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The a1W of th1S tnes1S 1S to exam1LC tne role of Lutr1tiou 1n 

Integrated Fural Development (IR~) strateg1es, both as a goal, 

and as a measure of tne1r 1mpac~. The tbes1S explores thG 

pro~oslt!nn tnat bi or~ent1ng proJect resources expl1c~tly 

towards im pr ov in ':1 the 1 i v 1ng condi t1011S ot tIw rural poor, 

nutrit~onal oLJect1ves may lncrea~e the llkellhood that the 

e~uity yOaiS ot lED are rret. S~vcra. studle~ have 5ug~ested 

that SUCh cons1deratl0~S as who beneLlt~ from project 

resources, expressed III llutr1tlonal al.d SOC10-(!(;Ouom1C t8rms, 

and how those Leneilts accrue, 

towards poverty allev1at10n 1t mignt otherUlse nave lackeJ. 

To explore the ~ropos1tlon, the researcher s~ent tLr~e 

months 1n Cairo, Egypt at the Nat10nal Researcn Ctnter, 

studY1ng the ~otential llutritiona~ 1mpact of the Mort aud 

Better Pood (MBP) Project. Th1S project lS one of the few lRD 

projects that has incor~orated e~pl1c1t nutritiona~ otject1ves 

into ~roject design and evaluation. It began 1n 1978 1D two 

villages in Lower Egypt, anJ included a variety of 

agr1culture-related 1ncome-yeneration components. 'I be 

researcher reviewed project documents and background ~apers on 



rural Egypt, and interv~e.,ea the var~ous professionals 

involved ~n th~ project s~nce ~t5 ~nce~tion. Sbe had however 

only limited opp~£tun~ty for U~ SCUSS.l on w~ th project 

participants, due to log~st~cal and tLme constra~nts4 

The findin~s suggest that ~f malnour~sh~d subgroufs of tne 

population are to Denef~t from an lRD ~rojcct, com~onenis must 

be specif~cally dcs~gnea to fit the~r needs. Informat~on is 

th~reIor~ needed on their nutr~t~onal and soc~o-cconom~c 

status, their ~aiL sources of livel~hooa, and thelr pelCe?t~on 

of their problems. ~ne analls~s also suggests that uLless the 

processes set in motion by the proJect are self-susta~n~ng, 

they w~ll not have a lo&g-term impact on nutr~t~onal status or 

on l~ving cond~tions ot the rural poor in general. 1 

long-term ~mpact depends on ~alnourished groups ach~eving 

greater acc€sa to product~ve resources and thus gaining ~ore 

control over the~r lives. 
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Chapter I 

IITBODUCTIOH 

The Hore and Better food Project, Lmplemented to date 1D two 

Egypt1an v1llages by the Egy~t1an Nat10nal Research Cehter, 

embod~es aL lnLovat~ve and ~rom1s1Lg approach Lo acn1~v1ng the 

c~uity goals of integrated Rural Development_ The ~roJect 

des1gL ex~lLc1tly 1dent1f~es the 1mprovement of nutr1t10nal 

status as Or.0 of the ma1n object~v~s ot the 

agricuLturl'-related components. Th0 project rat~onal~ aSSJmes 

that im~roved farm product1v1ty 1n a Lroad sense w111 1ncrcase 

the real incomes or fam111es dependent on agr1cul~ure wn1cn 

v1ll in turn lead to an 1lli~rovemellt 1n nut£1t10nal status. 

The latter 1S assumed to b~ ~ro~~bt aLout c1ther thcouyh an 

enhanced ab1l1t1 to purcbase food 1n the marKet, or througn au 

increase 1n consumpt10n o[ home 9rown produce. Nutr1t10n 1S 

incorporated 1nto the project both as a ~oal and a measure of 

development process~s or1euted towards tne rllral poor. 

The ObJcct1ve of the pr~~ent anal}s1s 15 to assess the 

likel1hood that the More and Better Food (MEE) Project, as 

des1gned and 1mplemented, w1ll nave a pos1t1ve 1m~act on the 

populations of the tvo pilot villages, and to suggest ways to 

enhance its potent1al impact. It 1S based on tae researcher's 

three-monta stay at the Nat10nal ~esearch Center in Ca~ro ~n 
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the summer of 1982. There, she had the opportunity to 

interviev many of the nRC scient1sts who nave been 1.nvolved 1n 

the project from 1ts ince~tion. Soe also met w1th the u.s. 

National Academy of SC1~nces (NAS) and the u. S. Agency for 

Internat10ndl Development (USAID) representat1ves who have 

supported aad ~orked w1th the proJect ov~r the years. 

ULiortunately, sh~ had only LLm1ted opportun1ty to 1nterv1ew 

th~ 1ntendea benei1c1aries of the project: the v1lla~ers 1n 

the two pilot areas, Omar Makrdm and Kafe el Khadra. Any 

further study of the 1m~act of the HEP Project 3hould 1nclude 

a more systemat1c investigat10n of the exper1ences and views 

of the v1llagers4 

The analysis tbat follows th~refore depends heavily ou ~lle 

1mfress10ns of NRC scienti~ts, on stud1es of cond1t10ns in 

rural Egypt 1n 3eneral, and on reports of s1m1lar projectfi 1n 

otoer countries. It is not 1ntended to be a def1n1tive 

statement of the nutritional impact of the project. InJeed, 

S1nce the froJ~ct began only four years a~o, it would be too 

early to expect a measurable impact on village ~1v1ng 

cond1 tio ns. Instead, this assessment 1S intended to reV1ew 

the project rationale in lignt of ex~erienc~ to date, aLd to 

provid~ re1nforcement for toose self-susta1nin~ Frocesses 

which the project might set 1n motion to 1mprove the otatus of 

the aalnour1shed groups in tne villages. 

Following 1S a bL1~f description of the project and of the 

main parameters of rural development 1n Egypt. These are 
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intended to set th~ stage for a conceptual d~scussiou of 

nutr~t~on ~n I nte~ra t~d Rural Devt::lot>ment (IBD) ~n Chapt~r 2, 

followed by an analys~s of the nutrLtLonal considerat~ons in 

the MBr ProJect ~n Chapter 3. Chapter 4 complete~ the 

d~scussio~ wiln suyyestions foe ~m~roving the contr~but~on of 

the project to better nutr~tLon for the v~lla~e populatLons, 

aud a summa~J of proDiems and opportun~ties for nutr~t~on in 

lED. 

The HBF ProJect has three ma~n ~oals for its village-level 

activ~ties: (1) to increase agr:~cultural product~v ~ty, (2) 

~o increase farm-related income-generation poss~b~l~t~es , and 

(3), to ~mprove the nutr~~~onal sta~us and general welfare of 

tne village populat~ons. rue rat~onale ~mpl~c~t ~n the d~s~gn 

assumes tnat iam~lies ~Lth ~ncrtased ~ncome would purcnase 

more food and thereby improve the DutrLt~onal status of 

memLers of tht:: household. In add~t.ion, it assumes that 

increased a~ricultural productivity, in particu~ar ot food 

crop, l~vestock, or ~oultry productLon. or of food process~ng, 

would increase the total sUPt-LY available tor llome 

consumtltLon, tnereby also increas~n~ tne opportur.~~i for 

improved nutritional status witnout the med~at~on ot the 

lIarket. 

The op~ortunitl to implement this project arose in Karch 

1977, as a part of the broader Appl~ed Science and TeChnology 
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Program, fundea by U5A1D. The Executive Comm~ttee of the More 

ana Better Food PLoject decided to bey1n its work in t~o rural 

Egypt~an v1llages: Omae Hakraw whose land was reciaimed tnirty 

years ago from the We5tern Desert, and Kafr el Khadra, a 

traditional agr1cultural village ~n HenOUI~eh Provinc~ ~n the 

N~le Delta reg10n. Omar Hakram ~s ~n an ~solated acea at a 

distance of 130 km. froa Cairo, whereas Kaie el Khadra ~s·only 

50 Km. away. The project design proviQ~d for 

~Lterd~sc~plinary teams of NBC sc~entists to ~n~t~ally rev~ew 

the agr~cuitura~, nutr~tional, aLd socio-economic conditio~s 

~n the two vJllages a~d recommend var~ous sab-projects. To 

datE:, those implem~nted have included mainly f~eld a~d 

vegetable cro~ act~v1t~es as well as several demonstration 

centers a1med at providing ~ncreased Iood sUPP~J and/or 

~ncome-yen~rat~ng opportun~t~es for agrlcultural fam~lies. 

The field and vegetaDle crop sub-components have involved 

at d~fferent t~mes the ma~n crops in the two v~llages: 

peanuts, wueat, and maize ~n Omar Hakram, and maize in Kair el 

Khadra, as well as exper~ments witu grow~ng tomatoes on stakes 

and vires, potatoes, onio~s and beans. In each case, the NBC 

entered into a coo~erat~ve agr~ement w~th several farmers to 

tryout an improved "package" determined on the basis of 

research and discuss~ofi with the farmer. This usually 

~ncluded a new, h~gh-yield~ng s~ed var~etYI new fert~lizers 

and/or pest~cides, as well dS d~fier~nt cult1vation techn~~ues 

when these werti approfriate. The NBC sUDsidizea tAe costs 
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incurred bl" the first participating farmers, i .• e. those taking 

the initial risk. Once a new techni~ue had proven itself, the 

NRC continued to accept new ~artic~pants in the project but 

did llOt subsidize them. The NRC d~d however continu~ to 

procure ~n~uts unavailahle locally, and to adv~se facmers as 

they tried the new methods. 

Th~ sUD-projec~s involving demonstration centers were" of a 

different nature. Model apiaries, ~oultry confinement areas, 

and dairy proc~ss~n~ centers were s~t u~ in both v~lla~es. In 

Kafr el Knadra, a center for raising silk worms, a tradit~onal 

activity that had almost died out, was also establ~shed. Each 

center was centrally located, and provided trainin~ a~d 

assistance to any v~llager who reguested ~t4 In som~ cases, 

the NRC prov~ded loans to help the proQucers get starteJ. 

Therefore, many v~llageIs potentiall} had access to ~Loject 

benef~ts in tne way of information and train~ng, and a small9t 

number actually rec~~ved subsidized ~nputs oVt:!r the 

experimental period. 

Which suL-proj~ct~ Mere implemented ma~nll de~end~d on the 

organ~zational ab~lity ot the NRC teams and tbeir succ~ss ~n 

ident~fying w~th the Larmers, a probl~m to vh~Ca a sol~tioll 

could De found. Once interest 1D the project was confirmed 

aDd the in~tial agreement def~ned, a Pr~ncipal IDvest~ga~or 

and his research team subm~tted their proposal to the Ho~e a~d 

Better Food txecutiv~ Comm~ttee. SubprOjects M~re therefore 

i~plemented at d~fferent interva~s, d~pendi~g on the ~nterest 
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of the villagers , the availab~l~tl of funds, and the aD~l~ty 

of the sc~entists to effect~vely or~an1za any sub-project. 

The ?roject faced many log~st~cal d~ff~cult~es trying to run 

projects in the tvo v~llages, from t~e NRC in Ca~ro. The poor 

road cond~ t~ ons, and the lack of NRC fac~l~t~es -- ofL~ce, 

field testing s~tes, guest house -- in tne rural areas, all 

praseD ted obstac les. Unl~ke the Nutr~tion Institute of the 

K~n1stry of Health or th~ Irri~at~on Research Inst~tute of the 

M~nistry of Agriculture, tDe NRC does not hav~ establ~sDed 

l~nkages vith the governorate-level infrastructure such as the 

extension serv~ce, toe healtn cl~n~cs, or reg~onal research 

centers. Bu~ld~ng effective work~Dg reiat~onsh~ps vito 

governm~Dt oil~c~als at the local and nat~onal levels vas 

therefore an i&tegral part of ~roject act~v~ty. 

Des~~t~ the d~ff~cult~es and constra~nts, the project ~as, 

over the ~ast four years, offered techn~cal assistance to 

several nundred agricultural producers in the tvo vi~~a~es. 

Io date sub-prOjects have sou~ht to deal ma~Dly w~th the f~rst 

two goals of th~ project: increas~n~ food product10D and 

hel~~ng to bu~ld income-~eLerat~ng o~poctunit~es ~n the 

'1i.Llages. The th~rd goal, improving Dutrit~oL, has not jet 

been expl~c~tly addresse~ ~D program ~m~lementat1on. Clpt~ons 

for d1rect nutr~t~onal int~rventions bave been cons1cered and 

tested at var~ous levels; thus far, the NRC has carr~ed out 

small-sc3le 1nterventions to combat some immed1ate Dealth 

problems, and tested the acce~ta~1l~ty of high-protein snaCKS 

t) /) ( I 
) ) ,) 
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for school ch~ldren. These activ~ties have not bee~ wid€ly 

implemented since ~t is not clear that thej are e~ther toe 

most appropriate or the most cost-effective uses for rroject 

funds. Research efforts, of w£~ch th~s o~e is a part, have 

been carried out to assess the natur~ of toe Dutr~t~onal 

problems ~D the v~llages, and to examine the likel~hood tnat 

tne income-generating frojects wj~l moaify thes~ cOLd~t{ons. 

As will become a~parent, the HBF ProJect ~s s~m~lar ~~ 

desi~~ to other projects referred to as Integcated Bu~al 

Developme~t projects. It d~ifers primarily in that ~t 

attempts to incorporate an exp~cit concern for nutrit~on into 

a project that ma~nly stresses a~ricultural ~roduct~oL and 

farm-related income generat~on. lLe HaF Project grows out of 

Egy~t's long exper~ence w~tn cural aevelo~ment but re~resents 

the NRC'z first attemft at pllot efforts ~n the rural areas. 

It reflects the NEC's grow~n~ concern for or~ent~ng ~ts 

researcn agenda towards probl~ms of relevaLce to the 

soc~o-econom~c uevelopment of Egy~t. Indeea, over tae ~ast 

ten years, NBC managers have been ~ncreasin~ly concerned about 

the ma~nly academic nature ot ~ts scient~fic reseaccn. Not 

unlik~ the~r coll~agues around the world, NBC scieLt~sts nave 

tended to do research that would w~n them ~~teruat~onal 

recogn~t~on through ar.ticles publ~shed in ~nternat~onal 

journals. Th~s sort of incentive system ~cings into ~uest~on 

tne a~propr~ate or:~ntat~on of pUL1~c research and ra~ses tae 

issue of whose demands it soould b~ respo~sive to. NBC 

'. 

.3 ~'1' 
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managers have tried to reor~ent the reward system SUCb that ~t 

1S not only basic research publishable ~n journals that is 

recogL~zed but also appl~ed work of use to the nat~on.l Ine 

Ap~lied Science and Technology ProJect of which HBF is a part, 

provided the NBC w~tn the fuud~ng to support and reward 

a~plied research. It LS funded by OSAID and coord~nated by 

the NAS. 

Egypt has had a long history of pol~ci~s and programs aimed at 

improv~ng l~vin~ cond~tions iL the rural areas. Ih th only 4:1 

of total land area u~atle for agriculture, a pO'pulat~on 

est~mated to have doubleJ s~nce 1947, and an alar~~ng 

d~pendence on food ~mports, Egypt bas cons~stelitly e~couraged 

~nvestment ~n food 'product~on. On~ke many otner countr~es, 

it has also carried out red~str~but~ve pol~cies along w~th 

programs to ~ncrease nat~onal productiv~ty. 

Indeed, the land reforms of 1952, the government sup~ort 

for agL~culture through tbe cooperat~ve movement, and the vast 

tood subsidy programs, reflect the government's ongoing 

concern for soc~al weliare and for prot~cting tne ~ncomes of 

small farmer s. One writer suggests that the concern for tAe 

welfare of the rural areas comes from toe fact that many 

1 For more informat~on on the efforts of tAt! N6C to oLient its 
research towards nat~ona~ develo~ment issues, see Lew~s,D. 
et al., 1Qg ~chn~£9.! Ch~!J&a~ Qi De!elo~!~i: l!!!S~4!HI 
Resg!!f~ ~~ ~~~1 (forthcom~ng), and Doan, P. L. IQg=y§g[ 
f~1!f~~!~Qn ~n Eg§~f£a ~ ~£1 (forthcom~ng). 

I) jJ (. 
) \ 1... •• 
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policy-makers are tnemselves from the countrys~de. 

A large proport~on of the ~resent techn1cal, 
~ntellectudl, and ~olltlcal leadersLlp of Egypt 
conslsts of 'sons ot the sOlI' wlthout Whose 
mlgratlon natlonal polltlcal d~velopwtnt would nave 
suffer~J, d~U wlthout whos~ pressures Lor rural land 
reiorm and d~velopment tne vlllages of Egypt would 
have rema1lled as 19norcd and 19norant as they have 
b0en for c~nturles_2 

The redlstrlbutlve po~icles also reflect the government's 

orientatlon towards central plannln~ and a develop.ilent 

strategy that r~~ulres the agrlcu~turdl surplus to SULSlUlze a 

nascent inaustclal sector. Rurdl development pOllC~tS nave 

therefore often been lmplemented to decrease the rate of 

rural-to-urLa~ mi~ratlon, to keep urDa~ wages low, ana to hold 

down domestlc food prices. Dlrect government lnterventloL In 

these areas has "ad and contlnues to have major lmpllcatlons 

for rural uevelopment iL Eyypt. A brlet discusslon of these 

in th~ introductlon should help to clar~fy the ~ssues to be 

raised in tne context of the HBF Case Study in Cnapter 3. the 

aiscuss~on will not attempt a tnorougn ana~ysls of the 

Egypt~an sltuatloL DUt rather wll1 outllne toe maJor factors 

alfecting food production and consumpt I,on in the rura~ areas ... 

For greater detall, the interested reaaer snould refer to tne 

vea~th of wrltings bJ Egyptian schola~s and others, traclng 

the oistory of agclcultural development, the lmpact of land 

reform policies aud the cooperative movement, and present day 

rural development4 l 

2 Abu LU:Jhod (1972), p .. 317. 

l See Abdel-Fadil (1915), Radwan and Lee (1977), HariA (1979), 

'./ 1/ ' J I 

http:consumpti.on
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Egyptian farmers and the~r fam~lLes have been employed tor 

genera~ions on th~ 4~ of Egypt's land area that is cult~vable, 

located ~n a narrow str~p along the Nile and in t~e N~le 

Delta. This land is h~ghly productive. 

the so~ls are mostly r~par~an s~lts and clays of 
yreat depth, tertil~ty, and QD~£ormity. The 
topography ~s such that erosion is not a protlem and 
land is well 5u~ted to irrLgatioL. Abundant water 
of good ~ ua J.i ty flows down the N~le an d ~S' 
distributed to iarms ~hrough a well-developed 
storage and d~str~ut~on system... Sucn a m~xture 
allows cropp~Lg i~tensities of 190 percent, w~th 
higher y~elds than many other countr~~s, ~n a 
complex rotat~on ot crops developed over maLJ 
generat~ons." 

It is not surp~s~ng the~ toat Egypt is still so dependent on 

the agr~cultural sector. With~n tne agr~cultural sector, 

product~on is character4Zed 1;;y a major~ty of 

land-holders and a minor~ti of larger farmer&. 

About 85 percent of the farmers, using Dullock a~Q 
human labor, work the~r three feadans or less for 
both t~e marketplace and the~r own consumption. Toe 
other 15 percent use vary~ng amounts of mach~ne 
tec4nology to produce single-purpose crops 
specifically ior off-iarm sale- 5 

small 

Since 1952 when Nasser C3me to pover, the government has 

introduced a variety of measures to overcome the proDlems of 

small-ness of land-holaings and poverty and to ma~nta~n 

farmers' ~ncomes. At about the same time, tne government 

began a fooa SUb5~dy syst~m as a means towards greater 

esuality between rural and urLan a~ea5_ 

Ikca~ (1980), and Richards (~982). 

4 Ikram (1980), p.169 • 

• Ibid, p.170. 
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Most wr~ters agree that the ldLJ r~focw5 of 1952 aLd tne 

cooperdt~vc movement were 511CC(:5~iul the 

trad~tional power structu~e ~n the curd 1 prov~nce5, Dut only 

t e iii p 0 r. <l r ~ 1 Y :::; lOll edt ncr ace 0 l: t ~ .:l 'J Ll e r. t " t.l 0 r. G ~ Lw d - u 0 1 J 1. n 9 s 

and rural poverty. In lSJ52, 

f~ddans, tnen 100 and the!} 50, W('l'e "l..l~~ u~!J 1. t ..lOlleL1 Li t HC 

government for d~str~but~on to tenants ~~ ~lOt5 of at ~edst 

tllO, and not more than t~vc, fedddLlS flee tdlll~J..i."6 

Concurrently, tht government 1n~t~attd the mult~-pu~pose 

couperative systelli lI..,h~C11 endDled groups of small farmacs to 

pool their worK on fragm~nted parcels of land dnd prov~ded a 

relia.G~e ctanne1. of cred~t from the banxs."7 They prov~ded 

seeds and fert~l~z~r on cr~d~t, and were rc~mLursed by sale ot 

the prodUCt. Hcwlers were respons~ole for cultivdt~ng tbe1r 

private plots but the coo~erat~vc reta~ned =esfio~~lD~l~ty ior 

pesticide pray~ng and sale of tbe produce.' Toay were Jo~ntly 

run Ly oftl.c~als tcom thp. ~ln~stry of Aycar~an ReLorm and at 

least ~nit1ally, ty d boaed elected by refor~ pCdsants. 1'1115 

reflected the Vlews uf Nasser, the country's leaJec trom 1952 

to 1970, that the bureaucracy and not tne offlC~dl ~01l.t1cal 

party saould be relied OL to 1mpleme~t oat10nal goals.' 

• IkrllID (1980), p.211. 

7 Ibid, f.212. 

I HiS r i K , 1 97 2), p. 295. 

• Ibid, p.301. 

http:offic.al
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The effects of government ~ntervent~on ~n agriculture have 

heen mixed. On the one hand, tne cooperat~ve ~ stem allowea 

fragmented land-hold~n~s to be farmed ~n large, cont~yuous 

areas with machinery and serv~ces provided to grou~s of 

farmers. The experim~ct with consolidated CLOp rotat~on and 

appl~cation ot pest~c~des, in particular to tae cotton cro~~ 

had proved successful. 10 In ajd~tion, land consol~ddt~oD and 

the cooperative syst~m at least init~ally, seems to have kept 

the fragmentat10n of land-hold~ngs from aaving adverse eirects 

on toe economj.ll furthermore, publ~c ~nvestment in 

agriculturt:' has been cons~derable: toe Aswan High Dam for 

example has allowed for ~ntensif~cat~on of far~~ng. 

However, the solut10ns or tae 50'5 and 60'5 have created 

their own set of probl~ms, only a few ot wh~ch will be 

ment~onej here. Tte cooperat~ve system gave the government 

control over tn~ a~r~cultural sur~lus; the latter oLten left 

the rural areas to pay for econom1C deveio~ment in other 

Stictors. furtnermore, land reform onl} temporar~ly slowed the 

decrease in size of land-ooldings anJ the poverty dssociated 

with small nold1ngs. InhE~1tanc~ customs and ra~~d populdt~on 

growth conlr1buted to renewed fra~m~ntdt~on. S1nce the 1952 

revolution, the po~ulat~on of E~H·t has doubleJ. "In sp~te ot 

increases ~n irr~~ated land area, ~m~roved cropping intensity, 

and gains from res~arch, the ~ressure of population on a 

10 R1cnaros (1962), il.18. 

II Harik (1~72), p.Jl0. 

http:economy.ll
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r~lat1vely fixed area of land already intensively farmed has 

resulted 1n decJ.1n1ng per cafJita performance .. "12 The 

inflex1ble and fre~uently conflict1D~ pr1ce controls imposed 

by the yovernment through tae cooperatives, under lIaJ Ltd the 

profitab1~~ty ot government-controlled CLOpS (f r U1 t 5 aIHl 

vegetables hdve not Leen tnus far subjected to controls and so 

are currently among the few h1ghly lucrat~ve crops for farmers 

who nave tae capac1ty to market them); the heavy 1m~11C1t 

taxation of agriculture that th1s ccprese£ts has depr~ssed 

rural incomes to pernaps naIf the level of urban ~Lcomes.l] 

Government control of agr1culture has therefore wor~ed to the 

d1sadvantage oi the ~ult1vators and has contL1Dutea to tae 

dec11ne in agricultural product1v1ty. 

The inaL1l1ty of the agr1cultural sector to kee~ u~ v1th 

the ris1ng demand for food, coupled w1th susta1ned pressure on 

tne urban areas due to h1yh rat~s of rUlal-to-urban m1~rat1on, 

have had major repercussions for the government's consumer 

5ubsid1es program. As ment10nea ear11cr, 

government mainta1ns a vast sUDsiay program 1n order to ensure 

tnat the pr1ces of essent1al commod1t1es are kept at 

affordable levels for alL. These subsidies ar~ part1cularly 

crucial for the poor as a ~rotection from major d~~r1vat1on.14 

Vast yuantit1es ot 1mported foods, along with goods ~rocured 

12 IKr~m (198J), p.172. 

Il Ibid, p.205. 

14 See Alderman (1982) for a co~prehens1v6 descri~tio~ of 
Egypt's food suLsid1 program and its effects. 

http:incomes.13
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from domestic producers, are distributea in the urban areas 

and in most rural aeeas, at subs1aized pr1ces. They i~clude 

vhea t br ecld, various Ii uai.i ties of vhea t flour, lRea ts, J.en t~ls, 

beans, rice, sugar, cooking oil and tea. The latter fOUL are 

sold through a rat10D card system based o~ family size, 

whereas the former are sold at government coo~erat1ve stores. 

The subsidies represent a s1gL1iicant portio~ of many people's 

real incomes. 

Although many analysts ~ep~ore the stra1n that suc~ high 

le~els of subs1d~es places on the national econom}, ~t is not 

likely that tJle government vill consider any major 

restructur.ing ~D the near future. IDaeed, an] attempts to 

eliminat~ the suns1d1es "cou~d trigger maJor social tells10ns 

and lead to d1sturnances, as occurred ~n Januarj' 1977." 15 At 

that t1me, mass r10ts occurred as a result ot tae government's 

attempts to reduc~ subs~dy levels. Thus, the ~011t1cal 

investment LD these ~rograms 15 h~gh, ~a~1Lg tn£m d1ff~cult to 

change. Nonetheless, tlle governme~t 15 concerned about the 

fact that a large pro~ortion of the subsid4es are dependent on 

imported foods or food a1d from the u.s. Therefore, one of 

its ma1n priorities is to encourage greater food production 

within Egypt to reduce dependence 00 imports and increase food 

security. 

15 Ikram (1~80), p.SO. 
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Although agricultural policies ~n Egypt are set at the 

national level, 1mplementation at the reg10nal and local 

levels varies significantly. Indeed, not a~l areas are 

subject to the same crop rotations, nor are all suLs1a~zed 

foods esually available in all areas at all t~mes. Toe MBE 

Project therefo=~ has had to taKe into cons1derat~oL the 

effect of government intervention ~n agriculture, and" toe 

~xtent to w01ch tue project benef1c1ar1es de~end on government 

SlJbs1d1es S1Dce both are 11kely to 1nfluence production and 

consumption dec1sions at the household lev~l. In addit10n, 

~uest10ns have ar1sen with re3ards to the effect of m~grat10n, 

remit~aDces and fragmented land-hold1ngs on income and 

employment patterns ~n the project areas. The l~terature 

suggests that ~~p~oiment rather tLan productive assets, may be 

the ma~n source of ~ncome g1ve~ the ra~~dlJ grow1ng po~ulat~on 

and a f1xed supply of arab~e la~Q.16 As w111 be d1scussed at 

greater length in Chapter 3, g1ven 1ts small scale and the 

f~exiL11ity ci its des1g~, the MDF Project has Deen ab~e to 

effect1vely overcome some of the constra~nts to 1ncreased 

production ior smal~ farmers; oth~r obstacles however ale more 

diff1cult for an 1so1ated project to rise above. 

As will become ap~arent in Cha~ter 2, although the uat10nal 

context is un~~ue, the MDf Project has many elements in common 

with Integrated Rural Dev~lopment projects in general: an 

emphasis on the a~r1cultural s~ctor 1Dclud~ng non-farm sources 

16 Radvall (1 ~7 7), p. 5b. 
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of income, as 

rural living 

veIl as a com~rehensive approach to improv~ng 

shares aanl of the conditions. It also 

difficulties faced in ~mp~ementi~g a multl-disc~pl~nary 

project or~ented towards tenef~tt~ng small producers. It 

differs primarily in that it incorporates the s~ec~a4 

inter~sts and Dr~entation of the ~mplement~ng ~nst~tution: an 

explic~t concern for nutrition, an emphasis on research,· and 

an organizational structure based in Cairo rath~r t~an ~n the 

field. 

It ~s the ~nnovat4ve idea of including nutrition as the 

ma~n component address4Dg rural living conditions, that is of 

~nter~5t in this tnes~s_ 

theoretical guidel~nes 

Therefore, CDapter 2 ~ntroQuces tbe 

for includi~g nutr~tional 

cons~derat~ons ~n Integrated Rural Development, beg~nLing with 

an analysis of the IRO conc~pt as it appears ~L the 

l~terature, and culminat~ng ~n a discuss~on of how nutr~t~on 

might contribute to the success of IRD strategies ~n reach~ng 

their stated obj~ct~ves. It combines concerns both ior 

appro~r~ate act~on and for reflect~on through uata collect~on 

and analysis, such that larger probl~ms and potent~al 

structural obstacles, such as those discussed in this chaptet, 

are not overlooked. 



Chapter II 

NOTRITION IN INTEGRATED ROBAL DEVELOPMENf: AI APPROACH TO 
EQOITA~LE CHANGE 

Integrated HULal D~velopmeDt ~s a concept tDat has intr~gued 

experts from a var~~ty of d~sc~pl~Des and perspective5 as they 

search for alterDat~ves tu tD~ growtn pol~c~cs coaracter~st~c 

of toe f~Lst halI of th~s century.l1 The rc~ult lC a very 

colorful, ~DLovative but d~sJoint~d array of proJects, all 

referred to at some po~nt or duotoer as Inte~rat~J Rural 

Development (IRD) .. The Hor~ and B~ttc[ Food ProJ~ct then ~s 

DUt one of mal.y, shdr~Dg w~tn otuers some OJ: the core e.L~meDts 

of IHD" but ~Lcorporat1ng an 1Duovat1ve ap~roacn: tDe 

iDtegrat~oL of nutr~t10nal cons~jcrat10ns. 

As background tor the deta1~Ld aDalys1s of the Hor~ aud 

Better Food project 1n ChaptEr 3, Chapter 2 1Dtroduce~ 1n the 

f~rst sect10n toe three core el~ments of an IRD strdte~y: the 

s~multaneous attack on toe causes of rural povprty, d coherent 

rationale tor des1gD and evaluation, and au oVLrd~l object1ve 

of r~ach1Dg the rural poor. It JloiDts out that l.ntetJrdt~oD 

refers both to a character 1St~(: of project deSIgn and 

17 For andiys1s ot the exper~ence of donor agenc1es in lRD see 
the USAID stud} ~evelQpment Info~~!!Q~ QQ IHg (1~7a), aDd 
USAlu (1980); for a cr1t1cal perspect~ve, sec DeJa~vry 
(1981) espec1ally pp.22~-252. 

-11-
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organizational structure. fhe first sect~on goes on to review 

the main controversies that enliven debates on IRD: Bas~c 

Needs vs. structural Change, Simple vs. Comprehensive, Small 

vs. Large, New vs. Old, Bluopr~nt vs. Process. le 

The second section of Chapter 2 addresses the guest~on 

often asked of people associated with the More and Better lood 

projec t: why nutrJ. tJ.on? Both 1;he ad vantages and disadvantages 

of a focu~ on nutrition are addressed in the second part of 

the chapter. The reader J.S then left with some reflections on 

how tneory and experJ.ence to date might guide t 

incorporatJ.on of nutritional considerations into a project 

such as "BF which is expl~cJ.tly oriented towards tbe rural 

poor. 

Integ£atiR.!! of Resign and naluat~! 

IRD grew out of a major shift in development theory beginn~Dg 

in the mid-1960's. Jo.nn Cooen, in his articl~ entJ.t~ed 

"Integrat~6 Rural Development: CleacJ.ng out the Underbrus.n", 

briefly summarizes the transition. 

WJ.despread acceptance was given to the view that for 
many ~ess developed countries agriculture can be the 
major engJ.ne for growtn... and increased 
recognitJ.on was extended to arguments tnat small 
scale farms can play a ~ajor role ~n agriculture-led 
development4.. "ascher's pragmatJ.c conception of 
toe interrelated components necessary to create a 
proJressJ.ve rural structure, ana new theoretical 
gu~dElines dev~lo~ed bi soc~al sCJ.ent~sts and d~nor 

II The latter four labels have been borrowed from USAID 
(1980) • 
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policy-maKers for making the rural sectvr a key to 
development, have lej to tne emergence of complex, 
well-iunded programmat1c efforts 1n the countrys1de, 
the most v1s~ble of wh~ch tend to be labelled 
"integratea rura...l. development" lJroJect.5.19 

S1nce then, a gr.eat var~ety of IRD ~roJects and programs were 

tried, al~ of wh~ch aadressea a s~t of issuts ~eft out of 

prev~ous ~rowtn-or~ented sectoral strateg~c3. IRD projects 

have ran ged from area- wide government programs to 

village-level rcoJects, fron. large, mult~ple-cornponenl 

prcjects to sma~l, simpl~ ones, froffi efforts Qom~ndted by 

phys1cal ~nfra~tructuLe to thoS£: stress~n~ local partl.Clpat10n 

and cont rol. These have given rise to a var1~ty of WOrKl.ng 

defin~tions. 

There is little agreeme~t in the ~iterature as to the 

meaning of the concept In tegrated nura.1 Develo!,m~nt or as to 

1ts operat4ona~izat4on. The ~ack of conc€ptu~.1 clar~ty nas 

meant tbat lED models e' 

~hilosophies, although all share a cowmon orl.entatl.OL towaras 

agr1culture and towards the rural ~oor_ As the conce~t yal.ned 

the attention of deJelopment ayenC1€S, 

incredsed emphasis on tn~ rural poor were su~ported by 

politicaans and policy-makers who iIIere awart:: ot the 

revolutionary potential of ~oor 

philosopnical difference per~eates most discussions of lRD and 

ensures tha t "experts" are often talk .. D:l past each other. 

19 COhen (1980), p .. 191. 

20 Ib1d, p.200. 
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For the purposes of aL overview of IRD such as th~s one, it 

s~ems usefu~ to aao~t a comprehensive but general defLL~t~on 

of the concept -- one around wh~cn th~re ~s consensus ~n the 

literature and th~L1 turn to a d1Scussion 01 the 

controvers~es surround~ng spec~fic as~ects of IRD d~s~gn ana 

implementation. In the fol.1ollling pages, Inteojrd ttd Rura.1 

Dev~lopment w~ll th~refore be aef~ned as ta~ proctiss of 

com~inin~ multipie a~velopment services ~nto a coherent 

effort to 1mprove the l~v~ng cond~t~ons of rural populat~ons 

.21 Th~s def~n~tion highl~ghts the core elements of most IRD 

strateg~es: (a) that IRD ~ncludes project compoL~nts 

simultaneously addr€ss~ng the var~ous causes of rural pOVtrtYi 

(b) that these compon~nts are comD~ned according to a coherent 

rationale woerety the who~e is expected to have a greater 

impact than tne sum or the parts; (c) toat the ma~L :Joal of 

IRD ~5 to ~mprovt toe econo~ic and soc~al cond~t~ons of the 

poorest among those who ~eek a livel~aooQ in the rural areas. 

Causal vs. supportive Linkages 

IL theory, theSE three factors prov~de the bas~s for aCn~ev~n9 

integrat10L of ~roject des1~n and evaluatio~, i.e. for 

providin~ a rationale whereby eacn 3ubcompOD€llt Ot a strate9Y 

enhances the impact of tne otner, dnd ail are sur~ort~ve of 

the f~nal oLjective: improv~ng l~v~ng cond~tions in toe rural 

areas. Th~ United Nat~ons Department of Econom1C and Social 

21 05A10, (1980). 

~ " 
) I - ~, 
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Affairs suggests two models for IRD projects, on~ re~£eseut~ng 

a des~gn whose subcompoLents are all l~nearly related, and tne 

other represent~n~ a des~gn w~tn two program object~ves that 

are mutually supportive but not l~nked. 

An example of toe f~rst model ~s the IBD project that was 

run by the Ch~la~o Agricultural Development Unit ~n Etn~opia 

(1968); ~t was d~s~gned to ~ncreas~ the ~ncomes of small 

producers and mot~vat€ lithe local peop~e to assume increasea 

res?onsib~l~tr ior the develo~ment work by help~~g ~nem to 

learn to n~l~ themselves, ~n ord~r to ~ake develo~ment a 

self-susta~n~ng process~1I22 It may be modelled as shown ~n 

F~gure 1 s~nce ~t assum~s that greater partic~pat~on of small 

~roducers ~n tne development proc~ss through the format~on of 

cooperatives (a), leads to imiJroved ilrojuct~vity (t) lIIhl.cn ~n 

turn causes the~r ~ncom~s to ~ncrta~e (c). Increased ~~comes 

then d~rectly affect rural liv~ng cond~t~ons (d). lne Jlodel 

suggests tha t (a). (t) , and (c) are causalJ.Y linked to (d), 

i.e. tuat greater part~c~~at~on, tnrough the ~nilue~ce oi 

higher productivity and incomes, is the maiu Jeterm~na~t of 

l~ving cond~t~ons. In other words, the relation~n~p is 

expecteu to be linear. 

Short-run d~rect intervent~ons are not included ~r. this 

1I0del. The finaJ. outcome ~s to improve rural ~iving 

conditions, as measur~d by an ~ncrease ~n real 1Dcome, an 

improvement i~ people's access to services, and an increase in 

22 Un1ted Nat~ons Dept. of Economic and Social Affa1rs ,1918). 
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, 
• 
• 
• Improved Improved. 

Formation producti- Increaseo rural living I 
of coops (a) --~ vi ty (h) --~ l.Dcomes (c) --+ condJ. tions (d) • 

J 
I 

• 
• Pigure 1: Causal Linkage lRD ~odel J 

J • 

• • • I 

Source: Adapted irom UN (1978), p.4. 

their abill.tj' to provide: for their basic needs.. "Basic needs" 

is usually d~fined to include two components. 

P ~rst, they J.ncillde certain lun~mll!", regu~r ements of 
a famJ.ly for ~r~vate con5u~~t~on: adeguate food, 
soelter, aL~ cloth~ng are obvlouslr ~ncluded, as 
would Le c~rtd~n household e~u~pmeut a~d furLiture. 
Second, they ~nclude essentldl scrv~ces prow~ded bI 
and for th~ commun~ty at large, such as saf~ 
Qr~nKing vater, sanitat~on, ~uLl~c trans~ort, and 
health and educat~ollal fac~lit~es.23 

In bus model, the project ~s des~gned to provJ.d~ tbe means 

whereby a family may enjoj a min~mum l€vel of re~uiremellts as 

referred to J.n the first component of the deEin~t~on. T~e 

next model reflects projects that are designed to directly 

provide for communJ.ty-level services, also a component of 

basic needs .. 

The Matourkou program in Upper Yolta provides a good 

illustration of th~ Support~ve Linkage .odel; it included the 

continual direct provision of services such as healtA and 

23 110 (1970), p.32. 

http:facilities.23
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education to mainta1n ad~~ua~e levels of living. It 

incorporated two program obJectives: raising farm and 

off-far~ product~vity and ~rov~din~ for commun1ty-Ievel oaS1C 

needs. The prod~ctivity and basic needs object1ves ~ere 

mutually suppo£t1ve rather than causal, because tney ~trc toe 

outcome of tvo different processes: one vas selL-susta1D1Lg 

whereas the other re~~red the ong01ng delivery of gooa~ and 

services. Th~ project components causing tne two outcomes 

were funct10nally ~parate. Techn1cal ass~stance for 1m~roved 

cult1vat10n(a), training of extension vorkers(b), and the 

establ1shment of demoDstrat1on centers for 11vestock 

breedin~(c), vere all designed '0 1ncrease a~ricultural 

productivity wh1le health and educat10nal assistance (d) vas 

designed to d1rectly prov1d~ for the oasic needs of the 

populat10n. The model might appear as 1n F1~ure 2 shown 

below. 

Impl1cit in the model 1S the assumption tnat the two 

program objectives, if implement~d simultaneously, viJ,l be 

mutually re1nforcing. This sort of strategy dttempts to meet 

both short and long-run object1ves. S~nce 1t assumes that 

improved l1v1ny cond1t10ns are necessary for develo~ment, tne 

provision of basic needs is bullt 1nto the model as a ~arall~l 

component to the proouct1on-or1ented components. 
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Soucc~: Adapt~d fro~ UN 1~76, p.4 • 

. nt~gratioL must Lot OLly characterize project des~gn Lut also 

tne im~lementat~oL process. A sood project des~gn do~s not 

guarantee that the poor w~ll b~ brouyht ~nto tn~ d€velo~ment 

process. Til~ ucsir~d ~mpact dept::nus ned V.1ly on a SUCCt;SS~ ul 

troject ~mflemeotat~oL, just as ao eftect~ve .1mple~~ntdt~on 

process depends 00 a sound project d~sign. Inte~L"at~on 

therefore also refers to the structure of the organ~zat.10L 

actually ~n cnarge of the part~cular IRD eLtort ~n ~ucst~OD: 

the level at which dec~s~ons aloe made, the l~ues of 

accouLtability, the degree of coordination, and the degree of 

local Pdrt~C.1pat~on and control.. 

, ! 
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The clear det~n~t~oJ. of the terms lI~lItegration" and 

"coordinat~on" frov~d~d by a DCV~~Of~~ut Alt~rnat~v~s Inc. 

(DA I) study, h~lp to separate out Uw v~\r.l.Ou~.i .H·Vt:l!".. of 

organ~za t~on cruc~al to a successtul ~llltjl(~lJl~llt cd. 1011 of lEv. 

Integratioll denotc!; ::;tructuL."(? dIiL1 1;;;1.1·1.:::.5 

comprehen.s~vt:ness (d mUltl.-.s~ctordl iocu:,) dllcl 

controJ. (dlrect l~nes of dutuOl:l.ty) • Coor·duj,}tl.Ol! 
on the other I,and, descrlbes UIl' tYll(J of !Jldll.l'jl'Ll.l1 

behav~or ['t:ljU.a.["fJ to product.! ttH: result:.; Vl.:.U,l.db·d 
t y t h (! d (> oS 1 ':J n t; L sal a n 1 Il t L' :1 r <l t e J pro J t.! ct. 'Ull IHH d 
~tself prov~~e5 a clue to the D~DdVlor ~t d0:.;crlbe:.;: 
"CO_II suygests jo~nt or: snared dct.l.Vl.t~u:.., wld.ie 
II-ord~nat~on" ~lIIpli(>s the raIlK~ng or tae 
estatl~sLment ot pr~or~t~es. Estdhllsn~ng 

fr~or~t~es ~ncludc5 c~ns~derdt~o~ of thL t~m~ng, 

ty~e, ~ual~ty ana serv~ces pru~uced_ It also 
includes tht:: d~~trl.but~on of ~mplt:mentat~on 
cespons~v~lity. The jOlnt effort refers to sDar~n~ 
resources and l.nformat~on to quarantee tL~ need~d 
m~x ot gooJs anJ servl.ces. 24 

In an pE:o~le from diffE:rEl~t 

d~sC1fl~nes are all dccountanle to tht: same proJect manager 

who ensures the a~~rOprl.dtt;neSs ot the o~~ortun1ties b~iDg 

offered to the partl.C~~at1ng po~ulat~ons_ 

Eff~ct~ve i~t~~ratLon aLd coord1nat10n a~pedr to be cruc1al 

determ~nants of ~roject success. ludeed, most IBJ projects 

involvp at lea~t two lnst1tutlons and oIten more; theE~ maj De 

m1.n1str1es, univers~ties, r~s~arch institute5, OL local 

or~anizat10ns trom a w~de var1ety of sectors. MdDj tlmeS, the 

fragmentation of the pUbl~c s~ctor dnd the sharp divl.sl.on of 

r&s~ons1b1Llty among d~fferent ~drts credle a major stUIID11D~ 

block to IIlD. 

,. USIID (1980), ..,p.28,31. 
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Moreover, many of the activ~ties promoted by IRD 

strategists, namely a meaningful redistr~but~on of r~Sources, 

run co un tt] r: to Vl!steJ ~n tur,.!s ts_ for e~alllpJ.e, land r~form 

1nev~taLly ~nvoJ.vu.s t~k~ng from th~ more wealthy dnd Y~V1Lg to 

the resouLce-poo~. I t l. 5 II 0 t 511 r i) L 1 :>1. rIC] tilt! II t II at. J.') III any 

countrie~ there l.S .strong pn l1t1cal reslstdUCU to d 1uJ.J.-scal~ 

land relor:ll~ And yet land reit)rm WdY Le the key to the 

ab1lity of tLe small farm~rs to make use of tbe ~m~coved 

technolog1es 1ntroducea Dj IBD strateg~es_ 

d1ffcrent ~ay, promot1ng partic1~ation Dy those without pov~r 

1L rl~cis10n-maK~ng processes also runs counter to tbe 

pt!rce~vej 1Lterests of those 1n power. To promoh.: 

partic~pat~on throuyh t!x~stl.ny inst1tutions is ll.kely to eVOKe 

resista[ICe, but ~s dlso crUC1a~ to the effectiveness of 

efforts to aSs1st low-~ncome .. armers 1n yd1nl.n~ acces~ to 

productive reso~rces. 

Further~or~, rescdrchers from most of the pure and appl1ed 

sciences and at least recently, all of the soc1al SC1ences, 

are u~udllj ~nvolv~d 1n any IRD proJect. Somet1mes the 

researchers are actually located ~n d1ff~rent places or 

iDst1tut10ns: gov~rnmeDt departml~Dt~, un1versities, research 

1nst~tut~s, and flcattcred ti~ld situat10ns. 

The CCboarcners 1nvolved, l1Ke the~[ colleayu~s 
throughout th(;' world, udVC t.t!rritor~al tendancies, 
are 1ndepcndcnt of .~nd, reS€ut a d1rect1ng 
authority, and are partly 1II0tLvatHd by a desire ior 
prole&s10nal rccogn1t10n and aJvancem~nt ~u1te 
!argely through publications vhich lead to acclaim 
b1 the1r ~erB, ¥reterably o~ an interDational 

1'1 J 

j' ) 0 
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level. 25 

It ther~fore becomes d1fi~cult to ach~eve c~ough co~mun~cat~on 

and common grouLd so tnat experience can feedback ~llto oogoing 

proJect management, and adjustments ~n proJect ~roc~ss~s can 

be made that will nelp aCl L€Ve project ~oals mor~ cffLct1v~~y_ 

These J~fLicult~es and others contr~bute to the 

controversies surrounding ciiscus5~ons ot rBD .~mpl~mentrt~on. 

Is it enough to prov~d~ ~de~udta levels of basic needs or must 

a meaningful change be hrought aLout in the structur~ of 

resource allocation before IRD eiforts can be succ~ssful ~~ 

improv~Lg liv~ng cond~tioDS OVtr the long term? 1s 

compren~~s~veness neccssar~ly dn asset tor IBD proJects? ~ust 

IBD projects be large to be ef£tctive? ShoulQ rfiD projects 

work through cstaDI~sned lnst~tut~ons or should new one~ w~tb 

more autoLomy be s~t up? Shou~d a ~roJect d~s~3n outl~~e 1D 

deta11 the ~roJect processes or should ~ore flex1b~1~tr be 

built 1U? As &X~er1ence accumulates, tDe relat~~e advantagtis 

of d1Iierent a~~roacLes become more clear. 

Basic Heeds VB. Structural Change 

Although there 1S general agreement in the literature as to 

the obj~ctive of improv1ng th~ l1v~n9 cond1tions of the rural 

poor, 

such 

tD~[~ 1S L1ttl~ COnti~DtiUS as 

a strategy. 

satisl1ed or to 

--------------------

Is it mer~ly 

meaD1ngfully 

.8 Chambers (197Q), p.130. 

to the underlY1ng goal of 

to keep the rural masses 

lnteyrate them into t~e 
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develofment process? For an agency SUCL as the World Bank, 

the fulf~llment ot Das~c needs ~s ~erce~ved to be a necessary 

ingred~ent for national develo~ment, rather than a way for 

peopl~ to ga~n greater control over product~ve resources. 

Rural development recognizes ••• that ~m?rov~d food 
sUFpl~es and nutr~t~on, togeth~r w~th bas~c scrv~ces 

such as health and education, cannot only d~rect~y 
~mprove the phls~cal well-be~ng dnd ]ual~ty-oi-l~fe 
of the rura~ poor, but can also 1nd~rectly enha~c~' 
the~r productiv1ty and the~r ab11~tj to contr~bute 
to the natioual economy.26 

Indeed, tne World BanK 1S ma~nly concerned w~th "tbe 

modern1zation and mon€t~zation of rural society, ana its 

transition from trad~t10nal isolat10n to integrat~on w~th the 

national economy."27 

There seemed to be ev~dence to show that an or~entat10n 

towards smalloold~rs would actua~ly benef~t Ldt10nal economic 

development by ~ucreas~n~ product~v~ty and ~ncreas~n~ tne 

effect1ve demand for food dnd other goods. Indeed. USAID for 

one, found that ca~1tal-~~tens~ve growth-or~ented strateg1es 

did not produce opt~mal growtn b~cause income effects te~ddd 

to favor th~ wealthy, food ~roduction was less than opt1mdl, 

employment creation was limited and the potdnt1a~ ~ffective 

demand for food and other uasic products ~as 1nh~b~ted. Iney 

thererfore assum~d that under appropr1ate cond1tions of 

organizat10n and access to cred1t, technology and the marxet, 

such as those env1sioned in IHD strategies, saall farm un1ts 

26 World BanK (1915), p.3. 

27 Ibid, p.3. 

http:economy.26
http:uality-of-l.fe
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would be more productive ~er acre than large farm units, and 

investment in h~gh yield labor-~ntens~ve farm~ng ~ould be more 

proQuctive than cap~tal-~ntensive farming. According to tn~s 

rationdle, development strateg~es or~ented to the small 

producers would redress the ine~ualities in income 

distriLut~on by enaDI~ng the poor to create tbe~r own 

wealth.28 

Although some ~ro~onents of th~s view aCKnowledge that such 

redistributive pol~c~es as land and cred~t reform would 

facil~tate the ~m~rovement of rural welfare, tney assume 

"~ffective ~aLd tenure and credit r~torms, an increas~ ~n 

gov~rnment-peasant dialogue, and greater part~c~pat~on 1y and· 

benefits for small produc~rs and lanaless laborers,"29 but do 

not expl~c~tly advocate toem. It ~s yenerally assumed toat 

local or iLternat~onal agenc~es cacryiLg out IRD projects are 

not ~n a ~os~tion to ~niluence pol~cies which aftect the 

overal~ redlstrinutioL of national resources. Ther~fore, 

although much oas been wr~tten anout the ~mportance of 

institutional reform Ln the rura~ areas, a true so~ft ~n 

resources and ~ower towards toe poor oas oft~n been assumed 

but s~~dom aco~eved. 

The o~foslng v~ew, suco as toat oeld by De Janvry, 

consid~r5 the transiormation of tne rural power structure as 

the ul t~ ma te goal 0 f lRD. He warns against a bas~c needs 

---------------------

21 USAID (1978), p.75. 

29 Ibid (1978), p.9. 

http:distributi.on
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approach II whereb Y JUni mum income levels have to be €Qsured for 

all via the distr~ution of public ameLities while growth is 

stimulated." lO With the latter approacn, there ~s the ddn~~r 

that the provis~oll of. basic needs will. become merell' a 

pall~ative to saLlsfy the rural poor. 

LA basic needs a~proach] should be understood as an 
effort to ach~eve tDe structural cnan~es needed to 
reconcile growth and distribut~on and to make the" 
satisfact~on or bas~c need5 the essent~al purpose of 
econom~c growth. As growtn occurs and personal 
~ncomes ~ncreas~, bas~c needs are c0nt~nuously 
redef~ned beyond mere suts~stenc~ and are met ~n 
accoradnce w~th tne r~s~n~ product~v~ty of laDor_ 31 

DeJanvry therefor~ promotes programs that are ~nstruments of 

social chan~~, that are conducted by peasants and raise tneir 

cJ.ass COLsc~ousness rather toan merely programs 10r the 

d~ffus~on of technology_32 

Few IRD proJects actud~ly emphasize rural transformdt~on. 

John CoheL ~o~nts out that ~f ~t was agreeu tnat such an 

emphas~s was essent~al, II~t would exclude maay of the more 

well known IfD ~roJects, ~r~~dr~lj because they laCK the 

progra~mat1c com~onents nec~ssary to ~romote soc~a~ chdn~~ ~n 

an expl~c~t vaj."3J He concludes however that ~t ~s p05s~ble 

to promote ~mprovement5 ~n th~ product~viti and ~ncom~ of tne 

rural poo~ w~thout cons1der~ng th~ ult~mate eLiect on 

pol1t~cal and economic ~~stitutions. lndtied, th~re 15 some 

J 0 De Jan v r y (1 98 1), p. 26 ij .. 

Jl Ibid, p.264. 

J2 Ib1d, p.268. 

JJ Cohen (1980), p.20~. 
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evidence tnat progress can be made ~n m~eting basic needs in 

th~s way but the results will most often be specif~c to an 

inaividuai project or program. 34 

Siaple YS. Coaprehensivb 

Some analysts feel that simplicity is t~e k~y to the success 

of lRD whereas oth~rs claia that a compr~Aens~ve approacn, 

although more ditf~cult to impl~ment, is mor~ l~Kely to 

provide a 10D9-term solut~on to th~ root causes of poverty. 

tn~ form~r c~a~m that s~m~le proj~cts are more arpro~r~at~ tor 

resource-scarce rural ar~as; tn~y do not regu~rc h~gh-cost 

technology anJ outs~d~ experts and thereLore nave a gr~d~er 

chance of foster~ng ber.ef~ciary participat~on. Propobents of 

t~~s view sug~est tnat 1y attem~t~ng to do too ~UCh too 

~u~ckly, h~~r. exp~ctdtions art often ra~sed aLQ ~en 

d~sap~o~nted435 Chamters ~n Pdrt~culdr warLS a~a~nst the 

assumptio~ that ~ntegrat~on and coord~nation ar~ dutomatic 

ten~f~ts. Unconnected ~roj~cts, he cla~ms, may be best 

implemented ih an unco~nected fashion in order to avo~d tne 

potent~al waste and ~nt~uitJ when scarce r~sources ar~ 

concentrated in on~ arta. Chamters pushes the po.nt further 

and su~gests that "even when projects are connected, tlle costs 

as wel~ as the benefits of wnatever procedures are proposed 

for r~l~tin~ them togetner have to b~ we~ghed in assess~ng 

:,. SeE: discus5~on in Mason at a1. (forthcoming), i'lI.I.21-25D. 

J5 Set summary of tbis position in US1ID (1980), p.39. 
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whether they Mould better continue independentlY4"36 

Opponerl ts of the "simple is of'tilllal" sCilool coratend that 

the simultaneous implementat~on of mutually-supportive or 

funct~onally-related project components leads 

effective and more eguitable develo~ment pr~cess. 

to a more 

Since there is an intricate web of constraints which 
suppresses rural development, solut~ons must iocus 
on the entire web rataer thdn just ~nd~vidual' 
strands... I~nor~ng anyone strand can negate tile 
entire effort and lIIay even cause damages that result 
in cond~tions worse than the original s~tuat~on.37 

Whether simple or comprehensive is tne Detter approacQ 

probably depends a ~Leat dedI on the area in cons~derat~on and 

the nature of the ~roblem to be solved. However, since the 

negative s~de effects may be lIIore important tndn the ~ntended 

positive effects,30 ~t is su~yested that a willingfiess to deal 

with the comple~~ty of rurdl areas at lba des~gn sta~~, at 

least decreases the challC~s for destr.uctive ~mpacts. In 

project im~~ementdt~on ~t ~s then crucial to narrow down ~o 

those components thdt are funct~onally related and support~ye 

of t~~ same overall goals. 

Dne of the keys to tne effect~veness ot a more comple~ IRD 

strategy ~s an understandin~ of toe dyna~~cs of rural poverty 

such that an accurate asse5sment can be made of ~ts causes. 

In addition, such an understdndi~g would help ident~fy those 

36 Chamb~rs, p.25. 

37 OSAID (1980), p.40. 

~I USA1£) (1980), 
p.122. 

p.173; a180 .e~tioDed in chambers(1g7~), 

http:situation.37
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factors. ~f ani, open to Gilange, and the appropridte m~x of 

goods and serv~ces The Un~t~d Nations Department oi 

EconolIl~c and SOCHl.l Affa~rs aescr~bes t.nis levt:l 

integratJv~ as follows: 

Development programmes and the struteg~e5 from un~ch 
they are der~vea, can Le sa~d to Le ~nLegrated ~f 
they take full account of the close 
~nterrelat~onsh~D between econOID~C dl.d 50c~al 
iactors ar.d tile interaependence lJt::tween the va \·~ous· 
sectoral sub~roce5ses of develo~ment ~n: (a) 
analyz~ng the ex~st1ng ~m~ed~ments to soc~o-econow~c 
change and ,t'rogress; (b) formuliltu'J dt::velopment 
goals an.1 oLl](!cL.l.ves; and (e) plannl..llY pract~cal 
measu~~s needed for promoting dev~lo~mental chdn~e. 
Ow~ng to tne~r m~lt~-£acet~d up~rodch to development 
analys~s and plunn~ny, ~nte~rdted aeveiopment 
programmes typ~cal.l.y compr~se several s~ctoral 
proJect components des1~ned to be ~utua~.l.y 
sUpp0rt~ve and/or functiollall J ~nterreldted.J9 

of 

True integration ~n the project desl.gn dnJ. evaluat~on 

thereiore depends on a conceptual~zatl.on of tht determ~na~t5 

of r ural poverty in all of tht:!1r complexity, a1l.1 tlleorlo. t~ca.l. 

guidelines on wh~ch to base trdde-offs and the sett1n~ of 

pr10r1ties tor the subcom~onents. 

Saall vs. Large 

l'ne al:':Iumt:nt for smallness 1s sir.ilar to that for silllp11City. 

"Just as s1mple programs are more f~ttej to areas witn lo~ 

absorptive capacity, so too, pro~rams with s~a.l..l. bUdyets may 

be more eas1ly aDsorbed by rural government structures and 

user assoc1at10ns."40 proponents oi lar~e programs now~v~r 

39 UN(1~78), pp.2-3. 

40 USIID n980), p.ij1. 

http:interrelated.39
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argue that smfill projects are not efficient enough ~n reacaing 

large numbers of people. 

Those who sup~ort small projects cla~m that they are more 

likel} to provlde the flexibilltr and locallzed ~nowleage to 

successfullj adapt technologles to comple~ env~rOLillents. 

s~all efforts often ~nclude spveral cycles of lestlng, 

evaludtl0D and modlflcatl0n before decldln~ o~ repl~cdtlLg or 

aban1~n~ng the project. They are also mo~~ 11kcly to be 

flexible enough to allow meanln~ful part~clpatl0n by fotent~al 

benef 1ci ar les. 

Proponents of large programs on the oth~r hand, tOUCIl on 

lssues of budget, area and aQ~ln1strative hlerarchy. F.U:SL, 

operations w1th smdll budgets are s~en as ad~lnlstratlvell 

ineffic1ent, "S1.1JCe the Lureaucrat1c eLer';i re~uired to plan, 

approve, dnd 1m?1~ment multiple low cost projects exc~eds tnat 

needed to lallncL a few hlgn cost ones. ItU Large pro3cdms ace 

more v1siLle and therefore more l1kely to get ~ollt~cal 

sUtJport. In add1t10n, some have acgued, tne ~1Lot pcoj~ct 

exper1mental aPtJroach may re~u1re sucn an lnt~n5e human and 

financial effort, that even 1f it is determined that the 

project should be repl1cated, it v1ll not De possible to do 

so. ~RD p110t projects are part1cu~arly vulnecaDle to th1s 

difflculty becaus~ of the~r emphasis on ada~tlny t~cnnolo~les 

to local cond1tions. IRD pllot pco]ects usually re~uice 

concentrated human and flnanclal lnputs to adapt tecnD1cal 

u USAID (1980), p.41. 
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packages to a number of areas, encourage participation ~u 

decision-makiAg by local producers and to organize, manage and 

train lluman resources so that the project Decomes 

selt-susta~ning. One vr~ter varns that SUCll ~ntens~ty can 

probably not be sustained at a national or even a reg~onal 

level, and that such projects are often too costly ana too 

dcmand~ng of trained manpower to be effectively re~licated.42 

SecondlJ, ~roj~cts must be large enough to encom~ass tbe 

cruc~al 'rura~-urban liuks and to take into cons~derat~on such 

factors as m~grat~on, transportat~on, rev~nue-generat~on and 

resource transf~rs between market~ng centers and intermediate 

cities.4~ Ana th~rdli, those advocat~ng larg~r programs iavor 

"natioLal or subnational agenc~es with a broad t::nough coverage 

to encoillrdsS the ~mportant areas. "4. If th.a area targette.:i for 

IhD does not correspond to adm~nistrat~ve Doundar~es, then Lew 

agenc~es, focuss~n~ tor example on a r~ver bas~n, may be 

warr an te d. 45 

T~e ev~dence is not yet in to determine vbetheL small or 

large programs are more effect~ve. IL the latter can be made 

to vor~, tney w~ll ~doubt~dly reach mo=e peo~le, but ~t mdY 

be imposs~ble to reach lo~-~ncome producers except turough 

small-scale participatory efforts at the village leve~. 

42 Ruttan in USAID (1978), p.10 

43 USAID (1980), p.42. 

44 Ibid, p.42. 

45 Ib~d, p.42. 

)'. 

http:cities.4J
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Hev ys. Old 

There seems to be an ongoing debate as to the trade-offs 

between setting u~ ne~, autonomous organ~zatio~s to run lED -­

thus creat~ng de~endency on a temporary inst~tution -- and 

relyiny on ex~stiDg agencies t~dt are tied up in power 

struggles and ~neff~cienc~es, but h~ve the ~otent~al for 

coord~nating an lRD effort over ~he ~ong term. 70c ~ain 

argument of those who ~upport creat~ng ne~ organ~zat~ons to 

implement lRD ~s that "cumbersome bureaucrac~es can make ~t 

very d~ff~cult to del~ver services to rural ~nhab~tants or to 

obtain their participation in program dec~sions or 

benefits."46 Since many IRD projects are heav~lJ' we~ghted 

towards tbe agr~cultural sector, d~rect cOlitac~ between 

extens~on workers dnd small farmers 1S usually the main 

vehicl~ for informat10n dissemination. In some areas, tb~s 

a~proach bas been a major obstacl~ to ach~eviLg rueal e~u~ty 

because of the "tend~ncy for extens~on workers, wnether in 

agriculture, health, home economics or commun~tJ d~v~lo~Qent, 

to concentrate the~r atteLtion on tnos~ who were already 

better off."47 In ayriculture ~n many countries, ~t was 

official pol1cy to seek out innovators and let toem set tne 

eXdmple for others. Wh1le th~s 

justified under some circumstances, 

a~~roach may hdV~ btien 

"it did tend to widen the 

gap between toe 'progress1ve' farmers and the rest", since 1t 

--------------------

46 Ibid, p.37. 

47 Chambers (1974), p.79. 
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is the first ones to 1nnovate who gain the h1~hest ~rof1t 

m~rg1~s. Moreover, Cuambers claims, 

It leg1t1mated what the e~tensLon worker was anyway 
1ncl1neJ. to do: to assoc1at~ .~th and rec1procate 
serV1ces W1 tn tho.se who wert:: better OfL, who were 
more prepar~d to ado~t liew pract1ces, woo had 
resou~c€S and power and who cJuld ~estow L~nef1ts 4 

[E~te1.lS10n WOrKers] c..re powerI.ully .Locked 1D 
soc1ally and econom1call} w1th those who ar~ already 
better off. It 1S also profess10nally natural ior 
tnem to concentrate on tnose who have casu c~o~~, 1£· 
1t 1S only for cash cro~5 toat they hdve dJv1CL or 
services to oLfer. They also oite~ need to nav~ a 
&umber of doc1le gooJ farmers who dre ~re~a£ed to 
allow delDonstl.atious on the1r farm!., and to be Oil 
show to V1S1tlllg d1gD1tar1es. Tu2 extens10n warker 
is caught 1D an aom1n1strat1ve, soc~al and eCODOlD~C 
network 1D wh1cn be trades h1S resources (loans, 
Subs1d1zea e~u1pment, pr1v1leged access to 10pUtS, 
1nformation) for reciprocal bene£1ts wh1ch he 1S 
most 11kely to secure irom the r~cuer mem~er ot t~e 
commuldty.48 

Proponents of s1de-stePP1ng permanent agenc1es or local 

organizdtioLs art:: both interested support1n~ the 

part1c1pat10n of rural ~eople and 1n re~nforc1n~ donor cOLtrol 

over the ~roject.49 

Op~onents of th1s model bu~~ort tae use of eX1st1ng 

governmental bod1es to 1mp~emeLt rura.L develo~ment pro~rams. 

They iOCJS on "th~ need to LU1ld local cafaD111t1es so tnat 

dL:velopme.t.t can becolllt: a s~lf-susta1ning enter pr1se. 1150 Taey 

rej~ct the introduct10n of new a~enc1es because tnel are 

teillpor ar 1, they divert scarce r~sources frolll ~xist1Jlg 

institutions thereby weakening tbem, ana they per~etuate a 

.. 8 Ibid, p.80. 

49 USAID (198u), p.l7. 

10 Ib1d, p.38. 

http:project.49
http:communlity.48
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d~pendence on outsiders. 51 

Adm~ttedly, the d~ff~culties of work~n~ througn the 

government exte~G~on serv~ce are many ~n most count~ie5. It 

may be bowever, lh~ only way to en~ur~ toe self-susta~nab~l~ty 

of the belluf~t~ of d g~V~ll cbdng~ lli the d~r~culturd~ 5~ctor, 

ma~nly because fdemErs, ~ll most countc~es, devend on the 

support of a Vdr1~ty of government cL-ed 1 t 

1nst1t ut10n.s, ageLc~es pro V1d1. ng suL!,ULLZed ~nl' u u., lll,lL- ke t~n ~ 

cooperat1ves, extens10n serV1ces. 

thdt IRD projects snould include a comm~tm~ot to LU1.1d~n~ toe 

organ~zatlonal cat-acity to carryon once tllL' pruJect 1t!j{:lf 1S 

termiLated. The challenge toe ~coJect mdna~erG work~Lg In 

cooperation wlth the agr1cultura~ exteOG10n servl.C~ for 

example ~ems to be 1.n LeOr1.ent1ng their tra~n1llg and rout~nes 

such tb at t hey may b elp the "inv ~s1l;,lc: and d1sa d VeAn taljed" 

people who most need the~r assistance. 

More cOLventional tra1.ning ~s ~eobably not a sOiution to 

th~ problem of reacb1n~ th~ poor S1nce ~t generally str~sses 

the sk~lls that can b~st be exercised w~th more peo~ress~ve 

farmers. 52 Some general recommendat1.ons regardlng how best to 

reach small producers have been made iL the literature, only a 

few of wh~cn w~ll be ment~"ned here because of tue1r relevance 

to la tee discuss ions. I t has been sugges ted tna t "if 

organ1zational un1ts are based on clients w~th common economic 

SI This sect~on draws on USAID (1980), pp.J7-38. 

12 Chambers (1974), p.SJ. 

http:farmers.52
http:outsiders.S1
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interests, rather than gcogrd~bic 1Dtecests, thc} w111 be more 

effect1ve at .lellVeeln~ ~eev1c~~."!)J foe (>.1d.lllpJe, 1t one 

agJ:'lcultural extf2llS1.0n tt.:dW eouAd cOllceutl:dtl: 011 sWelll hO.Lders 

tilth scatteruo fJlots whl.l~ d u:conJ teellll eould serVL tclrllwrs 

w1th ..tdrger- hO.J..d111'.lS and tl.e pOS~)HJ1lJL.y Lo yrolll lor the 

market, th~ confllctl.n~ demands on toe extens~OL tedw woula De 

minllllized and the neells of the ~oor better !..t.:rved. 

Furthecllloee, If the a9rlcultural exteoslon scrv~cu lncludeJ 

lIlore women, or lnc reased their ou t reacll to wom~ll 1 d.l wee. III 

particular, they would reacn a grou~ ot a~rlcultucal ~roducers 

who have often beeu by-passed. Indeed, then: Hi SO!:le eVidence 

to show that, at least 10 Afrlca, as moce men mIgrate to tne 

clties to flnJ work, women arE takIng over the manaj~ment of 

farms. The5e female-headuJ hOUSEholds are oot yel reco~nlzed 

in mallY areas by the lnstltutloLS they depend 0~.5. 

A no ther ma oa ge men t lncrease tne 

accountabl1lty of exten5~OL workers to less well-off farmers 

1S one that phases out regular serVlces to farm~rs and 

concentrates attentlon on "t.nose who ace at an adoptloL or 

capltal thceshold and who are then lncreas1nglj left on tnelr 

own."SS S~nce 1n many IRD projects, the welfare benefits 

depend on the adoptlon of new technologj by low-lncome 

farmers, suco a system would ~ncrease toe likelihood of the 

51 USAID (1980), p.58. 

54 Bahemuka (1976) i see also staudt (1~76). 

55 ChamLers (197'4), p.82 

, ... - /' ) I I 
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project having a ~os~t~ve effect on ~eneral liv~ng cond~t~ons_ 

It seems that workin~ through ~Xlst~Dg structures, wheth~r 

goverr.;nental nr non-govecnmentdl, a:Jenc.le~; or cooperatives, ~s 

mor~ I.lKely'to l.nerea.se tIlL' potel.tlcll for ~)ell-.':;u.,taul.lrlg 

dev C:.LO pili cn t. Sueh an uppro.len 

m~aningful part.lCl.~atLon or potent.lal Leaet.lcl.ar~e~ .lD proj~ct 

c1ecis1.on-u.akl.ng, and on tra~n~n9 project staff 1.D orgcllil.Zatl.::>ll 

ani outcea~h SklllR. 

Blueprint ys. Process 

In th~ past, a rural development project design wag regard~d 

as a bl"Oor~nt to be follow~d Dy those impl~ment1.n~ tne 

p.cojec t. it was ~erceived LO ue an authOr1.tat~v~ document, 

~ay~ng out whdt ~as poss1.ble g~ven the ava1.1able ~nformat~on 

and the C1.rcumstance~ of toe project. The d~sl.gn also 

funct~oneu dS a negot~atlng ~nst£u~eDt aLd a bas~s for 

accountahll~ty. 1he advantdges or tb~s approacb were ~everal. 

F~rst, when technolo~ies were tr~ed and certa1.D, a blue~r1.nt 

approach ~mproved the l~Kel1.hooj of succe£sful, eff~cl.ent 

illlflementat~on. Secondly, 1.f tne des~gn was carefully 

develop~d and all alternatl.ves weighed, 1.t al.Lowed donor 

agencl.es to maKe the best cho~ces ~n allocat1.ng the~r scarce 

resources. And thirdy, when des~gns were elaborated ~n 

detail, 1t was eas~~r to hold management accountable for the 

pro~er spend1ny of project resources. 56 

16 USAID (198u), p.43. 

1) .... - " ) ! : 

http:resources.56
http:beneticiar.ej


Many situat~ons facing development ~ractil un€rs today 

however, do not have tr~ed and c~rta~n solutioliS~ Therefore, 

it has been argued that a more tlex~ble, l~roces51 approach ~s 

more appropr~~te LO£ IhD. 

been SUCCU~51Ul for l~rqe-scale ~nfrdstrucLure proJects, Lut 

has not been as eff~ct~ve for IHD programs. Although a 

technoloJi may appi.'d£ to OL (1pprol)r~ate ~n one env~ronrJent, ~t 

may be found to be COill~Lutely 1nap~ropr~ate ~li another, for 

econom~c, pol~t~cdl, soc~dl or ecoloy~cal 

Furtnermor~, cond~t~ons may cnange during the l~fe ot tne 

project; a rig~d d~sign mal then prevent management from 

respoLding ei.i.ect~ veIl' and re-orient~ng the proJ~ct 

accordin~ly. 

Too o1ten ~t ~s assumed that only local adaptat~on of 

knowledge ~s needed to maKE new technoloycal packages 

ava~laLle for use by small produc~rs in the v~~lages. Inere 

is a groving literature sug~est~ng that tb~S is not so and 

explor~ng such gues t.Lons as why peasants ~ns~st on 

inter-cropp~ng dp.sp~te the advice of "experts", lihy they do 

not give up scattered ~lots, and wnat the1r mark~t1ng 

constraints are. For example, ~n rav~eving several IBD 

proJects in Lat~n Amer~ca, DeJanvry noted one project ~L wh~ch 

access to cred1t was the real bottleneck to farmer ado~tion, 

not the ava~lab11~ty or kao~ledge of the new tecDnolo~J. The 

~gricultural research ~nstitute, CIHHYT, that vas runn1ng the 

~roject, withdrew its support when it recognized that t~e 

" ....... 
,- j 
.)! / 
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problem was not one needing research, but rath~r institutional 

cnange. 51 Ee~edrcLers ~n g~neral need to tecome more fam~l~ar 

vith the cnv~rOnm€llt in wh~cb ~nnovat~OI. Li to taK.e pldce. 

Severdl ways have be~n suygested for acn~ev~ng suc~ an 

uudcr oS t.l:ld 1.llg: a sy p;t€'!IS appr oach to Ia.t m- rela ted rc ::;earcl!, !HI 

th~ use or field tr ~als to b.n d ge t he gap be tW4;<;fl n~S~dr co 

stations aud the r:ar!ller, more effect.ive comUlulucdt~OI. bt..:·tIH!l~n 

research and extension staff, and a del~oerate pol~cy that 

would re~u~re r~s~arCD staLf to speLd substantial per~ods ~n 

the field. 59 

A better understanding ()f a rura~ household's 

decision-maK~ng parameters ~s also cruc~al in nelp~ng to shape 

a dissem~Lation process that reaches the most risk-averse 

farmer. Indeed the increased element oi r~sk illvolvej ~n 

adopt1ng Lew techLolog~es promot~d under an lED project, ~s 

ofte~ mentioned as d factor l~m~tin~ the w~despread success of 

the strate~y. 

Wh~le Dew technology 
output dna net income, 
&ot only because oi 
comm1tments, but also 
increased dependence 

may s~gn1f~cantly ~ncrease 
the risks 1&cv~taDli ~o up --

1ncreaseJ cash and labor 
becaust: ot tnc small farmer's 
on al~~L ~nst~tutions or 
suppl~ers, €xteLsi~nists, 

he nas no control •• o 
indiv ~d uals (input 
marKeters) over wLAch 

17 DeJdnvry(1981), p.248. 

18 S~e G~lLert,E.H., D.W.Noraan, and F.E.Winch (1979). 

59 Chambers (1974), p.133. 

60 USAID (1978), p.107. 

http:control.6O
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Because their resource base is not suffic~ellt to make 

technol09~cal change econom~cally cean~ngful, peasants may 

ado~t reco~mendeJ pdcKages only part~al~y, 5ettl~ng for Itvuls 

of factor use sl~yhtly better than the trad~t~onal levels Dut 

far from what tney m~ght aca~evt.61 Or perhdps of ~reater 

concern, ~s the fact that low-~ncome farmers may resor.t to 

5elf-~xplo~tation of family laLor within tae farm to offset 

the h~gher product~on costs ~mpl~c~t ~n many DbW technoloy~cal 

packages. 62 In e~ther case, the goal of ach~ev~ng ~ncreased 

rural welfdr.e ~s d~stortej bi a laCK of understdnd~ng of the 

decision-m ak~ng para /U~~ters of the low- ~ncolDe f ae DJer. 

The ach~evement of project goals may also L~ ~nh1b~ted Ll a 

lack ot cOL5~Jerat10n to p~asants' oif-iarm sources of ~ncome. 

Injeea, 1n tn€ three Ihv pco]ects 1n Lat1n America stuuieJ by 

DeJanvry, he found thdt tne assumption that ~Lcreasin~ 

a~r1cultur.al y~el~s ~as th~ key to alleViating rural ~overty , 

was ill-founded. "The bulk of the rural poorn he ret-orts, 

"control a resourc~ base tnat is so small and of such kioor 

~uality that agricu~ture can on~y ensure a fract10n of 

SUlls~stencb n~eds."6l They depend heav~ly on money wages 

derived from non-farm~ng act~v~ties. Therefore, e~p~oyment 

aVd~lab114ti and wa~e levels are mor~ 1mpoetant determ~ndnts 

of v~lfare for these farmers than is a~r1cultural 

61 DeJanVLj (i981), p.25D. 

62 Ibid, p.228 • 

• , Ibid, p.242. 

http:availabil.tl
http:acnievc.61


productivity~64 DeJaDvry'S f1Dd1ngs point to the importance 

of advocat1flg, 1n wany circum5tances, more Don-iarm 

opportunit1es and Letter rural wdges~ 

Therefore, to Detter adJress the coap~e~ity of lRD, some 

develo~ment analysts promote what 15 referred to as a "process 

&!Iodel". Such an approach 1ncor~ordtes a ledrn1ng-or1e~ted 

persp~ct1Vt;: and a cafJac1ty-bu1ldJ.nlj VH.!W of rur.'dl dev(]lopla€Lt, 

based on d clear recogn1t10n of the uncertd1nty ot soc1al 

technolog1es aLd the complexity of rural envJ.conment5. Uma 

Lele for example acknowled~es tnat IRD programs should bt a 

part of an ong01ng, dynam1c process. Sou su~gests however, 

that there 1S a necessary sequence WD1Ch 1S mor~-or-less 

gE:n~ra l1zaLle. A m1D1mum level ot inst1tutJ.onal d~velofJment 

must fJrec~ed ~ass part1cifJat10n 1f tbd latter 1S to be 

effect1V~. She sU:;lgests tnat the i1rst pOdse Le an 

institut10n- bU1ld1ng one, the second one include serV1ce 

delivery such as potaDle water sup~ly and Qealth C11D1CS; the 

latter should not be 1mplemcnted however unt1l tnere 15 aD 

effective demand for th~m, and unt1l there is d local capacity 

to manage tbem.65 

Another approach, proposed by HODadle ~t al., ~ncludes the 

!ollovinn general c~aracteristics: 

1. A desJ.gD bJ:oJte~ .lnto 411"111 .l!AHJI : 

---------------------
6. Ibid, p.2'16 • 

•• Lele (1976). 
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2. 1 large amnunt of 
~g.21A!!~£ ; 

short-term techD~l 

3. An em~hd~~s on dction-oriPDted ![~ln~Qg among 
both sttltl. and ben€IiCiaCles; 

5. A re~!ird ::!'y[llym con5J.stt~nt ,nth a learnl.n~ 
orH~ntatlon; 

7. A le2.£l!J:l!:J f.9IJlEQ!!~f!.!., ~;uch as a rolling 

8. 

reglonal pJdn; and 

A £~Q.(l:~Ag!l. ::!~_l..~!!~dil--2!l., sucn as 
reViSiOU of ~lOJ~ct or~dnlzatiou, 

obj~ct~ves dnJ JOL descriptions of 
pe rSOD He 1. 66 

p~riodlc 
prOject 
.l?r 0 jt:c t 

?rocess appoaches nave th~ potentidl Lor greater flQXibl~lty 

and tne~eiore for adapting to tn~ reall.tles 01 reaCOl.ng 

subsets ox the tar~et population. Ttey also Dave the 

potential toe more meaniLgtul involvement by local f~o~le l.n 

project d~cisl.on-making and l.mpl~meutation. 

be a key determinant ot proJect success. A t(!am of 

consultants from Ddl found that "those developl.Ilt:nt projects 

wnich took the tlme and effort nec~ssary to bUild an dctl.V€ 

aud cooperatlng role for small farmers were sl.jLlil.caLtly more 

successful than taose projects whl.ch followed more trddl.tl.on~l 

(externally-domlnated) development a pl-rodCht~S. "67 Some 

projects have used small farmers as para-~rofessl.on~ls to nelp 

in teaching new husbandry practlc~s to otQ~r farmers; thl.S nas 

------------

66 USAID(lS80), pp.444-Q5 .. 

67 USA!D (1970), p.101. 

"J , I 

J I 
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proved to be a cost-effective ilia}' to s1Jread new technology.68 

Experience w1tb such dpproaches is not yet very extensl~e 

Dut holds ~reat ~rOm1SE:, In part1cular for deall.n-j W.lt11 the 

.any condit10LS affect1ng toe c~nnect1on between de~.lv~ry of 

goods and serV1ces, and 1ncreasiDg welfare. 

tne sesuence of object1veR 1S on~y an intent10n numerous 

cona1t10ns affect them and some cL.lt1cal factor~ must be 

1dentii1ed and managed if resources are to leaa to IH:lfarc." 69 

F1yure 3 1l1ustrat~s the process. Obv 10US l}' , not all 

condit1o~S affect1ng project oDjectives can be managed, Dut at 

least 1f the constra1nts can be 1dent~f1ed, thos€ o~en to 

chaLge may be work~d w1th~ 

Resources ---~ Goods, ---+ Response ---+ Welf~re 
~rvi,:es 

+ 
I 

COlA di tionf: Conditions COJlditioJlS 

Pigu£e 3: Sequence OL Project Object1ves 

Source: USAID (1960), p.19 • 

•• Ibid, p.17 • 

• t US1ID (1980)1 p.22. 

I I 
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In some respects, the MBF Project 15 SlID1lar to a small-scale, 

agr1culturally-orJPntOQ I~D pr~JPGt that stresses a close 

vorkil.g relat10DshJ p beUH.,€u researcher and farmer as tbey 

adapt new techLolog1cs to the local condltlo~S_ In other 

respects, :1rstly, 

long-tCL"lll goal oJ: the 

project; 1Ld~ed llutL"1t10nal status cleaL"ly reflects the 11v1ng 

general. SeconJly, the mdln ccmponenls of the program 

expected to 1nfluence nutr1t10n, are not tLdd~t10ndl ~utrlt10D 

intervent10ns (e.g. programs that g1ve out supplewentar¥ 

foods, or Informat10n) but 1ncol'C and 

emplnyment-generat10n fJlojecU:;. D1rect nutr1tioD 

intervent10ns wer~ only cous1der~d 1n tne project as a wedDS 

of remedying certa1L m~cron~tcient def1c~eliC1e5. The 

of Pigure 2 descr1bed earl ... ~·l. Rather tIldIl two ~)llpport~v(: but 

separa. te program ob ject.1 ves, the j'lBf Pco Jt~ct ~d I_'ll tlLh!!) two 

objectives th~t ~te causally linked: 

l.mprov in ~ nutritional status. A var 1ety of 

components, some of wh1ch are functioD&lly 1ntcrrelatcJ dnG 

some OL which are not, w~re designed to raise incomes; 

small-scale nutr~t10n 1ntervent10ns vere included to d1rectll 

affect nutritional status. The .odel might &ppear as ~n 

Fi~urE! 4 belove 

'.1 I 1 I 
.,II 

http:incomt.es
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iltl!>roved 
apl.cu.J..tural, 
ser l.C ul tUI"al 
tecnnl.';1uE's 

anelDl.a 
inter,V€Iltl.On; 
vea.n~n 9 
foods 

~ 

V 

RAISING INCOMES ---------~ IHPBOVING 
NUIRITIONAL 
SIATUS 

Figure 4: MBF PxoJect Ratl.onale 

There l.S a ~rowiDg body of .J..~terature wh~ch supports tLe 

More and Better Food Project rationd~e. It aas b~~n argued by 

some tnat nutr~t~or.al status ~5 d rel~able Jnd~cdtO[ 01 tae 

impact of agricultura~ and ruedl development on ye~eral 

veliare. 1o In part~cula£, ~t ~a} be d relat~vely eff~c~ent dnd 

effectl.v€ way to weasure the sl.ue-e£iects, both POSl.t1Vt.. ano 

ne:Ja t~ ve, that ~ev.J..tably accompany IRD effort~. The 

informat~on ga.J..ned may toen Le fed bacK ~nto pla~n.J..ng and 

management processes such that the needs of th~ ~oor arti 

bettex met. 

70 Seu Mason at al. (forthcoming), Pinatrup-lnaerBen (1981), 
and FlO papers OD the subject. 

t'.J C r 
..J 111 
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The same l1teratuce also suggests tnat strateg~es such as 

IEL that promote t~e integrat~on or ~ncome-generat~on and 

veifare concerns, may be the best way to attaCK the root cause 

of maln u tr ~ t~on: po vt::rty. Tnese ~dea5 ha Vf~ sel dow act ually 

been incorporated into IHD prcgrams or proJects; the Mbf 

Proiect ~s the ref Ole somewhat of a p~oneer efrort. Outl~ned 

Delow are some oi thb tht::oret1cal ~ropos~t~ons anJ lessoliR 

from exper~ence related to ~ncorporat1ng nutr1t~onal status as 

a measure ot deve~o~ment and as a goa~ for d€velopm~nt. These 

w~ll provide tne framework tor asst::a5~~g the potent~al ~m~act 

of the MEf project on nutr~tion. 

A! !'!Q.ic!to, 21 ~h~g§ u Hou§ehoJ.d !!llY.~ 

Measures of nutrit~onal status can De useful ~n planning for 

IFD, and 1n evaluating tne ~mpact of IHD. It has been argued 

that ~f data collect10n ~5 bE~ng cons~der.ed, the Dutr~t~onal 

status of the ch11d is a re~at~vely easy, rel1aLle measure of 

household nutr~t~onal status. 7l Tb~s ~s not to say now~ver 

that there are no ambigu~t1es. Indeed, as wil~ De d1scussed 

telow, there are manJ d1ff~rent factors re~evaut to int€grated 

rural rlevelopme~t projects, vh~cn cODtri~ute to a 

dete~minat1on of nutr~t10nal status~ health, san~tat10n, 

purchas1ng power, food su~plJ, ~s well as ~ntra-bouse~old 

factors. These relat10liships are not yet well understood, but 

it is clear that nutrit~onal status, compared to otber 

T 1 ltasoD (1 ~a3), f'p. 15-16. 
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measures of welfare, is r€lat~vely ~uantif~able and c~early 

reflects the l~v~n~ cond~tions of groups of ~eople. 

The most IHdely u5eJ n.easures of Dutr.Ll1.0tlal Sldt:..~S as an 

~ndJ.ca tor ot 50C~o-cconom~c status, arc anthro~o~etr~c 

mea~ures or a young chllJ's we~ght, h~~gbt auJ aJe. Var~ous 

rat~os ot these mCdsurc~, as well as med~ures at head 

circumf€rellCe, arm clrcumftrence, 

reflect botn cnron.l.C and acutt:, past auu 

salnutr~tion, as .l.ndicated ~n ~able 1 belo •• 

i 
j 

TABLE 1 

5~gnif~cance of Anthropometric Keasure$ 
• • 
• 
• 

~!.§'!u:~ 

Weight for Age 

Head circumference 
Arm circumference 
Tr.l.c~ps sk1nfold 

• 
• I 
I 

Bef~ects growth: Loth statur~ I 
and fatness j 

Reflects growtu! long-term measure I 
of nutrit~ondl status • 

Reflects fatness! current I 
1Jutr~tional status • 

Reflects ~rowth u~ to age 3 • 
Reflects growth aLd fatness ~ 
Beflects fatness j 

~ , , 
• 

Source: Dew~y (19dO), TaDle 1. 

Children aged 2-4 are most often surveyea because tb~y are 

lost suscept~tle to malnutr1tion and ind~c~s of the~r growth 

can tnerefore b~ easily measured as II reflection of 
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nutritional cond~tion.12 In conJunct~on w~th other key 

household SOClo-eCOLom~c aLd env~roo~ectdl indicators, the 

nutr~t~onal stdtu~ of the cn~ld can ~rov~de a ubeful sum~ary 

of a hou5~nolJ's ~~tUdt~o~ wh~ch mdY then be appL~ed to 

soc~o -eCOIJO.Dl.C Ut.:t'JCw1.naLts. 13 InJeeJ, 11 th<..: cl1l.1Jrt.!n, who 

III a CertdlO 

household are heaLthy, 

tne hou~eh0ld 15 dOlny ral1:"11 well. It oowevur tL~ chl.ldren 

are fDund to De malnourlshed, tlwr(: .lS [t:d:Jon to (jUt:;~tlorl tIlat 

hou~eho~d's ~elfar~_ It lDay b~ a ~roDlem of dcce:.", tJ lood, 

e~ther s~eclflc to the child or tor the nou5eho~d 1.0 JeL~ral; 

it may ~e a proLlem of ~oor sau~tat~on or a lacK of 

availabll~ty of food. 

The ~nd~cators sugges~ed lor 1nclus~on 1n a ser~es are 

,1eaSUrl:,s of ~uailty-of-iife such as iLaicators of the 

nutritional status of cb~ldren, lnfant and cnlld mortal~ty 

~ndicQtors, hous~ng and poss~ss~ons (to m~aDur~ weaith dLd 

t:nviron!Dent) , and san~tatlon (Iolater SUilplj' ana to~let 

faci!~tics).14 It has been argued that a series of ~ndlcators 

1$ more eiiect1ve 1n fOlnt1ny out a proLl6m than one ~ndicator 

alone. A group ot people sbowln~ h~9h ~Ievalence of ch1ld 

., 2 De w ~ y ( 1 ~ 8 0) • 

" Food consum~tion .~asures coul~ also 
but the dlfficulties of obta1ning 
such f~~ures ~ess reliaD~e than 
we~~ht and hC~9ht. 

,. "asoJj (1~83), p.15. 

be used if available, 
ad~~u4te recalls .aA~ 

measures of a child's 

http:sanitat.on
http:n1ln1Utrit.on
http:condition.72
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malnutrition, high ~nfant mortal~ty, poor hous~ng and so on, 

is cl~arly in need of assistance. If the ~ndicators are not 

cons~stent with one another, then a d~tferent sort of proDlem 

is evidenced. 15 It ~s argued tnat tblS K~nd of funct10nal 

class1f1cat10n flays a part1cular SOC~O-UCOfiom1C group for 

attention by development project managers. 

FurtnerlIlort;, nutL"1t~ondl !;tat.u!:>, along w1l11 a few otaet Jf..ey 

ind1cators of 1~vc~-of-11v1D~ such ~s food e xpend.l. ture 

pattern.3, hOUS1I11.j 'll.al.l.ty, water !:>OUL"Ce dnd Sd'i.l.tat10n, nught 

also be efrect1ve as a measure of the 1mpact of IBD proJects 

on commun1 t1es. ioo often such proJuct!> a~(: OIlJ.J eVdlualed 111 

terms of the~r physical and i1nanc1dl progress 1I1 du11ver1ng 

s~rvices to the ~ntended rec~~.l.ents. In IBD ~roJects th~s may 

involve s1mple quest~ons to a reasonabl~ nU~Oer ot farmers and 

a reV1ew of wheth~r th~ project 1S part1c1patory enough and 

sensit1ve enougll to local c:ond1tions. S'leb appra1sdls ~..:nd to 

~nvolve rap1d and relat~vely ~nex~ensive rev~ews of proJ2ct 

processes (tad problems but do not try to evaluate the overaJ.l 

impacts on the local res1dents and on levels of poverty.76 

An assessment of potentia~ im}act at d~lferent points in 

the project may however be essent1al to avo~d n~gative effects 

of IHD on nutritional StdtuS. lnd~ed, as w~ll be discussed 

beloit, a~ricultural and rural developmnnt projects do not 

neC6Asarily lead to impcoved nutr~tioDal status or improved 

11 Ibid, p.16. 

1. YOULtg (19~2), p.292. 

t~: t j ) ) r 

http:poverty.76
http:evidenced.75
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general welfa~e. For example, ~ few studies have ~ug~~sted 

that a cha~ge to cash cro~pln~ ~s often accompan1ed by 

increased malDutc~t1oL du~ maInly to the decrease l~ food 

g~own tor home consumpt~on and to toe t1mlng of cash 

receipts. f7 Clearly dD assessment ot nutrltlo~al 1mpdcL shou~d 

antlc1iJd te ::.iUCll DbJ<.l t.l ve s~de effects, ~ncorpocate .come Wdj to 

measure thL~ loto th~ evaluation plan, aDd su~yesl ways in 

WhlCh the d0S.lyn m1~nt be changed to avoid the recurrence of 

s~mllar problems. 

It has been su99~sted tnat an adaptation ot one o~ toe 

~uasi-exper1mental designs d€scribed by CooK and Cam~Dell 

(1979) m~~nt be an effect.lve frdm&Work for lncorporatlng 

nutr.itional conslderations into IBD projects. IIh 1ch deslgL 

was cnosen would depeDd on the ObJ~ctlves of the evaluatlOn 

and tne resources to DE put towards its implemEDtatioL. IDe 

issues lnvolved Lave been well covered elsewnere 1D all of 

their comple~lty so will not De discussed here. 7 ' SufflC~ lt 

77 See Dewey (1980) ilnQ (1981); FleuI:et and Fleure~ (198\». 

7. The p-tnc~~les of guas1-exper~mental des~~ns dre la1d out 
by Cook. and Campbell (1979). The varlOUS dc:!Slg11s 
incorporat~ ways to ex~lore causal relationsh~ps between 
project and outcom~ varlables, and cODtro~ for rlval 
outcomes, 1n cases wbere random1zatlon, the estaol1shment 
of control grou!-s, and manlpulat10n at the "treatllent", are 
not pOSS1DI~. Due to the manI ucantlcipated slde effects 
accompanylny Inu projects, SO~€ expects have sU~gested 
supplem~Dtlng the varlOUS form3 of guasl- exper1mentai 
survey des~yns with causal~ty-orlented case studles, 
assuming the resourc~s are available to cacry toem out (5e~ 
Cas.Ley and Lury (1982), p.i~; Chambers (19714), p.122). 

See Habicbt, liason, and TaDataba1 (torthcolI.ln:1) for 
detailed dlScusslon of research des1~n and IIctbods of 
analys1s specific to projects with a focus on nutrltioL. 
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to say that a carefully des~9ned evaluation, planned at the 

beginning of the project, can be extr~mely useful to project 

managers as they see~ to lCdrn trom e~~er~ence the ways ~n 

which IRD ~ay be gu~dca to 1mprOVt rural liv~ng cond~tions. 

! PO£us Q!! fover. t1 !1.!.£..!.!~!.!on in !lH~ 

The advantages of a focu~ on nutr1t~on in lHD arc severaL. 

When aJdressin~ the lack of success 01 many IRO projects ~n 

reach~n9 the poor, des~gn~ng and mana~~ng for Lutr~t10nal 

concerns m1ght clac~fy the overall object1ves of tne proJ~ct, 

particularly ~n terms of deter~~n~ny who should tind w1ll 

tenef~t from if and how these benef~ts w1ll accrue. A focus 

OD the nutr~t10nal ~mpact of an IHD project, ~n the ~lann~L~, 

implementat10n and evaluation phases, migQt ~rov~de 

multi-a~sciplinarJ teams w~th the common goal toey otten seem 

to lack, dnd a common set of criteria by which to measure 

ultimate success. Such an approacn would ~resumabl} bold 

p~oj~ct manager~ accouLtaDle for the ~osltive, or at least 

non-ne~at~ve effect of tbe~r act~v~ti on the nutr~t~onal 

status ~f the community. ILis would g~ve th~ project a 

~ractlcal poverty ori~ntation it m~gnt not oth~rwise have oad. 

WheL addressing tbe proL~em of malnutr~t~on, Droaaer 

development eitorts may be the best way to ach~eye ~ long-term 

solution to the problem of the world's malnour~shed peo~le. 

Although direct interventlon programs may be effectiVe in 

r~duc~ng m1cronutl~ent deficlenc~eo, thej tend to to costly 
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and regu1re cOLtinual d~sbursements of funds to ~dinta~n the~r 

eifecl~ven~ss, and tncy seldom s~~n~f~cantly address the ma~n 

cause of malnutrit~on: poverty. In contrast, agr~cultural and 

rural development ~cograms a~med at ~ncomc and em~lojment 

generat~oL can be self-susta~n~ng. Toey nav~ tne pot~nt~al of 

r~duc~L~ poverty ~f correctly des~gneQ and ~mplement~Q, dud at 

least 1n pr~nc~p~e r~uuce th~ need for direct ~ntervent~o~. 

At least, a focus OL nutr~tion m~ght help to avo~d tbe 

possiDl~ negative effects of rural devc~opment on the poor. 

It should be noted nOwever that th~s k1nd of arproacn ~er 

se does not guarantee that the 1mplic1t redistribut1ve ~oa~d 

of IRD a re met. A st udy 0 i tJ.e d,Y nam~cs and deter lunar.ts of 

malnutr~t~oL 1n a g1ven area would provid~ the 1nformat10n 

necessary to 1dent1fy th~ poor and diagnos~ the ~roblems o~en 

to interveLt~on, but oLly political vi~l on the part of those 

vlth ~ower to r~-allocate resourc~s w~ll ensure tnat tne 

redistributive goals are actual~y met. 

In order to effectively illtegrate Dutrlt.10nal 

considerat10ns into IRD, two factors are essentia~. flrst, 

there must be a consensus on the ~art of project mand~ers aa 

to ~Lat is meant by the objective of 1mprovin~ nutc~tl0Lal 

status, i.e. what problem do they hope to solve. Is it 

closing tne "I-rotein ~ap"? increas.ln~ tn(;) consumptl.OD of It::tafy 

ge~etables? delivering nutritloD educatl.on and health 
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services7 provid~ng enou9u calor~es to the bousehold? or is 

it changing lne pa~ameters of poverty? A~d secoLdly, data 

aust be oLta~ned at n~gh levels of dl~ag~regat~on sueD that 

the nutr~tional prob~cms and tDe~r detcrm~nant~, as we~l as 

the ma~n SOC10-econom1C ~roup5 affected, may be ldent~f1cd. 

A concern for consensus 1S not a tr1v~a~ matter. LooKin'1 

at nutr~t1on as au 1Ldlcdtor of e~ult~ole development r~~~ir~s 

that "experts" step outs1de naL'ro" d~sclpl~narl persecct1ves 

and look at the total pi~ture, i.e. tbe way ~n which ~ulr~t1on 

affects and is afiected by procesres occurrlng 1n otuer 

sectors or with~n households. It also re~lires reject~ng some 

propos~t~ons that nad been widely accepted ~n the past4 for 

example, in the aBF project, the role that nutr~t~on ~s 

expected to play ~b cot clear altnough nutr~tional otjtct~ves 

are explic~tly stated in project documents. In informal 

discussions w~th the researcher, ~t beca~e clear tnat there is 

no consensus on what problem is to be solved. 

dany of the agriculturalists ~nvolved ~n tn~ project, ~t 

they had thought a~out the issue at all, expressed the 

futil~ty of expect~ng ~ncreased ~ncomes to ~mproYe nutr~tion; 

they 1eneral~y fe~t that people vould not spend the increased 

income on food, but rather would buy luxur1es that they coyet. 

others, more fam~~_ar w1th nutrition, saw agr~cu~ture's only 

role in ~mproving nutl~t~on~} status as increas~ng the 

available supply of prot~Ln-r~ch foods, or ioods rich ~n a 

particular deficient .~neral. Li£ewise, 84ny nutr~tionists 

, ., f 
;J' • 

J iJ ~ 

http:proces.es
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saw little hope that agr~cultural proJects would ~m~rove 

nutrition; th€lr ~or~ tCddltional nutrlt~on and pedlatrlcs 

tralnlny l~a th~lli to focus a~mo5t cxclusLv~ly on mothC[5 dnd 

thelr chll~rcn -~ tht ~ruu~ Cuu~~ULreo to L~ tnu mn~t at r1sk 

of malnutrItIon -- and itom d nedltb/cur-at1vl.: f,oLnt 01 VH;W. 

All of these v~ews can lx.: drguea to bt: f~~th£"'L' t!rrOIH:Oll':> or 

incom,t-lete. I~ ce~ponse to the flCSt conc~rn, ~t ~Lo~ld De 

noted that economlsts have consistently shown that low-lncom~ 

nousenolds ~lll s~end so~~ ~roport~oD OL ~ncr~asea ~ncowe 00 

food. 79 As for em~hasis onlY on prote~n-rich food, or oil~y on 

curative respons~5 to malnut~lt~on, there have been a v~r1eti 

OI stud~~~ re~ent~y that stron~ly advocate a broader V~ew of 

the problem. so As ment~oned earl~er, 1t ~s more aLd more 

widely acc~pt~d tbat malnutr1t~0~ 1S a sy~~tom ot pov~rty ~nd 

can only be solved 1n tne lon~ run by attack~n~ tbe root 

causes of ~overty: 1neguitable aliocdt1on of resources. ior a 

consensus to emerge, a mult1-discl~llnary v~ev neeus to be 

taken, ana tile rat~ona~e l~nKln~ Lutrit10n to other proj~ct 

processes needs to be clearly s~elled out. 

In add1t1on, 1n ordtr lor a focus on nutr~t1on to leaa to a 

greater understandlng of the envirocment ~n WD1CD the proJect 

is int~rv~n1L9, ther~ must be a com~ltment on the ~art of the 

management to set aSlde resources for £olrly deta1lea data 

collection, from ~ither prlmary or s~condary sources. Ind~ed, 

79 S~e dlScusslon ot Engel's 1aw 
mlcrO-econom~c textbook. 

l.n aDY 

10 See for example fturdocn (1980) aLd Berg (1981). 

beginning 

http:problem.eo
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tne influencps on Dutc~t~onal status ace many. Tllf! analit~c 

framewocr. let ld ou t by Per P~nstrup-Anderscn OL the 

the Vllr1011~, llIhln!~ by whi.ch 1lH.::red:Jl:J. .l.nCOh11: IlIJ'Jht ,.1t f~ct 

c(.'~e about.1.i 1ncr~ils(.;d l.llCOllleS l~!d to l.ncr(~dJc,l LooJ l.1.tdKt: 

by membecs of the housenold. Howev(!c, P1nstrllp-AndeLs~n d~SO 

stresses tt.~ othe r ~n£luence5 tnat the 

relationshl.p between ~ncome and nutr~tional status. Such 

factors as access to markets, source of houseno~d 1Lcome, an 

individual's health status, as well as vario~s ~ntra-nouseho~d 

factors such as control 01 toe household budget, tastes and 

preferences of ~div~duals w1thin thE:! household, and 

allocat1on of the woman's tl.me,81 mai' 1Dfluence the 

nutritl.oDal status of bousenold members SUcn that tlle 

improvement expected due to ~ncreased ~Dcomes 1S not ev~dent. 

The scnemat~c overview illustrated in Figure 5 snows tbe 

relat~onsh1~s wh1ch nave b~en found to be ~mportaLt in 

determl.Ding nutcitional status. 

For a var1ety of ~eason5, 1ncreased 1ncom~s may not lead to 

increased household food consumpt~on. Pirstly, nutr1tiu~ is 

only one cOLsl.de ra t~OD enter1ng into household 

decision -lD ak ing. Needs other thah Dutrl.tl.onal oncs lDay 

receive h.Lgher tir iorl. ty: non-uutrit~ous foods aa) be 

preferrerl or non-foods may be purcbased. Secondly, 

., P~nstru~-AnderseD (1981). 

, I l' . 
j I( ~ 



Figure 5. SCHEMATIC OVl:.RVI1:.W uF THl:.. PRINCIl-'AL LINl\S Bl:.TWl:.l:.N FUUD-R1:.LA'r1:.0 
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individual's ~ood consu~pt~on depends on the distributio~ of 

food w1th1n the hous~bolu, Wh1Ch depends 1n turn on woo 

co~trol~ thu ~DCOWU. Whd t ~:) d Cd t10ll,11 Ch01C(' for tilt! h~i1d 

of bouseno ld Ilhl} HOt Lu tIle ue~;t OIH! [or: OUH'I" lJLm!h.!l.·~. for 

food Q1Str:1lJUt1UJl. 

vith1n the household worsens, thu nutr:~t~ond~ ~ldtUL of the 

cnild may not 1m~r:ove 0ven thoug~ ~ncr~ased ~ncomt..'5 has made 

1I0r~ fooJ aVd11aL.Lt..' to tl4 .... :-llllscholJ ,1S a whole. 

Th1rclly, tae spend1ng and consumpt10n patt(~rns may dep£:nj 

o~ tht source and compos1tlon 01 thu ~nco~e. 1f iLcome 

sources change, a Rn1il towards or away from subs1stcnce 

farmiug, or a chang~ in Lrequency and/or regular1ty of ~ncome 

flovs,82 may cause a vorsen1ng ot tbe nousenold's Lu~r1tlonal 

status ~nQ partlcularly th~t of th~ ch~~dr~n. The 1mportance 

or looking at botn men's dnd wome~'s 1nCOmft has aLten been 

overlooked due to tne ascumpt10n mdde by tr:ad~t~onal econom~c 

analysis that a houGehol'.! lS a S1I1gJ.e, Un.ll1~d 11*1C~S10n-luk1n~ 

"nit. Par example, Jane Guyer observes that .In tbe Afr~can 

context, "the lrepact of condit10nG 1n the national and 

regional economies on 1ndlgenous dOllest1c structurus can only 

be ULderstood vb~n the structural pOSitions a~d econo~ic 

II See Oevey (1980) And (1981) Pleuret and 'leuret ,1980). 
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interests of both .en and women are eq ualJ..Y represen't.6d .J.D, ,the' 

data cOllected. tl83 She point~'out that onJ.y , with illfor.ation 
, ' . 

, ' 

disaggregated by sex is ~t possible to see the confl~cting 

interests, and the separate spheres of decision-maki~g. 

Several studies have suggested that the ~ncome controlled by 

women goes toward maintaining the level of nutrition and 

standard of l~ving in the household. 84 It might therefore be 

expected that greater income-generation opportun~ties for 

women would have a more immeQ~ate impact on the nutr~tional 

status of household memt~rs. Consideration vouJ.d however need 

to be given to the allocation of tAe woman's time and the 

possi~le changes due to technologies introduced. 

Thirdly, one of t~~ main interven~ng factors and one that 

i~fluences the nutr~tional status of the individual d~xectly, 

~s poor sanitation and the result~n~ healtn problems. TAe 

syner~is~ between malnutrition and ~nfection s~r~ously wea~ens 

the cn~ld and inQ~bits proper dbsorpt~on and ut~l~zation of 

the food ingested. Indeed tithe simulta~~ous pcasence of both 

malnutrition and infect~on vill result ~n an ~nteraction vith 

conseguences for the host more serious than the aaditive 

effect of the two worKing ~nde~endentlJ. Infections maKe 

ma~nutrition worse and poor nutr~tion incceas~s the severity 

of infectious diseases. H8s If poor sanitat~on is widespread in 

83 Guyer (1980). 

84 See for example Guyer (1980) and Tinker (1~19). 

8S Latham (1975), p .. 561 .. 

1..1 \' • 
,j j 
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for lBO, a component designed to 

water supply and sanitation system 

would b~ appropriate, in conjunction vith other components, or 

if irr~gat~on schemes are bein5 considered, information would 

be needed on the prevalence of vater-borne diseases and their 

transm~ssion.·6 

And finally, the diagram also points out several factors 

operat~n1 at the regional or Dational level, that affect the 

uutritional status of rural households: seasonal or irregular 

fluctuat~ons in food prices, wages earned by the malnour~sA~d, 

and food supply. Policies which affect these fluctuat~oDs: 

pr~cin~ pol~cies, storage and transportat~on oi commod~t~es, 

foreign trad~, and croF insurance policies, may sigD~ficaDtly 

~nfluence Dutritional status4 

COICLOSIQ! 

Th6 concept of IRD, although still somewhat general, has be~n 

more car~iully spec~t~ed throuyh exper~ence SUCb tnat 

implementation mecha~i~.s are at least better und~rstood. 

However, many InD designs st~ll s~em to lack a focal point 

around which to build the project rationa~e, and a clear se~se 

ot how th6 e~u~ty goals w~ll be achieved. 

Based on experience to date, th~ success of a comprehensive 

a~proach ~n m~et~ng ~ts goals seems to depend on an 

implementQtion process explicitly geared towards the sma~l 

86 Mason (1983), p.23. 

http:rationa.Le
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producers, the landless, or other resource-~oor groups. An 

effective format mig~t include an extension component or~eDted 

towards working M1tn certain soc~o-econom~c groups to overcome 

their production and income-geDerat~o~ constraints. An 

effective implementation ar~an~ement should also allo. for a 

central project decision-making pos~t~OD close to the actual 

project act~v~ty such t~at mean~n~ful part~cipat~on bJ 

potential project beneiiciaries is possible. Second.J.Y, the 

success of a ccmprehens~ve approach seems also to defend on a 

projec~ rationale that makes sense from a theoretical po~n~ of 

view and clearly laj"s out the transformations that must occur 

in order Lor the l~ving cond~t~ons ot the poor to improve. It 

is ~m~ortant that there be a consensus amQng all those 

involved iL project maLagement, to do sometaing about reac~ing 

toe resource-poor. This ~ncludes providJng com~on standards 

witu respect to the goal of ~mprov~ng ~~ving condit~oLS, by 

v~ich perfor~aLc~ in all project act~v~t~es is measured. 

It is argued t~at nutritional status as a part of a series 

of (jualitj'-of-l~ie ~ndicators could be botn an ei.tective 

~lanning tool and a yardstick on wbich to measure proJect 

impact on partic~patin9 cOlLmunit~es. The theoret~cal 

construct that can be built around nutritiona.J. status would 

provide guidel~nes as to ldentify~n~ the malnourished groups, 

assessing those factors that influence their ~overty and are 

o~en to iDtervent~on, select~ny the appropr~ate timlDg and m~x 

of goods and services, des~gni~y fo~ be~efic~ary response aLd 

achiev~ng self-susta~naL~l~t1 of development eiforts. 

http:select.ng


There are however cert&1n constraints to effect~vely 

~ntegrat~ng nutr~tional considerations in IBD, that ~eed to be 

overcoae. First, although substantive research is beginniDi 

to accuaulate, there is st~!l a lacK of und~rstan~ng ot t~e 

exact relationship between nutritional status and other 

determinants of poverty; the degree to wD~ch tAey are 

sensitive t~ socio-econom~c changes also remains unclear. 

Cont~nuej r£searcn is needed to substantiat~ the bas~s for 

efiect~ve pOiicy reco&mendations iL th6 area of nutrition in 

IBD. 

Sec~njly, although reiia~le .easur~s of Dutr~tional st~tus 

are easier to obta~n tna~ measures of income, tney 

Lonetb~les~ may involve a larger data coliect~on effort than 

can b~ jus~f~ed by the use to wh~cn the data would be put. 

Part of toe Leed for such ext~ns~ve data collect~on is due to 

the lack o~ worK on the subject to date ana the need to 

conviuc~ others of the val~d~tl of t~e zonceptualization. 

Indeed, nutr~t~on is st~ll seeL by many to be exclus~vely 

concerned w~th the health of mothers and ch~~dren. It ~s 

thereiore not easy to build a project around nutr~t~on as a 

Eegardless of whether nutrLt~on ~s being looked at or not, 

obta~ning a meaningful pLcture of the dynam~cs ot poverty ~n a 

give~ area re~ui~es a signif~cant amount of data. 

There are aany advantages to fac~ng the dyna.~cs ot 

productivity and poverty ~n all of tA~i[ complexity, not least 
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of which ~s that ult~mate success ~~ more l~kely. But th& 

intermediate ~athways are only partly kLo~n; to fi~~ in t1e 

gaps ~s the cQallenge of ongo~n~ and future lRD programs. 

; 



Chapter .III 

!HE KORE AND BETTEB FOOD PROJECT: A CASE STODY 

l!t!iQilll~II0!! 

The object~v~ of the case study pces~nted ~n th~s cha~ter ~s 

to analyze the Kore and B~tter Food (KBF) Project ach~ev~ments 

to datE ~n l~g~L OL the~r pot€Lt~al ~mpact on th8 nutr~t~onal 

status of the v~llage populations. An ass~csme~t 01 the 

impact of the HBF Projec tat th~s po~nt rt:!i-·resen ts not a· 

deiin~tive stat~~ent Dut rather an opportu~~ty to rev~ew, in 

1~9ht of experience to date, the ~roject rat~ondle, and to 

reinforce those self-sustain~n3 frocesses that md} be set ~n 

mot~on to ~m~rov~ to~ status of the malnour~shed ~roups ~n 

the villagEs. 

The assessment reLlects the views of the author ana ~s 

based ou inIormat~on made available to her during he£ stay at 

toe Nat~oLal Research Center (NRC) ~n Ca~ro, from June to 

August 1982. 

on the views 

proQucers. 

primar~ly ~y 

The assessment sufftrs from l~m~ted ~nformat~oL 

of part~c~~aut and non-~alt~c~pant 

Kat~rial in th~s d~SCUSSlQn has beeu 

discuss~ons w~th the Nee staxi. Tney 

v~l..Lage 

su aped 

silared 

openly tht::~r commun~cat~ons with ~art~c~pating tarmers. Other 

~nformat~on on the part~cipaDt farmer's po~nt of view was 

obtained irom a ser~es of group ~nt~rviews, d~scuss~ons ~~tQ 

-66-
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agricultural cooperative offic~als, and a tour of project 

activities ~n Omar Kakram. In Kafr e1 Kbadrd wher~ the 

project was no lo~ger very active, only iniormal discussio~s 

with villagers were possible. Any further study of tne ~mpact 

of th~ MBF Proj~ct on the tva villa~es should include a more 

systematic investigation oi tne exper~ences and views of tbe 

v111agers. 

The project-s~ecific goals of the MSF Project are two-fold: 

to increase v~llage product~vity, both on and off-farm, and to 

improve nutritional status. sp~c1i~c 

subcomponents that have been imple~ented ~nvolve a var~etl of 

activ~t1es. The NBC i~troduced tecnn~ca1 ~ac~ages to ~mprove 

s~veral f1eld and ve~etaLle crops: Wheat, ma~ze, peanuts, 

tomato~s, potatoes, onions, ana broaa DeaLS. They set up 

d~monstrat1ou centers to traiL v~llagers ~n bee-h~ep~ng, 

ser1cultur~, aud dairy processiu~. One NBC t~am bu~~t model 

poultry coni~nement a~eas anJ prov1d~d ass~stance ~o v111a~ers 

who wdnted to Luild their own. 

Imilic~t 1n the overall dcs1gn ~s a~ assumpt~on that tL~se 

improvemeuts wi~l influence l~ving cond~tions in th~ villa~e 

by increas~n~ the ioon supply in the marKet and ra1s10g the 

~Lcomes anu levels of home consumpt10n of the p~rt1c1Fating 

producers. The improved l~v~ng cond~t10ns are assumed to 

include an 1mprovement ~n the nutrit~onal status of the 

project villa~€rs. Thus, tQe goals of the More and B~tt6~ 

food (MaE) Project and tae assumptions im~l~cit in its das~gn 

~ 
) 
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reflect to som~ ex~nt the primary characteristics of 

Integrated Rural Development (IRD) strateg~es;(1) a coherent 

approach, (2) the delivery of multipie develo~ment services, 

and .(3) a focus on ~m~rov~ng the general liv~ng condit~ons of 

the rural poor. They also reflect the inst~tutional 

objective3 and l~mitations of the NRC, its principal 

implementing agency. 

The object~ves that the HRC as an institution is pursu~ng 

tnrouyh the HBF Proj~ct relate to the role the NBC sees itself 

play~n~ ~n Egy~t~an soc~o-econom~c development. ~n6se 

institutional objectives may be su~marized as follows. 

1. The aevelopm~nt of NRC manager~al capac~tl to r~s~ond 

to multi-d~sc~pl~nary and mu~t~-~nst~tut~ondl ~rojectsi 

2. The provis~on of opportun~t~es for stdfi to ~art~ci~ate 

~n a~~l~ed r~searCh and to receive recoYLit~on tor 

tneir ach~ev~ments. 

3. The demonstration to ~otential eLd-users of research, 

in ta~s case tht farmers, tnat sc~ence ana tecnnoloyy 

can be ~ressed ~nto serv~c~ to meet the~r needs. 

4. The ~nvest~yat~on of ~m~acts assoc~ated ~~tn ~Lt~~rated 

fooJ production programs and the deve~o~m~~t of the 

NRC's ca~aclty to conduct 1&0 ~ro~rams.&7 

Indeed, to date, an ~m~ortaLt constra~Lt on appl~eJ research 

at th~ Nne bas Leen ~ts lack of adeluate f~eld support 

facilities to reduce tne pnys~cal and psychological distanc~ 

87 MBF Project correspondance (November 1982). 
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between its staff and the people they are trying to assist. 

Involvement in the MBP project re~resents a f1rst ste~ towards 

achieving a grea~r respons~veness on the ~art ot the 

scientif.lc communi ty to t.ne needs OL Egypt's rural 

inhabi tants. 

Trade-ofis between these tvo sets of goaJ.s for the MBF 

project are retlected in the desi~n components Q.l scussed in 

Chapter 2. F .lrst, the NRC chose for the pJ:oject a 

comprehens~ve approacll to rural development, includi.n~ 

agricultural clnd non-farm activit.les as vell as a n ut.c.l tional 

object.lve. AlthougJl sucn aL a~~roacQ is probally more 

effect.lve than a Single-sector project, .lt is mor~ diff~cu~t 

to imflement because tJle interrelat.lonsQi~s between sectors 

are LOt always W~~i uLd~rstood. 

Second, tne ~roject was designed to be tested OD a small 

scale because of th~ NRC's l.lmited resources, tnen eXfaLd~d if 

it prov~d successful. Tne small scale was also intenQed to 

foster an environment conducive to m~an.ln~ful participat.lon by 

fotent~dl benef.lc.lar.les. The trade-oii .ln thols case ols thclt a 

small ~roject concentrates resourceSolL one area and reaches 

only a lim.lted numDer of peo~le. 

Thirdly, the Nac chose to admolnolster the project .ltself, 

rather than to work througn an exolsting ~n&t~tutolon, private 

or publ.lc. The advantage of sucn an arraugement .lS that the 

NRC has direct control over the project so can guolde it ~L the 

way that it fe~ls is best. The disadvantage is that proj~ct 



innovations may De 

iLvolvement because 

v~llage community. 
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abandoned when 

the ,projec~ 

the NBC terminates 

Dever "belonged to" 

lots 

the 

And final~y, the HRC chose a iearn~ng process approach 

ra ther tha n a Ittlueprint It in order to allow itself flex~bloli ty 

in incorporating lessons from experience as they were ~~ar~ed. 

Gloven the lach of experience with loncorporatlong nutrit~on' ~nto 

IRD, thd learning process approach was probaDly the D~st way 

to enSUIe that both productivloty and e~u~ty goals were met. 

Each of tnese trad~-offs wi~~ be further dloscussed below. 

Chapter 3 proceeds to analyze the underlYlong assumptloons of 

tn~ project and their reasonableness in lignt of project 

experience to date. It begins vitn a d~scrlo~tion of Loe tvo 

plolot vl.llages and of the basis for their sel~ction. rwo 

s~ction3 then follow. One outl~nes the assum~tions implicit 

loU the project design and implementation. The second assesses 

their valid~ty in terms of the eguity goal of th~ project --

i~~rovlon~ nutritional status 

i~formation on the two village 

given the 

environments 

constral.nts under which the NRC functions. 

~wo !!IFFEBEN~ PBOJE~a: EN!IBO!!~ENa:a 

available 

and tne 

At the beginning of the More and Better lood Project, the 

Executl.ve committee decided to choose two villages WAose 

inhablotants re~ied ~ainly on agrl.culture for a living, but 

that were lon otner res~cts as dl.tferent as ~ossible. One was 
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selected trom the trad~tional Delta area, and the other from 

the reclaimed desert lands. Practical considerat~ons such as 

acc~ssib~lity by road, ava~lab~litr of a minimum lev~l of 

soc~al serV1ces and ~~l~c ut~l1t1es, hel~~d to 1~m1t t~e 

choices. The most 1~~ortant cons1d~r3t10n WaS an e~~ress1on 

by villa~E leaders of a vill1n~ness to pdrt1C1?ate 1n the dBC 

~roject. Tne tvo v1llages selected, Omar Ha~ram and Ka~r el 

Khadra, met th~sc £~~u1r~ments. As shown In ta1lts 2 and 3, 

both have s~gn1f~ca~t agr~cultural subcommun~t1es_ ~~th1n the 

sutcommun1t~es howtver, the rel~ance on a~11cultur~ as a ma1n 

source of income var1es. 

These two v11la~es, in almost all res~ects, s~rve to 

repre~ent two verj d~fferent cbaracter1st~c types of E~iptian 

v1ilages. Owa~ Makram is ta~riy ~solated frow tht (a~ro 

mttro~ol1tan area. It ~s located 1r. t~e .est~rn Desert, 130 

Km from tht C1ty, 1L SoutL Tahr1r PrOV1nce Vh1Ch is som~times 

cODsidtred ~alt ot the Beh~ira Governorate. AJmin1strat1v~ly 

1t is under the superv1s10n of the ~1n1stry or Ayrar1a~ Reform 

aDd Land Recla~at1on, a ~1n1stry created 1n 195b "to attend 

esp~cially to the neeus of cult1vators receiv1n9 land from the 

goverL~ent a~d to adm~Lister laL~ reclamat10n ~roJects."88 

Kafr el Khadra on tne othtr haLd, 15 located 1n tbe d~llsely 

populated N1le Deita only 50 K~ frow Ca1ro; ~t ~s adm1n1stered 

by the E~ypt1an system of local yovernment a tvo-trac~ 

syste~ illclud~n~ ioca1 re~resentat1ves of the centra~ 

88 Harik (1912), p.29ij. 
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Kafr e1 Khadra: Househcld Classii4cation by aain Sourc~ 
of Income 

1021 Households 
1001 

r--------------L-----------.:, 
Hon-agr icul tural 

252 
24.7' 

Landless 
42 
4.1" 

I r--------l 
net lIIixea 

farm iracome 
inco:ne 

41 1 
4. O~ o. 1% 

Agricultural 
769 
75.3~ 

I r--------------, 
Farmers 

743 
72. 8~ 

Fishermen 
26 
2 .. 5~ 

LaLdholders 
701 
68.7% 

r----J---, 
net lIIix~d 

fdrm inc oJile 
incomC::! 

.. 07 2914 
39.9;; 2B .. a~ 

i 

J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
I 
J 

• 

J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
I , . 

Source: Ada;ted from NRC (1~80a), Villa~e D~mographic survey, p.8. 

ainistries as well as locally elected village off4cials -- and 

is a liart of this BagJlour District of Menoufieh Gover.norate. 



j 

• 
• • • 
• 
• I 
J 
j 

• • J 

• 
• 

-13-

TAD!.E 3 

Omar aakram: Household ClasS1ficat~on by "ain Source of 
Incolle 

1'19 Households 
1001 

r--------------J-------------, 
Non-ag r~cultural 

463 
61.8~ 

Agricultural 
286 
38.21 

r-----------L------, 
, , l.an dJ.ess 

10" 
13.9i 

I r----------l 
net mixed 

farm ~ncomE: 

income 
99 5 
13.2~ 0.7i 

Landholders 
182 
2C1.3i 

I r----------, 
net aixE:d 

:farm income 
incomtl 
1'18 3'1 

19.d~ ~ .. 5~ 

• 

Sourc~: Adapted from NRC (1980a), Vi~age De.ogra~hic Survey, p.31. 

The two villages differ ill ph1sical e~vironme~t , ill 

administrative structure, and also.n socio-econom~c ~rotile. 

Table 'I below prov~des an overv~~v ox the geD~ral 

socio-econo~ic condit~oLs in the two villages. A compacison 

of the two villages in terms of project-relevant var~atles 

toeD fo~lovs, to emphasize toe wa1n differences relevant to 

tJle liBF Project. 
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TlBLE q 

General Socio-economic Indicators 

Total population 
Av~rage land-holding size 
Percent agric. households depen-
d1n~ OD farm income only 

Average cnildren per household 
a~ric. bous~holds 
non-a~ric. nous~holds 

ADLual ~er ca~ita 1nco~e 
IllJ.t-:!racy rate 
Infant aortali~y 

OMAIi 
B1KEUl 

q,860 
3-5fl1.* 

86~ 

q 
q 

I.E lq9** 
36.5i 

93/thous. 

, 
• 
• j 

• • • KAlE EI. a 
KHADEl , 
-----.-, j 

I 
5,630 • 

< lfd.· 

58~ 

" 3 
l.h 208 
36.2i 

112 .. 6/thous .• 

• one feddan(fd.) is a~pro~imateli e~ual to one acre 
•• 1 Egyptian pound (I.E) = 11.20. 

As can be se~n iL Tabl~ q, the average land-holdin~ s~ze ~n 

Kafr el Knadra is less than on~ feddan. This is s11ghtly less 

toan the natioDal average of under three fedGans.89 In Omar 

~akram, tne average land-holding siz~ is s11~htly aDove ~he 

national average_ 7he dJ.fferenc-:! between toe two v111a~~s is 

dUti mainly to the fact that the people of O~ar Hakram are 

benef1ciarJ.es ot a 90vernm~nt resettlement scheme. A.:i a part 

of the strategy, each fa£mer was allocated 5 feddans, a iarger 

.9 Ikralll (1980), p.21). 

http:fedaans.89
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land-holding than most Egypian farmers own in th~ traditio~al 

7illages .. 

In an attempt to increase Egypt's cult~vab~e land, since 

the 1960's the government has ~nvested heavily in recla~m~n~ 

land from the desert. Th~ land wa~ tAen so~d at a iOW ~£~ce 

to those w~ll~ny to take on the cnall~nge. 

Agrarian Re:form aLd Land Recla!!lation prov~d€d tuese 

settlements basic infcastructure inc~ud~n':i 

~rrigat~on systems for f~eld cro~s. The World BanK Lound that 

"investment . 'll extendin~ irrigation and sarv~ce ~nfrastI:ucture 

into marg1nal so~ls on the desert fr~nges had ty m~1-1976 

added !l.9 Di1l1ion feddans of "new land" to the elCist~Ilg 5.6 

m~llion feddans of old land."9o 

Omar Makram lies in one of th~ earii~st land reclamat~on 

a~eas: raDr~r Province. It was first settled about 30 years 

a~o. Each farmer was orig~Lally allocat~d separate parcels 

located in d~fferent parts of the viliage. 91 SinCE then acout 

79 feddans nave been auctioned off to others. 92 As illustrated 

in Tacle 5 below, in Omar !akram, only ~ight fam~~~es reported 

owning more than f~ve feddans of land, aLd 39 c~ported wor~~ng 

plots of less than 3 feddans; 22 out of th~ 39 were rtnt~n9 

the land they cultivated. In contrast, only 1 fam~li ~L Kair 

el Khadra reported having more than 5 feddans, 16 fam~l~es nad 

90 I bi d , p. 1 71 • 

91 Intervi~w with farm~rs and a9ricultural engineers at the 
Agriculturel Cooperative. 

92 NRC (198uc) MBF Project Progress Report (1979-80). 

http:others.92
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3 to 5 feddans, 198 had 1 to 3, and the rest had less t~an 1 

feddaL. 

~-----------------------------------------------------------, 

TABLE 5 

Agricu~tural Families and th~ir Land-Holdings 

OMAR' MAKRAK KAEE EL KHADP.A 

Acreage own rent total own rent total 

less than 1 5 3 8 ij24 349 773 
I 1-3 12 19 31 139 59 198 
J 3-5 155 9 164 16 16 
J 5-10 6 6 
j more tnan 10 2 2 1 1 
t 
I TOiA1 FAMILIES 1BI> 21 211 580 408 988 
I 
j 
I 
I 

Source: NRC (1980), Village Demographic Su~vey, pp.26 aud 55. 

• 
• j 

For s~all-scale farmers sucn as those of Kafr el Khadra, the 

land r~form of the 1950's only temporar~ly slowfJ the long-run 

increase 1n the smallLess and poverty of farms. This was 

inev itable, g1ven the in~eritance customs that led to 

continual subd~V1S~OD of the plots, and a f~rm fopulat~on that 
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was groving faster than tne farmed aI~a.91 With the average 

land-hold~ng S1~e in Kafr el Khadra of less than one feddan, 

it is not surpris1ng that more people are taK1Dg jobs otf the 

farm to supplement ~oe fam11y's 1ncome. The naseline survey 

found that only 58~ of agricultural houseoolds 1D Kafr e~ 

Khadra depended solely on farm income (see Table 4). It is 

not surpr1s1Dg e1toer to find that most of the chi~dren are 

either vor~~ng 1D non-agr~cultural professions or ar~ ~D 

school. 94 

I n contra st, the comm1tment to agriculture 1S stro~~ in 

Omar Makram vh~re 86' of the agricultural households Q~pend 

solely on ~arm ~ncome (see Table 4), and q2~ of toe ch11dr€n 

help toeir fathers 1D the fields. 95 The field ~co~ Lias tnat 

the ~EF Proj~ct has developed 1n practice therefore f~ts tne 

needs of Omar Makram farmers better than ~t does toose of the 

agricultural subco~~unity 1D Kafr e~ Khadra. 

Kafr el Khadra tarmers practice a two-fold cro~ rotat~on: 

th~y f1ant ma12€ 1D toe summer ana alternate between wheat a~a 

berseem (Egyptian clover used tor an1mal fodder) .Ln tJle 

W.Lnter. Tne use of ~ach1nes is not wid~spread and few wage 

93 Ikram (1980), p.213. 

94 NBC (1980c) Hore and Better lood Project Progress Be~ort 
Cl~1~-1980) .. 

95 Ibid. 

http:fields.95
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laborers are hired. 96 In addit~on, Kafr. el ~hadra is in the 

unusual pos~tion of b~ing OLe of the only vil~ages in 

lIenouf~eb Gov~rncrate witll uo cr0t's sULJect to gov€.cIlJlf::ntal 

coop~ratLve market~ng.97 A~co["ding to on(' of the NRC 

scientists, they acn~eved tb~s ~r~v~lcdsca statu~ through 

vell-orgdLlzed, pol~t~cal act~on several decddes ayo. As wi~l 

be d~scussed later, th~s res~5tance to ~nterferenc~ by 

outsider:;;, particularly 1.t therE: 1.S seen tc be a gClvernment 

connectl.on, appeacs to have affected the att~tude of Katr el 

Khadra farmers towards the MBf Project. 

In contrast, Omar lIaJ(.ramls IU.dJor crop, peaLuts, l.S r.ltirKeted 

in totality by the government ~hrou~n the agrLcultural 

cooperatl.ves. Due to the d~iferent enV.iror.lAE:nt a.tlQ tlle 

imposed gov~rn~ent ~uotas, th~ cropping ?attern ~L Omar ~akram 

dl.ffers somewhat from that ~n Kair el Khanra. 

farmers also alternat~ between wneat aLd berseem loll the 

Vl.nter, b~t peanuts are the main summer ccop; tarmers onl~ 

plant enough ma~z~ f~r home consumptl.on. Agr1culture in Omar 

"~kra~ de~~nds completely on the l.rrl.yation pump statl.ons and 

their t ttr ['ow- basl.n irr iga t~on system. Hach1.nes for fl.e1d 

management and threshin~ are vl.d~ly used. 98 O~ar Makram 

farmers appear to use more hired la~or thaL those in Katr e1 

96 Ibl.d. 

97 ~fiC (1980b), YiJ.lage Socio-E.::oIJOIIlC Base1l.D8, Yo111ae II , 
p.2. 

98 NfiC (1980c) Rore and ~etttir Food Proj~ct Progress fie~ort 
(1979-1980) • 

/.1' ' . 

http:marketing.97
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Knadra, in part~cular for vorl in maize and peanuts. 9t 

Tae ser~es of ~nd~catars presented in Table 6 below 

illustrates at a glance toe ma~n d~fferences in nutr~tional 

and social status between the two v~llages, w~th the nat~onal 

average g~ven for reference when dva~laLle.l00 

As the taole sU9ge&ts, ne~thcr vlllag~ has an dlarmln~ly 

b~gh prevalence of malnutr~tloL; however, the d~ff~rellces 

between the two v~llages ~o~nt out thc dltfecent nature of tae 

nutrit~onal problems that are apparent. ~d£r 01 Khadra DdS a 

higher ~nfant mOLtalitj' rate (li1F.) dIal 11l~hl2r ?l"CVail!llCe of 

acute maLnutrit~on (wast~n~); Whereas Omar MatraID ha5 a ~ow~r 

IMa and h~gner chron~c malnutr~t~on (.c,tur.tl.ntj). 

01 a smal.J. llutr~t~on survey carCl.l:Q out.lU tl.(' vl.l.J.d'les 

sugges t that tne n utr~ tional pcobl{;ill.'> HI Kdt C C 1 Kha (lrd Uld Y 1e 

more clos~ly reldted to intect~on, Wourud5 tho~~ l.n Omar 

Makraw have more 1.0 du \u.th poor lnfdnt fCLdl.ng !Jrdcil.ct!.s .. 

In Kair el Khadra, undernutrlllon was founa to b~ more 

prevalent ~~ ch~ldren with a history of d~arrhea. 6.~.2;t of 

the ch~ldren with d h~story of recent d~arrnea and 30~ 01 the 

99 NRC (1980b), V~llage Soc~o-Econom~c Baseline VOLume II • 

100 For more deta~led information on nutclt~onal status ~n 

Egypt, see USAID/CDC ~£ab E~£!!hll:~ .Q!. £;~l.£1 1f~1!Qllg! 
i!!llA!-.ion .?u~Y£Y., !21~ ~~g 12..f;Q, dIJ(l tb,; Proct:t:d~ngs of 
the J!Qll§!!Ql! 2£ liE![!!.!.Q!1 ~!lg H~~li.h .!!! J~~ y rl, Calco, 
October 20-22, 197'.1; for mOlC lnformiltloll on tJ01JIJlation in 
£yypt, 5C{: SOIn(' bf!.!!~'!;!.,n e~l!~J~t!Q!l. !"H!9. l!~.!l!~!! 1i~'§Q!!.££~ 
R£.!£.J.:Q.H!!L!.!.!.!!!. I·fl~!, Worll1 Duuk OOClJlIIL'I1t, 1901. 

http:availaLie.OO


Table 6. PROFILE OF NUTRITIONAL AND SOCIAL STATUS IN THL TWO VILLAG~S 

Stunting wasting Infant Poor 
90% H/A 80% W/H Mortality dwellings 

(a)(b) (a)(b) Rate (per (c) 
thousand) 

(a)(b) 

KafT el 12.3% 8.2% 112.6 23.2% 
Khadra n=146* n=146 n=4,5 7 2 n=4,572 

Omar 28.6 2.4 93.0 50.0 
Makram n=126 n=126 n=2,141 n=2,141 

National 
Average 20.8 0.3 119.0 n.a. 

* sample size 

Sources: (a) Abdallah (1980). 
(b) NRC (1980), village Demographic Survey. 
(c) USAID/CDC (19/8, 1980). 

Dwellings Dwellings 
without without private 
latrines water source 

(c) (c) 

50 % 86.2% 
n=4,572 n=4,572 

27.4 48.0 
n=2,141 n=2,141 

n.a. n.a. 

I 
CD 
0 
I 
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children w~th a h~story of r~cent or recurrent d~arrnea were 

undernourished. S~nc~ wast~n~ ~s also fa~rly s~gn~f~cant ~n 

Kafr el KLadra, the survey sugJests that ~n that v£llag~, 

malnutr~t~on may L€ mor~ of a nea~tn proDJem than a prob~e~ of 

~nade~uate food ~ntake.l0l 

I~ OWdl H~~ld~, the occurence ot d~arrhea among the 

ch~ldren sampled was much lower;. Nne nutr~ t~on~sts . ha ve 

hypotnes~zed that th~s may be due to th~ fact t~at Omar Ha~ram 

nas better health s~rvices.l02 Tney suggest that thu n~gher 

prevalence of chron~c malnutr~t~on in Omar. tiaJ.ralll rudY bt:: due 

to poor infant feeu~ng prdctices. 

st~ll Le~Dg br~ast-ted witnout prvper su~p~~mentat~on u~ to 

two years oi a~e.l0J 

lhe IM~ ~n Katr el KnaaLa 1S n1gh compar~d to the nat~onal 

average, but lt ~s even n~~h co~pared to the 197~-1973 t~gure 

for Rural lower E~y~t: 103 per thousand. 104 This supports tne 

hypothesis that "a£ r eJ. Kbadra nas a severe healtn problem, 

protatly r.e ..... a +-.f: d t.o san1tat~on and tne ~uality of watt:::r 

supply. Indeed, oLly 5.3 ~ of the na.t r el Khadra respondt:::l.its 

reported hav~n:J a pri va te tail, b". 1 ~ use the I:-'uDl~c i'UiDP, 

18. 1 ~ reported us~ng a public tap, 10.9 ~ have a pr1vate 

101 Abdalla (1981). 

102 Ibid, fJ. 63 • 

10J lb~d, p.52. 

104 World Bank Document (1981) p.71. This is signif1cant 
becduse tb~ IMf. is higher for Upper Egypt which nas 4 
tendency to sh1ft the national average for the worsa. 
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pump, and 2.3 ~ use the irrigat~on canals as a water source. 

In Omar Kakram on the other hand, 41.9 ~ of the respondents 

r~ported hav~ng a private tap, 35.0 ~ use a fubl~c tap, 9.8 ~ 

nave a pr~vate pump, and 13 I use the publ~c pump. lOS 

Tous, clearly the two v~llages d~ffer s~gnif~cantiy on 

factors relevant to the project.. As w~ll LJe d~scuss€d below, 

these factors help to expla~~ the dift~rent project 

~xperiences ~n the two villages to date. 

jlID~RLYI!H! !§SU,nR.I!2.la 

~.prehe!!§!!~ !£.E1:Q.!ch 12 th@ Pood I§.§.!!! 

Rather tnan trying to simpl~fy the national government's 

concept of food secur~ty, the NR~ dec~ded to address tbe issue 

in all OL lts com~lex1ty. Th~s meant ~Lclud~n~ com~onents 

dealiLg witn the supply of fooa cro~s and of foods and meats 

h~gn ~u prote~n, act~v~t~es pcomot~ng ~mproved tood proce~s~ng 

methods 1n order to increase the v~llag~cs' ability to 

preserve and store food, aLd components ~ncrea5~ng income anJ 

employ~eut-~€Leration opportun~t~~s such that food needs could 

better b~ met in the marKet. The des~~n therefore 1ncluded 

act~vlt~es i~ all of these areas. 

The components 

involveu advice 

des1gned for field and vegetable 

on 

rttcommendat~ons ior a 

better cultivat~ou practices 

technical package includ~n9 new 

varieties, nev types ot fertilizers and pest~cides. 

101 NRC (1980a), Village Demographic Survey. 

cro~s 

and 

seed 

The 

~ III I 
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poultry project, as ment~oned before, introduced th6 ~dea of 

build~ng a confinement area for chicke~s such that infections 

and nutrit~oL could be better controlled; tAis 

chickens for the market more attract~ve, thus 

added source of ~ncome for farm iam~lies4106 

made ra~sing 

providiL~ an 

The aa~rl 

process~ng, apiary, and sericulture sUDprojects consisted of 

d~mon~trat~on centers ~n wn~ch people vere tra~ned 6~ther to 

improve the~r production methods, or, iD tAe case of 

sericulture, to ~~ck u~ a t~ad~t~o~al act~Yity that Aad once 

been wid21y practiced (tAis was only in Katr e~ Khadr~. 

The impl~cit assumpt~oD was that an ~ncrease in real 

of . incomes woulJ accrue 

project act~v~t~es. 

to vil~age households as 

The effect could be d~rect, 

a r~sult 

such as a 

L~se ~n cash ~ncom~ du~ to a greater pro~ortion of product~on 

Le~~g dVd1ldLle for marketing, or an ~ncrease 1n rea~ ~Dco~e 

s~nce more Ilom~ product~on of food would reduce the amount a 

househoLd ~ust purchase 1n the markat. The eff~ct COUiU also 

be 1udirect, such as a rise ~n iecome due to ~ncr~ased 

employment op~ort~n~t~es, or a decl~ne ~n agr~cu~tural proauce 

prices. 

A comprehensiv~ 

meant dealing v~th 

approach to the food secur~ty 

tAe ~ua11ty-of-l~fe ~n rural 

issue aiSO 

ar~as. MBF 

project Jes1gners chose to focus OL nutritiou as a component 

of ~uality-of-life because of 1tS ~ensit~v1tJ to changeS 1n 

food supply aud income levels. To study tAe effect of t~e MBF 

106 Ali ,198~. 

I( I 
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Project activities on nutrition, a monitoring and evaluation 

s}stem was proposed usin~ indicators such as Dirthweights, 

anthropometr~c indices, 1MB, iniant feed~n~ practices and 

hemoglobin concentration of pregnant women. 107 In addition, 

several dir~ct ~ntervelltion programs vere also ~roposed: 

nutrition education, an infant feeding ~r.ogram, a school 

fe~ding pro';lram and a program to comDat iron-dei~c~encI .. l"08 It 

was ex?ect~d that the latter would enhance the effect of tbe 

projects on nutr~t~on Ly directly alleviatiny m~cronutr~ent 

defic~eLcies that were not liKelY to b~ solved by ra~sing 

incomes. 

As stated in an early proj~ct paper, 

and oLjective of this project relies 

improve~eLt of nutr~t~onal cOLdit~ons 

"the overall approach 

on the pr~nc~ple tDat 

of a po~ulation affects 

productivity and ra~ses health standards wh~ch ~s an im~ortaLt 

factor for raisihg the phys~cal ~uality of life."109 The 

design of the project there Lore takes into cons~derat~on ~he 

social, econom~c, and Dealth factors wh~ch interact to ~roauce 

levels of welfare, and adopts at ~east ~n pr~nc~ple, a 

compre~ensive approacL to the proolea. 

-----------------_.----

107 Ga.Lal (1980) .• 

108 NRC ,1980c) MBF project Progress Beport (1979-80). 

109 Galal (1980), p.S. 

) /' , I 
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As do many otheL lRD proj~cts of an experimental nature, the 

MBF Project orted for the p~lot project appLoach to allo~ for 

learnin~ from ex~er~eLce and for el05e coo~~rat10n b~tween 

researchers anG farmers in adapt1ng new t~cnnolog1es to local 

condit10ns. lher~ a~pear to 1e two ma~n reason5 for taK~ng 

th is alll! ro deh. F~rst~y, p1lot projects ~enJ tu~mselves to 

more flex1b~l1ty and th~reior~ allow stdff and part1c1~aLts to 

l~arn as the project unfolds. Th1S seems to have teen a 

particularly appro~riate format 10r tn~ ~ore and Better Food 

Project since it represented for the NRC a f1rst atte~pt at 

IFD, and S1nce 1ntroduc~ny nutr~t~onal cons1derat10ns 1nto a~ 

IRD project has seldom b~en tried. 

SecoLdly, 1t was assum~J that innovative research was tDe 

Key to deve.J.0llloeLt ~L Egypt.lan rural areas. Si nCE:! .Local 

adaptat10n and d1ssem~natLon of new technolog~es arc 

time-consuming anu re~ul.re a ia1r amount of d€:ta1.Led 

informat~on-gather~ng, the NRC could not real1st1cd.J.ly 

consia~r large-scale ~RD stratE:!gies g~ven 1~S l~mittQ staii, 

resoure~s, and sUf~ort facil~t1E:!s 1n the rural ared~. N~C 

p=oJect leaders theretore chose to aQo~t an ext~nsion model, 

character1zed Ly toe close linkage between researCD and 

extension. 110 The plan M~S to beg~L work in two Villages, w1th 

the 1dea that it the model made sense, 1t Mould sutse~uently 

be applied to oth~r v~lla~es. In tDe latter case t the d~C 

--------------------
110 U~ Janvry (1981), pp.250-251. 

http:disseminat).on
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lIould seek to c oopcrate 

a local 

either lI~th tne governorate 

complement ~ts own admin~stration or 

resources. 

univer si ty to 

Impl~cit ~n the MBF project is 

themselv~s are brought into the 

are more likely to work lIith 

the assumpt~on that if tarmers 

project from the start, . tney 

~t and ensure its success. 

Therefore, ~n both Omar Makram and Kate el Khadra, bring~ng 

the local peo~le ~nto project dec~s10n-mak~n~ was a h~gh 

priori~y. A general meeting was held to introduce the 

project, at wh~ch the mayor, local otf~c~als, and v~llage 

~nhabitants were present. During the course of the meeting, 

NRC project leaders descr~bed tne ~h~loso~hy of th~ project 

and suggested ways iL Which their expert~se mignt benef~t the 

villagers. After thlS formal commun~cat~on, NRC teams of 

scient~sts were anle to esta1lis~ the~r OWL contacts and 

conduct studies of the local cOLd~t~ons. 

NRL project managers also reco~n~zed t~at the villag~rs 

would he more recept~ve to toe deta~led information 9ath~r~ng 

activ~t~es of the project if they were given reason to believe 

that the NFC sc~ent~sts truly intended to nelr them N~th t~e~r 

proble~s. Ther~fore, the NRC launched tne project act~v~t~es 

on two feo~ts from tne start. .n~ie ~n~t~al data collect~on 

lias be~c~ carried out, several demonstzatioL 

started ~n both v~llages. The1 we£e chosen 

projects w~re 

to be J1~ghly 

I I! ' 
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visible and likely to increase lac~ or iarm-r~latea 

productiv~ty. Ih~ stake-and-w1ce metnod of 1row1ng tomatoes 

was th~refore chosen to get th~ project off to a good st~rt. 

It was a t~chn~~ue wh1cn had ~d~ned w~dos~ruad recoYL~t10n 1n 

the FaIoum Govecuorate Lor 1ts hlyher Y1e~ds. At a.LJout the 

same t1me, NRC poultry speC1d115ts des1yned ana s~t u~ a model 

conflnement area to demonstrate 1wproved poultry-ra~slLg 

technll;iues. 

scient~sts 

Bi 

hoped 

provlng tbe1r dD1l1ty 1D d few arLls, NIlC 

to stimulate greater coo~erat10n 

vlllage producers. 

lSS~~1J!G TH~ RllSON1BLEM~~§ Q[ fB04~£! !~sotlP!!Q!!~ 

In!21!~g !!ll~~ prQguc~f..2: .§uc~~§~:! Q!H! f!!.!lu£~2 

Start1Lg on a s~al~ scal~ dnd ~dndy1n~ the 

among 

~rojE:ct 

autollomol1sly have ~1vt!n the NRC grl:ater control ovt...r processes 

that wer~ lett l~eXlb~e by de~lyn, dnd dllow~j greater 

partic 1p at 10n by v 111age pr od ucel s 1D th e reSvd Cl .. h t'rocvss. 

Llnes of dccountab111ty were cl~al: to~ NRC naj ovvrall 

decls10n-maklng and c~ordinating re5~onsib1l1tlCS. lnaved, 1t 

would have been d1fficult for th~ local d~r1cu~tural 

cooperat1v~ off1c1als, or dLy other e~teLSlOL surv!ce, to 

provide tne int~grat1Dy function 10r th1s mult1-d15cl~l1nary 

project. But a concern for the selt-susta1naL111ty of the 

processes set 1D motion by thE ~roj~ct seem~ to have LeeL left 

out. Ihe des1gn did not provld~ fot a mecnaOlsm whereby the 

NRC could w1tbdra~ its involve~eDt without thereby makiD~ ~t 
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difficult IO~ producers to cont1nue pract1c1n~ the im~royed 

techniques. 

Subproject Agree.ents with Farmers 

Iniolmal a~scussiODS wito NBC scientists aDd national 

off~c~d15 1nvolved ~n overs~e1ng the proj~ct, as well as 

interv~ew5 v~tb facwers aLd v1~laye ayricultural cooperat1ve 

offic1dls, suggest toat an cLfect1v€ worx~ng relationsh1~ was 

achieved 1n most instanc~s, betweeu the village part1cipants 

and those SC1ent1sts who vis~ted the project areas regularly_ 

Agreements between t4e Project and v~llage producers were 

worked out ~nd~v~dually as ~nterest was ex~ressed and fund~ng 

became available. 

Is kDowl~age and experience accumulated, from informal 

t4lxs over coffee as ~el~ as from the .ore foraal base~ine 

studies, sc~e~t15ts were aole to d~ter~i~e the aa1n pr0blem~ 

faced by farmers and choose the on~s 1D which toe NAC research 

capab1l~ty could De of some asslstanc~. uel~cat~ negot~at~ons 

the~ took place between the NEC project staff a~d the 

villagers, L'essellUJl~ng a t.drga~n~n~ process in vh~ch each s~dc 

looked out for jts own inter~sts. The sc~€nt~sts w~lt~d the 

producers themselves to part1ci~ate ~n the demonstIat~on 

projects as much as possiL~e 1D order to ~ncrease tne~r stake 

in the success of the exper~ment. They 1ns~sted tnereiore, 

that the demoustration~ td~e place on the iarmer's land, or in 

h1s housenold, whenever possible. In return, the NBC providQd 

j, 
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the farmer with a guaraDte~ that he would not losp. money aR 

long as be iollowea the aQV~C~ of the sc~entists. 

Various oral agreements vere reacn~d betw~en the NBC aDd 

the iarler, allot wn~ch represented some form of crop 

insurance. Snrue of the sub~~dies wer~ prov~detl as outr~gbt 

grants to the !drmerS, whereas others were ~~ven as loans. 

for examF~e, th~ agreemeut reached wlth tuo farmers ~u Omdr 

Makram st~p~lated that tney would leas~ one half of a feJdan 

each to t~e NRC for the tomato ex~erlmeDt_ The fdrmErs would 

care tor the ~~nd accor~in~ to NRC lnstructions, anJ th~ NRC 

would bear all of tbe expenses as well as pay rent, and would 

taKe allot the y~eld. (In Aaf! el Kilaura, ta~ e~perimeLt had 

to be on government land the f~rst i~ar; but the second ledr, 

OLC6 the b~gn yield had been demonstrated, a farmer agr~eu to 

coo~erate w~tn the ~roject). 

Similarly, in ~ts first year, the peanut proj~ct prov~ded 

the 35 produc~rs with the cost of extra land preparatioJJ, as 

w~ll as seeds of a new var~ety, and spec~al fert~l~zers and 

pestic~des. The maize, wheat aud otner vegetable crops 

projects reacn~d sim~lar agreements. Tne ~oultry ~~oject 

however, on~y subs~uized the on~-day-ola ch~cks, tae feeu, and 

the antiseft~cs and vaCClndt~ons. Tne ~roj~ct then prov~ded 

the ~roducers a loaL with wnich to bUy tne necessary 

eyuipment. 

Subsequent expansion benefitted from the ihitial successes 

and ~ncreased t£ust between scient~sts and farmers. In 19d2, 
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tnere were 70 poultry 

techn~~ues ~ntroduced by 

producers in OmaL Makram us~ng tne 

the NRC, but only the f~rst 12 bad 

been subs~d~zed. In Kair el Khadra t tber~ were 40. l~kewise, 

the ~eanut project began u~th 35 participants ~n Omar tlaKram, 

all of WDom received the subs~dies. In 1982, tnere were 11H 

part~cipants, eveL toouyn only tbe h~gnly spec~al~zed 

fertilizers and pest~c~de~ ~ere be~n~ p£ov~ded by the NRC. 

Other teams reacbea a satisfactory agreement on~y after 

several attempts. The team wor~ing w~th broad beallS 

origillallj agreed to pay for the seeds, pestic~des, and 

fertil~zers, in return Lor one th~rd of the farmec's y~eld. 

However, due to a lac~ of commun~cat~on and trust, th~s led to 

m~sunderstandings over toe actual size of t~e y~ald. Toe 

sc~ent~sts decided in the next season, ~o continue subs~d~~~Lg 

iLputs but not to cla~m any share of the crop. This ensured 

th~m toe opportun~ty to accurately m~asure the i~elds ana 

therefore increase the scient~fic valid~ty of tne experiments. 

Cooperation with Local 19ricultu~al Officials 

Altnough ~t was or~ginal~y thought that th~ 

the farmers d~rectly w~to the researchers 

participation of 

was the key to 

effective ~mplementation, it was SOOll rea~~zed tnat the 

cooperation of the ayricultJ~"al cooperat~ve oific~als, wno 

lived and worked in the vil~age, was also crucial to project 

success. The NRC therefore learned to rely on them to ensure 

effective ongo~ng communication between project participants 

'I,~~ 
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and NRC project managers. From one planting season to the 

ne~t, different tecnn1~ues and/or seed var1et1es were tr1~d, 

adapted, and e1tn~r accepted or reJected for future use. 

Several sci~nt1st5, in cooperation w1tn the agr1cultura~ 

cooperative workers, superv1sed toe f1clds re~ularly dur1n9 

the yrow1ng season, but were also available for ddv1c~ on 

crops not dealt w~tn by the ~roJect, or for ass1staDce to 

producers not part1c1pat1ng in thE project. 

Such a concentrated ~ffort was part1cularly useful 1n Omar 

ttakraiil where agL"1culture faces maDY d.l.fticult1es and unknowns .. 

Indeed, in Omdr Makram there has Deen widespread part1c1pat10n 

in the Nac proJects, as indicated 1n TaLle 7 belo~. 

10 date, 118 farmers have part1c1pated in the peanut proJect, 

200 1L the small-scaL~ dairy iroduct10D p~oject and 70 in the 

poultrj project, to ment10n onlJ tne lar~~st ones. It s.nould 

be noted however, that t~ere is ~roba~ly sign1f1cant overlap 

1n thes~ numbers ~f ~roJect partic1pants. Inaeed, 1t seems 

that many of the farmers wno were willing to coo~erate 

~artic.l.pateQ in all of t~e SUD-co~~oneLts that the1 could. 
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r I 

J • J TABLE 7 J 
I I 
J Number of Farmers in MBF Subprojects j 

J I 
j J 
j , 
I 1979 1980 1981 1982 , 
I • j POOLTRY I 
I Omar Hakram 30 57 70 70 I 
I Kafr el Knaara 8 20 '10 '10 J 
I I 
I 10HA'IOES • I Omar Hakram 2 1 0 0 I 
I Kafr el Khadra 1 1 0 0 j 

I • I HAl ZE I 
I O!llar HaKram 3 60 11 I 
I Kair el Khaara 1 'I N.A. • J I· 
I PEANUlS • I OiIlar Mdkram 35 118 I 
I Kafr el Khaara (pean uts Dot grown) I 
I • WHEAI I 

Omar Hakram 58 N.A. I 
Kafr ~l Kbadra (no wheat subproject) , 

I 
J 

N.b. All of theSt: figures re~resent thos~ ava~laDle to j 
the researcher as of Aug~st 19a~ so are subJ~ct to I 
rev1sioL as new 1niormat10D 15 collected. I 

I 
I 
I 

_J 

Less CooperatioD in lair e1 Khadra 

However, it soon became clear that the small-ness ot thti 

project aDd close communicat10n between reseaLcbe£5 and 

farmers d1d not guaranteo success. According to NRC proj~ct 

lIdnagers, not maD1 producers in Kair el Kbadra sboved an 

iDter~st 1D partic1pat~ng in the Bub-projects, espec1ally 

I' I 
• I ) '1 
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~hose involving field cro~s (se~ Table 7). Some Kafr el 

Khadra producers benefitted irom the HBY project's sUDs1dies 

of poultry conf~~ement ar~ilS. lrad~t~onally, small tarm€cs 

had ke~t ~n~ckens as a ~ide act~v~ty, ra15~ng them uDd~r ~oor 

cond~t~on.s, ilnn gener-tilly lcuv~ng the~r care to U.e I/OIilCn.. 

Toe improvements 1ntroduced by th~ NRC: hang1D~ teeners, ya~ 

stov~ for heat~Dg dLa l~yht1ng, sem~-automat~~ dr~nA~cs, dS 

well as traiciL~ programs on t€~cl formu.iat1on allU vdcc~ndt~OLl., 

incredseJ tilE. t-roduct~on of ch~ckens fourlold. 111 TIlt.; i-roject 

also allow~u producers to ra1S~ poultry for th~ ~dIket, 

whereas prev10usly, they ra1sed chicKens ma.l.. ,Iy for the e99s. 

But none of toe o~her production-or~eLteJ projects s~ems to 

have addressed problems that are pr10r~t1es ior Kafr el Knadra 

producers. 

Wh~~ aSAed wny t~ey tnought the Ldrmers 1n KaLr el K~adra 

were of t~n u I~"11.u.Dg to part1 c.l.lJa \'.e in toe field crop 

act1vities of the MBF project, some ~roject SC1ent~sts 

respoLded that Kafr el Khadra farmers placed unreasonable 

demands on the proJect. For examrle, Lecause 1t rem1Dd~d them 

of earl1~r 90vernmeut attempts to consol~date the1r 

landholdings as a part of th~ land reform movement, Kafr el 

Khadra farmers were apparentlj not w~lling to accept th~ 

proJect on N~C terms. The NRC "neat team had 1ns~sted that 

they could not pcov1de pro~er superv1sion of proje~t 

activit~es unless the ind.l.Y1Qual plots of the farmers were 

----,------

III Ali (1982). 



-94-

consolidated ~~ one area. S~m~la[ly, the maize team rec~Jved 

full coopecat~on as lon~ as the v~lldge council leader 

int~ccl:dt:d 'Jut when tbe latter was aad}" dt th(:: t1me of ma1ze 

plant1~g, few farm~rs proceeded to ~lant 1mproved vaI1ct1es. 

Desr1t~ thp small scale or the project and the close 

contact of SC1CUt1st5 w1th thp Y]llay~rs, NBC stdll were not 

alway;> W1J....l1Lg or atlt::: to accomodate the IICt.:a~) 01 the iJL-ople 

they w(;'re trj1ng to neli-. In tJdrt, tb1s sl:(~me,l to bL tWC<lUSC 

i~ geLeral, the intecest of sC1ent~sts 1U rural d~vuLoprount 

s~ldom goes beyond the researeD aspects or tnu proJuct; 

1ndeed, so~e of toe NRC sc~entJ~ls involved 1n tne MDF Project 

seemed mostly int~rested J..n carry~n~ out qua11tj agr1cultural 

researcn to achu:ve opt~mal yields under the p£lys~cal 

cond1t10ns character1st1c of the £wo v~llages_ others were 

only intertsted in the lab work to be carr~ed out at the NRC 

1n support of tae ~roJect. 

Research Hay Not Be Key Constraint 

A DumLer of sC1ent~sts howev~r visited tne v1l1ayes 

regularly and assisted th~ v~llayers w~th all aspects of tneir 

product~on ~roblems_ As it turned out, much of the worK 

involved far:il1tat.lllg inst1tut.ionaJ. l11!.k.ages for tJu:: fii,rwers 

and other ~roducers, and ~n tra1D1ny the dyr1cultural 

extens10n workers and staff of toe demon~tcdtion centers in 

how best to spread ~nlormat10c on new techn~~ues. loese 

4ctiv~ties were ones for Wh1Ch the scientists v~re not 

J J I~ 
I 

http:scientj.ts
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prepared and vhicD th& ~roj~ct had not antic~pated ~n the 

As v~ll be discussed further ~n the n~xt 5ect~on, researcn 

.ay not be the ma~~ con5trd~nt to ~ncEua5~ng ~roduct~Vtty ~n 

through the ayr~culturd1 coopcrat~ve5. 

agr~cultural cnol-erat1ves -- WhlCil arc e55ent~ally ljovPulment 

inst1tut~ons controll~ng the su~p1y of ~nvut~ (1lld the 

market~n~ of outputs-- 1~ not s~t up to be r05pon~lVc to the 

un~iue needs o~ toe d1f1erent Teg~on5_ 

In addl.tioLA" although toe d~moLstrat~on centers were 

~&tended to cr~ate add~tl.onal sourc~s of ~ncome tor farmers 

a~d ~anjless vorkers, tne~r 1mpact aipears to h~ fa1r1y 

111D.l tt: j .. NRC 1n?ut 1nto the centers was t&mporacy; project 

ass1stanc~ was mainiY mob1iized to set up the centers. It 15 

uncl~Qc to What extent the communit1cs are mak~ng use ot tnem, 

or to what extent tne1r oryan1zat~onal structuc~ is erfect1ve 

1n caccyin~ out 1tS mandate. This 15 someth1ng NRC proJ~ct 

mana1€cs m~~nt want to tollow up on ~inc~ the5~ demoLslrat10n 

centers are tne only components WhICh potentidl1y address the 

needs of the landless laLorers 1n the v11lages. 

To date, the yuest10n of how to spread project bentif1£S 

beyond the direct partICIpants has not ~een systematically 

'I' " .. ( 
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addressed. If 1nnovat10flS ar~ judgeJ by other produc~rs to be 

prof1table then ~t may La l~d50ndDle to assume tbat ao 

i[if ormdl ud or ILdt.lOn ~ xc lIaIJ:;l ~ would take fJ ldct~ dllJOD ~ tbem to 

spr~dd th~ new t~chliOloY1CS_ 

demon.s tr at 10 [1 plt'ts 01 land Centurs 

(dp1dr H! 5, ~;{.:r1cultuLC, Jd1r}' Pl'OC~5s1nlj} 

locdteJ nedr d vllldljl' lliorougluc'.re. In .ldd1t1011, ~;orue of the 

d1stributed torouyb tnL e~teDsion serVlcc. 

However, not unex~ectedly, lh~ 11rst farmers to coo~erate 

with the 5ci~utists were also the more wealthy, progressive 

ones. As often oappens 1n demonstrat10D projects sucb as the· 

ODes iL WhiCh the NRC is en~a9~d , tne main thrust of the 

effort was to gal.n ViS1b.lllty through clear, imprt:.5s~ve 

succe::.ses. It was assumed that d~sse~lDat10~ of to~ new 

techn1~ues to the other vlllaJt rarmers then would occur 

without the ne~u for fUr1ner NRC 1npuc. G:"vel1 tnis 

assumpt10n, toe best strate9Y Jas clearly to wor~ w1th toose 

farmers woo w~re more wealthy and more educate~. Pcesumably, 

these farmers would be more w1li1n~ to ta~e rlsKs and more 

able to profJer1y fol~ow the adV1Ct or sC1entists. However, as 

W.lll L ~ d 1 SC us St: a la t~ r , th1S strategj lS incuns1ste£t v~th 

the yoal of improviLg the general. liv1Dg condlt10LS and 

Dutrit~onal btatus of the vlllage populat10ns. If the goal of 

the project 1S to benefit the entire v111age, add1tional 

erforts lay b~ n~cessary in order to encourage part1ci~at~oD 

Il'i l 
I ." 
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by those households that are found to be most needy. This may 

reg'lire that the NRC seeK a coolJerative agreement With a local 

organizatio~ or government agency thdt has better field 

supp~rt systems tOdD doe~ the NnC. 

The long-term lcpact of the project on Village welfare, a~d on 

nutrition ~n particular, depend~ larg~ly on threE difierent 

factors. .lmpro v~ce n ts 

self-sustdinable iLco~e-gcnerat~ny op~ortun.lt.le~ mus, be 

acnieved. S~coudly, lOW-income yrou~s need to b~ brouyht lDtO 

the proJect. And thirdly, the lDcome must L,-; spent iD such a 

way that a~l houseflold me~b~rs arE act~ally better oft. Each 

of these iactors \ijul be discussed in turn. 

Self-sustainabilit r 

As meutioned ear11er, the Nne seems to have come up v~th a 

variety of appropriate methods for 1.nCreaSiil~ vl.IJ.age 

i~come-generatloL oPlJortuD1t.leS, ap?ro~r~ate Decause they 

prOVide a simple technical so~uti0n to what seem to be 

techn1cal problems: poor seed var1eties, pests, low 501.1 

ferti~ity. Appro~riate, however, 15 a cODcept strongly bound 

by cultural and environmental factors. Tne constraints iaced 

by Omar Hakram and Kafr el Khaaca ~roducers may make the 

simplest technologies ina~pro~Liatc unless soae 0.1 the 

structural constraints they face are alleviated. Indeed, 
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several iDd~cations suggest that t4e main constrai~t to the 

i~crease in agr~cultural pcoductiv~ty may not be tecnuical 

knowledge. 

Ln Kafr el Khadra, the fact that many of the land-hold~n3s 

are very smal~ and scattered may ex~la~n the lack of 

cooperation on the part of Katr el Khadra farmers. The1rs may 

have teen a rat10nal cespo~se g1ven tne fact that th~i Jepend 

ma~nly on off-farm sources of income and on~y wock ~he land 

for SUDs~st~nce neeas. In adj~t~on, even for small farmers, 

ou~ of the ~ain constra~nts in the choice of cropp~ng pattern 

is the product~on of animal fodder: berseem ~n the w1nter aLd 

ma~ze 1n the summer.112 The pr1ce of meat and dairy products 

on the market are st1~1 unregulated by the government so that 

l~vestock are 9 ~ven n~gh pr ior~ ty in a Jl oUtieJlold' s 

a~str~but10n of r~sourc~s. Because the avera~e land-hola~n~ 

s~ze in Kafr el Ktadra is too small to prov~de suts1sleuc~ for 

an agr~cultural fam~ly,lll ~t mdY therefore not te worth ~t to 

them to iLvest any f~rth~r 1n agriculture. 'Ine farn.ers of 

Kafr el Knadra ~n general m~ght be bett~r ~erce1ved as wage 

earners as well as producers, since emp~oyment ava1~aD1l~ty 

and wage levels may be more ~m~ortant determ1nants of t4e~r 

welfare than is agricultural productivity.114 

112 "a~ze stalks are used as an~mal fodder. 

III Ilya Hac1~ wr1tes that an a~r1cultural family ~~ Egypt 
needs at least 2-3 ieddans, pianted with tradit~onal 
crops, to prOVide for 1tS Subs1stance needs; sae HariK 
(1919) • 

114 D6Janvry (1982), p.246. 

1/3t 
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In Omar Hakram, Knowledge of the opt1mal technologI may not 

be the key constra~nt e~ther. Apparently, ~nst1tutional and 

e~vironmental factors loom large. The logistical const~aints 

of farm~n~ on lana recla~med from the desert are s~vere and 

may not wacrant furtner investment 1n cUltivation pract~ces. 

In informal interviews w1th the researcher, Omar Maxram 

farmers d~scussed the constraints they face. One of their 

main COLcerns was the r~sin3 cost oi the inputs reco~mended 1} 

the NRC scient1sts. In 1981, the cost to the NRC per fedda~ 

of peanuts was about 33 E91Ptian pounds (L.E.1= $1.20); tbis 

included tne 1ncreased cost of improved land preparation, and 

the cost of spec1a11zed pesticides and fertili~ers not 

generally used by the farmers or prov1ded by the agr1cultural 

cooperatives. In 1~82, tne farmers wno were part1c1pat1ng for 

tt~ second season, by a~reement vita the project d1d so at 

the1r own expense; they cla1med that 1n tae second year of toe 

project, the same packa~e of technolog1es cost them aDout 

L.E.SO per feddan. 

Hore important~YI some farmers are not sure that 1t is 

worth invest1ng more in peanut product10n, even thougn the 

Y1elds aLd returns are h1gnly profitable it ali goes well; too 

often they have lost a whole crop becaus~ Lbe electr1city that 

runs their irrigation pumps has been cut off Lor a per10d of 

days. Ihe farmers' abil1ty to continue uS1ng the improved 

technolog1cal ?acxag~ tberefore depends on the relative cost 

of inputs, tne~r ava1ldbility 1n time for planting, and tbe 

reliabil1ty of the ele~trical syste~. 
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Farmers in both villages appear to be reluctant to ado~t 

aore laDor-intensive technolog1es because th~ re~ative cost of 

agricultural wages 1n the Egypt~an rural areas is high. Ihis 

appears to be one of the ma1n reasons tor the rejection of t~e 

stake-and-w1re method of growing tomatoes Insofar as 

possible, all but the lar~e farmers re~y mainly on fam11y 

labor, e~chan~1ng witA neighbors if tAey have an urgent job to 

be done. In informal discussions with the ~esearcher, farm~rs 

indicated that competition from Job opportun~t1es in the 

growing urhan areas other than Cd1ro, and ~n other Arab 

countries, as well as availab1lity of farmland in other 'rab 

nations, liS has ra1sed agr1cultural wages to unacceptably A1gh 

levels. An Egypt1aD scnolar points to two other reasons for 

tne high wage levels, both ot them nav1ng to do w~th the 

decline 1n lanor ava~lab~iity. 

The iragmentat10n of landnoldings has reinforced toe 
household mode of production and absorbed large 
numbers of workers who used to be ava1laDle for h1re 
during the peak seasons... By ~mploying their wom~n 
and cn11dren on the1r OWL farms, and oJ increas1ng 
their own numbers, small operators have dra1ned the 
labor pool available 1n peaK seasons and pusned 
labor wa~es u~. 10 replace tnem, other farmers have 
to hire workers 1D the re~ular labor force at much 
b1gher wag~s, who are also often unavailaDle. 116 

liS The Chr1stian SCience Monitor reports tnat in Ira~, lito 
encourage ~rivate farming, Egyptian and ltocroccan peasants 
are be1n~ Y1ven land grants to cult\vate ~rivate plots in 
the Tigris and Eupbrates Valley", 8/26/61. 

116 Barik (1974), ,po. 7 2, 75. 
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He also suggests tnat labor ava1lability has decrea~ed ~ecause 

more ch1ldren are 1n sCAool, and women and some children are 

putting more hours 1nto dL1~al busbandry.117 

I~ 1S probable that all OI thes~ factors nelp to e~pla~n 

the high cost of ~abor faced by OmaL Ha~ram and Kafr e~ Khadra 

farm~rs. Since famil1 labor ~s p£obably alread} fully 

employed, either on or ofi farm, ia£mers W1Sh1D; to adop~ 

im~roved but more labor-intensive tecnnologies must be w1~11ng 

and able to pay h1red laDor. 

participation by Groups vith Lov Socio-econoaic status 

Assum1ng tnat afpro~riate techniques are found for ~ncreas1ng 

vi~lage product1v1ty, and tnat ~hey ar~ widely adofted, it 

would be fa1r to assume that the v111age populat10Ls woula b~ 

generally better off 1n econom1C terms. Benefits would accrua 

to malnourished households, 1.e. to hous~holds w1th meQbers at 

risk of or suffer1Dg Lrom ma~utr~tion, only to the e~tent 

that they adopted the new technolo~~~s. I~ 1S therefore worth 

identifY1ng the target groups tor the "BE Project in t~rms of 

SOC10-econom1C and nutr1t10nal status as a way of determ1n1ng 

whether or not project benefits can accrue to those groups 

tnat nave been found to be the worst off~ 

It is not easy to aefine target groups for an IRD project 

such as MBf. The act1vit1es were des1gLed to serve as 

demonstrations of improved techDi~u~s and therafore involve 

117 Ibid, p.12. 

http:husbandry.11
http:decrea.ed
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relatively few project part~c~pants, i.e. those that vere 

subsid~zed. However, other producers may beneiit by 

oLserving th~ new techn~~ues be~ng used by the part~cipants 

themsel v ~~s or by rece~v ing trclln~ng through some )~ illd of an 

extens~on system. In a sense toeo t any v~llager en~ag~n~ ~n 

tne act~v~ty being ~mproved becomes a part of the target 

group. Accordin9 to this rat~onale, all of t~e land-hold~ng 

families in Omar Makram are potential b~nefic~ar~es of the 

s~o-projects 1nvolv~ng f~~ld crops s~nce all plant pearuts and 

at least some whedt and maize; 64 families might ben~f~t from 

sub-prOjects deal~n~ with vegetable cro~s.ll' 

In Kair el Khadra, the f~gures are large x because 

land-hold~n9s are lAuch smaller. About 672 OL the 701 

land-owners in tnat vi~~age stand to gain from field crop 

~mprov~meLt projects. An act~v~ty in~olving vegetatle CLOpS 

wouid potentialiY benef~t 53 farmersell~ 

As fox th~ demonstrat~on proJects ~uch as those deal~n~ 

with poultry conf~nements, apiaries, and ser~culture, t~eir 

target group 1S th~ agr~cultural subco~mun~ty as a vnol~ ~n 

each villdg~ since they refresent act1v~t~es that could 

potent~ally provide a seco~d source of household income for 

tne landl~ss and land-holders alike. 

III NBC (lSaOb), Village Socio-EcoDomic Baseline, Volume I, 
p.58. 

119 Ibid, p.29. 
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To find out the extent to which the target groups repr~sent 

houeeholds vulnerable to malnutr~t1on, a com~arison can be 

made based on a socio-economic classification including food 

consumption as an indicator of nutritional status. 

The figur.es in Table 8 for average per cap~ta caloric 

1ntake, obtained by the HRC base11ne survey, are probaLly not 

very reliab~e S1nCp. they reflect th~ respondentls est1mate of 

how much h1s fa m1ly COl1sume d of g1 ven foodstuffs dur1n~ the 

previous twelve months. 

absolutes but rather 

Therefore, they should Lot be read as 

as general 1ndicators of relat1ve 

differences in food consumption between socio-economic groups. 

Indeed, these !1gures support th~ other t1nd1ngs of the 

socio-~conom~c baselin~. Table 8 classifies the pOfulations 

of Omar Makram and Kafr el Khadra accord1n~ to the1r 

socio-econom1c status ana the average per ca~1ta daily 

calor1c 1ntake for tnat group. Those households WhOSE ma1n 

source of 1ncome is on-farm are reierrea to as "net 

ag~icultural income 

1ncome lanJless"; 

off-farm sources are 

land-nolders" or "~et ag~icultural 

those who also derive iLco~~ from 

ref~rred to as "mixed agr~cultural 

iLcolle" groups. (See TaDles 2 and 3 for a breakdow~ of tDe 

popuJ.at10ns by ma1D source of 1ncome). 

Decause of the field crop bias tDat has evolved in 

pract1ce, it is the landless and fishermen who are least 

likely to benefit from tne project unless they are a~le to 

take advantage of the activities of the demonstration centers. 
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j Soc~o-econom~c and Nutritional ~lassif~cQt~on of the Two j 
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j 

I 
I 
j 
j 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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j 

I , 
I 
j 

I 
j 
I 
j 

SuCIO-ECONOMIC 
STA1US 

Agr~c.sub-community 
net ag-landholders 
mixed-Iafidnoid~rs 
net ag-laLdless 
mixed-landless 
f~sbermen 

Non-agric. subcommun~ty 
non-subsid~zed 
subsid~zed 

aVERAGE PEn CAPI!A 
D~ILY CALOBIC INTAKE 

OMAR 
MAKEAl'S 

2q53 
306Q 
Q212 
Q664 

337u 
2356 

Kcal/day 

KAER EL 
KHADRA 

329 9 ~c al/day 
3135 

3282 
2:107 

, -I 

Source: NRC (1980b), V~llage Socio-Economic Baseline, Vols. 1 and I" 

Tabl~ a su~~ests however, that in Kafr el Kbadra, it ~s t~es~ 

two groups that ace worst off in teems of c~lor~c consum~tion. 

!h~y would also therefore be the ones most li4ely to show 

improvement ~f the project addressed the~r needs. 

It could be argued that because tne lanJless and the 

fishermen represent a small proportion of the total village 

popula tion, ~t is not North 

developiny subcom~onents just for them. However, sinc~ even 

the project activ~ties oc~ented towards landnolders are not 
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meeting with muc~ success in Katr el Khadra, a completely 

d~fterent approach may be warranted. For example, the ~roject 

might support existing small-scdle rural ~ndustries or provide 

subsid~es to new ones, as already suggested by several project 

managers for the new vi~lages. The increase in ~ncomes a~d 

employment for lov-~ncome grou~s would probably h~ more 

significant tDau can be expected through the proJect as it 

stands. 

In contrast, tne pcoject appears to be target ted to tAe 

a~~ropriat~ ~rou~s in Omar Makram sinc~ tne land-hold~ng 

households are the ones with tne least adeguate level of food 

consum~t~oD.120 They are also the most likely to ~eDEf~t from 

the NRC projects. 

Talks w~th NRC sci~ntists worK~ng in Omar HaKram, t~e 

agricultura~ eng~ueers ~n charge tnere, and some of the 

farmer~, ~nd~cate that ~ncreases in y~elds of p~and~s, 

poultry, potatoes and onions re~resent the most substantial 

cash ga~ns to th~ farmers. All of tAese are assured a good 

market. Peanuts are sold at a f~xed pr~ce (i.E.20 p~r ardab, 

1 ardaL is e~ual to 150 Kg) to the agr~cultural coo~erat~ve; 

vegetaDles and poultry are sold locallj at gooa prices; 

farmers say they get 2ijO p~astres (1000 piastres = L.E.1) per 

chicken; ~egetables sell for about ~O to 25 ~~astres ~er Kg. 

Thus au increase in production of these foods ~ould bring in 

cash tnat would nel~ to cover the h~gh costs of production 

120 TAe subsidized group ~s also ~oorly off 
repres6nts 81 of the population. 

~ut only 
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characteristic of Omar KaKram, as long as problems of ~nput 

ava~lab~lity and el~ctrical current cuts were not 

overwhelming. Furthermore, if th~ new technoloy~es are ~~deli 

adopted, the pea~ut project could potentia~~y benefit a ~arye 

group s~nce ~t involves a cro~ whicn all Omdr KaKram facmers 

grow in the summer (many plant as much as two th~rds of tne~r 

land in peanuts) • 

Th~ wheat project also has broad potent~al a~thou~h the 

Dest and least-cost husoandry techni~ues for the PQrt~cular 

v~11age e~v~ronmellts are still be~ng research~a. S~nct: all 

farmers suif~r heavy storage losses ~n wheat of up ~o 50~, 

they welcome new tecnno~o~~es. In tOE: w~nt€r of 1~81, the 

wheat proJect assistea 55 Omar HaKram farmers. l~creased 

vn~at y~elds would not usually translate into an ~ncrease ~n 

cash ~Lcome s~nCE most fdrmers ~n Kafr e~ Kuadra a~d Omar 

MaKra~ do not sell wheat on tDe mar~et. Most ~heat ~s ground 

for bread baking or fed to livestock ~f it Das begun to spoil 

in storage. Rather, h~gher y~elds would cause aL ~ncrease in 

real iLcomes since ~t would reduce the amount of wheat that a 

tousehold would need to purchas~ from the market. 

NRC sc~ent~sts arE: still experiment~ng w~tn d~fferent 

ma~ze seed var~et~es to flnd t~e OD€ best ada~ted for local 

needs ~n Omar Hdkram. Ma~ze serves d dual purpose: it is us~d 

in bread-oaking, but also ~ts stalks are the ma~n source of 

livestocK feF.1 in the summer. If a su~table variety is fOlwd, 

the ma~ze component may Denef~t a large numoer of farmers 
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s~nce most farmers plant one th~rd of the~r land in maize in 

the sum~er. ~herefore, ~n Omar Ma~ram, a m~joriti of the 

a9ricu~tural sub-commun~ty could benef~t from the proJect ~f 

th~ ~nfor~ation reached them and ~nst~tut~onal constra~nts 

were dealt with OD a collect~ve bas~s.121 

Project Effect on Food Consumption and Nutrition 

A~thou9h a rise ~~ household r.eal income wou~d genera~ly be 

expected to lead to Q~ increase ~n food consumption, toere are 

s~tuations, su~h as tho~~ a~scussea ~n Chapter 2, ~n wh~ch no 

such chan~e occurs or d a~teriorat~on may becom~ ev~dent. 

S~tuations in which negat~ve effects may outwe~gn any bene£~ts 

iDcl~de those ~n wh~ch agr~cultural ~roduce pr~ces cnang~ as a 

r~sult of toP. proj~ct, market~ng patteL~s are changed, cOlltrol 

o.er income ~s sd~ft~d, labor ~atterns are altered, or tne 

vulnerability of a household, due to dep~ndence on 

institut~ons and factors beyond its control, is increased. 

The following d~scuss~on exam~nes each of these relat~ve to 

the MBF Project. 

It ~s unl~xely that agr~cultural produce pr~ces w~11 

change sigD~ficdntly as a result of project activ~ties unless 

the Vegetable cro~s imfcovements are w~dely ado~ted.'22 

121 It has been est~mated that toe increased ~ncome to be 
derived from ~mprovements due to the project is 30 L.E. 
per feddan for v~eat, 17ij L.E. per feddan for peanuts, and 
121 L.E. per feddan for ma~ze. See NBC (1980b), Villa~e 
Socio-Econom~c Basel~ne, Vol. II. 

122 Harik 
exempt 

pOints out that fruits and 
from government control 

ve~etaDles are sti~l 
and are tneretore 

J , , 



-108-

Otherwise, the project is mainly dealing wLth crQPs whose 

price is controlled by tne govermtnt (peanuts) and crops w~~ch 

are ma~nly kept for home cOfisum~t10n (wheat, ma1ze). 

H.owever, ~mprov€ments 1ntroauccd Ly toe project may 

signif~cantly affect the proaucecs' martet~ng patt~rn and 

therefore affect the l~kely ~m~act of th~ ~roJect on nousenold 

food consu~pt~on. ~t cannot be assumed that the addit~onal 

produce will be ktpt for home consumpt~on w~tn only th~ e~c~ss 

being marKeted, even 1f that WaS t~e traJ~t~onal pattern. 

For e '.Camplt, tne study aOlle b} the NRC team of poultry 

special~sts found that ~ncreased poultry ~rouuction d~d not 

result in any ~ncrease ~n home consum~t~on of ch~cKen, Dut 

rather allow~d to~ households to ~ar~et ch~CK~uS when they had 

not prev~ously done SO.12l Indeea, producers mar prefer to 

increase th~~r caSh ~ncome and ke~~ less of their own produce. 

!L~s could be because they prefer the bought commod~ty (for 

example, an Omar Matram farmer sa~d 1D dL interv1ew that ne 

bought flour and sold his wheat or used 1t tor ItcJ because 

h~s family fr~fers ~he taste of the purchasea flour). It 

coula a~so be that selling goods wh1cn command a a1gb pr1c~ on 

the market, such as vegetables ana ~oultrl, dllows them to nuy 

relatively more 01 a government-subsid~zed com~od~ty sucn as 

wheat flour, lent~ls, or sugar. Producers may also prefer to 

----------------------

lucrative; see Hari& (1979), f.29. Pr~ces would tber~tore 
be expected to vary ~reatly accordlng to supply aDd 
demand. 

III IIi P~82). 

I I 
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sell their produce so that they may buy non-food ~tems, or 

i~prove thu~r liv~ng cond~tions. lncreas~ng ~ncomes th~reiore 

mayor may not ~m~rove ~ousehold food consum~t~on, de~cnd~ng 

on outs~de factors as well as cno~ces made by the per50L in 

the household wno controls the add~t~onal ~ncome.124 

The effect of the project on tood consumpt~on may be 

coapl1cated by a c€sulting change in labor ~att~rns. Some of 

the new technolog~es be~n~ introduced by the NrlC re~uire 

add~t~onal ldbour, part~cularly ~n land preparat~ou and ~n the 

application ot iert~l~zers and pest controls. S~nce ~nsofar 

~s poss~ble, farm~rs seem to ~vo~d h~r~ng la~or ~t ~a1 Le toat 

Lamily lIIel!£bers arc iorcea to sp€nJ. more t~me iJ! tht: .I~elds at 

certa~n t~mes of the year. lhe chdnge ~n al~ocat~on of the 

woman's t~me ~u part~cular ma} advtrsely affect ~uiant feed1ng 

~ract~ces and the nutr~t~onal status of t~e fam~l~ as a whole. 

Of conc~~~ too 10 toe "BE Project, ~s th~ L~cr~as~d 

yulneraL.l.I~t.i' of farmers ~n Omar "aJi.ram who, hav~l,g ~nVt;steQ 

more h~avily ~nto crop product~on, stand to lose much mOl~ ~n 

the case of events such as electr~cal fa~lure that ace oeyond 

124 It lIIay be that the change ~n poultcY-Laislng lIIeLoods and 
.arket~n~ r~~resents a sh~ft .l.n control ot ~ncom~ frolll 
vomen to lIIeu ~n Omac Haxralll and Katr e1 Khadra. 
Traditionally, women and cn11dren ra~sed the ~oultry, 
lainly for the eggs; most ~9gs were ~ept lOC nome 
consum~t~on or bartered, and some w~re marketed. W~th the 
change to well-egu1ppeJ cont~nement areas, househ04as were 
able to ra~se poultry ior the meat and sell the. for good 
prices. It lIIay b~ that rals1ng poultry tneretore becollles 
a man's jot a~d that he galns control over the add~t10nal 
income. This lII~ght be worth explorlng turtheL since 1t 
has b(:t:n tOUIHJ el~waure t04t women are more l~kelj' to 
have food and nutc~t~on as a priority tor hOUSODOid 
ex~enditure (see Cha~tur 2). 
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their control. If the farmor is 11~ely to be more vulLerable 

because he 1S more dependent on 1rr~~atlon, th~ new tecnnolog} 

aay ca'Ise h1S econom1C S1 t uat10l! to de ter 10ra te, thereby 

inh1b1t1ng any 1ncrease 1n food consumpt10n for the housenold. 

A var1ety of health and enviroDccntal factors may intlueuce 

the nutr1tional status of 1ndiv1dua1s w4th1n the hou~ehold 

such that an 1ncreas~ in food avai1aD~e to the household. as a 

whole does not result 1n 1mproved nutr1t10nal status. Indeed, 

the nutr1tion survey carried out 1n the two v1~~ages ~o~nted 

to infect10n and 1nfant wean1ng pract1ces as factors t~at 

m1ght inhib1t the ~osit1ve eftect of 1ncreased 1ncomes OL 

nutr1t~onal status. In Kafr el Koadra, the h1gh Infant 

Mortality nate of 112.t per thousand, and the re~ative~y h1~h 

prevdLence of acut~ malLutr1t10n, su~gest that infect10n may 

be an lmportant factor not taken lnto COLS1~erat10~ by tne 

project. Provld1r.g new income-generatlon o~portun1t1es for a 

bro~d range of villagers may 1ncrease ~iving condit10ns for 

some, but wlll not 1mprove the nutrltlonal status of those 

wnose problem is more health-related. 

In addit10n, due to poor lniant feeding pract1ces, the 

nutrit10nal status of Chlld~3n 1n Daar Hakram in patt1cular, 

but also to some extent ~n Kaie e1 Koadra, may deterlorate 

despite r1s1ng inco.es and increased food availab111ty to the 

housebold as a waole. In both villages, 90~ of the chlldren 

saapled were breast fed in the iirat year ot life. 3B~ of the 

cbildren in each v111age were receiv1ng a food supplement by 

/,/ I 

I 
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the ages of 6 to 11 months. In Kafr e.L Khadra, 2"" of the 

ch1.1dren between 16-17 months of age wer~ st~ll bel.ng 

breast-fe~ only, Ii h1.1e 67~ received a supplement. Of the 

children over 18 months ot age, Oldy q were st.ill 

breast-feeding at all. In contras.t, in Olilar Mclkra m, ij2~ of 

the 12-17-month-old babl.es were st1.11 bel.ng hreast fed only, 

and 50.t lI~re br east feed i.C!::J with suppJ.elllen t. Most of the 

childr~n were not completely weaneo unt1.1 2 years of age.12~ 

lhercfor~, even l.f th~ project hds a ros1.tiva effect on Omar 

Makra[ a~r1.culturdl households by l.ncr~asing the1.r l.DCOmeS, 

the cnange may not be reflected l.n measures of the ch1.1d's 

nutrit1.oDdl status because of the stroDg~r influence of l.nfant . 

feed1.n~ pract1.c~s. 

£ON~IJl~Q!! 

The success sCJ.~nt1.sts were able to demonstrate 1.D bE:~p1.ng 

part1.cipatl.n~ farmers to ~ncre~s€ the YJ.elds ot the1.c roa~D 

crops has gal.n~d recogn1.t1.on fo~ the NRC and increased the 

demand for J.t5 serV1.ces. Ind~ed, as d1.scussed in Cha~ter ij, 

tbd ~~c l.nvo~velllE:nt 1.n tue Hin1.stry of A~rl.cu~turE: H1.Jale 

Egy~t Project was a d1.rect out~rowtn of the1.r ~xper1.enc~ 1.D 

amar Hakram ana Kafr el Khadra; l.n add.l.t1.on, one ot tlle 

villages near Omar Hakcam has resuested the aUSl.stance of toe 

HRC 1.D 1.IIIfcovl.ny the ~roduct1.v1.ty of the1.r peanut t1.elds. 

Furthermore, a core grou~ of sC1.cnt1.stti -- both physical. and 

111 Abdalla (1981), p.S2. 

//1/ / 



-112-

social -- have galned tremendously valuable experience through 

tbeir work at the village lev~~, 1Dclud1Dg a better 

understand1ng of rural problems aDd opportun~t1e~ as rural 

people themselves see them. Th1S core group has already 

strengthened the NBC's capacity to design aand mandg~ IRD_ 

Thus ~he institutional goals embodied in the HBF Project have 

been largely fulf111ed. 

But progress towards the egaLty goals remains unclear. Tbe 

analysis 1D Cnapter 2 suggests that 1f project 1nnovations are 

widely d1ss0m1nat~J in Omar Hakram, 1t seems likely that 

farmers 11111 oLt.a~n self-sustainable 1ncrea~.es 1D real 1ncome. 

However, it also ident1fies several k~y constraints to 

w1desyread ado~t10L of 1nnovati0ns. F1rst, tne agricult.ural 

cooperative system on whicb Omar Ha~ra~ farmers depend, may 

not be flex1bl~ enougn to dccomodate tLe cnanges brought about 

by tb~ HEf Project. Secondly, it is not clear that 

appropr1ate tecbnoloyies, from the p01nt of V1ew of v1l1age 

producers, have 1ndeed 00£:11 found, el:cept in the case of 

peanut production in Omar Makram_ 

In add1t10n, wh~the~ thiS change is rei~ected i~ an 

1mprovement 1n nutr1tional status depe~ds on several ley 

factors such as the amou~t t~at is a~~~all¥ spent on food as 

opposed to other goods, the 10tra-hOus~bOld distribution of 

foed, any cbanges that may have occured 10 control over 1ncome 

or in labur patterns, as well as healtL and env1ronmental 

factors that .~y ~bibit the proper utilizat10n?f the food 

http:increas.es
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ingested by an ind~vidual household member. ~ncreasing 

agricultural productivity in the village is a necessary but 

not sufficient cODditioD for ~mproving the nutritional status 

of ~and-holding fam1lies. More data would be Decessary to 

identify Wh1Ch of these factors are most important in 

determin1ng DutritioDal status 1D the Omar Makram context. 

As for Kafr el Khadra, tne More aud Better Food Project as 

currentlj designed and 1mplemented, will proDably not affect 

the two grou~s whose nutr1tional status is the lowest: tne 

landless and th~ f1shermen. Consideration might therefor~ be 

given to add1ng otner components or~ented towards the1r needs. 

Furtnermore, it seems that health and san1tdry conditions are 

strong determ1r.ants ot nutr1t10nal status 1n Kair el Khadra 

and thus may inhibit improvements even if tne project succ~eds 

in ra1sing 1ncomes for a w~de var1ety ot v1l1agers. 

Assess1ng project 1mpact in terms of nutr1t10n as has been 

dODe above, 1S l1Kely to pa1nt a d1scouraging p1cture. IRD 

strate~ies are des1gnea to set 1D motion processes that mar 

not Y1eld measurable changes 1n nutr1t10n -- 1f at all -- for 

over ten years. During that time, cnanges may occur that w1~1 

affect nutr1t1onal status, e1ther ~os1tively or ne~at1veli. 

Ev~n if all of the data w~r€ ava1~able for a comfreh~llsive 

analysis, it WOuld be d1ff1cult to show with 

that a project p~r se Aad a posit1ve impact 

status. The informat10n a10ut toe other 

any assuraLce 

OD nutr1t10nal 

factors that 

i~fluence nutr~tional status a~d 11ving conditions may how~ver 
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be equally ~mportant for management and evaluation dEc~s~on~. 

This reinforces the importance of adopting a comprehensive 

approach to rural poverty. development strategies do not 

affect communities in i~olation but rather complement th~ 

processes already at work. T~e find~ngs of the analys~s thus 

lend support to the process approach to IRD that a~lows for 

cnanges to be made ~n des~gn and im~lementation as Experience 

accumulates, and stresses the importance of on~oin~ mon~tor~ng 

such that informa~on is ava~la11e to assist decision-maKers 

as the project 

implications of the 

frogresses. Cnapter 4 outlines the 

pLeceeding analysis fo~ nutrition in the 

MBP Project and for natrition in IRD in general. 



Chapter I"U 

IBPLIC1TIONS FOB NOTRITION IN THE BOBE ANn BE~!EB ~OD PROJECT 

~NTRODOCIIOl! 

An assessment mid-way througo the proj~ct of ~ts potent~a~ 

impact on nutrition ca~ providE the o~portunity to rev~ew tAe 

rationale for incorforating nutrit~onal cOLsjderat~ons, dnd to 

propose changes iu proJect implementat~on that would ennance 

~ts impact on nutr~tion. Th~s chapter tnerefore ~s or~ented 

towards decisions that might be maae to ~ncrease &he 

l~kelinood that the project w~ll acn~eve its eiu~ty yoals. 

Indeed, tbe MaE Pcoject goal of increas~~g th€ projuct~vity of 

certain crops througn d~monstrat~o~ ef~octs ~n the v~lldges 

seems to have been achieved. Opportunit~es for the v~llage as 

a whole however have been lacgeJ.y n£!glected. 

Although nutritional obJect~ves are expl~c~tly stated ~n 

the More and Better Food (KBF) Project, the ~roject d€s~sn 

doas not reflect a clear consensus on what form thty shou~d 

take. On tbe one hand, the des~gn includE:!s 

agriculture-related income and employment generation 

components under the assumption that tnese are most l~~ely to 

provide a long-term solution to problems of malnutr1t~on and 

poverty. On the other hand, toe aes~gn ~ncludes d~rect 

interventions under the assumption that improv~ng nutr~tion 

-115-
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means solving i.med~ate health-relatea p£oblems. Indeed, as 

been mentioned earlier, anemia ~nterventio~ 

carried out in Ka~r el Khadra through the 

tne help of a dedicat~d doctor and h~s 

trials have 

hea~th clinic w~th 

staff. Discussions 

hdve taken place regarding the nutritious snacks proyra~ for 

elementary schools but a format has not yet been decided upon. 

In additioL, the Nutritional Status Survey was conduct~d in 

both villages, but separately from the Village S~cio-Economic 

Baseline Survey. 

The inclusion of direct nutritio~ interventions such as the 

d~str~Dut~on of iroL p~lls to anemic children and the 

promotion of nutritio~s s~acks in schools represe~t 

d~fferent way of ach~ev~ng an improvement ~n nutrit~onal 

status than that promoted by the agriculture-related 

subcom~onents. ~htreas the pLinc~ple of the MBF Project ~s to 

introduce seli-susta~ning changes in the villagers' 

income-generation potential, d~rect nutrition ~nterventions 

would re~u1re an oL~oing commitmeLt of persoDnel a~d f1nances. 

Ih~ l~~lementat~on of such ~nte£vent~ons would taerefore 

re~u~re quite different organizal~oLal and f~nanciaL 

arrangements than do the other project co&ponents. 

These two approaches incorporate different, but not 

necessarily mutually exclus~ve ways of looking at nutr~t~onal 

pt~blem3 es measured in young ch~ldren. One l~o~s at the 

problems in their own rignt, a~d the other looks at nutr~tion 

as an ind~catot of development. They can be complementary if 
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integration int~ the saoe pcoject makes sense. For example, 

since it appears that ,sanitat~on is a crllcial problem J.n Kafr 

el Khadra, and one that ~~ll pro~ably inh~b~t any nlltr~tional 

improvement throllgh increased incomes a~d food cons~mpt~oL, it 

may be adv~sable to add on a component that deals d~rectly 

~ith v~llage san~tation. To complement th~s activity, tAe 

project might support exist~ng small-scale rural ~ndustcies or 

prov~d~ subsid~es to ne~ ones, in order to address the ~e~ds 

of some of those whose ma~n SOUIce of ~ncome ~s non-farm. 

Similarly, 

to be one of 

since infant feeding practices have been found 

the ma~L causes of maln"tr~t~on in Loth 0mar 

Ha~ram and Kafr el Khadra, it ~~g~t b~ h~ghly effect~ve to 

comb~ne a nutrit~on educat~on ~rogram ~itb an 

income-~eneration project that he~ps women improve tneir 

product~v~ty.126 I~ tbe context of tbe t~o villages, NRC teams 

frefer ably of women, mig h t l.U.. ld uce .Llilpro vements ~n Ii vestoc" 

and poultrY-Keep~ng that woula ~mproye the women's 

~roduct~Yity ~~tQout reduc.Lng their control over tbe produce. 

As they ga~n the mea&s to better ~rov~de for the~r fam~lies 

aLd themselves, the women may be more rec~ptive to adv~c~ on 

~nfant-teed~ng and nutcition ~n general. 

The main difference bet~een projects such a~ those just 

mentioned and those proposed in toe MBF ProJect des~gL, is 

that th~ former are intenaed to be merely catalysts for cban~e 

i~ the processes that det~rmine malnutr~tion. The latt~r 

12 6 s~ e H art ( 1 9 75) • 
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create a d~pendency on band-outs and inst~tut~ons wh~ch CUDS 

counter to the emphas~s in IRD on seli-susta~n~ng develo~meLt_ 

Project imp~ementation has also not yet dealt 

systematically w~tn reach~ng those households ttat are the 

vorst off ~n nutritional and socio-economic terms. Part of 

the constraint is the lac~ of data relat~n~ nutr~tion to 

socio-~conomic status in the vi~lages. This makes it 

d~ificult to ~dent~IY those whom tne project should reacn and 

the protlems tney share. Part of tne constraint is also the 

ldCk Ot an expl~c~t strategy for dissem~nat~ng informat~on 

once init~al exper~ments have proven successfui. 

clear ga~d~lines ex~~t as to when the NRC has 

Indeed, no 

tulf~lled ~ts 

commitment to the villages: when productiv~ti has increased 

for project par~c4pants (~.e. thone involved ~n toe 

exper~mentdl sta~es of the d~monstrat~oL projects and 

rece~v~ng subs~d~es) or when tLey have ben~fitted tbe 

cesou~ce-poor groups. 

If the e~~ty goal of the project, i.e. the improvement of 

nutr~tional status as a proxy for village livin~ couditio~s, 

is not ex~1~c1tJy planned for, ~t ~s unl~Kely that ~t ~~~l be 

m~t. Indeed, as suggested in Cha~tec 3, income due to proj~ct 

innovat~ons may not be accruiLg in ways that f~vo~ nutL~t~onal 

iDprovement in th~ villages. New technologies may be 

~ncreas~ng toe vulnerab~l~ty of producers to large losses. 

They may be decreasing women's control ov~r production 

processes ana thereby decreas~ng their role in fa.~ly food 
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purchasing and consumpt~on. Or the ~roject may be incr~asing 

the gap between those with high real incomes and those w~ta 

low incomes. Cl~arly, further cons~dtration should be given 

to identlfy~ng the malnour~shed and determ~n~ng those probl~ms 

tAey DGve in common that the NRC can helf t.o solve. Th~ 

following d~scuss~oll lays out several poss~Lle alterna~~ves 

for improY~ng nutrtt~on and general living conditions ih Lhe 

vl.llages. 

In order for project resources to hel~ solve tbe proble~s of 

th~ malnour~shed groups, ~nformat~on ~s n~eded on WAO these 

people are anJ what their needs are. If a sample of Omar 

Hakra~ and Kafe ~l Khadra households could be obtained and 

class~£~ed according to a ser~es of nutritional status and 

socio-~conom~c ind~cators, it would be possiDle to ident~ty 

the yulnerab~e groups ~n terms relevant to the MBP ProJect. 

Socio-econom~c and nutrit~onal cons~derations could then ~ 

integrated ~nto the project design sucn that tne components 

were ta~lor~d to the opportunit~es and constraints of these 

groups. For this type of analys~s, an integrated data s~t is 

most eff~ct~ve, i.e. one that grou~s houseoolds accord~ng to a 

series of soc~o-ecoLomic ciass~f~cation variaDles and a series 

of nutr~t~on and qual~ty-of-Ilfe varid~les4 Which ones are 

choseL would depend on tbe project and the environme~t in 

which it ~s being ~mplement~d. 
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To compare different groups of project benef~ciaries for 

the purposes of improving ta£getting, it is useful to have a 

set of indicators that appropriately suamarizes the 

nutr~tional status 

~ndicators and/or 

of the houseoold. Food consu~pt~on 

anthropometr~c measurements us~ng heignts, 

weignts, and age, are the ones most cummonly used. 

advantages and disadvantages when used separately, 

most rel~able when used together. I~d~cators 

BotJi have 

ao(i are 

of food 

co~sumptioL are more sensit~ve than measures 

status to changes ~n income, ~f they can 

of Ilutritional 

be accuratelj 

measured. Indeed 6 tbere is a general re~ationship between 

income and food con5umpt~on wh~cn can De measured by the 

economic techni~ue of ~Lcom~ elast~cit~es. These are bas~d on 

the theory that an ~ncrease ~n ~ncome ~enerally leads to some 

increase iL fooJ consumpt~on. ~he ~roportioll oL th~ income 

increment s?ent on food d~pe~ds on a var~etl of factors SUCh 

as prices, tastes and preferances, and ~nco~~ control witoin 

the nousenold. Th~s proport~on is reflectp.d in a measure of 

incom~ elast~city. Therefore, food consumption medGUreS are 

easier to ~~terpret ~n terms of changes in ~ncome. 

The most common technigue for co~lect~ng lood consampt~on 

data ~s the twenty-four-hour recall. Est~mates of dom~s~ic 

food product~on and food purchases through expend~ture surveys 

may also be U5td as proxies for food consumption, repeated 

measures may be needed to get the appropriate recall 
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period. 127 Such data are difficult and expens1ve to collect, 

and are fairly unr~liable. 

COLversel y, 1nd1cators of nutrit10na] status such as 

weights and ne1ghts of chi~dre~ ar~ easy to obta1D but the1r 

relat1onsh1p to ~ncome 1S not as w~ll-understood as that of 

accurately measured food consum~t10D data. In th~ory, the 

nutritional status of th~ ch1ld IDay serve as d proxy for the 

nutritional status of the bouseho~d: ~f th~ cn1~d is well-fea 

then 1t is h1~hl} probable that the other me~bers of tne 

household are also well-nour1sheu dLd fa1rly uel~-orf 1n 

general. In contrast, a household 1n b'n1ch t~It;LL dre 

malnoucished children ~oes not necessar~ly 1nJ1cate tUdt dll 

memDers are mainour1sneJ S1Lce worK1ng m~ffib~rs of the 

housenolJ will often be fed at the expense or others. 

HOWI.?ver, the nousehold proLaLly hdS otn~r . . 
inade~uate income, illiteracy, inadeguate san1tat10n, a~l of 

whict nave been shown to contr1bute d1rectly or ind1rectly to 

mdlllutrit10n. It 1S therefore prereraLle to 5uppl~ment 

indicators of nutr1tional status w1th 1nd1cators e1ther of 

food expend1ture or tood consum~t10n. 

To summarize, anthropometric mea~urements shoUld probab~y 

be included S1nce they are easy to collect and accdrate, and, 

in conjunct10n with food expe~aiture data and indicators of 

socio-economic status, prov1de a good p1cture oJ: the 

associations between nutrition and rural development. If the 

127 Casley and Lury (1982) ,p.~3: see also pp.197-199. 

/" I 
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resources are avaiJable, it is advisable to ~nclude measures 

of food consumpt10n to help ascribe cAdnges in nutrlt10Udl 

status to chanyes 1n ~ncome. 

For the purpos~s of MBF Project mana~ers, it may be 

possib~e to use ~x1st1ng data to ~u~ to~ether the K1nd OL 

functional class1f1cat~on described above. The NRC has three 

main sources of informat1on on Omar Makram and Kafr €l Knajra 

that would b~ us~ful; these cou~d be supplemeuted w1th data 

ava1la~le ~n the c11n~cs (b~rth and death reg1stratlon, aata 

on mothers, on 1~~un1zat10n~), tne agr1cu~tura~ coo~erat~v~s, 

(Ind other local yov~rnment inst1tut10ns. The tirst NBC source 

1S a su~mary of tne census survey tak~~ of the two v111ayes by 

a.l NBC tealll 1~ 1980; 1t 1ncludt!s a ser.les of d~mogra~!uc 

1lldica tors foe c1ll Y1lla'je households and ~ns~1tut10Lal 

p,'ofiles of the v1.l1dges. 128 The second 1S the NBC l/illage 

S(IC10-Econom.lc Bdse11ne, a sample survey uSln-; a Pro~oct10nal 

Strat.lf1ed c~uster~d (NesteJ) Random SampL1ny Des1~L.129 Toe 

strata used were dei1ned Dy the household's ~a1n source of 

irco~e, 1tS land-holdin1 SiZE and falll~iY S1Z€. 'ILt:, ret-'ort 

includes a w1d~ var1ety of 1Diormat.l.OD on the Idr-~1.ny 5y~teCls 

in the two v1llages: data on cropp.l.n~ ~attecLS, iLvestoc~ 

product10n , householJ food 1ndustry, faew proi.ltab.l.lity, as 

veIl as 1nformatlo~ for tnc v1l1age in general on housenold 

character1st1cs and cona1tiohs, and food consumption. Tbu 

128 NRC (1980a), Villa~e Demographic Survey. 

L29 NRC (1980b), VLLlag~ Socia-Economic Baseline, Vols. ll-111 
• 
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latter however are too general to serve as ~roxies for 

nutrit~onal status (see d~scuss~on ~n Chapter 2)4 

The third ~s th~ wr~te-up of a small NRC nutrition survey 

vnich sa~Fled cnildren com1n~ to th~ health centers for 

vaccination. It includes information on weigbts, heigots a~d 

ages of the ch1ldren, infant-feed1ng I,ract1ces, as w~ll as 

indicators of dlseas~s that are associdt~J with malnutr1110n; 

1t does not howev~c 1nciuJo ~~y 1niormdt10n on tne household 

to Wh1Ch the Chllo belongs. 1lO 

Ii toe cnlldr~n scre~n~d by the nutr1t.10n surv~i could b~ 

match~d up wlth thelr households, pr~sumdbly wlth the nelp of 

the cl~nlc staff, th~ .1nfOrmdl~ou trom tn~ NRC Census Survey. 

could b~ us~d to draw up d proflle ~uch dS th~ one .1n Fi~uro 6 

lor eaen SOClo-econom1C strdtum 1n tht v.11~age, 

tht:: of vastl{jg «BO~ 

Weigh t-f or-Bel <ju t) and stuntll,'l «90;. H~.1ght-for-Age), toe 

percell ta ge of IJoor d w~ll1ngs, the pcrcen tag~ of dwell1ngs 

without latrlues, and the percellta~~ wlthout a pr~vate ~ater 

source. Ii ~nou~n chlldren covered Lj the nutrltlon survey 

could ttl ;natcht.:14 up Wltil LouseholJs 5dmpled oy th~ Das~llJH::. 

furto~r project-relevant classlilcat.10ns could De drawn up 

bas~d on the 1armiug systems characteristics of tbe tvo 

villages. 

1'0 Abdalla (1981). 



The main dec~s~on to be mad~ based on these cldssit~cat~ons 

would be whether or not the project, as deslgDed a~d 

~m~lemented, is l1kely to beneilt t~ose ~rou~s ldentlflej as 

poorly-ofi, aLd to what extent the proJect could meet t~e~r 

needs lf chany~s 1n deslgL and 1mpl~mentat10L were 1nstltuted. 

TLerefore, 1t 15 crucia~ t~at 1nformatlon also be aVililabie on 

fJrojec t !;drt lC 1pan ts aad ex tent of d1ssem~na tion. to 

non-project pa~ticipants. 

USlng one or t~e Cook aLa Campbell (197~) des~~ns ment1~ned 

in Chdpte= 2, the survey could be desig~~d to provide before­

and after-project data. Ihes~ mlght lnclude not only measu~es 

of the depenje~t va[laole, nutr1t10nal status, afid or t~e 

1ndependent varl~ble, the ~roJect, but also ot tnos~ var1aales 

tnat are l1Kcly to 1nfluence the relat1onbn1~ between the two. 

For Oma~ Md~rdm and Kair el Kbddra, tn~se sboulJ proLably 

incllJdl:' l,\nd-holdlDJ ~;.~ze, Iild11l source OJ: llJCOme, alllouI,t of 

produc~ ID~c~eted, household labor ~atterlls, som~ m~d~ure of 

saultat~o~ dna som~ measUre of 1ntra-house~olJ tood 

dl.str~butLon. St'i hstl.cal mdnl~uldtlon througD mult1~le 

thEn Le possible to 1so1ate the 

effect of the project on lIutrltloD. The OebaVl0r of the 

iDte~ferln':l factors themst:lves would also be of 1ntcn~st to 

help identliy the most sl~nl.flc~Dt determ1nants of nutr1tlonal 

status, and to flDd out WAlCh iactors, if any, might b~ open 

to intervention. 

, r 
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When dealing vitb a theoret~cal construct as complex as 

tha t VD1Ch places n utr1 t.1.00 i 0 the lJo verty "veb", 1t may be 

advisab~e to supp~ement g~neral surv~y data v1th a cas~ study 

that exam1n~s in deta1l tbe project 1mpact on a smaLl number 

of beDeficiar1~.131 Th1s may be toe D~St vay to est1mate the 

causes of th~ var10US oDservtd eff~cts. Indeed, ev~n 1f data 

is ava1lable for a comprehensive analysis of nutr1t1onal 

status, it .1.S d1ff.1.cult to f1nd s1go1f1cant relationbh.1.lJs. It 

has been su~gested that 1t is not unusual ior only 10% of the 

varianc~ oi the Jepundent var.1.aLle to be expla1ned Dy tne 

independent variacles included 10 toe model. liZ 

It the evaluat10n of the MBf Project snows tnat toe 

t~chno.1.oj.1.es dr~ o~.1.ng w1dely ado~ted, it wou.1.d be im~ortaDt 

to find out the ~xtent to Wb.1.Cil the ben~fic1ac.1.es ce~resent 

housenolds with malnour.1.shed memb~cs. If now~ Vti.c, the 

evaluat.1.oD shows tnat few far~ecs dce ado~tin~ or cont.1.nu.1.n~ 

to us~ the new teconolog1es at dll, .1.t may be 1mpoctaut to 

f.lnd out why (~ual1tat1ve jud~ecents based on d1scuss10Ls v1th 

pa.ctic1pants would suf£1ce) and f1nd vays to btitt~c adapt the 

technolog1es to local cond1tions. 

--.... -------------------
III Casley and Lucy (1982), p.5~~ 

III flaSOD (1983), p.43. 
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If only a few project sUb-components seem to hav~ an 

impact on households wlth malnourlshed memLbrs, the actlvltles 

oJ: those sU.D-proJt...octs cOULd be exvanLied <ll.Li others reuuc~"'d. 

For example, .1.t loS llK{;:ly that the eV<lludtlon "'111 iUIJ thdt 

in Kair el Khadra, the project is not affectlnJ clthec the 

landless worKers or the ilshermen, two of toe yrou~5 ~aose 

calor~c intake appears to be inade~uate. II that 15 th~ CdSe, 

it lII.l.ght Le recommended that some of the sUD-proJects, SUcn as 

poultry, .De expanded and implemented wlth an orlentatlon 

towards those grou~s. Indeed, the basel.l.ne data shows that 

some landless households and some flshermen's hOUseholds own 

and ralse ~oultry. at the iour landless houseDolds sampled in 

the SOC10-€COnOllllC survey, three owned ~oultry: tw 0 i amlllCS 

~wnej twelve ch~ck~ns each and one famlly nad four. H onE! of 

the nouseholds however sold afiY poultry and they a~l reported 

a D.l.gn mortallty rat~. Of the flve i.l.sherwen's nouseholds 

sampled, onll two own poultry; both haa SlX chlckens. Some of 

thee Jld report sell.l.ng poultry althou~h the lnformat.l.on.l.s 

incomplet~.131 It .1.5 conceivable thdt wltn pro~er subs.l.d.1.es to 

Degin w.l.th, these households could be e~u.l.pped w~th the 

cOLflLement areas that worked so well for otDers in the 

v.l.llage, and could produce cbicxens tv be sold for meat .l.n toe 

aarket, thereby increasing their income-generat.l.OL poteLtial. 

III HBC (1980b), 
VoJ..11. 

Village Soc10-econo.ic Baseline survey, 
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L~kevise, the dairy process~ng project m~ght Aelp the 

landless in Kafr el Khadra since the ones in the sample 

reported producing a var~ety of da~ri products, all from 

buffalo's m~lk. They also report selling some (about one Aalf 

of tllei~ froduct~on). If tbese bou~euolds could also be 

eguipped with bee-h~ves and sericulture frames, and train€d to 

use tbem, the~r income-generat~on potential would· be 

substantially increased. 

If the evaluat~o~ shows that the a~ricultural proj~cts 

aIe not l~kely to have an ade~uate ~mpact on nutr~t~on, and ~t 

vas det~rm~ned thdt certa~n grou~s of malnourisned villagers 

could not b~ brou~ht ~DtO the ~roJec~, then add~t~onal project 

compon~nts ~~ght be cODs~derej • The Cllo~ce of alternat~v~s 

sbould ~nvolve tne op~n~oDs of the potential be~ei~cLaries dnd 

the~r ~art~c~pat~ofi as for t~e 

subcom~on~nts a~reaQy ~~p~~~e~t~d. In~s may ~nvolve more t~me 

and outreacn than was n~c~ssary ior the demonstrdt~on ~rojects 

because typlcally, those fam~~1e~ thut are l~ss ~ell-olf ~ave 

bad l~ttle contact w~th e~tenslon work~rs 01 any Kind, mucb 

less w~th researchers. O~ce n~eris have be~n ~dent~fiea, tnen 

a dec~s~on can he mad~ as to whether ~nt~rvent~on can 

eff~ctLvcli address tn~m, and as to vhicn a~ternatives arb tbe 

ll~ Some alternat~ves have already b~en .ent~oned: subprojects 
dedlin~ v~tfi 5au~tation, pro~rams address~ng the needs of 
non-dgr~cultural producers, ~rograms oriented towards 
women ~s productirs and combiaed w~th nutr~tion and he~~th 
education • 

. 
{ 
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Clearly, effective information cnannels, ~nc~ud~ny both 

qual1tative and guant~tati~o data flows, are crucLal to 

ensuring that the project achieves the e~pected impact on 

geneFal welfare and nutr~t~onal status. At least, the 

information ment~oDed above may help prcj~ct mana~e~s to avoid 

possible negative s1de-efi~cts. It may also help ach~eve 

posit1ve effects by id~nt1fying tbose groups most in need ana 

clar1iY1n~ the d~term1nants of their poverty. However, 

accurdte 1nformat10~ per se Viil not guarantee that the 

overall goals of 1m~rov1ng general welfare a~d nutr1t10nal 

status are actually m~t. The ab1lity of tne project stat! to 

d~velo~ tecnnolog1es tbat lead to self-susta1nable ~ncrcases 

in 1ncome, and tbeir sucess in ensuring tbat the innovations 

are accessible even to the worse-off groups, are also 

n€c~ssary steps along th~ way. 

To tL1S end, two aJd~t10nal components might b~ cons1dered. 

One might be referred to as an institut10n-bu~~ding com~one~t, 

and the otoer as a trdin1ng component. An 

inst1tut10n-bu11d1ny com~oneLt ass1stance in orq:n1z1ng 

producer coope[ativ~s, working with the agricultural exteus10n 

SerV1ce to prov1a~ new serV1ces -- m1ght ensure that the 

demoLstrQ~ton centers became an 1ntejral part of the commuu1ty 

and that the farmers ver~ aLle to cont1nue uS1n~ toe new 

techn1gues after the HSF Project subs1dies were withdrawn and 

the NRC no longer d~J1vered 1n~uts unava1laole locally. S~Cb 

an approach mignt ~ncl~1e in the design a strate~y for 
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dissemination, i.e. an explicit process whereby the results 

of applied scientl.fic trials woul.d be "translated" and 

d~sseminated, either to ~ndividual. villagers or to local 

government personnel and or':Jallizations rtlspol1sible for 

programs witn a broad outr~aCb. Tbis would ~ncludE fund~ng 

proposals if necessary, and a plan for assessl.ng the impact of 

the project on the villages. An approach such as th~s one 

would most likely involve estaDl~sh~ng effectl.v~ linkages wl.th 

the various government bodies tbat have an ext~nSl.on 

capab~lity (Agrl.culture, Health, Education, Social Atfairs) at 

the governorate or d~strict level as well as village lead~rs 

ana local organizat~ons. 

In order to better reach low-~ncoQe producers, it m~gQt 

also be advisable to build into the project a training 

com~onent ~n ~h~ch resea4chers, ~xtension worKers, and tbe 

il1novating farmers work together to determine the best way to 

institutionali~e the new agrl.cultural pract~ces and the 

spreadin~ of information tv other producers. The latter 

cOwpoLent would presumbly address the questiou of how best to 

bring the locus of project decl.sl.on-makl.ng closer to tbe iield 

in order to ensure the true integratl.on of tbe 

mult~-discl.pll.nary act~v~tl.es. 

In the long run, it seems that the best way for the HaC to 

reconcl.le its l.nstl.tutl.onal goals and the personal goals of 

its staff, with the object~ve5 of lBO, is for it to join 

forces with one or several other organl.zatl.ons that have 

\ 
.f II, ,I 
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supportive facilities in the rural arelS and the extens~on 

capability that the NBC lacks. In the Egy~tian context, one 

possibility is to collaborate vitA one of the nation's 

provincial universities. These are mandated to train 

scientific and technolog1cal ~ersonnel tor service in Egypt, 

and in the rural areas in particular. rh~s is the a~~roach 

being considered currently by MBF project aanagers as . tbey 

contemplate 1ncluding tvo nev villages in the project. 135 

Another pos~ibility is to co~laborate vitA national and 

governorate-level institutions v~th inLrastructure and 

personnel in the rural areas. The K1ddle Egypt projp.ct, a 

v~nture Jo~nt~y funded by the Acadamy ior SC1ent1i1c Research' 

and Technology, and the Hinistry of Agriculture, has adopted 

this afitlL'oach. It 1nvolves NRC sc~ent1sts work~ng w1th t~e 

Organizat10u for Reconstruction and Jevelopment of Egyptian 

V1llages (ORDEV) and the e~tens1on service ~i tAe H~nistry of 

Agr1cu~ture, to teach tarmecs tne use o~ nev seed varieties 

and CUltivation for maize and tomatoes 

respectively. It 1S currently work~ng vita 12,5~0 feddans of 

maize and 7,500 feddans of tomatoes in tne gover~orates of 

Giza, Beni Sweif, and fayoum. 136 Col~aborat1ng v1th other 

institut10ns in the 1mplementation of the KBF Project would 

allow 1t to impact a much larger number of peo~le and i~ a 

III The NRC is discussing collaborat1ng vith Assiut UniveL's~ty 
in Upper Egypt to implement the MBY concept 10 surrounding 
areas. The d~visioo of cesponsib1lities is yet to be 
worked out. 

116 Interviews vith HRC sC1eotists involved Lu tDe project. 

http:Fayoum.13
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sustained manner over tim~. Howev~r, if upscallng the proJect 

is a nigh priority, ~t w111 be 1mportant for the NRC to dec1de 

how and if nutrition ~11l be integrated 1nto the aCLLv~t1es, 

and ~L 1nd~ed Intbgrated Rural D€vdlopment ~s the appropriate 

model for the project. 

CON£~~SIg! 

The exper~ence of the "BF Project ¥1th introducing nutr1tion 

as a meas~re and a goal for development, highl1ghts 

or~ortunit1es and probl~ms that need further stuJy_ F~rst, 

nutritional status is a fairly sensitive 11l01cator of Lhe 

I1ving cond~tions of tne rural poor4 If a c~~ta1n grou~ of 

p~o~le nave low purchas1ug power, roor sanitary condit1ons, or 

an 1ntra-bousehold dec1s10h-ma~~n~ ~rocess b1ased aga1nst 

~utr1t~ona~ considerat10ns, 1t wi~l snow up in measures oi th~ 

nutr1t~onal status of women and ch1laren. Indeed, these 

groups have been found to be most at risk of ma~Dutr1t10n. If 

condit~ons ~mproye, th~ Changes w11l b~ reflected 1n measur~s 

ot nutritional status, and Lo particular in the growtn of 

ch11dren ag~d 2 to 4~ 

Second, measure~eDt and surveys can yreatly help 1L the 

management of th~ var10US factors 1nfluencing nutr1tional 

status. An a part of project design, information on Lutrition 

and socio-econom1c status can 1dentify those groups most 1D 

nevd, and help determ1ne the ~ature of the1r ~roble.s. In a 

mid-t~rm assessment, measurtiS of nut.ritional status C4n help 
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determ~ne whether or not the project ~s eifect~vely reach~ng 

the l.n te nded benefl.ciaries, and .. netber un~ntended 

side-effects may be ~nhibl.ting any ~mproveme~t ~n living 

cond~t~JQs. As a part of project evaluatl.on, aeasures of 

nutritional status may be compared with bdsel~nc mcusures to 

see whether the project had a last~ng l.mpact on ll.v~ng 

cond~t~ons. 

Th~rd, as a goal for IRD projects, nutr~tl.on may hel~ to 

clarl.iy the kind of development that is being promoted, l.ne. 

self-susta~ning development that l.mproves the l~V~llg 

cond~lions OL the rural poor. An analysls such as the one 

~resented here, po~nts to toe l.mportance OL l.dent~fYl.n~ toe 

structural constralnts to innovat~on and actl.v~ly promot~Lg 

the wide-scale dl.ssemina~ioL of ~mproved technologl.es, l.n 

part icul ar to t hose soc~o- eCOnOIlll.I; g coups wh 0 for var 10 us 

reasons are often left out of the development process. 

Indeed, 

project 

altnougu intormatl.on l.S crUCl.a~ in eLSUCl.ng that 

resources are or~ented towards the needs of 

malnour ished 9 rou!Js, tile imp.1.em~nta tL on proct.:sses are e':i".a.l.ly 

important, ~.e_ project ~nlt~~tJVes 1~ the 6ell.very ot goods 

and serVices, and the respons~ of rural populat~ons to those 

~nit~atlves. In addition, an analys~s that expl~c~tly 

considers nutritional status and l.ts detecminants, 

that an ~ntegrated appro~ch would ensure yreater 

effect~vcness in reacbing the e~u~ty goals of IBD. 

suggests 

project 

http:conditi.us
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The preceed1ng analysis bas identified opportUn1t~es for 

iLtroducin~ nutr1tiona~ cons1derat10ns 1nto lRD, Dut a~so 

proble~s. The lack of consensus on the des1gn character1st1cs 

needed for a self-susta1n1ug p~ogram, the lacK of unamb1guous 

meaSULe~ o[ nutr1t10nal status, and a poor understand10g of 

the proce.ss by wh1ch income 1S t..!:-ansla ted 1nto food 

consumpt1o nand to the r. u tr1 tJ.onal std t u.s of l.nd1 v 1d uals,' a.11 

repcebent areas lleed1ng fur~her researCh. 

As more ex~er.1ence w1tn IRD accumulates, 1t may be poss~ble 

to ident1fy those program components most l1Ke~y to ensure the 

self-susta1nab1l1ty of development processes set 1n mot1on. 

The MEf Project suggests that part1C1pat1UL Ly ~olent1al 

be~L~1c1aries appears to be essent1al, as 1S tLe locat1o~ of 

project act~v1ty and dec1s10L-mak1ng nL~r the ~olu~at1u~ 1t 1S 

~htend~d to benef1t. In add1t10c, som~ k1nd of 

train1ng/extersion component des1gned to work w1th groups of 

lov-1nco~e producers seems ddv1saLle. 

and small scale of the project 

Altnou~h tue autonomJ 

wen~ helpful at tne 

exper1mcntal stage, they con~entrated resources 1n two small 

areas anj l1~1ted the nu~ber of paople woo could be reacu~~. 

It remains to be seen Whether thE lessvns learned 1n tn~ MEr 

Project can be general1zed and efLectively upscdlea to the 

governorate level. 

However, it should be noted tnat th~ problems of measur~ng 

and 1nter~reting nutr1tional status as a proxy for genera! 

liv1ng condit~ons are not any gr~at~r than those accompa~y~ng 



other indicators of equitable develop~ent such as i~comc or 

expenditure. If the interrelat10n~hl~~ w1tb otner 

determinants of povertj were belter ullderst,od, nutr1tioLal 

status would be relat1vely eaS1er to measur~ because ~t can be 

summaI:'ized by a series of physical ind1cators: 

anthropometrics, infant morta11ty rates, and other measures 

such as birtn weights. Therefore, more researcn 1~ needed to 

speciiy those factors wh1ch arc the strongest determinants of 

nutrit10nal status as an indicator of poverty, and to explain 

the process at work. 

In summary, e~fi~c1t cons1derat1oDs of nutritional status 

as a proxy for changes 1n general ~1ving cond1t10ns way nelp 

to clarify the ::loaJ s of IHO pro jec ts. Such c.oncerns as wno 

w11l benef1t from the project act1vit1es and to wbat e~t~nt 

these wil~ be self-sustaini~~ improvements, mi~ht prov1de a 

common goal for such d1verse activ1t1es as pest control, water 

quality 1mprovement, dnd swall-scdle food processiD~. A 

design that cl~arly lays out the transformat10ns that must 

occur in order for proj~ct processes to br1L~ about posit~ve 

changes in nutr1t10n, or at least to av01d ne~at1ve ones, 

would provide a common set of obJectives ior l-roiE'ssionals 

from widely d1vergent f1elas and backgrounds, and migAt ensure 

that the needy do ind~ed benefit from ~ntegrated Bural 

Deyeloplllent • 

/ II 1 , { t , 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abdallah, Na~wa. 1981. ~£ev~!en£g ~f PE~ in g !!!lg~~ !a ~~ 
New aetl1~~!. ~astec's Thesls, Ca1ro Un1v. Dept. ot 
Ped ia tr 1CS. 

Aodel-FaJ1.L, l1ahmoua. 1915. Q.QY.gJ,Q.EJ!!Qnt, llL<::.QBl,g D1S!.f,,!..Qut10,!!, 
and §.Qf!al Ch~~ !!! !i~!cal Egypt: ! St.llQ.l oi !he PO!.ltlCg! 
EconQ.!!!Y 21 ~gf.gr~g!! If.~~nslt!Q!!. Ca mb cldge: Cambc ldge Unl. v. 
Press. 

Alderman I H., vor. Be aun, J., S dkc, A. s. 19 c32. ]:;.:lY£.L~§ IQQ~ 
~ub§!41 ~n~ rr~!lonlng ~istg~: ! Q~~££~~l!Q~. Reseaccn 
Re~ort ~~, Wasn1ngton, D.C.: IFPhl. 

Ali, Hatem M. btL~. 1I11l1[Jdct of Smdll-Scale Poultq' Fanns on 
the Nut.rlt.10ndl SldtUD of lnha,.atant~.:;~ A Cd!Jl.! Study". 
Un~ubll~)hcJ .tl:1LJ(?r, Natlonal lie Sf.!<.1rc l' CenteL', Curo. 

"anemuj{d, Ju<llth. 19b1.. IIFelildle-iieauC!J Fdrms 111 Kenya". 
Un~ubll!Jned pa~er, Cocnell CnlversItl. 

Berg, Alan. 1981. lialllQ!![llheg .e~Ql:.l.g: !l f21!.9 y~!!. 
Pove~ty and UaS1C Needs Serles, Wa~hlngt0~, D.C.:World 
Ban". 

easley, D.J. and Lury, D.~. 1582. n~QltQ£~fg ~B~ EV~~lJat!QQ 
Q1 !~£!cul1!!f.al and B~£al ~QYQ1~~~Q~ f£QJ£c~~. Daltlmore 
and London: Johns Hop~ln!J UnlV. Pcess. 

Chambers, Rooel"t. 1974. tl~!l~.!!Ul !i.!!!-:.~l l~~v t!l2£.!!!£ll!:.: Ig~as !ill::! 
~ller !£!!f~ irQ!'l ~!!Q!: fL-..tQf~. UL,p,sdla: tnt! SCdlll.iuJdvlan 
Institute ot Alrlca~ Studl~fi. 

Co hen, J. H .. llJ 00 • " I n te g r d ted [/ u r Ii 1 De vel 0 Iill! en t: C 1 e a 111 n :1 0 u t 
the UnClt=rlJrU5U". ~Q~!Q.l0:1~~ .!3.,~f:l1.!:.:!. v.20, 1<Jf)-211. 

Cook, T. D., clnd Campbell, L\. T. 1~7<J. Q.!!~E!,,!='?'!.£.tJ.£.!.lDL.!!tatio!!: 
Q~§'l~!! !!DQ An !i!YQ!~ I~~2~~~ t ~£ Y 1 ~-±Q ~~!-l.!B~:,}. C Illcay 0: 
Baud McNally ColJ.eg~ Pu Dll.,sulng Co. 

DeJanvry, Alaln. 
1&111.1 !.!!!~li0! 
Press. 

1981~ Ih£ !gra£i2Q Q~~~l!Qn i!!!1 R~!Q£!i2! is 
BaltlmOCl.! and London: JOllns lfoPK1DS Un~v. 

Dewey, KaUJryn G. 1980. "'rhe lmpclct of Ayrl::alturdl 
DeveloI,ment on t:hl.ld Nutrl.tloll 1U TdLd;;CO, He.xlco". 
11~d1£~1 !n!.nf2fologl. 4(1) :21-~4. 

-135- . J I' \... 
1((/ ' 



-136-

Devey, i(athryn G. 1981. "Nutr~t~onal Conse~uences of the 
Transformat~on from Subsistence to Cowwerciai Agr~cuiture 
in Tabasco, Mexico". Hu,~~ ECQlog,y. 9 (2) : 151-d 7_ 

Doun, P.l. fortbcoming. ~nd-U§gf Pdrt1ciE~t~n 1n Research .~ 
Egypt. Ma::iter' s TJles~s, Corrlell Un~Y. Dept. of cI~,and 
Regional Plann~ng. 

Pleuret, P. and Fleuret, 1. 1980. "Nut['~t~on, Consumpti:>L and 
Agricultural Change". !!Y!l~!! Q~~!!!ll!1:Qn. 39 (3) :250'-60. 

FAO. 1980. "Report on Rev~e., Discussions ot FAO l1etnod::i for 
Introducing Nutr~t~onal Cons1derat~ons into Agr~culturpl 
and Rural Development projects". Rome: FAO. 

FAO. 1981. "Introducing Nutr~tioL 1~ Agr1cultural and Rura~ 
Develop/De nt ". Re port of the S~xtn Sess10n, COIIIIII~ ttee on 
Agricuiture, Rome: the Food and Agriculture Or~an~zat1ou of 
the U.N. 

Galal, OSlllan. 1980. "Hore and Better Food: The Role of 
Nutr1tion 1n V~llage-Related Projects". Dnt'ub11shed ~aper,. 
National Researcn Center, Cairo. 

Gl.lbert, E.H., Norman, v.W., W1nch, F.E. 1979. f~ing 

aY2te!~ lig~~~: ! ££~t1£~! !~£~i§al. Hich1gan state 
Dniv. Rural Development Papers, Dept. of Agr1cultural 
Econom1CS. 

Guyer, Jane. 1980. tl2y§eholg Bud5g!§ ~g Women's In~Q!§§. 
Work1ng Paper no.28, Boston University Afr1can StUQ1eS 
Center. 

Habicht, J-P., Mason, J .. B., and Tabataba1, H. forthcom~n:~. 
"Principles for Evaluat10n of Ongoing Programs" iu ~thod§ 
~Q£ Ey~~~at~ th~ l!E~ct 21 I22g ~nd !!!frit1 .Q1! fI.Qg!~!i§. 
eds. Sahn, LOCKwood, and Scr1mshaw, cnapters 1 and 2. 
TOKYO: Un1ted Nations Oniy. 

Har1k, I11ya. 1972. "Hob1l1zat10n POl1CY and Polit~cal Change 
in Rural Egypt", in !!y£al f o11!!.f§ ft!!.Q ~.Q£!~! Cna~Ei~ ~J! !ti 
Mid.4~g Ea§1.. eds. AntollJl, R. dn,.! Hdrik, I. Bloom1n';]t.on, 
IN: Ind1ana Un1Y. Press. 

Har1k, Il1ya. 1979. "Soc10-Econom1c Pr0til~ of Rural EgiPt". 
Onpublished pap~r, The Iuternational lslam~c Center for 
POPUlclt.ion Studies and R'i!search and the Rural Development 
Coma1tt~e of Corn~ll Un1versity, Ca~ro. 

http:Agricultuc.al


-137-

Hart, Gil11an. 1915. iQi~§ fA{ti~i2i1iQn in £h~ ~~~ 
f.2!:~: li.E1~!1!2D.§ 121: ~!.E~oY91eB! g,n!l !!ealtl!LNut~ili2!! 
fro~aa~. rapt. of Agr~culturdl Econom~cs, Cornell UL~V. 

Honadle, G. aad VanSant, J. f~rthcom~ng. !iEl~~Rta!i~ Aag 
S~sta!naQ!l!1~: 1~n§ 11:Q! I£~. West Hartford, CT: 
Kumar~an Press. 

Ikram, Khalid. 1~80. £SY21: ~QQn2~f Han~emen~ ~ S f eriQ9 
of Tra14sitloII. Baltlmoft:! and London: publ.l.shEG for tnt: 
World-Sank-by the Johns Hopkins U~~v. Press. 

ILO. 1977. ~!£lQ~~l, ~rovth gjlQ I!as!£, lfeeds: A Q.a!i-Wotlg 
Problg!. G~neva: Internatlonal Lahor Oifict:. 

LathalOl, Hlchael. 1975. "NutrltloL and Infect.'.on ~n Nat~oLal 
Develof/ment", .§CIl!!~i. v.188, 9 Hay 1975. 

Lt:!l~, Uma. 1976. "Des~9nlny Rural JeV"('loplfient Programs: 
Lessons from Past Expt.·r l.ence ~n Air ~ca ", in '£:fQm2-lC 
Q~l~mt::!!!. ~nd £.!!! tU£~.l £!!~l!~~. vol. 24, no. 2, Januarj 
1976, pp.30~-263. 

Lewis, D.L. et ale ~orthcom~ng. 18g Ig~~!~~1 Challenge 21 
!!g~1~~.ll1: Hanagj..ll9. E~£~rcb !!!. ~gI.P.1. International 
St~jles ~n Plann~ny, Cornell Un~v. 

Mason, J.b. 1983. "llln~mum Dat,l Neeas lor Assessing tDe 
Nutritlona~ Effects of Agrlcultural a~d Rural Development 
Projects". Paf-er prest:nted to ACC-SCN WOrK.l.ng Group on 
Nutritlon in Agr.l.cultural Deve~opment, Cdstelgandolfo, 
Italy, February 19A3, forthcomlL~ ~n FAO "Nutr~tlon iL 
Agllcultur8" Serles. 

Mason, J.b., Hatlcht, J-P., Tanato.bal,.. H., Vcsl.verdt:, V. 
fortbc(.l'HL~. l!ut£~t~.Q.Qal ~ur..Y£~l!~.ucg = l!!£.Q£Y ~lH! 
P.r~£!l£~. Geneva: WHO. 

Hurdocn, lilillau. W. 1980. The ;[2!~£ll Q,1 !!~1!Qn2: lag 
Poll t!£al ~£ono!!y 21 !i,!!.Q.ger '!!!Q fQ.E!!12!!QQ. BaIt lllloce and 
Lo&Joa: the Johns Hopklns UnlV. Press. 

NnC. 19BOa. Jll!~~ ~~Qg~£h!£ ~~~ygY. A~~l~ed SCAence and 
Tecnnology ProJect, the A~Clcu~tural EconomlCS R~searcQ 
Grou~, The Nat10nal ~esearch Center, Caico. 

NPC. 1~80b. yll~2~ ~Q£!O-E£Q~~~lC ~2S~1!!!.g Dat~,yol~. 
11, ~Il. Appl~ed :;c~enCl:: and 'IecIILolo:lY ProJect, the 
Agrlcultural Economics Res~arch Group, The Natlonal 
Res~arch Center, Ca~ro. 

Hf.C. 1980c. "Human Nutrlt~on". HBf ProJ~ct rLogress RelJoct, 
Nat.'-onal Research Center, Cairo, uctob~r 1979-March 19HO. 

1..' • 
'i' " r I ~. 

http:Infect.on


-138-

Pinstrup-A nderse n, Per. 1981.. 1!ytri, t,l,onal Conseguen.s:~ 2.1 
Agjj&gltunl f£gJ~cts: Conceptual Rtl~!ioashi:p§ !UH! 
!§se§§!gn! ~~achg§. World Bank Staff worxing Paper no. 
4St. 

Pinstr up-A D·ter sen, Per. 1982. "food Pol~cy and Human 
Nutr~tion". Dnpubl~shed paper, IfPfiI. 

Radwan, Sam~r. 1977. !gf~~ RetQ£~ and RU£Gl fQver!I: 
~~, 12.2l-72. Geneva: ILO. 

Radwan, S., and Lee, Eddy. 1977. lQg ~omy of RurAl 
fQYg£!t: ~~Y£! 1211· G~neva: 110. 

Richards, Alcln. 1~82. ~~~ ~g£~ullY.~ ]2g~lopmlli, 
180J=12.::2Q: ~g£hn!fal ~'tc! ~ocial £.harqe.§. Boulder, co: 
West·.i(.~ Pres..>. 

Staudt, Katnl~en. 1976 .. "Womer. farm~r.:i aDd Ine'1uitl.es in 
Agr~cultural St::r"~ces". Rural !!r~~~. No. 29, Air~can 
Studies CeLt~r, M~ch~gan state Unl.v., 1975-76. 

UN. 1978. ~ysteJlat~f Ho!!!tor~!!5. ~!!Q ~.!~lu~!!.Ql! Qr I!!i!!!l~!:§g 
I!evelQ.i.lll1~nt fEQ.9£amlll"=.§: ! Sourfg-BQQ!. New York: UN Dept. 
of Econom~c aad Soc~al Affa~rs. 

USAID. 1~78. De!~~QP'~gQ~ IIlfo£~~!!QQ on lnte~£g!g4 ]~! 
Q£velQ.P!g!!t. Off~CE of IIlformat~oII and Ut~.l~z".tl.on, 
Development Support Bureau, USAln. 

USAID. 1980. In.te9f:~.ted R.!!f:.a1 QgY.gloE!&nt: Hak~gg I! wor~1 ! 
fI.~l~.!!l.nan E~Q£.~ of .the 2td ig Q1 tbg Art. Oif~ce of 
Fural Dev~lopment and Development Adml.nistration, USAID. 

USAID/CDC. 1~78. gab !i~y£l~£ Q1 £!Y.Ytl, NatiQl!~.b Nutr~tJ.o!! 
~yrvey = 1278 ~nd 198Q. Off~ce of Nutrit~on, Development 
Support Bureau. 

USAID/CDC. 1979. WO£~§QQE on Nut£l.tion !!nd !led!!!! !!! ~.t., 
Cairo 197,2. Of f~ce of Nu tr ~ tl.on, Devel0l-m€nt SUI) port 
Burea u. 

World bank. 1975. Ry!:tl Q~glof!mgnt ~ec!.QI PoJ,,l,£Y f,Ak'er. 
Wasoington, D.C.: Toe World BanK. 

World Bank. 1981. ~Q~g !§§~es ~~ RQ~yla£l.on and HU!~Q 
R~§~!££ Develo~g~l ~!! ~~~. Wasnin~ton, D.C.: the World 
BanK. 

Young, Frank W. 1982. "A Practical Methodology for Evaludt~n~ 
Integrated Bural Development". .2.Q£!Q!Qll~ Ru!:~il§. 
22 (3/14) :293-3~ij. 




