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INTRODUCTION 

In  the companion repor t  t o  t h i s  one, Norbert Powell and I assessed 

the impact of the Second Integrated Rural Dcvelopnent Pro ject  upon farniers. 

I n  pa r t i cu la r ,  we looked a t  the maintainance of t he  s o i l  conservation 

treatments and a t  the adoption o f  the  c u l t u r a l  pract ices associatedq \:li:th 

increased ag r i cu l tu ra l  production. Our f ind ings  were not  encouraging. A f t e r  

two years o'f p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  pro ject ,  many farmers are no t  showing the 

signs o f  progress xh'i ch should have been achieved: t rei tmeri ts a re  general 1 y 

not  being maintained, and improved cropping pract ices have not  been adopted. 

I n  t h i s  report ,  I w i l l  argue t h a t  t h i s  l ack  o f  progress i s  due not 
t o  bad management, poor ly  t ra ined  f i e l d  o f f  r'cers, o r  i n s u f f i c i e n t  i esources, 

bu t  r a t h e r  t o  a Pro ject  Paper which a) set  u n r e a l i s t i c ,  undesireable, o r  

cont rad ic to ry  goal s, b) proposed inappropr iate techno1 ogy, and c )  made 

assumptions about .the a g r i c u l t u r a l  sector which are no t  val id .  I n  o ther  words, 

the IRDP i s  a programme w i t h  basic i n t r i n s i c  f laws i n  i t s  concept and design. 

The management o f  t h e  p ro jec t  has made s i g n i f i c a n t .  progress i n  t r b i n g  t o  

overcome the de f ic ienc ies  of the Pro jec t  Paper. Components such as marketing , 

0 

and c r e d i t  have been added; t imetables have been adjusted; more re31 i s t i c  

goals have been set; and ad,n in is t rat ive procedures have been establ ished. 

* \  Yet wh i l e  advances have been mads, t he  p ro jec t  i s  s t i l l  su f fe r i ng  from the 

, f a u l t y  assumptions and u n r e a l i s t i c  goals establ ished i n  the  Pro jec t  Paper. 

As a method o f  organization, I w i l l  focus on f i v e  fundatrental p ro jec t  

goal s: 

.Goal 11: To cont ro l  s o i l  erosion i n  the Pindars River  and Two Iketing; 
watersheds. 

Goal 12: To increase a g r i c u l t  a1 production by 250 percent, thereby 
r a i s i n g  the income a r d standard of l i v i n g  o f  farmers. 

I 



Goal 83: To generate long-term employment opportunities. . a \  

Goal #4: To stem the flow of rural-to-urban migration. 

Goal 65: To e n l i s t  100 percent farmer participation i n  the project.  

GOAL b1: TO CONTROL SOIL EROSION IN THE PINDARS RIVER AND TWO HEETIPIGS \G',TEF,5i-!EDS 

There i s  no question b u t  tha t  soi l  erosion i s  a serious problem i n  the 

two watersheds and that  preventive measwes need t o  be taken t o  conserve the 

productivity of the land. In attempting t o  solve this problem, however, the 

Project Paper adopted a technology which is inappropriate fo r  both the farmers 

and the project. 

1. As we observe i n  our study, there i s  a problem re la t ing t o  t9e  main- 

tainance' of the soi 1 conservation treatments. Kany farmers are not investing 

the time and energy which are required t o  ensure t he i r  effectiveness over the 

yems. A1 though h i l l s ide  ditches may be technically optimal i n  control1 ing soSi 

erosion on research stat ions,  they are not feasible where farmers allow them 

t o  deteriorate a f t e r  on1 t two years. 

2. As I have shown elsewhere ( ~ l u s t a i n  1980), such capital-intensive 

methods are inappropriate on lands held 'under insecure farms of land tenure. 
- 3. The methods currently employed by the project cannot be replicated by t h e  

\ farmer. Rather than encouraging h i m  to  establish soil  conservation measures * 

on a l l  of his f i e lds ,  the ditches and terraces make h i m  dependent upon the 

technical expertise of highly-trained officers.  Simp1 e r  and more appropriate 

methods, combined with effect ive extension, would a1 low the farmer to  replicate 14 

treatments without the intervention of a project. 

4. The current cost of soi l  conservation treatments a1 1 b u t  precludes i t s  
c- 

k p l  icabil  i t y  in other watersheds. d ven current costs ,  rep1 ication of the IRDP 

for  the estimated '150,000 hi1 ls ide farmers in Jamaica would cost approximately 
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$900 million (Armor e t .  81. 1981:25). - - . * .I- . ,. . , . . 

Since the Project Paper was written, the costs  f o r  establishing the various 

treatments has risen dramatical ly. By September, 1980, the per acre cost  of machine- - - 
bui l t  terraces had risen from $755 to  $1 100; hand-buil t terraces,  from $1249 

1 to  $2800; h i 1  ls ide ditches, from $470 to  $490 ; orchard terraces,  from $600 t o  

$1130. With labor and material costs continuing t o  r i s e ,  the prices of these 

treatments can only go up.  

5. Preliminary studies from 01 

that  grass s t r i p s  are a more effect  

hi1 1 side ditches. I t  i s  encouraging 

the goal of establishing 1500 acres 

h e  River i n  Trelawny (IICA 1981) indicate 

ive means of controlling so i l  loss t h a t  

tha t  the soi l  conservation component has s e t  

i n  agronomic treatments such as grass 

s t r ips ,  strip cropping, and mu1 ching. Specifications are  s t i l l  being varked out, 

b u t  evidence suggests tha t  these methods can overcome some of the problems 

outlined above: they are cheaper (grass barr iers  cost about $204 per acre; s t r i p  

cropping would cost $40 per acre); they can be established on insecurely- 

tenanted land; they can be transferred by the  farmer from one f ie ld  t o  another; 

and they are more easi ly maintained. 

6. As. a layman, I cannot claim tha t  these alternative.methods a r e  the f inal  

answer for  controlling erosion. Hoever, given t h e i r  apparent advantages, t h e  

project should conduct studies on the long-term benefits and problems of such 
- treatments. Convincing evidence 'that they work would provide a soi l  coiservaticn 

model that  would be rep1 icable throughout Jamaica. 

 h he small cost increase i s  due t the fac t  that  the Project Paper cost 
includes individual basins as well, w ereas the current .estimates a re  f o r  
the ditches alone. 

X 
i.. 
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GOAL #2: TO INCREASE dGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION BY 250 PERCENT, THEREBY RAISING . , 

THE IFICOME AND STANDARD OF. LIVING OF FARHERS. 

The goal of the IRDP -- "to improve the standard of living of small h i l l s ide  

farniers in rural Jamaica" -- was based upon the logic t h a t  i f  the famrer produc:; 

more, then he can se l l  more; t h a t  i f  he s e l l s  more, he earns a greater  incone; 

and tha t  i f  he earns a greater income, then he will  begin  a position t o  ra ise  his 

standard of 1 i v i  ng. 

1. Wi th  no apparent jus t i f ica t ion,  other than i t  had been shown t o  be 

viable on government research farms, the  Project Paper established a s  a goal 
- a 250 percent increase in  agricultural production. As Tom Davis noted i n  his 

report, however, the projected'production level a t  the end of the .project  " i s  
= 

A 2.5 times the base f igure;  but 2.5 times the base f igure represents an increase - 

of 1502, not 250%" (1981:ll). 

2. I t  i s  assumed t h a t  t h i s  250 percent increase in production will t rans la te  - 
' in t se l f  in to  a similar r i s e  i n  farm income (Project Paper, p. 20). Given expxtcd 

free-market relationships between supply, demand, and price, the equation of 

production and income is questionable. I t  is fur ther  undermined, however, by 

the assumption (p. 3 7) tha t  expanded production will  r esu l t  i n  reduced consuTer 
- 

prices; unless government subsidies were anticipated, these two goal 5 are  contra- 

di  ctory. 

3. The proposed c r~pp ing ' s~s t ems  were based on s tud i e s  done a t  

research stat ions;  there i s  no evidence t ha t  the  technology was developed on 

"real" farms o r  tha t  " real"  farmers made an input into i t s  development. The 

Project Paper assuntes, f o r  example, t h a t  the "improved crop production budse ts" 

will require a 100 percent increase i n  the  "use of materials and production 

labour" over the t radi t ional  cropping systems (p.  3 29). Except fo r  blanket 

statements that  the project income i l l  allow the farmer to  invest 'n these I 



inputs, no indication i s  offered that  t h i s  has been verif ied through farm 

studies.  Indeed, the Project Paper gives no de t a i l s  about the technology -- 
f e r t i l  i zer types and quanti t ies ,  sprays, cmp spacing, e tc .  '-A through:.whi ch - 

the projected production increase had  been, or could be, attained. 

4. More importantly, i t  i s  assumed t h a t  the desired 250 percent increase in 

agricultural production (supply) would meet a demand of similar  magnitude. The 

Project Paper s t a t e s  categorically t h a t  "The ava i lab i l i ty .  of market ou t le t s  
- 

for farm produce is not judged t o  bs  a major constraint t o  increase production - 

since both higglers and the A N  are  act ive i n  the  project area1' (p .  38). Markets 
- 

are viewed in terns of the mechanism by which the produce reaches the consumer, 

noth the level of consumer demand i tsdf .  

In fac t ,  there i s  a t  present an inadequate ' level  of demand t o  m e t  even 
- 

current levels of production: prices have dropped, i n  some cases below the 

level of production; farmers complain tha t  there are not enough higglers around 

t o  buy t h e i r  produce (and i t  i s  safe t o  assume t h a t  i f  the demand was there, 

the higglers would respond t o  i t ) ;  and farmers are t a l  k i n g  about taking l a n d  - 

out  of production. 

This 'year the farmers have taken a beating on the marketing of their crops. 
I 

T h i s  has been due t o  a variety of reasons, including the  lack of an export - - 
market (gingel*), weather (bananas), o r  lack of transportation (cane, c i t r u s ) .  

In the case of food crops, the primary factor has k e n  the i ac t  of denand f o r  

these products; there has been an overproduction of yams, I r i sh  potatoss, 

cabbage, prok, and poul t ry .  

The irmnediate cause of the problem has been the government's importation 

policy, which has flooded th r  hops with r ice ,  f lour ,  sardines, chicken backs,  

and other items. A more basic flaw i n  the system i s  .the lack of knot;ledge about 
I . - 

the demand structure.  The Project Paper cotild not have anticipated the change 
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of government and the current policies. Yet there i s  no indication that an 

assessment was made of the actual or potential demand for these items; 

rather, i t  was assumed t h a t  i f  the farmer produced more, he would automatically 

be able t o  sel l  more. 

5. In one of i t s  more glaring contradictions,the Project Paper establishes 

as a goal the adoption by farmers of "intensified farming techniques using 

higher-val ue cropsn (p .  20). A t  the same time, however, i t  is.:stated t h a t  

"Future crops i n  the two watersheds will not differ  'substantially from those 

grown there now" (p .  3 7 ) .  

6. The IRDP i s  i n  the unenviable posit!on of trying t o  convince farmers 

to  produce more a t  a time when the farmers cannot dispose of what they already 

have. To make. matters worse, the Project Paper's technlogy for  achieving t h a t  

increased productSon requires additional 1 abor and expensive inputs. If  

farmers have n o t  been responding to  the call for  increased food crop producticn, 

it i s  n o t  due to a lack of will or capability; i t  i s  because they have no 

incentive to do so. 

7. I t  i s  important that  the project get clear signals from the government 

' about what crops i t  should urge farmers to  grow. This, i n  turn, requires a , 

careful assessment of demand. This i s  d i f f icu l t  i n  the case of export crops, 
I 

where the market i s  often beyond the control of the Government of 3ama3ca; 

w i t h  food crops, however, a long-term import substitution policy should be clear1 

articulated so that farrcers wili know what t o  grow and so that  ' .: governmnt 

programmes such as the IRDP can se t  rea l i s t ic  production goals. 
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.T . t ,*'W - GOAL #3: TO GENERATE LONG TERN EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

The P ro jec t  Paper a n t i  c ipbtes t h a t  "Long-term employncnt oppo r tun i t i es  

w i l l  be created by the incrczscd nscd f o r  l a b o r  generated by e s t a b l i s h i n g  

continuous and i n t e n s i f i e d  cropping techniques" (p. 19). A1 though t he  amun t  

o f  l a b o r  t h a t  w i l l  be generated i s  never quan t i f i ed ,  an ana l ys i s  o f  t h e  data 

presented i n  Annex J revea ls  t h a t  t h e  improved cropping system requ i res  tw i cc  

a.7 much labor  as t he  t r a d i t i o n a l  system. 
i,,. 

1. Before t he  long-term goals can be met, however, t h e  farmer f i r s t  has t o  

adopt the  l abo r - i n tens i ve  system. And f o r  t h e  farmer t o  use I.a,ber l abor ,  he f i r s t  

has t o  r e c r u i t  it, An examination o f  t h e  two major sources b f  farm l a b o r  -- h i r e d  
.. . . . ...I'. - .  

and household  -- reveals '  the  ex is tence o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  cons t ra i n t s  around t he  
* 

- a b i l i t y  o f  t he  f a rne r  t o  r e c r u i t  tw i ce  h i s  normal amount o f  l abor .  
I 
1 "- 

= 2. I n  the  case o f  h i r e d  labor ,  farmers a re  now be ing  forced t o  compete - 
f o r  l a b o r  w i t h  p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s .  Th i s  has r e s u l t e d  i n  a t i g h t e r  l a b o r  

s u p p l t  s i t u a t i o n  and increased wage ra tes .  Rec ru i t i ng  household l a b o r  a l so  presents 

problems f o r  t he  farmer i n  t h a t  working on the f a m i l y  tam prov ides i n s u f f i c i e n t  

rewards t o  the 1 aborer. 

8 
3. H i red  Labor -- Over the pas t  two years, the p r o j e c t  has generated over 

160,000 man-days o f  labor.  Much o f  t h a t  l a b o r  was employed d i r e c t l y  by  farmers 

and invo lved  t h e  c u t t i n g  o f  d i tches,  t h e  b u i l d i n g  o f  ter races,  t h e  p l a n t i n g  o f  

\ t r e e  c m p s ,  t he  establ ishment o f  f o r e s t r y  p l an ta t i ons ,  and o the r  p r o j e c t  

a c t i v i t i e s .  On t h e  surface,  t h i s  shor t - term employment generat ion i s  a  boon 

t o  farmers -- i f  he does some o f  h i s  own labor ,  the farmer can h i r e  l a b o r  

cour tesy o f  the p r o j e c t  and earn a  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  fee besides. I n  f a c t ,  however? 

i t  means t h a t  t h e  farmer has had t o  pay h igher  wages ra tes;  and the c o s t  of 

l a b o r  i s  c i t e d  b y  farmers as t he  majo da te r ren t  t o  l a b o r  use. t 



Project-related wage rates are calculated on the bas is  of a $13-a-day 
- >  ',,'. . , t 

minimum wage, a figure significantly above the average daily rate. On some 

cases, where the laborers are p a i d  directly by the project, this has had the 

effect of diverting available labor away from farmins operations and tcr . :~~-d :!-,c 

more 1 ucrative project-related work. In British, for example, where the 

forestry eomponent i s  establishing a 299-acre plantation on government land, 

the thousands of man-days generate by the act ivi t ies  have made the wage rate 
- ($10-12) for agricultural labor the highest in the two watersheds; and British 

is ,  by any reckoning, the poorest i n  the project area: With  the-labor force 

preferring t o  work on the better-paid forestry act ivi t ies ,  farmers must offer 

higher wages i f  they are t o  recruit the labor they require. 

Even t h o u g h  the farmers themselves do not pay the i r  laborers $13 a day, 

the greater overall demand for labor, combined with the increased expsctations 

of laborers, have caused a r ise  i n  the wage rate. Evidence indicates t h a t  the 

daily rate for agricultural labor in the two watersheds i s  as h' igh -- and 

usually higher -- t h a n  the rate in surrounding non-project communities. Around 

May Pen, for example, the rate i s  $6-7; in Morgan's Pass, $6-8; around Allsides 

(where there i s  another government project), $8-10. The rates around the project 

area are: Kellits, $9-10; British, $10-12; Yankee Valley, $6-8; George North, 

$8-10. 

While the farmer, therefore, can get short-term benefits from project 

I subiidies, the lasting effect has been an increase i n  wage rates,  either because 

the laborers can get more pay working directly for the project; o r ,  because 

the far~iier, who needs labor for his every-day operations, must now compete for 

labor with other farmers who are uti l izing subsidized labor they would not 

otherwise employ. 
a 

This situation would not necessa i ly  be bad i f  the farmer was getting a I 
return on his crop which would allow him to nieet the labor cost. Under present 
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- --. . . , conditions, however, prices have fa l len ,  and t h e  farmer i s  i n  the position of . ,  "-w 

paying inflated wage ra tes  while a t  the same time getting lower returns. Farmers, 

who are understandably unwi 11 ing t o  employ more labor, a r e ,  therefore not 

intensifying t he i r  cropping system. I r o ~ i c a l l y ,  by creating short-term enplo;~ I::;, 

the project i s  making i t  more d i f f i cu l t  f o r  farmers to  h i r e  the labor needed 

to  adopt the cropping system which would generate long-term employment 

opportunities. 

4. Household Labor -- A recent report from the Allsides project (IICA 1530) 

claims t h a t  i t s  agricultural "techno-pack" (which is similar  t o  tha t  of the IEDP) 

would "create a demand f o r  labour". Based on several ( faul ty)  assumptions 

about household structure (e. g. 300 working days i n  a year, four persons i n  

each household be(ween 14 and  65 years of age who would be available for  farm 

work, few school attenders i n  the rural  areas) ,  the report optimist: cally . 

projects t h a t  with the exception of peak periods, the household could eas i ly  

accommodate a cropping system which would double the current labor requirerxnts'. 

In fac t ,  however, harnassing household labor is a d i f f i c u l t  task fo r  most 

farmers. In our sample of' 58 farmers, only 30 used any amount of household 

labor (excluding the farmer himself); even among these 30, many of them claimed 
' that  this help came only on the infrequent occasions when the c h i l d r ~ n  were 

not attending school or the spouse was not tending to  domestic or h!'ggling matt.;rs. 

The d i f f i cu l ty  w i t h  the Allsides study i s  the  assumption that  ho;skhold 

members, part icularly those i n  t he i r  teens and above, would be willing to work 

for f ree  or fo r  pocket money alone. K O S ~  young people would prefer to work outsi:'.:! 

the farm sector or ,  f a i l ing  tha t ,  t o  work fo r  wages on other farms; in many 

cases, farmers reported that  they have had t o  pay the i r  sone t o  work on the farin, 

thereby erasing the presumed advantage of "free" household labor. 
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A related factor  mil i tat ing against the retention of labor within the 

household is the f ac t  tha t  farmers control the land until they e i t he r  d i e  o r  

r e t i r e  from active work. Although the concept of family land allows for t h e  

sharing of land between men~bcrs of a fatcily, it i s  unusual for the son t o  e x e x i s ?  

his claim while his fa ther  i s  s t i l l  active. Assuming that  the farmer i s  f i f t y  

and has f i f teen more years of active l i f e  l e f t  i n  h im,  i t  i s  unreasonable t o  exp,:rt 

the son t o  hang around and work on the farm fo r  the f i f teen or so years i t  wou: ci 

take fo r  his fa ther ' s  death t o  give him control. 

5. The system of day-for-day exchange labor, while an important factor  in 

meeting the labor requirenents of some farmers, cannot supply the manpower 

needed for continuous intensive cropping. T h i s  system i s  more important i n  Pindsrs , 

where 12 of 39 farmers reported that  they worked w i t h  partners a t  various t i r e s  

dur ing  the year; i n  Two Meetings, only 3 of 29 claimed t o  have done so. This i s  

primarily due to  the labor requirements of can-cutting, i n  which the crop must 

be moved off quickly; day-for-day i s  par t icular ly  suited t o  t h i s  so r t  of l a b o r  

mobilizaticm. 

8n the surface, labor exchange woulcl seem ideal fo r  farmers w i t h  l i t t l e  c'ash 

. to  invest i n  t h e i r  farm operation; by g i s m i n g  a few days of .h is  own labor, he can 

1 expect the same amount i n  return. 'Two factors ,  hoivever, i n h i b i t  i t s  more 

wide-spread adoption. First, many farmers claim tha t  they havc- had bad 'experienrlccs 

w i t h  i t ;  labor given has not always resulted i n  labor returned. Second, many of 

them claimed that  they only worked for  other people when they needed the wage 

income; in other words, day-for- 'ay does not o f fe r  the income generation ohich t?;?, 

sought when they decdied t o  enter  the labor market. 

6. In sumary, although labor i s  a crucial i n p u t  in, agricultural pradiiiti'cjn, 

the Project Paper says surprisingly l i  t l e  about i t .  Most of the analysis i s  F 
directed toward soil  conservation ac t i b i t i e s ,  where i t  i s  stated that  
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H i r i n g  labor i s  not expected to be a problem, however, for the 
target group ,  farmers under five acres. On the contrary, the 
considerable underemployment on small farms, especially during 
the dr ier  seasons of the year when crop production act ivi t ies  

.? are mininlal, means adequate labor will be available. 

The bodies are certainly there, b u t  no investigation ras mde into the ter:;;; 

under which the farmers would be able t o  employ thost bodies for non-subsidizs,j 
- 

act ivi t ies .  

- 
Because of recruitment problems, the goal of generating long-term employw-:t 

opportunities runs into some serious problems. ~ong-term objectives directly 

depend upon the abi l i ty  o f  the farmer to in i t i a t e  a labor-intensive cropping 

- system in the short term. Yet farmers are being encouraged by the project 

to double their  labor ' i npu t  a t  a time when they are experiencing a drop i n  t he  

demand for their  produce and a t  a t i m e  when the project i s  raising the cost o f  

labor to  the farmer through i t s  own employment generation act ivi t ies .  Given t h o  

lcw .return on his products and the h i g h  wage rates,  the farmer i s  both unable in" 

w n w i l  ling to increase his labor i n p u t .  bJithout th is  immediate surge i n  labor 

use, the long-termprospects for increasing employment through more 1 abor-i ntensi vc 

cropping are bleak. 

7. The preceding analysis does not mean t h a t  labor pcneration th rough  the 

adoption o f  high-value crops i s  not possible. One need only look a t  the ganja 

industry, where las t  year the farmer, who was getting up t o  $60 'or $70 per 

\ pounQ of weed, was able to  his laborers $20 a day. ~ams"and bananas are n o t  

i n  th i s  class, however, and both short- and long-term employixnt generation cn a - 
significant scale will have to await the introduction of high-value cro?s. 
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SOAL #4: TO STEM THE FLOW OF RURAL-TO-URBAN MIGRATION - 

The attainment of t h i s  goal is  di rect ly  linked t o  the a b i l i t y  of the * .  
project t o  sencrate long-term en~ployrccnt opportunities; and as indicated in 

the previous section, i t  i s  unlikely that  this wi 11 occur. What I will argue here 

is t h a t  reduced migration i s  not only an unachievable gdal , b u t  under existing 

conditions i t  i s  a lso  an  undesireable goal. 

1. A drive through Kingston is evidence enough tha t  too many people are 

l i v i n g  there. From the  point of view of urban planning, keeping more people 

out of the c i t i e s  makes sense; b u t  i n  the ar t icula t ion of t h i s  supposedly 

national goal, l i t t l e  consideration is made of the effect  of increased populatscn 

(and population growth) on the s t a t e  of the  rural' areas. Reduced migration i s  only 

desireable when the increasing population can f i n d  productive employmtnt i n  the a 

rural areas. To have more and more people hanging around in  the country parts 

w i t h  nothing t o  do would only transfer  urban problems to  the rural areas. Thus, 

the terms under which people stay i s  a crucial variable i n  the des i reabi l i ty  

of t h i s  goal. 

2. I t .  is  plausible t o  assume t h a t  through i t s  short-term employment 

generation, the project is, in-hct,  keeping more people i n  the area and engaged 

in productive ac t i v i t i e s .  In this regard, it is interest ing t o  note t ha t  

between 1943 and 1960, one of the greatest  increases i n  rural  populatidn growth 

was experienced i n  the Christiana Area Land Authority, where "massive infusions 

of investment aid" were given (Eyre 1970: 36). People will readily respond' t o  

employment opportunities, regardless of whether or  not they are  aware t h a t  in 

doing so they are "reducing the flow of rural-to-urban migration". Once the;. 

subsidized a c t i v i t i e s  erid, however, i t  i s  doubtful whether the j o b  op?ortunities 

/ will s t i l l  be there. 
. 
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With project-related act ivi t ies  a t  an end, I t  i s  more t h a n  1 ikely that  people - + a - w ~ ~ d .  

will d r i f t  off in search of jobs elsewhere. Jamaicans are a very mobile people, 

and the historical records shows t h a t  they are more t h a n  \vil.ling t o  venture * 

o u t  and seek greener pastures; even i f  those pastures arc ' n  an urban ghetto. 

3. As undesireable as i t  would be to  have young people remaining in the 

rural d is t r ic t s  with no th ing  to  do, i t  would be just as undesireable t o  have 

them staying in the watersheds as farmers (as opposed to  daily laborers). There 

are a few pockets of underutilized land, especially in Pindars, on which new 

farmers could set t le .  However, the overall population density of the project i <! 

are.a i s  sufficiently great t h a t  any increase in the number of people wantin9 

t o  own their  own farms would stimulate the fragmentation of farms. 

Evidence from farmers t h r o u g h o u t  the watersheds indicates t h a t  vq3ere land 

i s  inherited, i t  is divided through the principle of family l a n d ;  siniply stated, 

this means t h a t  unless the owner of the land specifically wills i t  out (which 

is usually not t h e  case), i t  i s  the practice that  a l l  of his children inherit 

the right t o  use t h a t  land. Thus, i f  a farmer has four children, a1 1 of then will 

be able to  claim a piece for the i r  own cultivation. 

Throughout this  century, Jarna?ca has been fortunate i n  that overseas 

migration and off-farm employment has provided an outlet for  people t o  leave the 

farm. If th is  safety-valve did n o t  exis t ,  over-population in rural aiSeas would 

have been even more c t i t ica l  than i t  i s  a t  present. In the British area, for 

example, 8 of 10 farmers operating family land stated t h a t  a l l  of the i r  brothers 

and s i s te rs  ( i .e.  other claimants to the land) had  l e f t  the farm either through 

farriage, migration, or employrrent opportunities elsewhere. In Kbllits, 7 of 9 

farmers made the saxe claim. Had any of these co-inheritors been encour?ged t o  

stay on t h e  land and farm i t ,  this  would have effectively decreased the amount 
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..*, ,. . .,.- of land which those remaining farmers are now operatlng. And with the  average farm 

size i n  the  p r o j e c t  area being on l y  th ree  acres, there i s  l i t t l e  room f o r  

add i t i ona l  fragmentation. 

4. Except i n  areas where i d l e  lands would a l l o ~ ,  f o r  fut- ther se t t l c : x r , t ,  

i t  i s  i n  the i n te res ts  of the r u r a l  areas t o  have fewer people de r i v ing  
L 

t h e i r  primary 1 i v e l  ihood from agr icu l tu re .  Stemming thb flow o f  migra t ion  would 

help the  urban areas, hu t  i t  would have a de t r i n~en ta l  e f f e c t  or1 r u r a l  well-being. 

5. The only  feas ib le  means o f  reducing migra t ion  i n  a p o s i t i v e  way *is a 

course which the IRDP i s  no t  c u r r e n t l y  pursuing. A i  ~hough more people i n  

a g r i c u l t u r e  p e r  se i s  no t  desireable, the economy o f  the r u r a l  areas would be 

st imulated by an increase on the number o f  people engaged i n  o f f - fa rm employment. 

Agri-business, commercial establ  ishments, cottage industr ies,  1 i g h t  i ndus t r i es  -- 
I 

a l l  o f  these would keep people i n  the  country y e t  would no t  encourage them t o  

- c la im t h e i r  small patrimony and thus promote. farm fragmentation. 

G9AL 95: TO ENLIST 100 PERCENT FARFlER PARTICIPATION IF1 THE PROJECT - 
A1 though. the Pro jec t  Paper i s  n o t  very o p t i m i s t i c  about g e t t i n g  a1 l o f  - 

the farmers i n  the p r o j e c t  area t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  IRDP, i t  sets 'a  
I 

target .  of 100 percent farmer involvement (p, 23) .' While i t  i s  indeed desireable 

t o  ge t  as many farmers as possib le i n  the development process., the mode' o f  

1 p a r t i c i p a t i o n  envisaged i n  the Pro jec t  Paper i s  n o t  adequate t o  ensure the 

achievement o f  sus ta inab le  development, 

I n  t h i s  sect ion I w i l l  deal w i t h  f o u r  i n t e r - r e l a t e d  issues. F i r s t ,  p a r t i c i ~ a t i e n  

i n  the p r o j e c t  i s  essen t ia l l y  an i n d i v i d u a l  a f f a i r  and does no t  involve cornunity 

act ion. Second, the method o f  p ro jec t  implesientation resu l t s  i n  short-term 

o a r t i c i p a t i o n ;  once a farmer digs h i s  i tches o r  terraces, h i s  involvement o f t e n  * I 
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ceases. Third, " ~ o ' i n i ' n ~  the  oro j&t l l  necess i ta tes  no'resource i n p u t  f rom 
- 

the  farmer; indecrd, the  main i ncen t i ve  f o r  the  farmer t o  g e t  invo lved  i s  
. - 

the f a c t  t h a t  he can -- make money. Fourth, w h i l e  t h e  farmer der ives b e n e f i t s  

from h i s  p a r t i c i ~ a t i o n ,  he plays l i t t l e  r o l e  i n  o r n j e c t  p lann in? o r  

dec i  sion-making, I 

1. A farmer gets invo lved  i n  JRDP a c t i v i t i e s  when he and a f i e l d  o f f i c e r  

draw up a farm plan. b lh i le  the P ro jec t  Paper recognizes the f a c t  t h a t  

cooperat ion between iarmers of ad jo i n i ng  p l o t s  o f  l and  i s  essen t i a l  (pp. 23, 

55)'. the re  i s  no mechanism by which t h i s  cooperat ion can be ensured. Regardless L- 

o f  what h i s  neighbors may t h i n k  o r  do, the farmer p a r t i c i p a t e s  as an i n d i v i d u a l ,  

makes i n d i v i d u a l  product ion decis ions,  and reaps i n d i v i d u a l  bene f i t s .  There 

i s  no focus on community development. 

There are, of course, Development cornmi t t e e s  throuahout the two watersheds , - 
- 

and these are p l ay i ng  an impor tant  r o l e  i n  t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  resources I 

which bene f i t  the whole community ( farm t racks,  entombed spr ings,  .marketing 

d e ~ o t s ,  and the  l i k e ) .  Yet as I demonstrated i n  a r ecen t  r e p o r t  (1981), the 

a c t i v f  t i e s  o f  t he  Committees a re  n o t  dependent upon t h e  involvement o f  farmers. 

I n  every d i s t r i c t  the re  a re  a few leaders who d i s p l a y  an i n t e r e s t  . ~ n  community 

a f f a i r s ,  and i t  i s  these people who a re  respons ib le  f o r  g e t t i n g  the resources 

i n t o  t he  community:' I n  a very  r e a l  sense, t he  leadersh ip  o f  t he  Development 

Comrni t t e c s  i s a1 so the membership o f  the Commi t t ees  . 
2. Once a farmer gets h i s  d i t ches  dug, h i s  cof fee seedl inps planted,  

and h i s  subsidy i n  hand'! the re  i s  l i t t l e  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  h im t o  cont inue h i s  

involvement w i t h  the p r o j e c t .  Other bene f i t s  may be de r i ved  through a supple- 

mentary fann ~ l a n ,  but unless the farmer a c t i v e l y  pursues the matt  !r, he i s  

o f t e n  l o s t  t o  the  p ro j ec t .  Many farmers who entered t he  p r o j e c t  i n  i t s  e a r l y  . ,  

C stages now cornp1,ain t h a t  they neve see a f i e l d  o f f i c e r .  Under pressure t o  
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draw up and imp1 ement more. and more farm plans, the o f f i c e r s  have no i ncent ive  

t o  go back and check on the progress o f  fiirmnrs whose implementation i s  

o f f i c i a l l y  1 i s t e d  as complete, Even where irrolct!?entation i s  not  f i n i shed ,  :!Y 

farmer's p a r t i c i p a t i o n  may come t o  an end. I n  our  survey, Powell and I found I 
t h a t  o f  53 fzrms requ i r i ng  waterways, 37 had n o t  been bui  1 t. 

Development does no t  occur i n  a s ing le  leap o r  bound. Bu i ld ing  a ter race 

w i l l  no t  i n  i t s e l f  ensure fu tu re  prosper i ty .  Yet w i thout  adeauate incent ives  

f o r  farmers and o f f i c e r s  t o  work together over time, t h i s  i s  how the  
. - 

development i s  present lg expected t o  occur: . 

3:' Recent studies from around the worl d have denonstrated t h a t  devel 

i s  more l i k e l y  t'o occue when the farmer contr ibutes h i s  own resources t o  

endeavour" By committing something t o  the process, the farmer takes more 

i n t e r e s t  and s t r i v e s  harder f o r  success. Not only  does the  IRDP n o t  requi 

a tangib le i npu t  from the farmer, b u t  i t  al lows the farmer t o  make money 

r e  

f ron 

h i s  i n i t i a l  pa r t i c i pa t i on ,  This i s  n o t  a feature unique t o  the IRDP; almost a i l  

government a g r i c u l t u r a l  pro jects  s ince World War I 1  have given the farmer 
. . 

an " incent ive".  

The end resu l t ,  however, has been the many farmers have come t o  expect these 

handouts as t h e i r  r i g h t f u l  reward f o r  construct ing the s o i l  conservation t r e a t -  

ments. When asked what benefits they are rece iv ing  from the  project,' farmers 

w i l l  i n  most cases t e l l  you how much money the,y made. from t h e i r  subsidy, The 

one farmer who bad-mouthed the p r o j e c t  because i t  d i d  n o t  g ive him enouqh 

money t o  buy a car  was an extreme case, bu t  the welfare a t t i t u d e  i s  entrenched. 

I n  the Sandy River area of Pindars, where the g i l o t  p r o j e c t  provided subsidics 

o f  100 percent, the reduct ion t o  a 75 percent cost-shar ing resu l ted  i n  far1::ers 

fee l i ng  t h a t  they were being r i ppe  o f f .  t 
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A1 though incent ives are needed t o  ge t  fanners t o  pa r t i c i pa te ,  the  present 
5 .  

system ne i  ther,encourayes long-term i n t e r e s t  i n  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  no r  

long-term commi tment t o  maintaining treatments. 

4. There i s  l i t t l e  evidence t h a t  the Pro jec t  Paper was conceived of 

o r  w r i t t e n  w i th  the i npu t  o f  farmers. Thus, f a rnws '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  l i m i t e d  

t o  der iv ing  benef i ts  ; planning and decision-makaing are done by others. For 

exampl e, there i s  no evidence t h a t  farmers pa r t i c i pa ted  i n  the  development 

o f  the improved cropping system4 o r  i n  the  techniques o f  s o i l  conservation; 

o r  i n  the establishment o f  the subwatershed boundaries; o r  even i n  the  

drawing up o f  p r o j e c t  goals, 

Pro ject  management i s  sens i t i ve  t o  the needs and problems o f  farmers, bu t  

., came many o f  the basic decisions were made before the present admin is t ratorc 

on the scene. I n  i t s  c ruc ia l  development stages, the IRDP ,was essen t ia l l y  -- 
and s ti 11 i s  -- a top-down p ro jec t  i n  which decisions, goals , and technology - 

were established f o r ,  n o t  with,  the farmer. 

The 1 eadershi phembership o f  the Development Commi t tees  has played a 

r o l e  i n  i den t i f y i ng  the p r i o r i t y  needs o f  t h e i r  communities and i n  determining 

where the resources should go, b u t  both they and the p r o j e c t  managers have 
I 

been hamstrung by the need t o  l i m i t  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  the ideas and budgets 

0 )  

contained i n  the Pro jec t  Papep. 



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

. As Powell and I out1 ined i n  our assessment repor t ,  the IRDP i s  having 

serious problens i n  meeting i t s  g o a l s ~ '  I n  a sf tua t ion  such as t h i s ,  i t  i s  

a l l  too easy t o  blame the implementors f o r  f a i l i n g  t o  provide the admin is t ra t i ve  . 
guidance necessary f o r  a  successful p ro jec t .  I n  the case o f  the IRDP, such i s  

n o t  the case" With a p r o j e c t  as l a rge  and as complex as t h i s  one, admin is t r i t t i ve  

k inks are t o  be expected. On the whole, however, the admin is t rat ion o f  the  

p r o j e c t  has no t  been a deciding cons t ra in t  o r  hinderance t o  i t s  success. 

Rather, the IRDP i s  confront ing the r e a l i t y  t h a t  i t s  goals and methodoloay 

have i n t r i n s i c e  flaws. The techniques o f  s o i l  conservation are inappropr ia te 

f o r  small farmers i n  t h a t  they are cos t ly ,  complicated, unsui tab le f o r  lands 
# 

he ld  under insecure f h i s  o f  tenure, and create a dependence upon s k i 1  l e d  o f f i c 3 r s .  

The goal o f  increasing a g r i c u l t u r a l  product ion by 150 percent may have been 

re levant  i n  the mid-1970's when labor  was cheaper and demand f o r  l o c a l l y -  

produced food was high, bu t  those condit ions do not '  e x i s t  today. Long-term 

employment opportuni t i e b  are a desireable goal, .but u n r e a l i s t i c  where t h e  

farmer has n o t  incent ive  t o  i n t e n s i f y  h i s  cropping patterns. Reducing r u r a l  - 
to-urban migrat ion f s  a noble idea l ,  b u t  i t  i s  no t  r e a l i s t i c  and, i f  i t  fos ters  

- 
increased farm fragmentation, n o t  desi reable. The means by which farmers 

- 
p a r t i c i o a t e  i n  the p r o j e c t  a l l  bu t  precludes sustained progress and comuni t y  

devel opmen t:' 

If the IRDP i s  t o  achieve progress i n  i t s  overa l l  goal o f  r a i s i n g  thz 

standard o f  1  i v i n g  o f  farmers -- and the human and mater ia l  resources are 

c e r t a i n l y  there f o r  i t  t o  do so -- i t  w i  11 have t o  re -o r i en t  i t s e l f  t o  more 

peal i s t i c s  goals '  and appropr iate methods. 
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1. As Powel 1 and I indicated, a greater s t r e s s  on agronomic soi l  conserva- 

tion techniques will enhance the probability of both reducing soil  erosion 
. 

and rep1 i ca t i  ng the project , 

2:' Given present marketing conditions, fan~iers in the ~ r o j e c t '  area wi l l  

not respond to the ca l l  f o r  the increased production .of t he i r  t radit ional  

crops. I t  i s  essential that  the project get a c lear  signal from the governcimt 

on the types of crops for  which there is a market. And th i s  must be done 

immediately. Even under the best of circumstances, i t  will  ,take several 

years fo r  farmers to  adopt new cropping systems. The project  is  i n  a reniarkabiy 

good position to be a t  the forefront  of agricultural development -- i t s  

administrative structure is i n  place; i t s  concentrated extension s t a f f  is i n  

the f i e l d ;  i t s  farmers are  looking f o r  a1 ternative 'crops and are  used to workins 

with extension off icers ;  the vehicles are there; and the marketing depots are  

being bui l t .  

. 3. Whatever decisions are  made regarding soi 1 conservation o r  crops, 

they must be made w i t h ,  not fo r ,  the farmers, Basic research should be done 

on real farms, under conditions and constraints faced by real farmers. 

4, Although i t  is too l a t e  i n  the  game to  change the system of  subsidies, . , 
Z 

the project should, wherever possible, t i e  the allocation and distr ibution of 

benefits to resource comnii tments by farniers . Farmers w i  11 overcome the i r  

1 welfare rnentali t y  only when they real i ze  that  they have a tangible  s t a t e  in 

the success of the 
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