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SECTION XWC
 
FRAMEWORKS AND FUTURE TRENDS
 

"An analytical framework is essential...
 
it provides a means to think through

the problem ahead... to build on what we
 
know already... and to identify the major

problems, constraints, and opportunities

related to that long-term strategic view
 
of the development process."
 

This section draws together the discussion during Session I and the working
 
lunch since the topics represent opposite sides of the same question. During
 
Session I the question could be nosed as: 
 "What will rural areas in developing
 
countries look like in
a decade?' During the working lunch the question was:
 
"Are the development strategies in vogue today going to be relevant to the rurvI
 
problems ten years from now?" Answering either question leads directly into
 
considerations of ongoing trends in rural areas, their interaction, and impact.
 
Session I focused on the net result of these trends, the working lunch on the
 
continuing utility of present strategies to-cope with the net results.
 

The Framework Underlying the Workshop Paper 

The Workshop Paper takes the perspective that the rural areas will become 
increasingly incorporated into larger economic, political, and social systems, 
that population pressures will increase, that rural inhabitants will face in
creasingly insecure means for livelihood, and, that as a consequence, managing 
on intervening into the development process will become more complex at the
 
same time it becomes more necessary.
 

More specifically, the Workshop Paper argues that rural insecurity will 
result from the interaction of two dominant trends: rural incorporation and 
population gronh. Continuing incorporation of rural areas into national, and 
international economic and political regimes means areasthat rural will become 



less identifiably "rural" in tastes and expectations while they become more
 
vulnerable to systematic fluctuations in economic conditions. Among other
 
things, increased risk is likely to lead to alterations in the livelihood
 

strategies of rural inhabitants.
 

The lingering effects of presently high population growth rates will
 
serve to exacerbate the problems of incorporation. The greater number of
 
rural dwellers is likely to increase competition for resources at the local
 
level and to place increasing pressure on fragile ecologies.
 

Together these trends will produce an environment more volatile and
 
risky than the present with the following likely elements: (1)Rural dwellers
 
pursuing more diversified livelihood strategies where agriculture may no
 
longer be the dominant revenue source and where family members may be geo
graphically quite dispersed. 
 (2)Growing levels of conflict over limited
 
resources at both the local and national levels. 
Conflict at the local level
 
may dissolve existing community institutions increasing the risks faced by
 
households even more. 
 (3)Greater incentives to search out alternatives to
 
formal, perhaps government controlled, institutions where they are nerceived
 
as unfair. This includes parallel markets as alternativea to parastatals and
 
informal channels and local advocacy groups as alternatives to formal bureau
cratic operations. In the face of this somewhat pessimistic forecast, the
 
Workshop Paper warns that we cannot count on revolutionary new technologies
 
or innovations as remedies. We will have to continue to rely on existing
 
agriculture-led, small-farmer, and local organization-enhancing strategies.
 
Nevertheless, along with this broad strategy are large areas where present
 
knowledge is insufficient or will be insuff'icient to meet the challenges of
 
the future. It is on those areas of research that the Workshop Paper focuses
 

its attention.
 

Discussion
 

More than particular substantive critiques or comments, the discussion
 

was most successful in underscoring a premise implicit in the Workshop Paper,
 

but made explicit by Bruce Johnston in the quote that heads this section.
 
Analytical frameworks matter, particularly in attempting to forecast the*
 

future. A framework defines one's vision of the development process, iden
tifies key actors, and suggests both critical problems and effective remedies.
 
Thus while the participants could generally support the trends, results, and
 
appropriate interventions laid out in the Workshop Paper, it was often due to
 
the overlap rather than complete congruence of individual frameworks.
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"In a decade, .what social sciee topics will we wish we had
bgnto research today?" -Rutb Zagorin

Workshop Convenor 

The aim of the two-day Workshop on a Future-riented Agenda for Research 
in rrL1 Develcuent was to bring together a sall grop of rural develnment 
scholars and practioners (see Annex B) to begin to answer the question
posed by Ruth Zagcrin in her jin o ry remarks. That question was to 
serve as a major theme of the Workshop; it also serves as a major theme 
of the AD-funded contract with Harvard's Institute for International 
Deveopnert (HD) that sponsored the Wos . 

To develop the set of research priorities requested by the agency, HID 
has designed a program to solicit the views of a wide range of irx-viamls 
invloed in rural developent in universities, fouznations, cmrsulting
firms, voluntary organizaLions, and donor agencies in the U.S. and abroad. 
In the initial phase 85 individuals were contacted. In addition, a broad 
spectru of recent literature was reviewed. Mvese inputs were reflected 
in a draft docnent (hereafter called the Workshop Paper) that also 
served a a reference point and springb for the Workshcp.1


Following the Workshop, 
 ED will contime to solicit further commrts 
from those involved in rural develcsment and to assess relevant literature. 
At the same time, Papers will be c i 'oned erging priority research 
areas. These papers are intended to define the research area, .ncluding the 

=Oitim understanding and knowledge gaps and to suggest a research ora
 
for the future.
 

Hence the Workshop was intended to fulfull three roles: (1) to critique
and challenge the Workshop Paper; (2) to add another set of views cn the 
future research agenda; and (3) most iznrtant., to begin to narro the focus 
to a few high priority areas through careful criticism. 

1 John M. Cohen, Merilee S. Grindle and John W. Thomas, '"ture-Oriented Agendafor Research on Rural Developnet." Draft docwment prepared for theWorkshop on a Future-Oiented Agenda for Research in Rural Developient.Cambridge, MD: Harvard Institute for International Develpment, 1983, 



In reality, the Wbrkshop did fulfill its Ocpected purposes. 7he iscuin 
was lively and frak*, nrous ideas for iProvatents in The Workshop Paper 
were suggested, and at the close of the Wrkshop, five priority areas were 
identified. 

7he purpose of this repot is to chacterize the discussions and 
oitcies, and to describe the procure used to select the priority researdi 
areas. TO that end this rePrt does zXt attet to Provide either a iteral 
transcription or a linear synopsis. Rather, the report takes a more 
thratic approach, drawing togethe observations, sometimes ut of sequence, 
to CZys tal ize the points of agresnent and disa reement. 

Nevertheless, the report follows both the agenda and the order of the 
Wrksh&p Paper fairly closely.' The following section overs the discussion 
on the first day in Session I and during the wwrking lunh dealing with 
the related issues of specifing epected trds and ther isolicatios 
for rural development and evaluating alternatives to tie c=v wisda 
and practice of rural develppient (Workshop Paper Sections II and IM). 
Section III briefly characterizes the initial presentaion and ensuing 
discussion for each of the five problem areas (Sessions In-VI) identified 
in the Wokshop Paper's Section IIM. SectionV describes the procedures 
and ciutre of the session devoted to begin establishing priority areas. 

As the W=kshcp proceeded, the p agreed on smvral caveats 
for future research that cut across topics. Mes warnings and sm reflections 
on the Workshop are presented in the -- section. 



At the same time, differing frameworks led participants to conclusions
 
somewhat different than the Workshop Paper's. Bruce Johnston's position
 
was perhaps the most stark. 
He argued that the Workshop Paper's focus on
 
incorporation tended to emphasize the negative aspects of the process;

"the pathology of development," 
as he put it. Identifying all of the
 
negatives tended to multiply the perceived number of interventions as well
 
as the research necessary to design them. 
As an alternative to the idea
 
of incorporation, Johnston suggested "structural transformation." In contrast
 
to the negative cast of incorporation, structural transformation emphasizes

the dynamic and positive elements according to Johnston. 
 In this light,

research should be devoted to areas where the transformation will be impeded
 
or where it is perceived to be unfair. 
Hence, though Johnston agreed with
 
the Workshop Paper's stress on growing market penetration and population

density in the rural areas, his analysis came to a fundamentally different
 
conclusion because of differing perceptions of the development process.
 

In a similar fashion, different frameworks led various participants to
 
identify different critical interrelationships that deserved further study.

For example, a large group of part:1cipants stressed the importance of
 
developing greater insight into rural households. They agreed with the
 
Workshop Paper on the proliferation of mUltifaeted lielibood-sttategie.:.and
 
the importance of understanding them; but wanted to go further. Haven North
 
articulated this position when he 
 argued that households should be the
 
focus of rural development research for 
out. of that study will come an under
standing of responses to the stresses and policies imposed on rural areas.
 

Another group, accepting the household level focus, still maintained
 
that it was important to understand how national policies are made which
 
define the rural environment. 
These two groups may appear to diverge only
 
on where to place analytical emphasis, but as Alain de Janvrey was later to 
point out, the two views differ substantially on their perceptions of the
 
latitude available to rural dwellers even in the face of an adverse policy
 
climate.
 



Yet another groupmade the claim that it was 
intermediary institutions
 
that were key, among them markets, local organizations and traditional
 
institutions. 
Their point is that institutions are the conduits through
 
which policies are articulated at the local level. 
Agreeing with the
 
prospects of changing household strategies and increased competition at
 
the local level, this group maintained that a better understanding of the
 
functioning and evolution of the institutions is crucial. Jon Moris
 
provided an example: 
 "We are witnessing the breakdown of traditional in
stitutions which are not being replaced in a meaningful way," this ob
viously has an impact on the rural poor, but we don't know what it is,
 
good or bad, he concluded.
 

All told, there was a wide range of interpretations of what areas
 
future research should emphasize even though there was general agreement
 
on the important trends. 
The various different frameworks represented
 
also converged on two other points.
 

First, current rural development strategies will continue to hold
 
the highest prospects. 
Hence the present enphasis will continue on:
 
labor-intensive, capital and land saving agricultural technologies,* efforts
 
to improve the rural policy environment, and projects and programs to
 
strengthen local organizations and enhance management capacity. 
Thus
 
the participants did not envision either dramatic technological break
throughs or a retreat from the project mode of implementation.
 

Second, despite conforming to the conventional irsdom on rural develop
ment strategies, the participants called for innovations in terms of research. 
"We must unpack our intellectual baggage.",declared Gillian Hart, explaining 
that researchers must not get caught up in the limitations of accepted
 
models. 
She and others challenged researchers to ask new questions and
 
reconceptualize old models. As an example Jon Moris suggested reexamining 
the long term impact of the educational emphasis to development strategies 
when behavioralism was in vogue in the early 1960's.. Other examples were to 
appear during discussions of particular problem areas.
 

In coming to this conclusion, the participants underscored the irony
 
facing researchers in rural development stated in the Workshop Paper: 
 "Just
 
as the knowledge base is rapidly expanding,... rural development experts are
 
less confident about what they know and how to apply what they do know." 
(p. 7)
 



,In other words, even though analytical frameworks are well deVeloped and
 

firmly held, there is a shared sense that major conceptual voids exist
 

and innovative research is needed to begin filling them.
 



SECTION III

SESSINS II-V: E FIVE PFC ARMS. 

"As we consider each of the problem areas, I would like to keep
attention foc=ed on answering four questions: 

1. Is this an iq=rtant subject area relative to others? 

2. Are the issues orrectly defined? 

3. Isthe issue "8le"? 

4. Of the issues identified, which are the priority itens?" 

-i ay ec 

Woz~A6 air 
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Understanding Governmental Decision Making 

Ovezview 

In her opening remarks on this problem area, Merilee Grindle argued 
that research on governmental decision making is important becu central 
g r t decisions have considerable impact on rural areas and yet little 
is known about "how and why decisions are made." At present, we have "little 
insight into the reasons why policies, programs and projects are not adopted," 
she added. This knowledge gap extends to both the rules and procedures of 
the bureaurcracy and to the "policy space" of senior-level decision makers. 
The aim of research in this area is to understand the underlying process, 
not the organizational form. 

Moreover, as the Workshop Paper presents more fully, central govsrent
 
decisions are likely to have a greater impact in the future as increasingly
 
scarce resource engenders increasingly fierce internal competition over
 
them. In these internal battles, there is no guarantee that advocates
 
of rural development will stave off predators.
 

These concerns were disa;gregated Into four research issues in the
 

Workshop Paper:L
 

- Ts 1. National Po0 Nhin and its :t. e mcinaticn of the
 
ways in wUM national level policies are ma d hw tw se limit
 
the effectiveness of rural developent initiatives. 7e decision
 
criteria policy makers use, the ideological and cultural biases of
 
these policy makers and their cab Iity to maneuver within orlex
 
political arenas.
 

- Issue 2. Coalition B for Rural Devele t. How coalitions in
 
favor 6f epolicies fr =rura development can be created and
 
maintained and how rural inhabitants can be drawn into these coalitions.
 

- Issue 3. information for Policy Makers. How decision makers in dif
ferent bureaxlorat setngs perceive and process infoation. he 
kinds of infonation that are most useful ad most likely to be heeded. 

- Issue 4. Bureauaticresa ,hthere is a need for a fullerunderstaisding of the gvrmna 
and reaucratic setting into which projects and programs are inP'c ed 
e.g., studies of procedures followe in decision making, financial man
agement, ministerial regualations, pronlrules, logisticlpten
and aniiistrative services. 

le suemnries of the issue areas appearing throughout this repr were written 
by Dick Meyers as part of an exeutive summary of the report. 
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Discussion
 

While there was general agreement among the participants that the problem 
area. was inportant, there was considerable discussion as to whether the
 
more political issues were 
suitable for research. Some participants questioned
whether research into national decision making would yield generalizable
findings; others, while granting that goverrnental processes were suitable 
research topics, wondered ifAID as a bilateral donor was an appropriate
 
sponsor for research of this type. These issues did not extezd to the
 
bureaucratic systems research topic which received wide-spread support.
 

Typical of the concerns over the first two issues, were Guy Hunter's
 
remarks. 
 He argued that national level decision making (Issue 1) was
 
"idiosyncratic", and that while research of this kind might produce 
sane 
interesting "stories" they would prove to be little relevance. The stories
 
would be out of date and therefore of little subsequent use in that particular
 
country and because the personalities and processes were unique, of little
 
use to understanding decision making in other contexts.
 

At the same time, Hunter argued that research into bureaucratic systems

had potential pay-offs. "National goverrments cae and go, but particular
 
processes - administrative, budgetary - persist." Since they are stable
 
and have well defined functions across countries, bureauratic system
 
were "re amenable to research, acording to Hunter.
 

Adding another argument were thos, 
 Azclirq most to the AM participants,
 
who questie wh&e the typ 
 of politily sensitive .#fr a MOW
 
to understand the infomal workings of decision processes could 
or should 
be gathered by groups sponsored by an agency of the U.S. go.WIVer127 nt. The
 
same xc=ern was 
exten:W to research on building coalitions in support

of rural develcpnent. This was perceived 
as being too interventionist 
to be permitted by host county goaveriet. 

In response to these arguments, several paztipan stated that research 
on policy was too tqr~tant to be neglected and could be undertaken, patclarlN
.ifthe topics were "depoliticized". Several suggestions were make on ho this 
=iIAb done. 

Jon Moris suggested the focus should be on "signals". He pointed cut that 
mrket system have readily identifiable signals, such as prices. However, the 
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signals provided by normaket institutions, either as substitutes to the 
market (such as the administered price structure of a parastatal) or as 
ompwlerents (such as the gvermnt provision of public gc-s) are not 
so clear or so well understood. By examining signals as the carriers of 
policy, Moris argued that the politics of policy analysis could be provided. 

Another suggestion came fra Lane Holdcroft who felt that exmining 
particular policy decisions in a carparative perspective would yield 
generalizable results both about the decision process and the necessary 
coalitions. As exaaples he raised Lm-d tenure and food-price policy decisions. 

Norman Nicholson suggested a third approach - identifying means to 
reduce political costs of decisions. This, he argued, was feasible, but 

he also questioned whether this was research or whether it was more apprpriately 
the subject for direct technical assistance. 

Beside the concern for researchability, several participants maintained 
that a research into national decision making went well beyond the borders 
of rural developmnt. To rarrw the inquiry, there were several recrendations 
that research center on issues of particular relevance to rural development, 
such as inter-ministerial coordination. Despite the argument, most of 
the participants felt that such a rural development "hook" was unnecessary. 
The topic, though broad, was of general concern. 

Mile most of the debate centered around the first two issues, there was 
a concensus that research on bMreauoratic systems was important - rxw and 
in the future. Stiies relying on organizational tIoy, such as Lecra d's 
Beach the Peasant Famer or pr lar ea aticnsfu i 
like Caiden and Wildavskys Planning aid BudetmV in Poor Commie ware 
cited as examples -worthreplicating or expanding. 

E~candinq tlarkets ard Dquity Concerns 

Overview 

The Workshop Paper argues that receot attartion on market-base altntives 
to state i has how little is about markets9 qrsore knrx 
in acbtal contexts. M4at is known is that simple assertions abcut the 



111-5 Draft 

unambiguous superiority of either market approaches or state approaches are 
equally naive. As researchers and policy makers move to a more sophisticated 
appreciation of the advantages and limitations of the polar positions and 
attempt to design apprcjiate i nechanis , there is, accordixng 
to the Workshop Paper, an increasing need for basic research on the functioning 
of markets and market substitutes, particularly disaggregated by type and 
focused on differential access and impact. Given the expectation of increased 
penetration of markets or market substitutes in the future, this problem 
area will have growing salience during the next decade.
 

Specifically, the Workshop Paper identifies four research issues: 

Issue 5. Statist Stra ies and Market Stra es. e part r 
advantages and disadvantages of market-oriented strategies in different 
contexts in order to identify criteria for selecting between statist
aproaches and market-oriented strategies. 

- Issue 6. Market 2uri , egalation a id on ho
 
markets funcon and ways to ensure that equity aind security are not

sacrificed but ensured through appropriate regulations of the market. 

- Issue 7. Contro Phas Oat of Parastatals. Knowledge to ensure
 
that secd ad tird order problems involved in a move away fram public
enterprises are addressed.
 

- Issue 8. Withdrawal to Parallel Markets. Studies of situations in

wic-h witdrawa to paxaLel markets has occu ed which provide insights

useful for the developrmt of market oriented strategies.
 
Discussion 

ough some participants qes whether the four issue topics were 
sufficiently well-specified, there was general agreemnt that the problem 
area was important and worthy of research. 7he iportance of markets was 
uderscored by several participants, incling James O'Cm=, who noted 
that markets, or their s-bstitutes, have two roles to fulfill similtaneously. 
On e level markets provide for the transfer of infotuation frcm ccns rs 
to p=luoers ard vice-versa. In a market system this information is conveyed 
through prices. At the same time, prices become the vehicle for distributing 
wealth. The policy dilemma arises when the infcationa1 aspect of pFice 
fcoratio is seen to be unacceptae fram a dis tnal t point. 
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Atteting to resolve this dilenma has prarted nerous solutions including 
coplete substition of markets with an ministepred system of prices. 

While there is a general understanding of the function of markets in
 
theory, reality is full of serious distortions. As Alain de Janvry put
 
it, 'ae are aware that markets do not operate the way the textbook says." 
Failing to appreciate this fact,- cmbined with failing to recognize the 
problems of pure statist solutions, has, according to de Janvry, led to 
dramatic policy swings in Latin kiwrica from market to statist solutions 
and back. 

However, recognizing the deviance of reality from theory has raised 
problems of its own, de Janvry added: "We have a theoretical vacuum... 
the blackboard 
is blank." In other words, there is a lack of scholarship 
on the actual funtioning of particular markets and on how to assess the 
trade-offs of particular market structures. 

The workshop participants had several suggestions about how to begin 
to fill the theoretical vacuum. One suggestion was to focus initial attention 
on agricultural markets, particularly oruroity markets, as they were of 
vital iaportance to rural inhabitants. Another suggestion was that regardless 
of which markets were selected, it was important to disaggregate the analysis 
of access and inpact along numerous dimensions. Socioeconomic, geographic 
and seasonal variables were noted. In dealing with agricultral markets, 
several participants e~asized the need to diage ate cordiM to crop
type: markets for various crops vary drwatically even with mtries. 

In addition to research on markets, there was wid-sprewi agreeent that 
market substitutes and their effects need attention as well. As Larry 
Mann observed, in the same fashion as there are markets that wk, so too 
are there exmples of parastatals that work; yet the question of uhy goes 
tm xred. De Janvzy also noted that parastatals designed to extract a 
tax f= rural Producers through low prices were also supposed to spend the 
"tax" on iumovemnts to increase agriculal production. 7E1y w'e no 
longer doing so. Izxeed, he notedithat present uses of the extracted 
surplus were unknown, as were the processes that shifted the use over time. 
Guy Hunter raised the issue of pas lMnanagM . Interventions raise 
the possibility of substantial incentives to cheat . The response, 
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according to hunter, was research on ways to make such procedures "bandit
proof." 

Several other participants recmwinded research devoted to understarding
the seond order effects of parastatals as mechanisns to extract surplus.Cne such effect has been the withdrawal of producers fra productions ofops controlled by parastatals as a means of avoiding tax. Joan Athertonnoted that this had obvious implicatic for cropping patterns and householdincones. A further second order effect hzs been the use of parallel


markets often spanning national borders. 
 As Jon Moris observed, thisphwamn is widely evident, yet the functionng, magnitude, and Impact

or parallel markets 
on policy making or the bureaucratic machinexy goes

undocumented.
 

Even though the discussion of this problen was wide-ranging, there was agrewlent on two points. First, the issue of markets is not simple;
it is not a question of markets 
or not markets. Second, this emergingperspective needs research support. The range of intezneiate choices,their functioning and trade-offs need to be better understoo before policy 
can be m-eanincfully altered. 

overdc 
 W Rural Ins;eoit and Unrployinent
 
Overview
 

Util recently, most developyeft literatre, particularly that producedby eo-xnists, focused their micro-level sdies on individals. iviuls 
were perceived to be the apprqpiate decision-naci niit. *However, research 
on the "new household ec=cs" has begun to change tese percep-tions.These new studies have indicated that households are not mere aggregationsof individuals or caponents of a single household utility function. Theseanalyses have pointed out the iortance of n intra- and inter
family dynamiics in detennrIV~ household rsoesto policies amd programs.Parther, as households becoe more diversified occupationally,and perhaps
geogr-aphically in response to growing pqplation and reduced Waalability
of farm, lanr, the under-tarndi% of household level decision making becomeseven me imzportant. 1i, addition, it is eqally bportant to unrdestand howhoiuseolds respond to chning rural envirments. it is for these reasons 
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that the Workshop Paper identified this problem area as deserving of research. 
The Workshop Paper goes on to identify six more specific topics related 

to hosehold decision making and the changing rural context: 

- Issue 9. Social Analysis of Household and Production Unit Risk.
 
Further research on important debates about the identity, behavior and

cohesion of the household as a unit of production and consmqption and

the relationship of these factors to technology adoption. 

- Issue 10. Risk and Collective Decision Making. Ways to reduce the

risk perceived in crmit-ment to collective acion and group systes

of production and resource management.
 

- Jssue 11. Ot Devel t in Renob Areas. Understanding the 
specific c acteristics of hoehold and productin units and camunities"
in remote areas so that developent needs can be more fully understood.
Important questions include infrastrucutre development, range manage
ment issues and changing patterns of transhumance. 

- Issue 12. Small Farm Development, Labor Ahor on, and Off-farm loment.
EcLLu-ition of the question whether agriculture should assume primary
responsibility for labor absorption, particularly as this question
relates to investments in rainfed versus irrigated areas.
 

- Issue 13. Productive Investment of Pemittance Incme. Given substantial

damestic and international remittances in many IDC coutries, research is

needed on the magnitude of reaictance incame, the present use of this

inccme, its vulnerability to econic reversals and the possibilities
for its more productive investment. 

- Issue 14. Local R 
fo -- det in ic regico including research on
the policy e owiront caducive to its dv.lcpmen 

Discussion
 

Almost all of the discussion on this prolem area center around the 
issue of ehod decision makizg. Prpoents of research on this tcpic
 
argue that it 
 was within the househod that crtical alloctive and 
disbutional demisions were made related to educaticn, health, ltrition,
 
family planning, concSmption and wmopmnt. 7he hausehold defined the
 
nsftraints of decisions and therefore influenced then substantially. 

"7he problem," said GilLain Hart, "is that while we have a sense of 
the rtanoe of houseld-level decision maklng, we do not unWerstand 

h e ds strategies very well and we understand even less about hw they 
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change. It is on these issues where research is needed," she said. raft 

At the same time that it is important to begin to examine ina-familial 
decision processes, the prpoets warned that these studies must not be allowedto revert into the static, overly-micro focus of traditional econmic analysisof households. As Alain de Janvry noted, these studies can quickly become
fideaed"; "They allow us to marvel
but they don't tell us what to do 

at the ingenuity Of rural households, 
...coping is not all there is to develo~prt.,To avoid this tendenqy, several participants stressed the imrortance ofexmning households in a dynamic envircment as units responsive to outsidechange and as units that change over time. Hart emphasized the need to examineinter-family differences to see how options vary accordingdmographic to differentar socioeconnic characteristics She an4 Susan Bourque also arguedfor ex..ning househods Comparatively in response to national level policies,again to see the impact of household level characteristics on particular choices.Dick meyers added that households thenselves change over time and that this
variable must be included in any dynamic analysis.


Despite the Critical 
'mzcrtance several participants accorded to researchon this area, they were quite candid in acknowledging that there were anumber of central theoretical issues that had yet to be resolved when pressed byother participants. Not the least of these is a universally accepted definitionof a household. Howeer, most of the participants saw this as a challengefor research not an irEicatin of same logicalInsistency, as others suggested. Ar at vey least, as Jon Mis argued, any work which highlightedintra-usehold dynamics Could only help to break persistent perceptis of 
Supposedly 1invisable househllds. "These notions," he said,research and policy making." 

"t1wart on-going 
In addition to the dominant discussion about the need for approaches tohousehold decision making in a dynamic ==text, several other issues wereraised. Harking back to the lunch discussion about the abs=ptive capacityof aWiulture--led rural developn t strategies, im Holdcoft pressed forMare research on Off-fann em~loyment, inclixding issues relatedd.velcpment_ to rural entexprise"If growing nmers of rual inhabitants cannot find dire tagricltural employment, we are going to need ideas on how to eOply then," 

Holdcroft argued.
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Philip Church also asked for more u.ork on risk manageaent. He noted that 
it is well-1nown that new agricultural tedinologies are not riskless. He also 
noted that sophisticated models already exist for unerstandin yield and 
financial risks. The problem needing research, acc rding to Church, is that 
new technologies often inpose different types of risk, and we have no idea how 

to measure them. For exwple, irrigated agriculture substitutes the risks 
of nature associated with rainfed for the risks of institutions. The question 
is how to dete tine the risks associated with institutions and 'w do farmers 
make trade-offs? 

/
'C
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Building Local Institutions Between the Public and Private Sectors
 

Overview
 

The Workshop Paper provides two justifications for this problem
 
area. First, 
 applied research, much of which
 
received AID funding, has pointed to the importance of effective
 
local organizations in promoting rural development. 
While these
 
studies demonstrate the need, they provide little practical help
 
on how to develop effective local organizations. The second
 
justification is that alternatives to overly-taxed, inefficient
 

central bureaucracies need to be found as channels for donor assis
tance. 
Thus the aim of research in this area is to begin to develop
 
the practical, applied knowledge useful to those working directly
 
with intermediary groups. 
To that end, the Workshop Paper indentifies
 

seven specific research topics:
 

* Issue 15. 
 Market Surrogates to Public Bureaucracies. How
 
to stimulate bureaucratic performance through incentives based on
 
competition, choice and accountability, alter the competitive
 
environment external to institutions to increase pressures for better
 
performance and increase internal bureaucratic incentives.
 

* 
 Issue 16. Community Management of Natural Resources.
 

Objective, location-specific research on current resoure exploita
tion and types of local organizations that can promote community
 

management of natural resources.
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Issue 17. Managing the Commons to Protect the Poor.
 

Examination of patterns of exploitation of the commons by the poor,
 

the range of attempted and possible interventions and guidelines
 

for interventions that are sensitive to the dependence of the
 

poor on such areas.
 

* Issue 18. Alternatives to the Small Farm. Research on group
 

farming systems to assess their potential and question conventional
 

wisdom about them.
 

* Issue 19. Expanding Local Control Over Technology. Given
 

emerging innovations in biological, environmental and communications
 

technologies, careful analysis of the economic, political and social
 

implications of technological innovations to insure that their
 

widespread introduction does not produce negative disruptions in
 

human relationships and the natural environment. Attention must
 

focus on the linkage between those who develop technologies and
 

those who adopt them.
 

* Issue 20. Enhancing Local Management Skills. Information on
 

training local organizations to identify needs, make demands on
 

development ministry field offices, monitor performance of field
 

offices and, most importantly, tkae on activities of their own.
 

e Issue 21. Stumulating the Public Impact of Private Development
 

Efforts. The extent to which private development efforts can stimulate
 

independent rural organizations that can become effective in influenci,
 

national and regional level policies and politics.
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Discussion
 

Unlike the previous three discussions of problem areas, several
 
participants had serious reservations with the way the Workshop Paper
 
had framed this problem. The critics did not take issue with the
 
importance of local institutions; rather they felt that the Workshop
 
Paper tended to view the problem in terms of stark caricatures;
 
grossly inefficient and inept bureaucracies on the one hand and
 
active, egalitarian grassroot organizations on the other. Norman
 
Nicholson called this "premature closure on particular institu
tional forms." With this predelicition, Nicholson and othersfelt
 

that the central issue was mistated.
 

To this group 
 the issue was not a choice of local versus
 
central or one of trying to push as many functions as poo sible
 
to the local level. Rather the issue is 
one of identifying partic.lar
 
tasks and then having the knowledge to devise or identify the
 
institution appropriate to undertake the task. -Often the appropriate
 
institution may well be the central bureaucracy, in these instances
 
it would be inefficient to lodge responsibilities elsewhere.
 
However, as Larry Mann commented, the subtle message of the Workshop
 
Paper is that bureaucracies should be by-passed .as 
a matter of course.
 

Cast in this light, there is still a need for research, but
 
the issue is one of understanding the relationship between tasks and
 
institutions, not of devising strategies to build local otganizations
 
at all costs and thus by-pass central bureaucracies. Indeed, this
 
approach refocuses attention on the previous question of understanding
 
trade-offs of institutional choices. As George Gardner put it,
 
talking about "building" institutions presumes we have "a bag of
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viable institutional tricks." 
 "It doesn't exist," he said, adding
 
"we need to talk of identifying, not building appropriate institu

tions."
 

As a concrete exampleEric Eckholm cited the issue of community
 
resource management in general and woodlot management in particular.
 
Here, Eckholm argued, there is little understanding of the organiza
tional issues involved, much less enough knowledge to recommend
 
particular institutional configurations. In the absence of such
 
knowledge 
Eckholm lamented that donors are searching blindly for a
 
remedy and wasting money in the process.
 

There was one exception to this general position, according to
 
ruce Johnston. 
He made the argument that there was enough
 

accumulated evidence to prove that group farming alternatives (Issue
 
18) were less efficient that farms under private ownership.
 
Johnston concluded that further research on this area was unnecessary.
 

Despite the challenges of several participants to the way the
 
problem had been framed there was almost complete agreement that
 
further research on local orgnizations was prevented. 
 Guy Hunter
 
remarked that even though local organizations are widely regarded as
 
an important development facilitatoyswe really lack an understanding
 
of the attributes of successful examples. 
As a start he suggested
 
examining both the membership and leadership of these organizations.
 
Hunter maintained that it was a combination of a leader/catalyst
 
and appropriate membership size and composition that produced successes.
 

Wayne Nilsestuen and others maintained that information of this
 
type existed, particularly in the collective experience of AID-funded
 
private voluntary organizations 
 (PVOs). Unfortunately, this informa-
 \ 
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tion is not centrally located and no means presently exist to collect
 
it. Nilsestuen suggested that 
 research which tapped this data
 
base might be extremely valuable to both AID and the PVO community.
 

Kevin Healey's pleas for research on innovative methods
 
for transferring managerial skills to local organizations, particularly
 
agricultural input management skills, was well-received. Missing local
 
managerial capacity was perceived by the participants as a major
 
constraint to effective local organizations. And effective local
 
organizations were seen by all the participants to have an
 
important role in rural development for the foreseeable future.
 

Managing Complexity in an Environment of Uncertainty
 

Overview
 

If, as the Workshop Paper suggests, rural development becomes more
 
complex in the future, then so too will the management of that process.
 

Exacerbating the problem is the harsh reality that management skills
 
are scarce in developing countries and that what talents exist are
 
often spent responding to the demands of donors for accountability.
 
Thus the Workshop Paper concludes that research is needed on the means
 
to reduce complexity at the same time increasing indigenous capacity
 
to manage in an uncertain environment.
 

To this end, the Workshop Paper defines seven specific
 

research issues:
 
* Issue 22. Proliferating Projects.,, Donors 
and Complex Design
 
and Aid Control Sytems. Important questions include: what can be
 
learned from projects that have been well managed; under what condi
tions should multisectoral, interministry projec s be supported; what
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can be learned from existing country and international approaches
 
to donor coordination and penetration in order to formulate strategies
 

that help prevent managerial breakdown in development ministries and
 
that create more policy planning time for harried senior 	officials.
 

* 	 Issue 23. Evaluation of Monitoring and Evaluation.
 
. Given
 

considerable reservations in the literature about the utility of
 
many existing monitoring and evalution (M&E) approaches, 	research
 

should examine the range of M&E experiences, the constraints that
 
they have faced, their relevance and whether alternative, more effective,
 

simpler approaches are feasible.
 

* Issue 24. 
 Improving Information Systems with Mircroprocessor
 

Technologies. Research is needed on the range of existing and
 
potential microprocessor interventions with the view to providing
 

guidelines for their most fruitful application.
 

a 
 Issue 25. Developing Backward and Forward Mapping Methodologies.
 

Development of an approach which asks what future development outcontes
 
are viewed as desirable and then work backward to the present
 
in a systematic fashion.to determine projects necessary to achieve this eni
 
* Issue 26. 
 Retraining for Rural Development Management. How
 
to develop and utilize training approaches for development managers
 
whose original training is frequently poorly suited for current tasks.
 
* Issue 27. 
 Moving Beyond Training to Retention. Focus on terms
 
of service and benefits, professional development, morale, etc. of
 
LDC development professionals to address the widespread problem of
 
the inability of governments to retain experienced, effective professional
 
- Issue 28. Developing Rules of Evidence for Process Model Metho
dologies. Development of commonly agreed upon standards 	for evaluation
 

and implementation of "learning models" or "process" approaches 
 ILX
 

http:fashion.to
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Discussion
 

As with the discussion earlier in the day, several participants
 

took issue with some of the presumptions underlying the formulation
 

of the problem area in the Workshop Paper. 
Chief among the criticisms
 
during this discussion was that the Workshop Paper seemed to assume
 
that all complexity was inherently bad. 
Larry Mann countered that
 
much of the complexity was the result of laudable objectives among
 
them: complexity arises from attempting to respond to equity concerns;
 
complexity arises from trying to capture site-specific sensitivities;
 
and complexity arises from efforts to retain control over scarce
 
resources. 
Haven North added that complexity does not mean that
 

something becomes unmanageable.
 

The point Mann and North were making is that simple is 
not
 
always optimal and complex is not always deadly; however over broad
 
generalizations are. 
The upshot of these comments is that the
 
research focus should be on those areas that are unnecessarily complex;
 
a point the rest of the participants had no trouble accepting. This 
concensus evaporated the discussion shifted to the sources of 
unnecessary complexity and the research needed to remedy them. The 
Workshop Paper identified donor agencies as a major source of 
unnecessary complexity. 
Demanding requirements for design documents
 
and numerous exhaustive operational and financial evaluations were
 
seen to severely tax host-county management skills. 
Further these
 
demands and the protocol varied from donor to donor. 
Bruce Johnston
 
added that the problem went well beyond issues of procedure. Donors
 
often push mutually contradictory rural development approaches onto
 
developing country governments. 
Marzy of the non-AID participants
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underscored the severity of this problem and called on AID to take
 
a courageous stance in supporting reserach in this area and initiating
 
efforts to simplify and standardize procedures with other donors.
 

The AID participants did not deny the importance of the problem.
 
Indeed, they argued that the problem was sufficiently severe that
 
the agency was already taking steps to improve inter-donor coordina
tion. 
As an example Ken Sherper noted that the Near East Bureau
 
along with other donors, 
 already established a joint-training center
 
for the region's finance officers responsible for donor projects 
 to
 
train them in their reporting procedures.AID participants also questione


whether the agency was the appropriate sponsor of additional research in this
 
Besides the importance of research on identifying unnecessary
 

complexity and creative remedies, the participants promoted two
 
other research topics. 
 The first was refining the adaptation of
 
futures methodology to rural development (Issue 25). 
 Jon Moris argued
 
that, unlike that other issues in this research area, only the forward/
 
backward linkage methodology dealt with long-term concerns. 
He and
 
Susan Bourque suggested that expanding the effort at futurizing
 
contained in the Workshop Paper itsel 
 might be a useful first step.
 

The second topic was the interelated problems of training
 
and retention. 
Here Ken Sherper noted the need for research on
 
innovative in-county training programs as overseas training becomes
 
prohibitively expensive, on the incentives, particularly non
financial incentive4 needed for retention of trained staff, and on
 
the appropridte dose of managerial training even for those receiving
 
technical instruction.
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Running through this discussion was the question raised by

Jerry French in his introduction to this problem area: 
is this
 
"nuts and bolts" of management a topic requiring long-term research
 
or is it more appropriately short-term action-research. There was
 
no resolution of this issue during the discussion.
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SECTION IV 

IDD!MING FIURE RESAH PRIORTIES 

"It is not enough to develop a shopping list, we
need to establish priorities to make selections fromthis tantalizing smorgasboard of research topics." 

- uth Zagorin
Workshop Convener 

To begin the process of selecting the priority areas from the 

wide range of issues laid out in the Workshop Paper and even wider 

range discussed during the first day and a half of the Workshop, the 

AID and HIID organizers felt it was essential that the participants 
should be asked to make specific recommendations on priorities. This 
was the goal of the final session. 

Rather than simply rank the issue topics, the organizers felt 
it was inportant to examine the nature of the research the partici
pants envisioned for each sugested priority area. Ths was a res
pcne to concerns raised during the discussion of each of the five 
problem areas about whether the topics required long- as opposed to 
short-term research, whether the problem was one of gathering together 
existing data or asking new questions, and whether or not the area 

needed theoretical attention to sharpen the concepts and define the 

methodology. To elicit this Information, the organ zers devised the 
horizontal axis of Table 1. The first task posed to the participants 

was to suggest topics for the vertical axis. 
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Ultimately, twelve issue topics were suggested by the
 

participants.
 

-Intensifying Household Decision Analysis, 
particularly by seekLng an understanding ofdiversified livelihood strategies. 

- Undertaking Bureacratic Systems Research,
including management under uncertainty andincreasing bureacratic managerial capacity. 

- Understanding the Policy Context for Rural
Development. 

- Indentifying Appropriate Institutions to handle
policy objectives, particularly marketing. 

- Investigating the particular social problemsassociated with Fragile Enviroments. 

- Studying the Rural-Urban Nexus, includingmigration, informal networks, and power 
relations. 

- Developing Forward-mapping and backwards-lirAnkes
and other Futures Methodologies appropriate to
rural development. 

Searching for innovative ways to increase themanagerial skills of Local/Cammiity
 
ranizations.
 

- Identifying more Labor-Using Rural Teholo 

and their appropriate uses. 

e
 

- Researching methods 
to increase the efficiency ofRural Social Service Provislon. 

Consolidating and reworking existing evaluationsto establish lessons learned, particularly on theuses and limitations of Project MonitornEvaluation. 
Investigating ways to 'stimlate Rural Enterprse 

Develoment.
 

Having defined the two axes 
of the. matrix, the participants 
were asked to define the primary, econdary, and tertiary research 
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tasks for each topic. The results of this exercise are presented in 

Table 1. 

To sharpen the focus further, the participants were then asked 

to rank the five highest priorities among the twelve listed. The 

results of this activity are presented in Table 2. 

The initial ranking was intended to set the stage for further 

discussion of the priority topics and debate about the relative merits 

of the top five versus those topics not included. Unfortunately, 

there was insufficient time to press this interactive process further. 

As a result, while the exercise yielded five research priorities, two 

serious problems deserve mention. First, there was no opportunity to 

reconcile the five priority topics with their analogs in the Workshop 

Paper. Many of the twelve topics span several issues as defined in 

the Workshop Paper. Second, there was no opportunity to reconsider 

the odering or permit the inclusion of same of the other topics as 

priorities. 

Together, these problems undermine the methodological rigor of 

this process. However, methodological rigor was not the intent of the 

exercise. Rather, the aim was to elicit yet another ordering of 

priorities from a group o practitioners and scholars who had been 

contemplatrng the issue for two days. At that level, the priorities 

which emerged present an Important statement about issues that might 

be pursued. 
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TABLE, 1
 

Rarnazig -ofResearch Tasks by Topic
 

Research Tasks
 

Research Topics 
_ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

COnsolidation 
of Existing 

_ Re s e a r c h 

Sharpening of 
Concepts and 

T h e or y 

Hoasehold Decision Analysis P 
Bureaucratic Systems R search P 
Policy Context S 
Appropriate Institutions P 
Fragile Exvironments 

Rural Urban Nexus 

Futures Methodologies P 
ToCal/CctruUnity Crganizatns P T 
Iabor-Using Rural Techrlogy P S 
RUral Social Service Provisicn P 
Project MatOring and Eval P S 
ftual tepseDevelcpnent S 

Key: P 0 Pr=imry research task 
S a Seconary research task 
T = Tertiary research task 

Draft
 

Short-Tan mLog-Tem
Data Needs Research 
_ _ _ _ _ Ne e d s_ 

T S 

S T 

P 

P 	 S 

P 

S 

S 

P 	 T 
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TuAB 2
 

Rankin of Priority Research TomIc 

Topic 
Score 2 

Hmasehold Decision Analysis 

Bureaucratic Systems Research 
Policy Context 

Appropriate Instituticns 

Fragile Eviroznts 

Rural-Urban Nexus 

Futures Methodlogies 

.oca.l/CacUnity Organizations 

rabOr-Using Rhral Tecologies 

ural Social Service Provision 

Project Monitoring and Evaluaticn 

Pral iter iseDe? Mlcpn 

1 (14) 

2 (1) 

5 (1) 

8 (1) 

7 (1) 

3 (3) 

1 

6 

9 

12 

10 (1) 

4 (2) 

95 

47 

34 

20 

25 

44 

8 

28 

14 

0 

9. 

39 

Notes: Underline topics were the highest five Xicrity areas 
1-NPe*rs in pa~cthees il-tndicate the number of first place votes. 
2-e S=rirg Was the result of 'assininq Mmetical vales to firstthzog fifth place votes

fift) by the Participants.
(5 points for first place, 1 point fcrnw ruiber show is the total numberof points. 
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TMEs, CAVEA=S, AND ONCLUSONS 

'Wemist unpack our conceptual baggage."
 

- GillUmn Hart 

Workshop Participant 
As the characterizations of the discussions of problem areas


insection three and the process used to select five priority topics
insection four clearly indicate, there were a number of different
 
analytical frameworks present. These frameworks framed individual's 
criticis and arguments and informed their interpretation and selec
tion of research priorities. This iscertainly to be expected. More

important are the areas on which the proponents of particular perspec
tives could agree. This happened inthree areas.
 

2irst, there was general agreement on the dominant trends and 
resulting visicn of rural areas contained inthe Workshop Paper.

Second, there was also general agreement that the Workshop Paper had
 
identified key problem areas and research topics even though there
 
were questions about how certain problems were described and whether
 
particular topics were researchable. Third, there were a number of 
points made about the research enterprise on which there was agreement

irrespective of the participant's analytical framework. 
Several of
 
there points were repeated so often that they took on the aura of
 
general guidelines or even caveats to future researchers in rural
 
development. are:The four most Important 

i. AvoidDichotonies. The tendency in the past has been toestablish polar positions and then insist on a choicebetween them This perception continues to influencediscussions of markets versus parastatals, policy versusprojects, decentralization and local organizations versus bureaucratic control and reorientation. The workshop participants agreed that such a view unnecessarily
limited choices. Instead, the emphasis should be on anunderstanding of the functions necessary to be performed
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and the institution or approach appropriate to thattask. Research should thus avoid dichotaies andconsider intermediate alternatives. 

2. Consider Variation and Disagregate Creativity. The
Workshop brought together scholars with expertise in
different disciplines and different geographic regions.Often the varying regional perspectives led to disagreements on particular points. Emerging from theseincidents was a firm feeling that regional, national,and subnational variations are important to keep in mindregardless of the issue. In short, there are few universal truths in rural development. Hence it is important to disaggregate by crops or crop production systemswhen considering the range of Lssues from household decision making, local instittutions, and national agricultural policy. Thus the participants waived futureresearch to consider variation and disaggregate tocreativity.
 

3..Insert the Dynamic Element. 
 For the most part, modelsassume a static environment, this is particulary true atthe micro-level. When change is included, it is modeledas a change in two static invironments. This view preswues that the rate and direction of change has no impact on the process being modeled. This approach convenient for modelers, is no longer a suitable tool forresearchers in rural development, according to the workshop participants, as change and the attendant risks sothoroughly infuse the rural env!Lrmnet that avoiding itleads to serious analytical er'rom. Hard though it maybe to capture, the participants stressed the fundamentalnature of change in all research areas and asked researchers to accord primary importance to ways to insert
the dynainc element. 

4. Adopt a Vision of "Greater 40bae Develomnt.," Duringthe workshop discussion on the impact of migration as anelement in a diversifying strategy, one participant madethe point that it was no longer appropriate to considerrural development concerns to be restricted strictly torural areas. Too much that happens internationally, inurban areas, or between urban and rural areas, be itpolicy formulation, remittance flows, or elite coalitionformation has considerable impact on rural life. Thiswider concern was likened to realizing that an urban 
center must be considered in terms of the "greaterj(metropolitan area." Hence, the idea of greater' mbadevelopment emerged. To avoid the tendency to overlynarrw the focus, the participants urged that research 
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take a panoramic view and adopt 
a vision of greater
rural deVeilopent. 

In a sense, then, the Works op ended the way it began, empha
sizing the importance of understanding the analytical frameworks re
searchers bring to bear on problems of rural developw-lt at the same 
time recognizing that there are a number of conceptual holes in every
one's perspective. Hence the thrust for future research, regardless
of the subject matter, should be to conceptual clarity, for it is only
through clear and rigorous frameworks that creative and effective 
responses to rural poverty will emerge. 



JUNE 2, 1983 

9:00-9:10 

9:10-9:20 

9:20-10:30 

10:30-10:45 

10:45-12:15 

12:15-12:30 

12:30-1:30 

2:00-3:15 

3:15-3:30 

3:30-5:00 


ANNEX A 

A FOR THE wOmm CKN
A FMME-iM=NM X A FOR RESEA 

ON XRAL DVELE M 

JUN 2-3, 3.983 
WRSH1Z~a, D.C. 

Jerare French, CIAIR 

Ino P3narks, Buch K. Zagorin 

Introduction of Participants 

SESSION I
Te Tasket for Rural Deve1prent in the 
1990's: How should it be characterized? 
Brief Overview of Section II: John Cohen 
Discussants: Bruce Johnston, Erik Eckholm, 

Noaan Nicholson 

Break 

SESSIN II
Understanding Governm nt Decisicn Making

Brief Overview of Prcblem Area: Merilee Grindle 
Discussants: Guy Hunter, Haven North 

Break 

Working Lunh 
A1t.native Approaces to ural Develment 
Session Chair: Ruth Zagorin 

SESSION in
ExPa;3ir MRarkets'ar Equity Concerns 
Brief Overview of Problem Area: John 7h=a
Discussants: Alain de Janvxyr, James O'Co n 

Break 

SESSION IV 
0eo Rural Insecurity
Brief OvDeview of Prcblem Area: John Odn 
Discussants: Susan Ecue, Gillian Hart, 

Lane Hold oft 
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JUNE 3, 1983 Jerare French, MIR 

9:00-10:30 
SESSION V 

0 Insitutions Beten the Private and the 
Public Sectors. 
Brief Overview of Problem Area: Merilee Grirnle 
Discussants: Kem.n Healy, Wayne Nilsestuen 

.10:30-10:45 Break 

10:45-12:15 
SESSICN VI 
Managing Cmplexity in an Evirom-ent of Uncertainty
Brief Overview of Probln Area: John Thomas 
Discussants: Jon Moris, Lary Mann, Kenneth Sherper 

12:15-1:30 Lunch 

1:30-3:15 
SESSIN VII 
Idenfying esearch Priorities 
Session Ohair: Jeane French 

3:15-3:30 Break 

3:30-4:30 Session VII, COntied. 
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WaMKSEW PARTICIPANtS
 

!;an Bourque, DeWparnt of Political Science, Smith Collegepertise: 	 Rural change t=and its impact on womn he highlands of Peru;also relatonships of wn to other 	family mbers to other womn,to the cm nity and its power structure, and to the rural eco ty.
 
Erik Eckholm, Natural History Magazine, New York
prtise: 	 Envirmental, energy, and development issues with particular
interest in local envirormental managerent and the future of
renewable and non-renewable 
natural resources.
 

Gillian Hart, Depurment of Economics, Boston UnirersityExpertise: Micr~o-econacs with particular focus on labor markets and nonagricultural activities as they affect fanning in Asia; alsoconcern with comparative work on relation of productions.
 

Guy HUnter, Overseas Development Institute, Laon
Expertise: Extensive and long-term experience with administration of ruraldevelogfent programs and projects. Particular concern withimplementation, participation, and coarative studies of local
level impact of develqm-ent projects.
 
Kevin Healy, Inter-Arerican Foundation, 
 Rosslyn , 	VirginiaExpertise: Extensive experience with private voluntary organizations at locallevel, primarily in Andean region. Concern for training and useof paraprofessionals and impact of consm-er ooperatives on welfareand econaiic strucutres at the local level.
 
Alain de Janvry, DearbTnt of Agricultural ECOnC 
 ics, University of California,

BerkeleyExpertise: Combined interest in global cnte t of rural development with cncernfor macro-level policy making and local level labor markets,
hcAsehold ecoxanes, and technology use.
 

Bruce Johnston, Food Research Institute, Stanford University, Palo Alto
Expertise: Long-term familiarity with rural development, including conceptualizationof many of its cenral perspectives. Recent influential book on"future directions" for rural develognent. Concern with acting on
what we knc already. 

LMwrence Mann, Department of ManaementExpertise: Spatial and 	 and Policy, University of Arizona, Tusconlocational dimensions of regional development, eprole of smal.l towns and .arket centers. Concern with administrativecapacity at sub-national level and rural and urban linkages. 

Jon Z4oris, Department of Sociology, Utah state University,Expertise: 	 roganAn anthropologist with broad familiarity with management issues,especially at the project level. Concern with parastatelism,parallel 	econcnies and bureaucratization of local 	services. 



Aid Rec/esentatives 
Joan Atkhton: Rral Devnlopnent Division, Office of Policy Develoent and 

Program Review, Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination.
 
Philip Chruch: Office of Agriculture, 
 Bureau for Science and Technology.
 
John Erksson: Deputy Assistant Aftinistator for Research, 
 Bureau for Science 

and Technology. 
Jexrae French: Director, Office of Multisectoral Developrent, Bureau of Science
 

and Technology and Irxlcshop, Chair.
 
George Gardner: 
 Social Analysis and Rural Development Division, Office Of
 

Technical SuWort, Bureau for Near East.
 
Allen C. Hankins: Chief, Agriculture and Rural Developnent Division, Office
 

of Technical Resources, Bureau for Asia.
 
Lane Holdcroft: Director, 
Office of Technical Resources, Bureau for Africa. 
Richard L. Meyers: Office of Multisectcral Dvelopnent, Bureau .for Sc6ience 

and Technology. 
Noan K. Nicholson: Deputy, Hawn'Pesources Directorate, Bureau for Science
 

and Technology.
 
Wayne NiRsestuen: Rral Development Division, 
Office of Development Resources, 

Bureau for Latin Aerica and the Caribbean. 
Haven W. Noth: Special Assistant to the APiinistator, Office of-the Aninistrator 

Agey-for International Developrent.
Jares O'Connor: Office of Policy Developit and Policy Review, Bureau for 

Program and Policy Coordination. 
Douglass Pickett: Office of Technical Resources, Bureau for Asia 
Kenneth H. Sherper: Director, Office of Technical Support, Bureau for Near East. 
Rmth K. Zagorin: Agency Director, Directorate for Utzan Resources, Bureau for

Science. and Technology 
Ruth K. Zagorin: Agency Director, Directorate for Hwan Resources, Bureau for

Science and Technology. 
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HIID Prticilpants 

John M. Cohen, Harvard Institute for Interanational Development, Canbridge. 
e se: Social analysis of rural camunities, iipleaentaticn cf tral develop

ment ministries, participatory develoqent strategies, 
land terre and national resource managmrait ard rural local 
go eirent. Primary experience on Africa and Middle East. 

Merilee S. Grindle, Harvard Institute for International Development, Cambridge.
Epertise: 	 Public policy analysis particularly concerned with the political

and bureaucratic context of rural development initiatives,
implementation processes, and the role of the state in local 
development. Primary experience in Latin America. 

John W. Thcmas, Harvard Institute for International Develogent, Cambridge.
Expertise: 	 Design and managerent of rural development projects, azninistration 

and financial management of develomnt ministries, agricultural
policy and planning, rural public works and choice of technology.
Primary experience in Asia and Africa. 

S. Tjip Walker, Harvard Institute for International Develcpent, Cambridge.
Expertise: 	 Develpment administration with particular focus or identifying

the appropriate functions of particular institutional forms; issues 
of collective decision making, public choice, and managenent
capacity at the local level. 


