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Although the institutionalization of the original UFRD methodology was re

garded as cr1rical to the adoption of that methodology, it is apparent that
 

this objective was rarely achieved and is a major reason why little project
 

implementation occurred within the UFRD framework. This paper seeks to assess
 

why the institutionalization of the UFRD methodology was not achieved, and how
 

this ommission might be overcome in the development of future projects concern

ed with the establishment of rural-urban linkages in least developed countries
 

(LDCs). Discussion will, therefore, focus on the following three topics: (1)
 

the concept of "institutionalization" as it relates to the establishment of
 

rural-urban linkages in LDCs; (2) the manner in which UFRD projects have
 

attempted to incorporate the process of "institutionalization" into the broader
 

process of project implementation; and (3) a methodology to more effectively
 

promote and incorporate the process of "institutionalization" in the implemen

tation of future projects -hich seek to achieve the objectives of UFRD.
 

THE IMPORTANCE OF URBAN-RURAL LINKAGES
 

While it is widely acknowledged that the extension and performance of
 

urban functions and services into the rural areas of LDCs and the articulation
 

of rural demands for these services are central to the process of rural devel

opment, insufficient attention has been paid to the institutions which must be
 

created and strengthened to facilitate these complementary processes. Central
 

to the UFRD methodology is the premise that rural development will proceed most
 

rapidly where there is an established urban system consisting of a spatially
 

well-integrated settlement hierarchy of primate cities, secondary cities,
 

market and district towns, and village centers. To a geographer, the UFRD
 

methodology is based on the concepts of central place theory. The emphasis is
 

on establishing a hierarchy of places where, by definition, it is assumed
 



certain activities commonly associated with "development" occur. The primary
 

object of analysis in this methodology is the location of the "place" itself,
 

the spatial relationships 
that exist between "places" of various sizes and
 

functions, and 
the physical infrastructure which link 
these places together.
 

Development, including rural development, 
is thus defined in terms of the
 

creation of a well-defined hierarchy of 
places within which there occur, at
 

each level of the hierarchy, activities which do not 
occur qt lower levels of
 

the hierarchy but which provide essential support 
to such activities. These
 

places must exist or be 
created within proximate distances of 
one another lest
 

there be no relationships between place3. 
 For the same reason, places must be
 

physically linked.
 

Given this conceptualization of the development process, 
the original UFRD
 

methodology was primarily concerned with the 
question of how to more effective

ly plan for, design, and implement projects that would contribute to the devel

opment of such settlement hierarchies. Special attention was 
to be given to
 

the process of spatial planning to insure the optimal or near optimal location
 

of projects, the achievement of which would contribute 
to the creation of the
 

overall hierarchical system of places into which the 
projects would fit.
 

rhis principal concern with creating a hierarchical system of places, 
how

ever, often ignores the "social glue" necessary to establish such a 
system -

the web of social relations arising from the communication and the exchange of
 

resource, and 
services between inhabitants of 
the places under observation.
 

The UFRD methodology more or less 
assumes 
that the mere existence of optimally
 

located and 
physically connected urban centers will automatically give rise 
to
 

the social relations of exchange which link these In
places together., 


reality, the process 
is as much the reverse: the emergence of a
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well-articulated hierarchy of urban places occurs as an outgrowth of the
 

evolution of exchange patterns among the population of a region or wider
 

territory.
 

To more effectively implement the UFRD methodology, more attention must,
 

therefore, be paid to the evolution and development of the web of social rela

tions that bind the places of urban hierarchies together into uroan systems.
 

Equally important, more attention must be given to the process through which
 

the lowest places of these hierarchies are linked downward to the mass of the
 

population who reside at the grassroots of LDC societies, the peasantry. With

out such downward urban-rural linkages, well-developed or semi-developed urban
 

systems often emerge in LDCs which are, for all practical purposes, "suspended"
 

2
over most members of the society. Although these urban systems may function
 

reasonably well from the standpoint of their inhabitants, up to 80 percent of
 

the peasant population which characterize LDC societies may not be touched by
 

their existence. 3 Put differently, the mere existence of an integrated hier

archy of urban centers down to the level of market towns, and in some cases,
 

even down to the level of the village center, does not guarantee the emergence
 

of an integrated society. Nor, for the same reason, does the existence of 
such
 

an urban system guarantee that rural development will take place.
 

In light of these observations, the term "institutionalization" as it re

lates to the UFRD methodology raises two different, but interrelated questions:
 

first, by what procedures can the UFRD methodology itself become an "institu

tionalized" part of the process of spatial planning in LDCs so that the full
 

impact of the methodology can be brought to bear on the selection, design, and
 

location of development projects that extend urban services into the rural
 

areas; second, how might the UFRD methodology be augmented so that the
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implementation of the 
methodology contributes to 
the development of the
 

essential web of social relations that link the places of 
urban hierarchies
 

The UFRD methodology will not
 

into urban systems, and which link these systems to the grass roots of peasant 

societies. For the reasons cited above, the E.nswers to the first question in 

large part turn on the answers to the second. 

become an institutionalized feature 
of the planning process until it 
concerns
 

itself with the process of the institutionalization of urban-rural linkages in
 

the society at large. Without incorporating such a concern, the UFRD
 

methodology is unlikely to accelerate the extension of 
urban services into
 

rural areas. Without incorporating such a concern, the UFRD methodology will
 

consequently be of less value to the planning process, and 
less likely to
 

become permanent part of that process.
 

Given the need for the UFRD methodology to incorporate a greater 
concern
 

for the development and institucionalization of urban--rural linkages, the
 

remainder of this 
paper will be addressed to the following questions: What
 

linkages and patterns of social relations must 
be created and established
 

between the 
lower and middle echelons of the urban hierarchy and the grass
 

roots of peasant societies? What does the creation of such linkages entail?
 

How does the development of 
such linkages become an institutionalized feature
 

of the rural-urban landscape in LDCs? 
 What procedures and activities should be
 

added to the UFRD methodology to accelerate this process and maximize the
 

impact of what is 
unique in the UFRD methodology -- the incorporation of sys

tematic spatial analyses into the process of rural 
development planning and
 

policy making?
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INSTITUTIONALIZATION: 
 A WORKING DEFINITION
 

By definition, institutions are recurrent and routinized patterns of behavior
 

and social interaction -hat endure because they are valued both by those
 

engaged in these behaviors and by those affected by them.4 Institutions,
 

moreover, are recurrent patterns of behavior 
that outlive the individuals who
 

periodically eangage in such behavior. 
Given this definition, almost all
 

recurrent forms of human behavior and exchange 
are potential institutions.
 

"Institutionalization," therefore, is that process through which recurrent
 

patterns of behavior are established, become valued, and endure beyond the
 

lifespan of their original practitioners. In respect to UFRD, the
 

institutionalization of at least three types of social relations is required to
 

fully obtain the benefits that are supposed to accrue from the establishment of
 

well- developed hierarchies of urban places: (1) activities which transpire at
 

each level of these urban hierarchies; (2) activities which link the places
 

which constitute urban hierarchies or systems; (3) activities which link the
 

lower echelons of urban hierarchies to the rural grass roots of LDC societies.
 

In light of the preceding discussion, we shall be primarily concerned with the
 

third type of activity and make some reference to the second.
 

CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH URBAN-RURAL LINKAGES EMERGE 

Urban-rural linkages consist of identifiable and recurrent patterns of 

communication and exchange between institutions located within the hierarchy of
 

places that constitute the urban system, and institutions that exist within
 

local rural communities. As such, urban-rucal linkages 
are fundamentally
 

center-local in nature and cut across 
three levels of society: (1) the macro
 

or national level; (2) the intermediary or regional level; and (3) the micro or
 

local level. The establishment of effective linkages between urban centers and
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the grass roots of peasant societies is 
thus dependent on two conditions: 

first, the existence at all three levels of institutions which perform special

ized tasks for different sectors of the society is needed, for example, 

schools, the provincial inspectorate of the ministry of education, and the 

office of 
curriculum development which exist respectively at the local, region

al and national level as parts 
of a national education system; cattle dips, the
 

regional extension service for animal husbandry, and the national research cen

ter on 
tick borne diseases which constitute parts of a national agricultural
 

system. Second, 
there should be a series of parallel but autonomous structures
 

for linking together sectorally specific institutions from the center down 
to
 

the grass roots and back up. 
 The basic problem in most LDCs, especially in
 

Africa, is that the institutional base at the intermediate level is weak while 

the institutional base at 
the grass roots or 
micro level often does not exist.
 

Specialized organizations of the type cited here are invariably understaffed in 

respect to trained personnel (such as few trained teachers in the schools) or 

otherwise resource poor (such as lack of 
transport facilities for the provin

cial inspectorate to permit site visits 
to schools). Even where organizations
 

do exist to foster the development of urban-rural/center-local linkages, such
 

as the state administration, there are few institutions at the grass roots of 

society into which the state can "plug" its programs, urban services, and so 

on. 5 Steps must, therefore, be taken to create such institutions if center

local linkages are to be established and the objectives 
of UFRD achieved.
 

UFRD must 
thus become concerned with both the establishment and institu

tionalization of urban-rural/center-local linkages down 
to the grass roots of
 

peasant societies and the establishment of the institutions at 
the regional and
 

local 
levels between which these linkages develop. The development of the
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former is inextricably tied to the development of the latter, and vice versa.
 

If one contends that the ultimate 
 success of TJFRD requires that more attention 

be paid to the question of urban-rural linkages (i.e., linkages between the 

lowest echelons of urban systems and peasant communities), one must also argue 

that a greater crncern for the development of local and intermediary institu

tions be incorporated into the methodology. We will return to this 
argument
 

and its implications for the augmentation of the UFRD methodology below.6
 

In broadest terms, it is possible to identify at least 
four general types
 

of linkage structures which exist 
to connect urban to rural institutions and
 

vice versa: (1) the adminittrative linkages of the state; 
(2) the more infor

mal patron-client linkages which characterize the 
political arena; (3) economic
 

linkages devoted to the marketing of rural produce in urban 
areas and abroad;
 

and (4) economic linkages devoted to the distribution of goods produced at 
or
 

provided through the urban system for the rural 
areas. Each of these linkage
 

structures may become involved in the process of 
linking together sectorally
 

specific institutions which exist at different 
levels of society. The linkage
 

of institutions in some sectors may be achieved via only one type of linkage
 

structure while the linkage of institutions in other sectors may require more.
 

When effective, each of these linkage structures 
spans all three levels of
 

society connecting the specific institutions located at each level. These
 

structures represent the 
guts of UFRD in that they are the "delivery systems"
 

of urban functions 
to the rural areas. In most LDCs, these structures are only
 

partially developed in that they are 
usually well developed at the center of
 

the society in major, minor and even 
tertiary urhan areas, but underdeveloped
 

or nonexistent 
at the grass roots. In most cases, the weakest links of these
 

structures, and hence the weakest link of UFRD, is 
to be found at the lowest
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level of society -- between the village community or small development project
 

and the 
lowest echelons of the state admiiistration. 7 An illustration of
 

these four types of linkage structures as 
they often exist within specific
 

sectors 
of activity is presented in Figure 1.
 

FIGURE 1: 
 TYPES OF LINKAGE STRUCTURES
 

SECTORAL FOCUS
 

LEVEL OF Administrative Political 
Economic 

Productive 
Economic 

Distributive 
STRUCTURE I j 
National/Macro: research center cabinet headquarters factory/importer 

of Ministry of 
AgricultureII 

minister of maize mar-
keting boardI 

in capital 
cityI 

Regional/ 

Intermediary: 
provincial 

agricultural 
regional 

politicai 
warehouse 

in secondary 
regional 
distributor 

officer leader I 

weak links here I I I
I I I 

Local/Micro: 
 local agr. community local buying retail
 
extension agent leader agents 
 outlets
 

weakest links here
 
II I -

Individual Members of the Population
 

The weakness of urban-rural/center-local linkages and the lack of 
an
 

adequate institutional infrastructure at 
the grass roots of many peasant
 

societies are mutually reinforcing conditions which must 
be dealt with
 

simultaneously if either is 
to be overcome. How might this be accomplished,
 

and what does this suggest in terms of future refinements of the UFRD approach?
 

First, practitioners of 
the UFRD approach should become directly involved in
 

the process of linkage development by seeking to incorporate the process of
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spatial planning into the activities of the linkage structures of the types
 

illustrated iL Figure 1. Second, incorporating the process of spatial planning
 

into the 
activities of different linkage structures should be done on a
 

decentralized basis. 
 Third, the process of spatial planning should place a
 

greater emphasis on planning small and relatively simple projects that can be
 

easily managed and absorbed by members of the local community. Lest these
 

suggestions appear somewhat diffuse, let 
us be clear about what is being
 

proposed.
 

FOSTERING LINKAGE DEVELOPMENT 

In respect to the development of 
more extensive and effective center-local
 

linkage structures which are essential to extending urban services 
into the
 

rural areas, the problem is how to develop these linkages so they become viable
 

from both an organizational standpoint (i.e., 
they exist and persist) and from
 

Lhe standpoint of bringing the UFRD methodology to bear on the process of rural
 

development. Given our principal concern 
with the latter, it is clear that
 

some types of linkage structures are more susceptable to systematic infusions 

of the UFRD methodology than others, and that such infusions are probably best 

made on a sector by sector basis. It is unlikely, for example, that the 

patron-client linkage structures of the political arena can (or should) be 

fostered via interventions by those who are not active iii the political 

process. Linkage structures of this type cannot be planned, either by 

expatriate technical specialists, or by LDC technocrats. Rather, these 

linkages emerge between central political institutions and the grass roots,
 

because it is in the direct interest of those espiring to political power to
 

create them. While practitioners of the UFRD methodology cannot orchestrate
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this type of linkage structure creation, they must, however, be sensitive to 

the fact that patron-client linkage structures are the primary means b which
 

rural demands for urban services articulated and transmittedare upward to cen

tral government policy-makers who are in a position to provide such services to 

rural communities. 8 If the process of spatial planning for rural develoment 

is not to be a stillborn exercise that generates plans ror projects that do not 

interact with local demands, or which is bypassed by the process through which
 

local demands are articulated to the center, it should be obvious that the 

planning process must be sensitive to the nature of such demands and the link

age structures which give them voice. This point shall be returned to below 

when the issue of decentralized planning is taken up.
 

In contrast to patron-client linkage structures, state administrative
 

structures which are responsible for the implementation of government develop

ment policy on an area by area basis are the structures most likely to profit
 

from infusions of the UFRD approach. Practitioners of the UFRD methodology in
 

the 
field, however, must constantly keep two considerations in mind if they are
 

to succeed in their mission. First, attempts to apply the UFRD methodology
 

should proceed on a sector by 
sector basis lest they become lost in the macro
 

planning exercises that 
have become rituals in most LDCs, especially in Africa.
 

Second, to restate 
the argument of the second section, one cannot assume that
 

viable administrative linkage structures exist down the grass
to roots in most
 

LDCs. The approach, in short, must be spectfic and tailored 
to the conditions
 

of the sector in question. Practitioners of the UFRD methodology should thus
 

resist the temptation to embark on 
complex and system wide studies, the results
 

of which are to 
be included in a given country's multi-year development plan.
 

Such exercises of macro-systemic and multi-sectoral planning tend co produce
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bound volumes that are 
rarely read and rarely determine the outcomes of the
 

policy-making process. Multi-sectoral planning also tends 
to yield policy
 

agendas which are conceptually sound, but 
beyond the capacity of implementing
 

agencies to carry out. The best examples of 
such stillborn efforts are the
 

attempts at planning for integrated rural development ir v-enya and other
 

African countries during the early 1970s. Rarely, if ever, were these plans
 

imlemented. It is doubtful, moreover, whether infusions of 
the UFRD methodol

ogy would have produced different results, albeit they probably would have
 

produced better plans.
 

Rather than seeking to affect 
the process and outcomes of the Ministry of
 

Planning, UFRd practitioners should attach themselves 
to an agency with an
 

unambiguous sectoral focus such as agriculture, health, water development 
or
 

education. Sectorally specific agencies are 
also the agencies charged with ex

tending urban services to rural areas while central planning agencies 
are not.
 

By attaching themselves to an administrative agency with a specific sectoral
 

focus, the practitioners of the UFRD methodology place themselves 
in a much
 

more effective position to bring the results 
of the methodology to bear on the
 

design and location of projects that are actually funded and supported by
 

agency personnel in the field.
 

In seeking to apply the UFRD methodology via sectorally specific imple

menting agencies, one will also be confronted directly by the particular weak

nesses of the agencies in question to serve as effective linkage structures
 

down to the grass roots of society. As a result, the practitioner of the UFRD
 

methodology is also in a position to design and lobby for changes in the admin

istrative structure which, if implemented, would make 
the agency more effective
 

as a transmitter of urban services. 
 Thus, in addition to engaging in exercises
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of spatial planning, the UFRD practitioners may, indeed should, also engage in
 

an analysis of the organization within which 
they work. In this regard, issues
 

such as the provision and training of personnel at 
various levels of the organ

ization, salary scales, the nature of the reward structure of the organization, 

and the need for various key resources, should be considered by the analyst. 9
 

The basic point 
is that assuming the practitioner of the UFRD methodology is
 

properly trained and the methodology augmented, attempts at 
applying the
 

methodology on a sector by sector basis 
have a greater prospect for success.
 

PLANNING FOR UFRD ON A DECENTRALIZED BASIS
 

Turning now to the point 
that the process of spatial planning should be
 

carried out on a decentralized basis, let 
us follow-up on an observation made
 

in the previous section* that it is imperative that planning exercise be
 

sensitive to the content and pattern of local demands for urban services. 

Stated simply, the 
farther the planning and decision-making process is removed
 

from 1:he population at large, the less likely the 
outcomes of the planning
 

process will interact smoothly with the rural 
population and their demands for
 

uL'ban services. While one 
must be careful not to romanticize the capecity and
 

sophistication of the peasantry, one must be 
equally careful not to assume that
 

development is 
a one way process through which selected goods, services, and
 

practices are merely supplied to 
peasant populations. Development involves
 

more than the 
penetration of local communities by central/urban institutions.
 

It also involves the penetration of central institutions by those at 
the local
 

level, 
a process through which peasant farmers and/or their representatives
 

both articulate their demands for specific services and 
state the terms under
 

which they will accept such services from the state.
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specific services and state 
the terms under which they will accept such
 

services from the state.
 

This notion that development entails reciprocal and complementary pro

cesses 
of supply side activities and activities which articulate demands is,
 

unfortunately, frequently lost 
on those who take a purely technocratic approach
 

to 
overcoming the obstacles to development. Under this view it is asuined that
 

the rural populations of most LDCs are populations that can only be developed
 

through an infusion of technology, procedures, trained manpower, and financial
 

resources 
supplied from outside the local community. While such transfers 
are
 

indeed necessary critical elements of the developmental equation, they are not
 

sufficient to insure that development will occur. If the literature on peasant
 

political economy that has emerged since the mid-1970s has made any
 

contribution to the debate 
on how best to accelerate the process of rural
 

development, it is 
the repeated finding that peasants are highly rational
 

individuals who base their day-to-day behavior on 
systematic calculations of
 

where their self- interest lies. 1 0 One therefore cannot assume, as has
 

often been the case, that the planner at the center of the system "knows best"
 

what is good for the peasant.
 

Where peasants have resisted policies that have been designed to serve
 

their interests, it has often been concluded 
that the peasantry was either ill

or misinformed about the 
policy or service being proffered. The conclumion to
 

be drawn from the literature, however, is just the reverse; that peasants have
 

often resisted policies because they have correctly concluded that they would
 

be worse off if they accepted such policies than they would be 
if they refused.
 

This basic but important point must 
not be lost by those concerned with
 

advancing the prospects of UFRD. Indeed, to ignore this point is to do so at
 

- 13 



the risk of undermining the UFRD process and methodology. It may, for example,
 

be optimal from the standpoint of the spatial planner attached to the Ministry
 

of Education to locate a new secondary school at 
point A instead of point B,
 

but if the members of the local community will only build the school on 
a
 

self-help basis if the school is located at 
B it may not be wise for the
 

ministry to insist that 
the school be located at A. Whatever the specific
 

reasons in this hypothetical case, 
the point is that the optimal location of
 

urban services in rural areas may be determined not only through the skills of
 

the spatial planner, but via mediation between the solutions proposed and the
 

demands of the local population.
 

The status of Ujamaa Villages in Tanzania presents an analogous but "real"
 

illustration of what happens when central planners seek to 
impose development
 

from above. In the late 
1960s the Tanzanian government determined that the
 

scattered pattern of residence that is 
typical of peasant farmers throughout
 

Eastern and Southern Africa was 
a serious constraint to its development pro

gram. The existence of 
a landscape dotted with household farms of an average
 

size of two to five acres was deemed inefficient, and also at variance with
 

Tanzanian government's objectives of creating a socialist society by providing
 

an increased measure of basic human services (e.g., 
water, health clinics, and
 

education) to the rural population. Government leaders, particularly Prime
 

Minister Julius Nyerere, believed that given the government's limited
 

resources, it would never be able to supply a full range of basic services to 

the rural population so long as the pattern of residence of that population
 

remained dispersed. If, on the other hand, the population could be regrouped
 

into villages of two to four hundred families, the concentration of the
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population into a manageable number of "central places" would enable the
 

government to 
provide basic services on a cost-efficient basis.
 

Given the logic of this argument, Tanzania's leaders began to propagandize
 

the virtues of living in 
villages on the assumption that the peasantry would
 

soon 
seek to move to sites identified by the government once 
they uliderstood
 

the benefits to be obtained. By 1973, however, less than 10 percent of 
the
 

country's rural population had voluntarily moved into villages, at which point
 

the government embarked on a policy of 
forced movement. Over the next three
 

years, peasants were systematically rounded up and trucked to village sites.
 

To prevent their return to their homesteads, the government knocked down or
 

burned their huts. In addition to residing in villages, peasants were 
also
 

expected to engage in various forms of collective and cooperative agriculture.
 

The passive resistance which Tanzanian peasants subsequently engaged in 
to
 

thwart the implementation of the Ujmiaa Village policy is 
a classic case of
 

what 
can happen when centrally based decision-makers do not attempt 
to assess
 

the concerns and demands of the population they seek to Despite the
serve. 


provision of a range 
of social welfare services, Tanzanian peasants have not
 

regarded these benefits as sufficient to outweigh the costs of village life.
 

Because of 
the "free rider" problem, few villagers have been willing to work on
 

village cooperative farms. Instead, many walk up to 
15 kilometers each day to
 

return to their old family plots. 
 When combined with Tanzania's inefficiently
 

run 
and centrally controlled agricultural marketAng boards, 
the Ujamaa Village
 

policy has resulted in a 20 to 40 percent drop (depending on the crop and
 

region) in agricultural production. It is, therefore, 
not surprising that the
 

Tanzanian government has begun to amend its villagization policies in an 
effort
 

to salvage something from the wreckage it 
has wrought. Most significant among
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the present changes are the breakup of the largest of existing villages into
 

smaller units, and the reintroduction of an individualized land tenure 
system
 

via which peasants will be given long-term leases to farm their own
 

plots.,,
 

Although the architects of Tanzania's villagization policies did not have
 

the benefits of the UFRD methodology, and although it is possible that some of
 

the worst aspects of the 
policy would have been avoided had the methodology
 

been applied, it is unlikely that the methodology's maximum impact could ever
 

have been obtained because the policy was designed exclusively at the center.
 

No attempt was made to systematically identify and incorporate the concerns of
 

the target populations into the policy-making process, and it is doubtful that
 

the mere application of a more sophisticated methodology would have produced
 

sustantially different results.
 

Perhaps the most effective way to bring modern social science to bear on 

the planning process and at the same time account 
for the concerns and demands
 

of rural populations is to plan on a decentralized basis. Although the virtues 

of decentrali7d planning are now part of the conventional wisdom as expressed
 

in the academic literature on development administration, few examples of
 

"genuine" decentralized planning are to be 
found in LDCs, especially in Africa.
 

"Genuine" decentralized planning means not only the collection of data at the
 

local and regional levels (including assessments of rural demands for urban
 

services), but also the making of decisions which identify, locate, fund and
 

implement projects to 
meet local needs. All too often, "decentralization" in
 

the context of most LDCs is limited to the prioritization of projects, and 
not
 

their implementation. The major reason 
for this failure is, of course, a
 

teluctance 
on the part of those in control of central governmental and
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nongovernmental institutions to delegate authority, especially budgetary
 

authority, to those at the regional or local level. How such delegations might
 

be encouraged is a matter for speculation, but the efficacy of decentralized
 

planning and its relevance to the adoption of the TTFRD methodology should not
 

be in doubt.
 

If the UFRD methodology is to be most effective in the development of
 

center-local linkage structures, it should not only be applied on a sector by
 

sector basis, but also on a decentralized basis. Based on the writer's obser

vations in Kenya where the process of establishing decentrali7ed planning pro

cedures at the district and subdistrict level is already well advanced, 12
 

the geographical units for which such planning is to take place should not ex

ceed 300,000 to 400,000 people, if not fewer. Given the weak linkage struc

tures at the grass roots of African society, planning for larger units is
 

likely to become an exercise divorced from the target population, because at
 

this scale it is extremely difficult for members of the population or their
 

representatives to gain access to those who make planning decisions. Even at
 

the district level, the typical peasant is far removed from the planning pro

cess, and only dimly aware that it occurs. It is possible, however, for those
 

responsible for developing district level plans in Kenya to systematically
 

determine the pattern of rural needs and demands in units of this size, and to
 

determine the extent of existing services and the nature of the organizations
 

which provide them. Put differently, it is possible at this level to identify
 

the lacunae in the array of urban services in a district, and to determine the
 

order in which local residents and groups want these lacunae to be filled. In
 

sum, carrying out the UFRD methodology on a decentralized basis not only raises
 

the methodology's effectiveness, it also contributes to the process of
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developing linkage structures in the sector in question. The planning process 

itself is an 
exercise that fosters communication and exchange between centrally
 

based agencies 
and the grass roots. The Kenyan experience further suggests
 

that the existence of decentralized procedures 
for project planning and project
 

implementation reduces 
the planning process to a scale 
that coordination by
 

implementing agencies 
can 
take place across sectors to 
a degree that is usually
 

impossible when attempted at 
the highest levels of government.
 

SMALL PROJECTS ARE MORE EFFECTIVE THAN LARGE
 

A final requirement 
that would make a substantial contribution to the
 

development of center-local linkage structures 
is that the UFRD methodology
 

make a special effort 
to identify and implement small projects in addition to
 

larger ones. "Small" projects, for 
the purposes of this discussion are pro

jects with an initial capitalization of $150,000 
or less, Included in projects
 

of this 
type are primary and secondary schools, health clinics, village water
 

systems, cattle dips, and cooperative poultry schemes. 
 Most projects of this
 

type are concerned with providing basic social welfare services 
to peasant com

munities. Some, such as 
cattle dips and poultry schemes, are directly con

cerned with raising local productivity in agriculture. Many projects of this
 

type may also be organized on the basis of self-help efforts by members of the
 

local community.
 

The virtues of "small" crojects 
of this type for UFRD implementation are 

at least five and possibly six: (1) First, and most significant, small pro

jects provide the basis of 
an institutional infrastructure at the lowest level
 

of peasant societies without which rural development will never take place.
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As noted above, the realization of UFRD is contingent 
on the development of
 

effective linkage structures from the lowest echelons of the urban system down 

to the grass roots of society, but the development of these linkages is contin

gent on the existence of grass roots institutions which can be linked to the 

center. Small projects have a greater probability of becoming those institu

tions than large projects, because they are not merely physically located with

in the boundaries of the local community, but are centers of 
recurrent activ

ities that are highly valued by members of the surrounding community. Small 

projects are so valued, because in most instances they have been established to 

serve local needs whereas large projects have not: for example, the purpose of 

a secondary school is to educate local children, but the purpose of a multi-

million dollar paper mill is to supply the country. (2) Small projects are more 

easily absorbed into the day-to-day life of the local community because of 

their size and the lower level of technical skills required to run them. 

Unlike large projects such as a paper mill which are 
both initiated and managed
 

by individuals, including expatriates and other strangers to the local com

munity, small projects are staffed almost entirely by local people. (3) 

Because they are staffed by local people and depend 
on local support to func

tion, small projects are more likely to be held accountable to members of the
 

local community. 
 (4) Small projects do riot smother local initiative and local
 

efforts at cost-sharing which are often essential for the project to succeed.
 

As observed on numerous occasions in Kenya by this author, and noted by Esman
 

and Uphoff in their recent review of the role of 
'ocal organizations in rural
 

development, large projects which are 
totally financed by the state, interna

tional aid agencies, or some 
other source external to the community, often
 

stifle local initiative and entrepre.. irship which are 
the essence of the
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1 3
developmental process. When peasant farmers believe that the state or
 

other external agency will provide them with some benefit at no cost, it is not
 

surprising that they sit back and let the state seek to do just that. The 

problem is that development projects initiated in this 
manner are unlikely to
 

create strong local level institutions. (5) Small projects lay the foundations
 

for large projects to come by raising the 
skill level of the members of the
 

local community. Rural development, like development in general is an incre

mental process which requires increasingly complex organizations to proceed.
 

Since local communities do possess skills immediately manage
not the to large
 

projects, the most effective way to develop such skills is 
to first establish
 

and run organizations that are less complex. Communities which avoid this pro

cess by starting "big" invariably fail or resort to outside managers. In 

either case, the base for locally run efforts of a more ambitious nature is not
 

established. (6) The 
location of small projects may be more susceptible to
 

spatial planning than large. Although small orojects often emerge through
 

local initiative, most require a measure of 
technical assistance or outside
 

financial support to achieve their purpose. Administrative agencies which have
 

adopted the UFRD methodology are thus in a strong bargaining position 
to per

suade local communities to locate such projects on 
a near optimal if not
 

optimal basis. 
 While the wishes of project leaders cannot be ignored, a modus
 

vivendi can usually be worked out 
whereby the project is incorporated into the
 

local development plan in return for state assistance. 
 In contrast, the state
 

rarely has such leverage over the location of large projects since they are 

financed externally or financed by powerful interests which are urban based at 

the center of society.
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In suggesting that the advancement of both UFRD and the UFRD methodology
 

would be accelerated via efforts to 
plan and assist small projects, it is not
 

argued that large projects be excluded from the UFRD agenda. Rather, the argu

ment presented here is that UFRD, and the development of linkage structures oi
 

which it 
depends, is likely to advance more rapidly if more attention is given
 

to the establishment of small projects 
than has heretofore been the case.
 

AUGMENTING THE UFRD METHODOLOGY
 

Having suggested where those charged with implementing the UFRD method

ology might direct their future efforts to maximize the methodology's impact,
 

let us conclude with a brief discussion of how the methodology itself might be
 

augmented to pursue these objectives. Given the thrust of the preceding analy

sis, it should be clear that the UFRD methodology must become a more interdis

ciplinary enterprise than it has date, and in the
been to process shift its
 

operational method from the center to the intermediary and local levels of
 

society. This means that in some 
instances practitioners of the UFRD methodol

ogy will need to do more than practice that methodolog', by becoming involved in
 

Che process of carrying out an administrative reform that will not always 
be
 

easy, or possible. This in turn suggests that practitioners of the methodology
 

should choose their countries of operation with some 
care. Kenya, for example,
 

might be an 
excellent locale for the application of the TJFRD methodology
 

because it has already moved toward restructuring its planning process on a
 

decentralized basis. 
 In this context, the application of the UFRD methodology
 

would be largely one of grafting the methodology onto an existing planning
 

procedure. Opportunities for applying 
the UFRD methodology on a decentralized
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basis also exist in Tanzania, though here one must contend with a highly cen

tralized political party that frequently countermands plans developed at the 

local and intermediate levels. Since the objectives of UFRD are most 
likely to
 

be realized where the methodology is applied on a decentralized basis, it would
 

be prudent to maximize the prospects for success by first applying the method

ology in countries which are most hospitable to this process. It should also 

be clear that not only will the application of the methodology on a decentral

ized basis enhance the prospects for success in the short term, it will also
 

increase the probability that the practice of the methodology will become an
 

institutionalized feature of the planning process.
 

In respect to becoming a more interdisciplinary methodology, the foregoing
 

discussion also suggests that the following exercises be 
incorporated into the
 

planning process: 
 (I) Prior to the planning and implementation of specific
 

projects, those responsible for applying the UFRD methodology at 
the appropri

ate administrative unit (units with 
no more than 400.000 population) compile an
 

inventory of all development organizations in that unit on a sector by 
sector
 

basis, or an inventory of all organizations within the unit that function with

in the sector(s) to which the methodology is to be applied. (2) A map should
 

be prepared indicating the spatial distribution of these organizations across
 

the unit (3) A sample of the organizations included on the inventory should
 

be studied on a case by case basis to determine by sector type (e.g.. school
 

organizations vs. water supply associations) the 
strengths and weaknesses of
 

the organizations in question, and especially the nature of the linkage pat

terns that do and do 
not exist between project organizations and the institu

tions at the lowest echelons of the urban/administrative hierarchy. (4) Based
 

on the foregoing, it should be 
possible to prepare a series of lists indicating
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(i) the lacunae in the population of local organizations for each sector under 

analysis -- what those institutions are and where they should be located; and 

(ii) the types of linkages which must be 
developed to support organizations of
 

each sector type, and what is required in terms of trained personnel, 

resources, and in reward to such (5)changes the structure establish linkages. 

To rank order the entries under 4.i and 4.ii, in a manner consistent with the 

perceived needs of the local population, one or more of the following methods
 

should be employed: (i) A random sample survey of no more than 500 

residentsl.4 of the geographical unit under consideration in which the 

respondents would asked state their individual priorities forbe to development 

in their communities, and their rate of use of and contributions to various 

service facilities available in the community. (ii) A survey of tLhe heads of 

established local organizations and other local notables to determine the 

development agendas of local elites. (iii) The estalishment and periodic con

vening of an 
appointed "development council" for the administrative unit cc.n

sisting of the senioc civil of
servants the central government, representatives
 

of such nationwide private and parastatal organizations as may operate in the
 

unit, and senior elected officials.. An example of such a body would be the
 

district development councils recently established in Kenya which are composed
 

of the District Commissioner, the District Development Officer, the 
representa

tives of various substantive ministries (agriculture, health, works, and educa

tion), members of Parliament and other selected local notables. 
Working with
 

the District Development Officer who serves as the professional staff member to
 

the council, the council reviews competing claims for government assistance,
 

and has been give the authority to allocate a small development budget as it
 

sees fit. Armed with the data of the type described above, and aided by an
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officer trained in the methodology of spatial planning, councils such as 
these
 

are in a position 
to both employ the UFRD methodology and to institutionalize
 

the practice of the methodology. In this context, methodology can become part
 

of the policy-making process.
 

Lest this list appear to require an excessively long exercise at data col

lection (a problem noted with several of the early attempts to implement the
 

UFRD methodology such as 
in the Bicol). it is estimated that the requisite data
 

base for each administrative unit could be assembled a team of 
three student
 

research assistants in a period of as little as six weeks. 
 If such data were
 

collected simultaneously for up to six units of analysis at one time, a process
 

which would require the supervisory skills of one senior social scientist and
 

the assistance of a junior level scholar, the 
data base sufficient to start the
 

Dlannina orocess in a number of pilot areas 
could be brought to bear on that
 

process within the period of a few months.
 

CONCLUSION
 

To summarize the four arguments presented in this discussion are basically
 

four: first, the institutionalization of the UFRD methodology and the realiza

tion of UFRD itself, requires increased attention to the creation of urban

rural linkage structures to tie the urban systems of LDCs to the peasant popu

lations which dominate these societies. Second, the. creation of such linkage
 

structures in turn 
requires that more attention be paid to the establishment of
 

a range of local institutions at the grass roots 
level. Third, the creation of
 

both urban-rural linkages and local institutions is most likely to occur via
 

the administrative procedure of decentralized planning. 
Finally, the planning
 

exercise requires inputs of data about conditions at the lowest levels of
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developing societies, including data on 
the nature of local organizations and
 

the manner in which they are linked 
to the center, and data on the development
 

agendas of ordinary citizens and elitcs.
 

In closing, it 
should be emphasized that these recommendations are made
 

with a view toward fine 
tuning and extending the UFRD methodology, not replac

ing it. They are, however, recommendations based on the findings from more
 

than a decade's research in Africa, Asia, and Latin America 
on problems of
 

rural development and the nature of peasant political economy. 
The prospect of
 

merging the lessons of 
this research with the UFRD methodology is tantalizing.
 

It is hoped that future attempts to apply the UFRD methodology will give this
 

proposed merger a try.
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'See, for example, Dennis A. Rondinelli and Kenneth Ruddle, Urban
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in Rural Development (Washington: Office of International
 
Development, USAID, 1976), chapter 8, and especially p. 255.
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state, see 
Goran Riyden, Beyond Ujamaa in Tanzania (Berkeley: University of
 
California Press, 1979) 
and his more recent study. No Short Cuts to Process:
 
African Development Management in Perspective (Berkeley: 
 University of
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Haven: Yale University Press), p. 12.
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between
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the UFRD methodology will 
achieve its stated objectives. If the fact that the
 
incorporation of such a concern into the UFRD methodology requires the 
incorporation of modes of 
analysis practiced more by sociologists and political
scientists t~an geographers causes pause, it should not. Given the nature of 
the problem, the methodology to 
deal with the problem must be interdisplinary
 
in perspective to succeed. 

7 For an extensive discussion of 
this problem in relation to small-scale
 
development projects 
in rural Kenya, see my Self-Help, State and Society,

Occasional Paper No. 20, Center 
for Comparative Legislative Research,
 
University of Iowa, 1981.
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the manner in which patron-client

linkage structures articulate rural demands for urban services 
in the context
 
of rural Africa, and the impetus 
which these demands give to the creation of
 
such linkage structures, 
see my essays: "Bringing Home the Pork: Legislator

Behavior, Rural Development, and Political Change 
in East Africa" in
 
Legislatures in Development, ed. by Joel Sr.ith and Lloyd D. Mulsolf (Durham:
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Dike University Press, 1979), pp. 265-88 and "Legislators, Elections, and
 
Political Linkage" in Politics and Public Policy in Kenya and Tanzania, ed. by
 
Joel D. Berkan (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1979), pp. 64-92.
 

9The importance of these questions in respect to creating viable
 
agricultural extension services in rural Africa is discussed at length in David
 
K. Leonard. Reaching the Peasant Farmer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
 
1976).
 

lOSee especially Samuel L. Popkin, The Rational Peasant, (Berkeley:
 
Unilersitv of California Press. 
1979). The reader should also corsult James C.
 
Scott, The Moral Economv of the Peasant (New Haven: Yale University Press,
 
1976), and Goran Hyden, Beyond Ujamaa in Tanzania.
 

ilMinistry of Agriculture, United Republic of Tanzania, The
 
Agricultural Policy of Tanzania (Dar es Salaam: Government Printer, 1983).
 
See also Rene Dumont and Marie-France Mottin, Self-Reliant Rural Development in
 
Tanzania 12 Years After the Arusha Declaration (Dar es Salaam: Prime
 
Miniqt-pr's Offir p. mimeo. August. 1979).
 

1 2For a review of the Drocess of decentralized planning in Kenya as
 
implemented by the Harvard Institute for International Development under a
 
cooperative agreement with USAID. see Peter Delp, "District Planning in Kenya,"
 
Developent Discussion Paper No. 95 (Cambridge: HIID, May 1980).
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Development: The State of the Art (Ithaca: Cornell University Center for
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14A sample of this size will yield results with a tolerated error of
 
between 4 and 5 percent which is more than adequate for the purposes to which
 
the data will be put. Sample sizes of as low as 300 respondents would also
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