
homogeneity in the group membership, whereby members will have
minimal social differences. It is important to specify membership criteria in
pamticipatory projects in order to ensure that only the real ‘grassroots” people
become eligible, It is equally important to note that even the ‘grassroots’
themselves can be highly differentiated, Some have bigger and better pieces
of land, others have better educated chifdren, others are relatives or dose
friends of “big’ politicians, highly placed civil servants, ete. Some belong to
bigger and more popular families or clans. Others are clients of local money
lenders and business men, All these social differentiarions will surface in the
group relations, exerting a lot of influence on group imteracdon, thus
influencing the overall direction and vision of the group.

Training in human relations and awareness programmes would have to
be an integral part of the participatory process 1o help build the necessary
group cohesion and co-operation, thus overcoming those underfying secial
differences.

In the following pages we are going w0 reflect on the Development
Education Programme of the Diccese of Machakos, as a case smdy 1o help
pue in a praciical perspective the participatory ideas discussed so far.
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The Development Education Programme (DEP) of Machakos, Kenya

(&} Background information
The Catholic Diocese of Machakos covers the entite diswrict of Machakos, an
area of 14 000 3q km with a population of |,6 million, Itis the second highest
populated district in Kenya. Machakos is a semi-arid district, with the
population largely living on drought resistant crops like ‘Katumani® maize,
beans, peas, cassava, millet and sorghum. Cotton is extensively grown as a
cash crop, while coffee is found on the high potential hilly regions of the
district (less than 20% of the land in Machakos could be categorised either
high or medium potential). Livestock keeping would be moderately
extensive.

Nearly 98% of the inhabitants of this district belong to an ethnic bantu
group, the Akemba. The rest are people from other districs who work there,

The major development needs and priorities in Machakos include water,
agriculture, health and the creation of employment opportunities for schoal
leavers, It is a district with meagre natural resources, without any mining
potential and with limited arable land. However, some wildlife exists in a few
game reserves.

{(b) The Catholic Diocese of Machakes

The Department of Development and Soctal Services under the Catholic
Diocese of Machakos was established in 1974 when a full-time lay
Development Co-ordinator was appointed.

This marked the beginning of 2 new era in the development approach of
the church. Until this time, the church had tended to limit development
ouireach 1o the missionary legacy of giving hand-outs to the needy, ie charity
o the hungry, the naked and the shelterless.

Since the early 1960s the church as a whole had been going through a
period of reflection provoked by the teachings of the Second Vatican
Council. Associated with this change was the assumptdon of more
responsibility by the laity, not only in contributing to church leadership but
also in organising community development programmes to betier the
standard of living of the people.

(c) A pilot adult Lieracy projact takes shape
Following the appointment in 1974 of the first full-dme Development Co-
ordinator, the initial task of this co-ordinator was to design a community
survey scheme to identfy the development needs and priorities of the
grassroots in the diocese. This was done with the help of a national team
from the Kenya Catholic Secretariat, and the diocesan development staff of
the neighbouring diocese of Kiui,

This survey (popularly referred to as “Listening community survey of
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Generative Themes™) was based on six areas of life within the grassroot
communities: family, education, subsistence, recreation, beliefs and values
and patterns of decision-making {socio-politics). This survey exercise was
carried out by teams representing various walks of life, eg nurses, catechists,
teachers, priests, women and youth, for a period of three months. They
visited public places such as markets, water points, bus stations, funeral and
wedding ceremonies, where they carefully listened w what people talked
ahout with swrong feelings. These issues were noted and recorded as
‘Generative Themes’ and later prioritsed, and incorporated into a
community development education curriculum.

Adult litevacy was consequently ideniified as a priority need and a literacy
programme was started on a pilot basis in three neighbouring communides
at the end of 1975,

Literacy class discussions became the springboard to other development
concerns in the village. The villagers discussed issues raised by the
*Generative Themes’. Such a discussion would take one hour before
proceeding to alphabetical literacy to complete a literacy lesson of two
hours. In this way, the grassroots gradually became not only alphabetically
literate but also socially literate as they learned 1o solve their socio-economic
problems within their community.

By the end of 1979, the literacy programme had spread all over the
diocese. It was from these literacy discussions that a mumber of socio-
economiic projects were started, such as women’s handerafis, wee planting,
cogperative farming, savings and credit schemes, bakeries, cooperative grain
stores, consumer shops for farmers, water projects, etc.

in 1978 a women's programme was started under chis development
education programme, and with full-time personnel, This was followed by
the recruitement of an agronomist to respend to the growing demand for
somebody to give technical assistance to the then mushrooming agriculivral
activities. A water engineer was also recraited for technical assistance and co-
ordination of the fast growing number of water projects. In this way the
development educadon programme continued o expand and give birth 1o
various additional programmes: primary health care, family life, small
homes for disabled children, soif conservation and afforestation, scheol
leavers’ programme, savings and credit cooperatives, farmers’ consumer
shops and leadership training.

By the end of 1984, the development education programme of the
Catholic diocese of Machakos had nearly 2 000 grassroots groups with about
60 000 participants. The diocesan development staff is composed of 11 full-
time ‘professional’ staff (all but two are from the disirict) and eight (local)
administration siaff, We have 16 full-time field workers, nearly 100 pari-time
field workers and more than 1 500 voluntary group leaders.
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The Development Education Programme {DEP) jn relation to grassroots
participation

As we shall see in this section, DEP is basically founded on the ideals of
participatory development.

(a) Methodolagical approaches of DEP
The Diocesan DEP shares a2 common vision with the national DEF of the
Catholic Diocese of Kenya which reads as follows:

“We aim at motivating and empowering (people) to take active
responsibility to transform their own society by setting their own goals
and making ihetr own decisions, while at the same time being open in
diatogue to wider socicty, This will be achieved by grassroots awareness
encouraging the participation of all; [eading eo coordinated action; rooted
in small Chrisdan communities. In collaboration without compromise,
the small Christian communities unite for self-reliance reaching outtoall .
God's people, in the struggle for justice for all” (Crowley, 1985:94).

The key words in this vision statement include:

~ motvagon and awareness

— ETassroots

— participation

— selfreliance

— justice for ali.

Ceriain principles go with the above vision staternent, giving the
functional guidelines as follows:
(i) Ne education s neutrad:
Educadon is understood o be like a messenger with a definite mission. It
will either help to conform and confine people in their existing sitaation of
life, or will [ead to the awakening of people into new possihilities of better
living. In other words, educaton will either seek to condone fwhethar
directly or otherwise) the causes of suffering, poverty, inadequacy, injustices
and inequalities, or will seck to avert suffering, alleviate poverty, discredit
causes of inequalities, open wider potential for adequacy in life, and abhor
injustices, Educadon, therefore, can never play a neutral tole in such
mateers,

(i) Relevance of development issues:

People will act on those issues about which they have strong feelings. All
education and development projects should stare by identifying the issues
which local people speak abour with excitement, hope, fear, anxiety, or
anger. Participatory research becomes an integral component of peaple’s
development process.
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(iii) Problem-posing:

All participants are recognised as creative people with a capacity for action.
The animator facilitates the group process of identifying problems in their
lives which they wish to ack upon, find the root causes and work out practical
ways in which they can set about changing the situarion.

{iv) Dialogue:

The challenge to build a just, egalimrian sociery is very complex. No
individual knows exacily how to doit. No one has all the answers and no one
is totally ignorant. Each person has different perceptions based on their

experience. Ta discover valid solutions each one needs to be both learner
and teacher. Education must be a mutual leatning process.

(v) Reflection and action:

Most real learning and change takes place when a community experiences
dissatisfaction with seme aspect of their present life, An animator can
provide a situation in which they can swop, reflect critically wpon what they
are doing, identify any new information or skills that they need, get this
information and training {inpus} and then plan action.

{(b) Characteristic approaches of DEP:

The DEF leadership formation programme is seen o be crucially importane
since it has been realised that true community development will only take
shape where there is good, dedicated, informed and skilled leadership.
Leadership waining workshops are organised in phases or as seminars.

Participants are sent in groups who meet at least 25% of the toral training
costs. Awareness and information sharing forms part of these leadership
training programmes. It alse includes human relations training and trust
buitding skills, eic.

DEP services to the grassroots communities will only be given to groups
and not to individuals. This has helped w manage the scarce services more
effectively and to ensure that services reach the most needy cases in the
community. It has been observed from experience that it is the less-
privileged members of a community who easily work tagether as a group.

The DEP groups are run by group committees chosen by the participants
themselves, This helps in the delegation of responsibilities, which iz an
important factor in participatory programmes. beadership is therefore
decided upon by communides themselves, free from the danger of
imposition from above.

The DEF groups use codes (posters, plays, songs, proverbs, etc), to depic
situations of concern to their community, followed by thorough discussions,
Such discussions lead to the identification of root causes, and plans are
drawn for acion to change the undesired sitwation and bring about



Table 1 Strategies for grasaroobs devels t thesugh particjpat ion
Elements Standard top-daan Approach Particinalory Botbo el ApEPUtens
1. Setting development pricorities Ceptral Pianning Mureau and The grassroots "know whare the shoe
tachhicians pinches mogc”®
2, Saupe AZed-wide regional sattipne The gqrassroots idantified as wligable
participants
3. hgents of development Extension ofices Indigémecus facilitaiors, geoup
leadersa, and the grasscoots cthemselves.
Extensionists seen as catalysts called
upon ofnly when necesgarcy
4. Functional unit Formal organi ationz with lnfarmal homcgensous groups and
weittan by-laws and ofEicercs AgEoC AL LOnA
and registered officially
3. Types of activity Various purpos«s, often limited Davelopnent aducation [of awacendss,
to economic development and [ollowed or accompanied by income
provigion of aocial amenities, raising projecte. Transcends econc-
usualiy pelitically motivaked mic concerns to issues of social
justice in society but withowt
political ambitiohs
6. Servica delivary mechanism Piacemaal, by bureaux or despts Inteagrated according te specific naeds
with bureaucratlc boLtlenscks of group of the grassroots. The
and ovarlapping latter szeeks [or what thay naed as
opposad to waiting to receive handoutx
7. Administrative ztructuce Yerticle Lines of aupervisicon Coordinating committees at all levels
Erom central to local officas
B. HMonitoring & svaloation Pragress yeparts from local o Multi-lavel workshops among development
reglenal to naticnal offices agancy personnel Jroup crganasers, and
the “grassrocts” {participatory
evaluation)
%4, [ata collaction *Obiective® rezsarch methods Participatory action research
18. Beneficiaring "All people® "The gragsrcoctzs"
11. Succas=s External leaders craditable It mattars lass once the job is done,
Hokrog:

"Fartiotpatton of the Pocw in Aural Tronsfarmelion, 4 Kenyan Caee”.  Frencis Mulua 1983, p 20 (unpubléahed)

PERW M e g
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grassroots development. This process is undergone by groups assisted by
their own local leaders.

To minimise economic risks for mosr grassroots projects, the DEP
operates 2 micro-fund from which grants and revolving loans are
administerad o deserving socio-economtic initiarives,

This encourages groups 10 attempt 2 wide range of projects, whiie at the
same time giving projects the final push towards their completion,

Grasstoot leaders are wained in basic skills 10 be able o operate
COMMuNity projects, eg watet pump cperation, servicing and maintenance,
construction of water tanks, plumbing fundamentals, agriculeural skills,
starting and the care of a tree nursery, etc. This approach is intended 1©
minimise grassroots dependence on professional services from our staff.

DEF has been innovative in its field work. This seemns 1o be a crucially
important element in grassroots participatory development. An example of
one innovative approach comes from a programme for the physically
disabled children in DEP. In this programme, communities have been
encouraged to take care of their own disabled children by building ‘small
homes® for them, acached o the village-based primary schools, Parents and
the comtnunity at large care for these children — they bring food for them
and take them home over the weekends. The children live in the small
homes atrended by a full-time ‘mother’ and a watchman, This way, care for
the disabled becomes decentralised and made a community responsibility.

Other DEP programmes with a high degree of innovation indude the
primary health care programme, water projects, cooperatives, etc.

Other development agencies have leamt from these innovations as much
as DEF has leamnt from their experiences.

Some bottle-necks in DEP

1. There appexs o be slow growth towards maturity in tackling issues
pertaining to social justice within grassroot communities, This phenomenon
has surfaced in the following ways:

— It seems 10 be a slow process bringing some groups from *project-
tevel’ activities 1o tackling issues of law and social jusiice within their
immediate cnvironment. Oné implicit explanation of this has been that
the group leaders would play down such group initiatives which had the
potential 10 endanger their job securicy at the hands of their regular
employers. Another explanarion is the unfounded fear of the authorities
and those who practice the injustices, It was the people's sense of
powerlessness that made them stow in taking inidatives to defend their
constitutional rights and challenge sources of injustice,

— The 'gragsroors’ in most DEP groups have not yet achieved reliable
or significant rises in incomes as a result of group projects. Without this
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realisation, the groups will feel insecure in challenging the local exploitive
elements, whe may be the only source of eredit and employment which
has given them the assurance of survival so far.

— The DEF does not appear to have given adequare attention to the
need 1o establish a Justice and Peace Commission network which would
encourage and facilitate grassroots groups owards building a more just
society.

2. Some of the rural élite, politcians and other influential personalities have
sought 10 “hijack’ and centrol the DEP grassroots groups to serve their
interests and ambitions. The grassroots groups, being so badly in need of
any material offexs to alleviate their immediate basic needs, often fall prey to
these people. It takes a while before such groups realise they are being
misused.

8. Many ‘grassroot’ group leaders were unemployed in spite of being
responsible adults with families. Their group leadership, however, was
basically voluntary. But humanly speaking, it may sometimes appear to be
another form of exploitation, when the groups demand half their time for
such services. This has happened aften in DEP but efforis are being made 1o
irain as many voluntary leaders as possible to share the task more widely.

4. There have been some doubts and questions in DEP circles as 1o how
soon awareness creating efforts should lead to economic development,
Sometimes, there has appeared 10 be prolonged expectations of progress
with little or no progress towards the establishment of income-generating
activities. The fact is that awareness programmes should not appear to
postpone economic rewurns for oo long since the prionity need of the
ots is the alleviation of poverty. Awareness programmes should
eventually lead to the realisation of the root causes of low standards of living,
otherwise ‘conscientisation that does not improve the economic ot of the
poor will only end in frustration”. (Heredero in Fernandes, 1980:62.) The
challenge in DEP presenty is to consolidate the training of the ‘grassroots’ in
socio-economic skills such as project management skills, book-keeping, co-
operatives, baking, handicrafts, etc.
5. The other dilermnma we have come across is the choice of the direction for
programme expansion. This has in the past been characterised by the
constant expansion of the size of service-teams at diocesan level and the
creation of full-time deanery based DEP teams. The obvious danger in such
an approach is the increasing adminisirative costs in salaries, transport,
stationery, etc. The programme is working out an alternative approach
towards these service expansions through deceniralisation.
We choose to intensify and extend skill raining and awareness creation
among more and more voluntary grassroots leaders and facilitators. The
more numerous they ave the less the burden 1o themselves, as they share the
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leadership roles more widely. This trend will lead to less and less need for
services from the diocesan teams and therefore gradually such teams will
either cease o expand or will have to be reduced in numbers thus relieving
the programmes of safary and transport bills. The ultimate aim would be to
create sustainable structures in future. This is a constant challenge at alt
levels of the programme.

f. It has been observed that DEP programmmes at the grassroots level existed
in isolated entities. In most cases, integration has not meant more than a
mere coincidence of having partcipants from different programmes
working on a common project, £g 2 cooperative endeavour oF a Communicy
water project which brings together yowth groups, women's groups,
agriculture groups, etc, not as programme Tepresentacives but as indivi-
duals. Our analysis questions the adequacy of such an approach towards
integration. Effeciive integration would have to bring together these
different programmes under a structure which is representative, creating a
forum for joint discussions, evaluation and planning. This strengthens
individual groups within the community, thus creating more horizontal
finkages to complement the already existing vertical Linkages. The vertical
structures have been common in our programmes, eg local women's
committees, diocesan women’s councils, etc, All other DEP programmes
had similar vertical structures while horizontal networks to link them up at
the grassroot level were either missing or too weak.

We have, however, introduced the formation of the Development
Education Parish Committee [DEPCO), bringing 1ogether all grassroot
group leaders and facilitators ac parish kevel, Such a structure is helping to
bridge the integration gap that existed between the programmes at the
grassroot level. Some parishes have waken up this challenge while others are
still in the process of doing so. One most imporiant ouicome of such
horizontal linkages has been a better co-ordination of services delivered to
these programimes. The grassroot groups have also developed a strong sense
of support and “belonging-together', necessary o tackle issues of social
justice and the articulation of their commeon interests.

7. A lairly recent phenomenon has developed, what 1 may call the
‘burning-out’ of the DEP siaff-members. This trend has surfaced in various
facets. Some members of DEP teams had joined the programme with high
motivation and expectations of an immediate transforrmation of the living
standards of the grassroois, only io realise that great dreamns sometimes take
time to come true, Others have experienced a lack of support and
encouragement which they so much needed 10 carry them through the
challenges of the programme. Some sl may have overworked themselves
and, lacking opportunities w undergo a period of reflection, have
experienced burn-out.
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These forces have sometimes led to resignations to look for ‘greener
pastures’, more secure jobs or new chaflenges. Our challenge iz how w
reveyse this trend or to make the best of it.

Concdusion,
The participation of the grassroots in rural development implies a genuine
effort to reverse the wends of development by creating the potencial for
maximmum involvement of dve marginalised communities in the process of
development for all. In this process the grassroots are given a prominent
role, not as tocls for rural development bue as subjects of development as
well as co-beneficiaries of the fruits of their labour. Grassroos participation
in planming, implementation, evaluation and sharing the fruits of
development is the basis for equitable rural development. This process will
not be realised without proper leadership formation and an independent
organisational framework and some instimtional support for the grassroots.
The Development Education Programme of the Cathélic Diocese of
Machakos is basically aimed at reaching the marginalised rural grassroots
who are striwng to betier their living standards. This programme idenibes
the participatory development approach as the most effective approach for
equltable rural development. Our intensive leadership and basic skills
training programwmes are intended o create the potential for local self-
reliance and thus create less dependence on specialised professionalism,
which has often tended w0 slow down participatory programmes. Finally 1
would like o point out that the long-term goals of DEF are not incompatible
with that of the government developrment plans as stated in the most recent
sessional paper No 1 of 1936 on Economic Managemen: for Renewed
Growth, which in part stares:
“The urgent need is to renew economic growth in ways thae will provide
jobs for the growing labour force, prosperiry for the mass of people in the
Tural areas, an equitable and widespread sharing of the benefits of growth,
and a continuing provision of basic needs for all.”
This can only be achieved through effective grassroots participation in
rural developmenc

FOOTNOTE

L In Mexico for example, as a result of iheir so-called *peirment mirede’ of the Green
Revolution recorded in 195¢-75, 40% of the popalation at the poorest end sulfered a 5%
drop in real incorne; only 55% of children berween ages of & and 14 enjoyed access to basic
education; 96% of the preschool population suffers from malnumrition (Frank, 198i:18).
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