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The picture (field documentation, 2016, June 23) on the cover page illustrates the diversity of
actors in the Eco-village project during a visit of the planted trees as part of the program in
Mbutu village: head of department of forestry, project officer Natural Resource Management of
the Heifer program staff, the extension worker from Mbutu ward, and I as an anthropologist.

ABSTRACT
This study's objective is to making visible the dynamics of interfaces in a
participatory development project in Tanzania. The interfaces structure the rural
development intervention of Heifer Project International. Heifer Project
International executes a five-year program and makes use of the Farmer Field
School approach. This study identifies the elements of interfaces that strengthen or
weaken the Farmer Field School intervention. Moreover, the dynamics and success
of the Farmer Field School intervention are structured by the social interactions of
the actors involved and especially by the national and international level that
intervened at the localities. That means that the intervention causes unintended
outcomes that originate from the social interactions and the intervention strategies
used.
With the use of qualitative research the interfaces were identified and described.
Interviews were conducted with Heifer and its project affiliates, the program staff
and the village councils, local government and extension workers, FFS facilitators
and farmers.
Keywords: Heifer Project International, participatory development project, Farmer
Field School approach, interface study, social interaction, East-Africa
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PREFACE
More than a decade ago, my father took me to the museum of Anthropology. The
visit opened my eyes, I witnessed different objects and entities from all over the
world, all of which I did not recognize from my early years in Zwolle. From that
moment on, my interest was sparked in human beings and the world they live in.
The following years were guided by the question: ‘Why do people do what they
do?’. Perhaps, this question should be answered by physiological studies or
neuroscience. However, I found that an anthropological perspective fitted me best.
In 2013, I had the opportunity to go to Surinam to research how music can be
instrumental for social identification among young adolescents. It turned out to be
the most interesting months of my life. I enjoyed the power of the encounters
between different people with diverse ideas. For example, that moment I played a
duet on guitar with someone so close physically, yet so far from me culturally.
Another interest of me is the practice of farming. I believe that farming is the cradle
of life; the food that is cultivated gives us energy to live our lives. Naturally, the
combination of these two interests led me to the subject of my master thesis at
Wageningen University. Therefore, this study combines the quest for people’s
actions in the context of rural development.
Last summer, I enjoyed three months of fieldwork and ‘being there’ in a small
village Igunga in Tanzania. Although there was a significant language barrier, I
made friends. And although I struggled to adapt to the basics of life, I reflected on
life while seeing the stars in the sky. And although, I am more a talkative person, I
managed to write the thesis that lies before you.
I want to thank my supervisor Paul Hebinck. Our meetings were hours full of
sharing thoughts, experiences and ideas. Unfortunately, we had to end our
collaboration unintentionally and too early. I dedicate this study to the guidance of
Wageningen University, my family and friends and all the people that live out there
in Igunga.
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CHAPTER 1 | INTRODUCTION
Inherent to rural development are the multiplicity of perspectives and the complex
dynamic contexts of social relationships and interactions. However, the farmers’
perspectives and their effect on development interventions are not widely
acknowledged. Besides, the shift to more participatory approaches in rural
development work also fails to include farmers’ views. Although there are different
views on the Farmer Field School approach (Westendorp, 2012), the extension of
knowledge to farmers or the development of farmers into co-producers of knowledge,
both lack understanding in the different cultural perceptions and social interests of the
actors involved.
In 2015, Heifer introduced in Tanzania the Eco-village project in order to strengthen
the mitigation and adaptation to climate change associated problems of nine villages
depending on agriculture. The project holds a participatory approach, which means
that the program strives that the target beneficiaries can choose what strategies and
technologies they deem best and want to implement at their own environments.
Therefore, the project makes use of the Farmer Field School approach to improve
technical knowledge in several agricultural activities. Although various actors have
different roles, varying in the extension of knowledge by the project team and
governmental workers and facilitators and farmers that are expected to experiment and
learning by doing, the social interaction between the many different actors is understudied. Therefore, the social interactions are subject of this study.
This study contributes to the scientific literature in exploring the dynamic interaction
between the intervening agencies and the participants of a rural development program.
In addition, these insights can be practically used by Heifer International in order to
understand how the interfaces within their project settings structure the outcomes.
This study makes use of the social constructivism idea according to the sociologist
Norman Long (1998) meaning that social interactions between actors affect the
context. The social relationships the actors sustain produce new meanings and
unintended outcomes of the intervention. In the development context, the different
ideas interact and that critical point is conceptualized as the interface that typically
occur where different, and often conflicting, social fields intersect (Long, 1998).
Actors try to negotiate their ideas, meanings and perceptions of the intervention
(Long, 2001). This study takes a critical stance to the classic approach of planned
development, because there is no blueprint for development (Grillo, and Stirrat, 1997;
Grindle, 1980).
This study makes use of the actor-oriented approach (Long, 2001) to view the social
interactions. Actors’ life experiences shapes their engagement with the intervention
process (Arce, 2003). The approach supports the idea that in new social situations
different ideas, beliefs and rationales intersect and interact of which inherent are
processes of power and agency (Arce, and Long, 2000; Long, 1992; Long 2001 and
Long, and Van der Ploeg, 1989). Applying these ideas on the FFS intervention, this
study is able to explore and identify the multiple realities of the actors involved and
the consequences for the outcomes of the intervention. The FFS is precisely a site for
interaction and dialogue between social actors. Moreover, the FFS is conceptualized
3

as ‘the coexistence of multiple social forms within the same context’ (Arce, 2003;
Long, 2001).
Discontinuities between the realities of the actors involved might arise in the Ecovillage project due to different perceptions, values, interests, resources and power.
Therefore, this study explores the dynamics of the interfaces by studying who is
involved, which interfaces are organized and how the interfaces strengthen or weaken
the FFS intervention. Thereby, the accent lies on the differences in perceptions,
values, interests, resources and power.
In order to gain these insights in the dynamics of interfaces maintained by the
coexistence of multiple realities, qualitative research was conducted through
participant observation and in-depth interviews with different actors in the project
setting. On the one hand, it broadens the understanding on the interfaces scientifically,
and on the other hand, it improves insights and understandings about the daily reality
of a development setting. In giving attention to interactional processes, this study does
not only look to the localities of the development intervention, but also transcend
these in how external forces determine local patterns of change based on Long’s
(2001) line of arguing whereby the actions of the farmers themselves may shape these
processes.
Data is collected at Igunga in Tanzania by doing fieldwork. From May till August
2016, participant observation at the project settings of the Eco-village supported the
data collection. Meanwhile, 20 in-depth interviews were held with farmers,
facilitators, extension workers, governmental workers and the Heifer project team at
Igunga. In addition, three focus groups were held in three different villages about the
farmers’ perspectives on the FFS intervention.
The overall structure of the study takes the form of six chapters. In chapter one, the
study is introduced and the background information is given. In addition, the problem
statement and research objectives and questions are given. Chapter two begins by
laying out the theoretical concepts of this research. Besides, it is concerned with the
methodology of this study. Chapter three defines the HPI approach and the research
area. Chapter four and five present the findings of this study, focusing on two levels:
the national and international level and Igunga Eco-village level and bring out the
dynamic nature of the interactions taking place and show how the goals, perceptions,
interests and relationships of the actors involved may be delimited, and negotiated
through interaction. Chapter six analyses the stories in connecting the two levels. This
study ends with a critical note on this study’s problem statement in chapter seven.
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CHAPTER TWO | THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK, PROBLEM STATEMENT,
RESEARCH QUESTIONS, METHODOLOGY
AND DATA ANALYSIS
In this chapter I will build a theoretical framework and define important theoretical
concepts to study the interface in the rural development setting in Tanzania. The
Igunga Eco-village project is the subject of my study. The project applies the Farmer
Field School approach that finds its origin in the 1980s. In that period of time, rural
development is characterized by a shift in paradigm thinking and the
acknowledgement that development intervention creates interfaces of different people
and their ideas (Arce, 2003b; Arce, and Long; 2000 and Long, and Van der Ploeg,
1989).
The interface study is linked with processes of power and agency. Actors involved
create new meanings and their own interpretations of the intervention context.
Besides, the actors’ life experiences shape the involvement with the intervention.
That brings us to this study’s problem statement. The dynamics and so-called success
of the Farmer Field School intervention is structured by the nature of the social
relationships between the actors involved at any level considered. These interfaces are
often understudied, while they affect the development intervention.
In the first section of this chapter, I will define the fundamental elements of Farmer
Field Schools and this study’s stance towards the FFS intervention. The second part of
the theoretical framework is conceptual in nature and defines how to study the HPI
case, the FFS intervention and its interfaces conceptualizes.
The second section of this chapter describes the problem statement, research objective
and questions that both limit the scope of this study. Lastly, the third section gives an
overview of this study’s research methodology and how I collect and analyze data, to
come up with results and conclusions to reflect on the problem statement.
2.0 Literature review
2.1 General overview of the Farmer Field School approach
Farmer Field School programs were first introduced in East Asia in the late 1980s as a
response to problems associated with the Green Revolution (Nederlof, and Odonkor,
2006; Van de Fliert, 1997) to diffuse knowledge-intense integrated pest management
practices for rice (Godtland et al., 2004). During that period of the 1980s and 1990s in
rural development the reinterpretation of planned development causes a paradigm shift
(Arce, 2003; Long, and Van der Ploeg, 1989). Planned intervention assumed a linear
step-by-step process of policy, implementation and outcome, but interventions in rural
development do not simply follow this administrative plan (Arce, 2003; De Haan,
2001 and Long, and Van der Ploeg, 1989). The actors’ life experiences shape their
engagement with intervention processes instead of the planning towards outcomes
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(Arce, 2003). The centralized systems that categorize technology as universal and
independent of the social context (Pretty, 1995; Van den Berg, 2004) were unable to
take these realities of small-scale farmers into account.
Applying to the transfer of technologies in the Farmer Field School approach, the
classic transfer of technologies did not fit in with the resources-poor farming contexts
(Leeuwis, and Ban, 2004; Scoones, and Thompson, 2009). To extend science-based
knowledge and practices to farmers, the classic approaches are seen as less effective
for farmers. Participatory approaches do not separate the individual from the outcome
of development (De Haan, 2001; Feder, Murgai, & Quizon, (2004) and Scoones, and
Thompson, 1994). Moreover, the paradigm shift disconnects the evaluation of the
effectiveness of development intervention and outcomes with the idea that farmers
adopt the introduced technologies (De Haan, 2001).
The external intervention FFS were internalized, which means ‘come to mean
different things to different groups or different individual actors involved’ (Long, and
Van der Ploeg, 1989).
2.1.1 Principles of the Farmer Field School approach

Farmer Field School is ‘a school without a wall’ (Duveskog, 2006). A group of
farmers with a common interest meet regularly – once a week – in the field. Farmers
learn through sharing experiences and knowledge. The learning activities and field
experiments are being held at a shared area (Friis-Hansen, and Duveskog, 2012;
Gallagher, 2003). Farmers are able to make better-informed decisions through field
observation of the experiential plot and comparison with their individual plots. The
facilitator assists the farmers in making these decisions (Duveskog, 2006; Gallagher
2003).
The Farmer Field School approach helps to gain insights in the experiences of farmers
instead of solely transferring knowledge to them. In the Farmer Field Schools
discussions are held to improve the problem solving and capacity of farmers involved
(Duveskog, 2006). Farmers are trained to make critical decisions by making use of
their own knowledge system and combining these with the proposed external
scientific project knowledge (Nederlof, and Odonkor, 2006; Westendorp, 2012).
Farmers are expected to decide for themselves what is relevant and meaningful
(Godtland et al., 2004; Westendorp, 2012).
The schools are set up in shared areas. In these so-called experiential plots farmers are
able to experience and compare. The lessons are given in line with the common
interests of the group of farmers so that they are actually relevant. The curriculum of
the FFS is equal to the natural cycle of the crops in the farmers’ fields that results in
farmers being able to directly apply the lessons learned (Gallagher, 2003). Field days
give the farmers a chance to increase their knowledge by sharing with each other what
they have learned (Anandajayasekeram et al., 2007). Moreover, farmer-to-farmer
dissemination is more effective through the sharing of risks, while adopting new
technologies (De Haan, 2001). Besides, farmers complement each other’s resources
and the possibilities to invest and test without risking their incomes are provided. (De
Haan, 2001).
Although the field provides all learning materials, a skilled facilitator is needed to
facilitate the learning process (Gallagher, 2003). Facilitators assist farmers in
discovering and experiencing (Nederlof, and Odonkor, 2006) the use of new
technology and knowledge. Part of their responsibility is assisting in learning by
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demonstrating it. That includes four steps of observation, analysis, drawing
conclusions and making decisions. Facilitators are able to assist in these steps, because
of trainings in facilitation skills and organizational skills (Gallagher, 2003).
Gallagher (2003) argued that it is more productive if the facilitators are farmers
themselves. That is because of their knowledge of the community, community
members and social-political relationships (Gallagher, 2003). Having the same origin
as the community, the facilitator speaks the same language, which can help the
farmers to trust the facilitator. Besides these advantages, they experience for
themselves the problems and are able to perceive what farmers need or what they want
to learn.
2.1.2 Different views on FFS

The Farmer Field School approach characterizes the research site. Different
practitioners hold different views on this approach. Firstly, the FFS is seen as an
extension instrument to transfer technological knowledge and new techniques to
farmers (Godtland et al., 2004; Nederlof, and Odonkor, 2006 and Quizon, Feder, &
Murgai, 2001). This extension view is used as a strategy to interact with the farmers in
order to deliver and teach (Van den Berg, 2004) and is linked with the planned
development linear idea. Both the words deliver and teach refer to a transfer of
knowledge in which the role of farmers’ knowledge is sidelined (Leeuwis, and Ban,
2004). FFS believes that the effects of the knowledge transfer are measurable, because
the number of participants defines participation (Westendorp, 2012). The extension
view is criticized by the fact that FFS adds to the traditional transfer-of-technology
approach through imparting technical knowledge to farmers.
Secondly, the FFS educates farmers with practical knowledge to enhance their
capability for informed decision-making in relation to their environment. This
education is realized by group-based learning. This view supports the idea that groupbased learning is more effective than individual learning (Friis-Hansen, 2004;
Leeuwis, and Ban, 2004). Instead of the transfer of technology, as seen by the
extension view, technologies are developed that are acceptable and appropriate for
farmers (Nederlof, and Odonkor, 2006). Moreover, participation is defined in an ideal
way, that farmers value their own knowledge and learn to draw sensible conclusions
from their own observations (Nederlof, and Odonkor, 2006; Van den Berg, and
Jiggins, 2007). This view on FFS aims to develop farmers into co-producers of
knowledge instead of imparting knowledge on them.
However, this study takes a critical stance towards the above-described views on the
FFS intervention. Both views introduce the FFS concept as a blueprint to extend or to
co-producing knowledge with farmers. However, there is no blueprint for
development (Grillo, and Stirrat, 1997). Therefore, instead of conceptualizing the FFS
intervention as linear by following the pre-planned steps towards development, this
study conceptualizes the FFS intervention as a dynamic context with the involvement
of different actors (Westendorp, 2012). The unintended outcomes are inherent to
development work and are caused by the multiple social interactions (Grindle, 1980).
The circumstances in which the FFS intervention is placed affect the dynamics and
success of the intervention.
It is important to acknowledge that various actors with different objectives construct
the FFS intervention (Westendorp, 2012). Each actor understands the FFS intervention
differently. How actors understand the intervention affect the way the intervention is
implemented. The actors have their own criteria of what is the successful
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implementation of the intervention (Van den Berg, and Jiggins, 2007). Therefore, each
actor tries to reach his or her initial ideas about the intervention and its intended
outcomes. Given the diverse objectives, most actors involved assert the FFS
intervention as a success (Westendorp, 2012). Therefore, success is an important
concept to assert rural development work, because it involves the extent to which the
diverse actors are content with the outcomes. For example, farmers put emphasis on
the improvement of their livelihoods, whereas the program staff focuses on the effect
of the Farmer Field School programs. In contrast, the intervening agencies and the
funding donors deal with questions like: are the targets met? Is the approach cost
effective (Van den Berg, and Jiggins, 2007)? The intervening agencies report positive
on the FFS intervention to show the funding donors that they have made a good
investment choice (Barlett, 2005; Westendorp, 2012). Both self-evaluation and
external evaluation assess the FFS intervention outcomes (Van den Berg, and Jiggins,
2007). The funding donors define the outcomes by measurable parameters by external
evaluation, where the farmers define outcomes by what they see at their fields. The
way success is defined varies by actor and is, thus, actor-dependent. In turn, the actors
determine the dynamics of the intervention.
Therefore, this study recognizes the many different understandings and social
interactions that affect the dynamics and success of the FFS intervention. The FFS
intervention is conceptualized as follows: a multiple reality of different cultural
perceptions, ideas and social interests (Long, and Van der Ploeg, 1989), some more
dominant than others.
2.2 Interface study
This study’s point of view is the interface study. It conceptualizes the social
interactions inherent to the FFS intervention as being ‘interfaces’. The interface study
is linked with processes of power and agency. With an interface study the many
different social interactions that structure the dynamics and success of the FFS
intervention are identified.
The interface is the exact critical point of intersection and interaction between
different social actors and their social interests (Long, 1989; Long, and Van der Ploeg,
1989). Inherent to rural development is the generation of discontinuities in values,
power, knowledge and social interests (Long, 1989; Long, 2001). That is why the
intervention context is characterized by struggles between the involved actors to enroll
others, create acceptance of each other’s meanings and points of view (Long, 2001).
Thereby, the intervention raises all kind of social interactions. These interactions
create new meanings, because actors act on their own terms (Scoones, and Thompson,
1994). Besides, how actors deal with the intervention is also related to the actors’
agency representing their interests, backed by both resources and terms of power
(Arce, 2003; Arce, and Long, 2000; Leeuwis, and Ban, 2004 and Long, 2001).
The actor-oriented approach identifies ways in which individuals, households and
groups try to deal with the intervention, integrate the planned intervention into
existing strategies and use the intervention for their own paths of change (Arce, 2003).
Applied to the FFS: the intervention side has a multi-layered character and
understanding whereas the strategies and ideas of the actors involved become a hybrid
mixture (Arce, and Long, 1992; Leeuwis, and Ban, 2004 and Long, 2001).
Actors engage in the intervention the way that benefits them (Arce, 2003). Social
actors bring about new attitudes and knowledge in the field through the production of
more acceptable solutions, countering the scientific logical framework and ideas that
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are introduced (Long, 2001; Simpson, and Owens, 2002). The approach is able to
recognize these different actor strategies, whether defined by the intervening actor,
executive actor or local actor and whatever the spatial, cultural, institutional and
power arenas involved (Long, 2001). In addition, the approach creates understanding
about the interactions between different actors and the consequences it entails for the
intervention.
Long (2004) argues to study the forces of development that are inherent a system.
Therefore, this study makes use of the concept of social construction to identify the
different roles of the actors involved (Long, 2001). However, the interface study
contains many levels and forms of social interactions. As such, the interface study is
not restricted to the face-to-face encounters of farmers and the intervening agencies,
but also focuses on the institutional and structural frames that affect the interactions
between the actors (Long, 1989). This study tries to identify how locales interlock
with wider frameworks (Long, 2001). It involves both the intervention and the
people’s actions, whereas these actions interfere with the objectives of the intervention
(Arce, 2003). Hence, the interface study does not focus upon linkages in the points of
intersection between actors’ life-worlds alone, but also on the discontinuities in the
actors’ realities, that are characteristic of the interface study (Long, 2001). The FFS
intervention needs to be placed in social processes and around aspects of power to
identify which social processes around aspects of power strengthen discontinuities or
create common perceptions and linkages between the actors involved (Long, 2001).
2.2.1 Processes of power and agency

Development interventions are guided by external objectives, but also by the actions
of the actors involved. People’s actions interfere with the intervention objectives
(Arce, 2003). The chosen strategies for action influence in turn the way the actors
conceptualize their power relations (Long, 2001). Power is executed in these relations
by negotiations of status, reputation and authority and resources (Long, 2001).
In rural development interfaces actors try to enroll each other in their struggles. Both
the intervening actors and the farmers try to convince each other concerning their
‘existing ideas, established interests and the institutions in that particular context, in
order to create a common perception about ideas and meanings’ (Long, 2001). Power
is thus relational; an individual cannot execute power without social relationships.
However, actors are able to engage in social situations by making decisions formed by
their experiences, values, knowledge and social relationships with other actors (Arce,
2003; Long, 1989 and Long, 2001). That connects the social construction of
knowledge with agency (Leeuwis, Long, and Villarreal, 1990). Agency is the way the
external knowledge is tuned to the social situations in the intervention context (Long,
2001). Actors develop strategies to be able to accept, deal with or resist the introduced
knowledge. Moreover, actors involved identify and create space for own interests
(Long, 2001).
To study the way this happens and also linked with the knowledge interface study, it
makes use of the actor-oriented approach. This assumes that actors are social actors,
who interpret what happens around them according to their own knowledgeability,
which they wish to maintain (Long, 1989; Long, 2001). They do so by using social
resources to manage and control the intervention context (Arce, 2003).
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Power is linked with the FFS intervention in the contest of opposing ideas of the
actors involved, but more relevant for this study is the dynamics of these interfaces
that structure the rural development intervention.
2.3 Scope of research
2.3.1 Problem definition

FFS has been studied regarding the extension of knowledge to farmers or the coproduction of knowledge with farmers, but there is limited evidence of the interfaces’
contribution to FFS. It is not clear how the dynamics of interfaces structure the FFS
intervention in either strengthening or weakening. The FFS intervention and its
outcomes are dependent on the social context.
Also, the multi-rationality of the actors involved and the role of the local councils and
authorities is not fully recognized by its affects on the FFS intervention. In other
words, which interfaces strengthen or weaken the dynamics and so-called success of
the FFS intervention? The diverse intervention strategies, different understandings and
multiple roles of the actors involved in the implementation of the FFS intervention
affect the FFS intervention outcomes, often unintended.
Inherent to the rural development context are the social interactions as points where
the social actors intersect and interact. The so-called success of the FFS intervention is
defined by differently by each actor and is thus also characterized by multi-rationality.
This study tries to create a contemplative stance on the interfaces in the Igunga Ecovillage project by not only looking at the social interactions at the localities, but also
on the connections between the local and national and international level. Moreover,
the latter as wider institutional context structures, paradoxically, the implementation
of the participatory rural development program. Therefore, and contrary to FFS claims
about its contribution to the participatory nature, in conceptualizing farmers as key in
the development intervention, I want to identify what happens, who is involved and
what are the many different perceptions, values, interest, resources and power of these
social actors.
2.3.2 Research objective

With this study more insights are given in the interfaces in a participatory
development setting. This study aims to explore the actors’ perspectives on the FFS
intervention; on the one hand the national and international level of the program staff
and funding donor and on the other hand the Igunga Eco-village level of farmers,
facilitators, local authorities and extension workers.
2.3.3 Research questions

The main question of study is:
How do the interfaces structure the FFS intervention?
With the following sub-questions this main question can be answered: which different
actors are involved in the Eco-village project setting, how do these actors relate to
each other and how are the interfaces organized.
2.4 Research methodology
This study is qualitative in nature with semi-structured interviews. Through
participant observation, the method of ‘being there’, studying with and learning from
the project context and the actors involved, builds the fundaments of the data that is a
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rich understanding of the actors’ perspectives. For three months fieldwork, I lived
within the study’s research area and with my research subjects.
In this methodology section I describe the design of research, the data collection
methods and the data analysis that together make up the way I present this study’s
data in the following chapters. Last, I explain why I chose to use ethnography to tell
the stories that support this study’s argument and what the ethnographic method
entails.
2.4.1 Research design and data collection methods

To start this study I did desk research on the topic of the Farmer Field School
approach in relation to the actors that made up the development and knowledge
interfaces in such intervention contexts. I read and reviewed scientific literature,
official project documents and the visibility leaflets and brochures of Heifer Project
International on the case study of this research: the Igunga Eco-village Project.
The semi-structured interviews are chosen to create possibilities for the interviewees
to express personal opinions and experiences relating to the Eco-village. Based on
recommendations from the Heifer project team Igunga, I selected Farmer Field School
facilitators and farmers and, based on recommendations from the local government,
also government officers and extension workers. Both the project team and the focal
point of the local government introduced me to the selected interviewees. It was
necessary to make use of their relationships and trust here within to enter the research
population. I interviewed twenty actors in total with ten follow-ups to add missing
information or ask other relevant questions that developed during my fieldwork.
Table 1: Interviewing scheme
Actor
Project staff
Igunga District
Council
Extension workers
FFS facilitators
FFS Farmers

Context
Igunga town/office
Igunga town/local
government
Igunga ward & Mbutu
ward
Igunga ward/TOT training
Igunga ward & Mbutu
ward

Number of interviewees
4
6

2
4
4

A colleague, independent of Heifer, but dealing with water improvement for the Rain
Foundation, translated the semi-structured interviews. During my fieldwork he
translated all interviews and information from the focus groups. The interviews took
on average one and a half to two hours. I asked all interviewees to record them, which
they agreed on. Perhaps, because the interviews were held in the habitat of the actors:
the local government office, the project office, the farmers’ fields and so on.
Next to these twenty semi-structured interviews, I conducted three focus groups with
on average of ten to fifteen Farmer Field School group members. Together with the
project manager we visited villages in the Igunga and Mbutu wards to evaluate the
first year of the project. The focus groups deepened the information about the ideas of
the farmers. Moreover, the mechanism and relations between the intervening actor,
executive actor and farmers became more visible.
For a broader understanding of local government perspectives, I conducted a survey
with open questions about the Eco-village strategy and project. I complemented the
data by desk research about actors that are linked to the national and international
levels of the Eco-village: the European Union, Heifer Project International, Heifer
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Nederland and Heifer Tanzania. I read about their roles in the official documents and
meet and observed them in official project meetings. The project proposal and interim
reports of Heifer helped to understand their position within the Eco-village project.
In addition, conversations were held with the village leaders and village committee
members who provided me with general information about how the Eco-village
strategy is received within the localities. Besides, the village council provided me with
useful information about the social structures within the villages. Also, I attended
various formal (according to the project proposal) and informal meetings such as the
yearly planning meeting of Heifer, the Training-To-Trainers training for new
facilitators, meetings with the District Commissioner and head of departments, village
meetings around issues in the farmers’ fields and many more.
My entry point was mainly with the project manager from Heifer based in Igunga.
Through various introductory meetings with the actors involved, varying from local
government officers, extension workers and the villagers, I became known. The first
weeks I invested much time on the social requirements, being new into the
environment. The fact that the Eco-village project needed to implement activities was
my entry point for attending all these different steps in the project and becoming
familiar with their interactions. Luckily, I could do a baseline survey with the local
government officers involved, through which I got to know them, but also their
relations within and ideas about the project.
2.4.2 Data analysis

After the collection of data, I transcribed the interviews and information from the
focus groups and digitalized the survey answers and field notes in Word. Thereafter, I
used a thematic content analysis. With the program Maxqda I categorized the data and
searched for common themes and striking remarks that I paired in codes. That
development of a coding scheme structured the data into different distinct parts.
In chapters four and five of this study I present the data and analyze it by paying not
only attention to the localities, but also the interactions on the national and
international level. Chapter six reviews the interactions between these two levels. The
analysis has been written up by making use of the ethnographic method.
2.4.3 Ethnography

That this study researched the face-to-face encounters between different actors and
their bodies of knowledge needs an ethnographic lens to understand specific
expressions, meanings, perspectives and actions. To gain understanding of the
multiple realities in the Eco-village project the ethnographic method is chosen.
The ethnographic method searches for realities in relations, generates new relations
between the different actors and rebuilds the social relations at the local level’ (Sansi,
2015). I have chosen to use this method to describe the social interactional processes
beyond the local level. Interactions establish identities and ethnography helps to
identify the different actors and the relations to each other (Sansi, 2015). It helps to
understand the social differentiation.
What I did was to observe the flow of communication, for example among the farmers
themselves and between them and the various actors of the local government,
extension workers, the project team and trainers, with whom they interact. This is
important to define the knowledge and beliefs of farmers (as individuals and as group)
against the existing ideas of the other actors involved (Long, 2001).
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To conclude, ethnography rearranges reality. It is a critical understanding of that
which both presents and reflects on the identities and representation of the actors
involved and on my own construction of the way I represent the actors as researcher
(Sansi, 2015).
2.4.4 Limitations of the study

During my fieldwork some limitations came up. Firstly, the language barrier in some
way creates difficulties for the research. Although most of the actors speak Swahili, in
the villages the local languages and dialects are spoken. That creates difficulties in
clarifying precisely their opinions and actions. Additionally, the data is somehow
biased because of formulating questions in English, translated to Swahili and vice
versa to obtain new information. Furthermore, my translator’s view on development
also influenced the way he probably framed information, although we had several
conversations on this subject. For example, one farmer presented elaborated stories,
which I gathered from his facial and non-verbal expressions, but my translator, gave a
much shorter version. I told him not to summarize, but to use every single word so
that I could match these with the farmer’s expressions and understand the meaning
attached to the words. Besides, I needed to re-frame the word interview, but then
using the correct information.
Secondly, lack of transport limited me in conducting my fieldwork. I was dependent
on the Heifer vehicle to visit the local government authorities, the village councils,
and the farmers’ fields to conduct the interviews. Therefore, when my colleagues left
the office for any kind of activity, I just joined them to combine one with the other.
That means that respondents may have perceived me as one of Heifer’s staff, and
hence answered my questions accordingly. In section 2.4.5 I will reflect on how this
possibly problematize this study’s results.
Lastly, the harvest season was over and that created difficulties in making
appointments with the village council and leaders, the Farmer Field School facilitators
and the farmers involved, because they did not meet after harvest without the
attendance of extension workers to teach and assist them with activities in the
demonstration plots.
2.4.5 Reflection

An important element within the study of anthropology and qualitative research is
reflection on your behavior. This reflection entails a critical look on how your
presence and actions in the field might influence your research population.
Several people asked me in advance how I though about going as a white, blonde,
young girl to the more rural parts of Tanzania while suggesting that it would be
difficult sometimes. Most of the time, my answer to this question contains the scope
of ‘seeing is believing’. I am curious about people and other cultures and therefore,
sentiments that things will turn out alright predominated my preparations of the
fieldwork in Igunga. However, my appearance as this white, blonde, young girl turned
out not to go by unnoticed. During my time there, the people of the Igunga District
continued to be surprised every time they saw me. A day that no one called me
mzungu1 did not exist.

1

Mzungu is a Swahili language term used in the African Great Lakes region to refer to people of European descent
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Yet, I believe my presence there influenced this study in two ways. Firstly, my
respondents were constantly curious and almost proud that I interviewed them. They
wished to talk with me all the time and asked every day when their interview was
going to take place. They showed their houses and lands and shared their issues.
Secondly, my respondents might have reframed certain answers. Socially desirable
answers to meet my expectations and to gain approval. However, I always emphasized
my interests in what the respondents think and do to overcome the idea of my
interdependency with Heifer among them. By conducting participant observation I
was able to help farmers on their land, to eat at their homes and to attend the same
meeting. Moreover, I did not suggest what is best to do, but just wanted to know why
they do what they do. However, I am aware that my fieldwork as white, blonde, young
girl both enriched but also biased this study’s findings.
Moreover, I am aware that it is not possible to wash off your color. In contrast to the
color palette we all know, in anthropology white is also a color. I used the mzungu
issue to create an entrance point to the communities that were subject to this study. I
tried to remove the barrier between insider and outsider. By making use of their
curiosity, about me as the so-called outsider, I gave meaning to the rudiments of this
qualitative, and foremost, anthropological research. Saying and acting like ‘this is me,
and now I am here to hear stories from you’ helped to precisely identify the core of
this study’s problem definition. Being there, and building trustworthy relationships
with my respondents, shifted the focus from being different towards equality as
human beings. An open mind, being aware of the influence of your appearance and
not assuming things as they are strengthened the possibilities to gain information and
data while questioning the people that are subject of that data.
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CHAPTER THREE | CONTEXT
In this chapter, I introduce the Heifer Project International and give an overview of
their Igunga Eco-village project. What is the philosophy of Heifer Project
International? How do they operate and why? An understanding of the history of
Heifer Project International and their principles for just and sustainable development
put the Eco-village strategy in context and links the strategy with this study’s
theoretical concepts. Heifer Project International works with a logical framework and
evaluation phases. These strategic tools are linked to the more classic approach to
rural development. In this classic view, development is seen as a linear process of the
step-by-step phases of intervention of gathering information, defining goals and
devising strategies, the implementation and monitoring and evaluation of the
outcomes compared to the desired outcomes that were set in first phase. However,
Heifer upheld the principles of their programs and involved the beneficiaries instead
of imposing some intervention upon them. But what makes their approach
participatory in nature?
The second section describes the research area and presents geographical information
about the Igunga District. The District is one of the driest in Tanzania, which affects
the outcome of the project implementation. It is therefore important to outline the
context. In addition, a short overview is given of the actors involved. It is necessary to
be aware of the actors that make up the social settings to draw conclusions about the
way people intersect and interact in the Eco-village project.
3.1 Introduction to the Heifer Project International (HPI)
Over 70 years and over 100 countries, Heifer Project International (HPI) works in
rural development to end world hunger and poverty throughout the world (De Vries,
2011). HPI does this by providing income-producing animals and other resources to
poor communities and families as a means of building self-reliance. HPI combines the
giving of livestock with related assistance and training about how to care for and use
these gifts (De Haan, 2001; De Vries, 2011) and to educate the farmers in sustainable
practices (Heifer, 2015).
The Heifer Project International aims to end poverty, which is necessary as according
the fact that nowadays 1.1 billion people live in extreme poverty. The majority of
these people lives in rural areas and is dependent on agriculture (De Vries, 2011). Due
to the fact that livestock is 60% of the income of the poor worldwide (Devendra,
2006) HPI tries to overcome this by providing of livestock in the countries they work.
In addition, HPI does not solely strive to end poverty, but also aims to alleviate hunger
and environmental degradation (Steyn, and Nunes, 2001).
Heifer believes that the distribution of livestock improves nutrition and helps families
to earn money to pay for education, health care, clothes, clean water, and other
resources for physical wellbeing (Bryant, 2003). However, not only the individual is
targeted, but also communities. The Passing on the Gift principle is imperative to
involve whole communities to extend the benefits of an individual who receives
livestock (de Haan, 2001; De Vries, 2011). Farmers are key in their own development
processes.
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3.1.1 History and background

Dan West is founder of the Heifer Project International. During the Spanish Civil
War, West worked as relief worker. He distributed cups of milk to little children, but
they came back every day. West thought of giving the less developed people tools to
help themselves (Bryant, 2003). The ‘not a cup, but a cow’ philosophy arose, based on
the assumption that the poor are able to become productive, self-reliant and
independent of others when they receive tools to do so. West decided on a second
principle: all receiving families spread their benefits. Nowadays, that Passing on the
Gift-principle guides Heifers’ work worldwide (De Vries, 2011).
Near the end of World War II, the distribution of cows started. In 1944 three cows,
named Faith, Hope and Charity by West, were distributed to a Puerto Rican
community. After the War, HPI started to ship thousands of animals to war-torn
Europe and Japan (Bryant, 2003). By now, even the less developed in rural areas of
the United States of America are provided with animals according this philosophy.
In the 1980s and early 1990s, Heifer developed the Cornerstones Model. The Model is
based on the Heifer Cornerstones for participatory development (Aaker, and
Shumaker, 1996) and is interlinked with the shift in rural development from the more
classic approach towards participatory approaches.
Besides the shift from the ideal-typical constructions of development and the
processes to revision for adaptation in local contexts was realized (Dierof et al., 2002),
Heifer applied its mission through decentralization, which was also caused by the
funding crisis in the 1980s. As a result, the country offices worked more independent.
However, that independency resulted in the lack of control by Heifer over the content
of country programs (Dierof et al., 2002). Moreover, decentralization and delegating
power limited the field-level inputs only to contribute to the outcomes that are set by
each country office that is now and in this study also relevant.
3.1.2 Heifer approach for sustainable development

The HPI works with a holistic approach that contains several elements (De Haan,
2001; De Vries, 2008) Firstly, the approach targets the physical wellbeing that needs
to be improved through strengthening farmers’ knowledge, skills and competences.
Secondly, the social aspect is important by strengthening groups and create common
beliefs, Lastly, the communities that are involved, are seen as an integral part of the
environment (De Vries, 2011). The providing of knowledge, improved resources and
more collaboration helps to improve the production and income of farmers. Farmers
need to use the knowledge and resources in such an appropriate way which they
choose themselves. For example, they adopt other farming practices, plant trees and
forages to control soil erosion and the incorporation of manure to improve the land
(De Vries, 2008; Heifer, 2015).
This holistic approach to development, and especially the social aspects,
acknowledged that individuals are social beings and the importance of social
relationships. The sociologist view of Norman Long, reviewed in the second chapter,
fits in with this thinking. The intervention brings about changes and changes in
relations among people will change behavior and create new meanings, values and
morals and ways of acting upon these. The intervention programs of Heifer cause new
linkages that affect the programs and interactions.
Moreover, groups are the means for participatory development (De Haan, 2001).
Emphasis on the interactions between them helps to understand the effects of the
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intervention. Heifer Project International adopted the Farmer Field School approach to
disseminate technology and resources in groups. It is believed that group-based
learning is more effective than individual learning (De Haan, 2001; De Vries, 2008
and Leeuwis, and Ban, 2004). The Farmer Field Schools provide the rural poor with
assistance. Active involvement of the farmers and group members is crucial to learn
(De Haan, 2001; De Vries, 2008). Instead of delivering packages of knowledge the
farmers and external actors learn together through collaboration. Heifer aims to
improve the knowledge base of farmers and reinforce practices in agriculture and
animal husbandry with the FFS.
Shared learning, in which both the intervening actor and the beneficiaries are
involved, are supposed to guarantee the sustainability of the projects due to the nurture
of new values, understandings and the cooperation and commitment of groups to
overcome problems together by exchanging information (De Haan, 2001). Heifer also
recruits and trains community-based workers to provide practical assistance on
farming (De Haan, 2011). These extension workers live in the local area and are
selected and supported by the communities they work with. They are valuable for the
reinforcement of practices, sharing of information from farmers to farmers and
bridging between the groups and the local authorities and development
interventionists.
Heifer assists three to five years in a development program. Thereafter, the
communities are believed to be empowered enough to sustain the following years.
Moreover, both the community and the individuals adopt changes that result in lasting
improvement (De Vries, 2011).
3.1.3 Heifer Principles: the Cornerstones

Inherent to Heifer’s approach are the Cornerstones for Just and Sustainable
Development. These Cornerstones fit with the idea of Heifer Project International
about what are appropriate means to reach the goal of sustainability in their programs.
However, I want to emphasize that this needs to be seen as a partial discourse. In the
localities of their programs the local actors discourses are also important.
Within the boundaries of Heifer Project International and their programs, the
principles are an essential set of values on which the planning, management,
implementation and evaluation of the programs worldwide are based (De Vries, 2011;
Steyn, and Nunes, 2001). The following principles can be distinguished in the Heifer
approach: Passing on the Gift (POG), accountability, livestock must contribute to a
family’s nutrition and income, genuine needs and justice, sharing and caring, full
participation, improved animal management, sustainability and self-reliance,
improving the environment, gender and family focus and training and education.
According to Heifer, following the principles will lead toward sustainable
development in project areas (Heifer, 2013). Later on in my thesis I will refer to the
principles and how these unfold as directives in the project area.
Passing on the Gift embodies HPI’s philosophy. Every family needs to pass on the
first female offspring to another vulnerable family, accompanied by the improved
knowledge, skills and practices they have acquired (Steyn and Nunes, 2001).
Heifer views the received animals as payment-in-kind, which motivates farmers to
adopt new practices that are brought in by the project (De Vries, 2008). In their
programs, the distribution of livestock and resources is done through this pass-on
system (De Haan, 2001). The community itself needs to form groups with own laws
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and by-laws, prior to the distribution of livestock and resources, who then decide who
gets the first livestock (Aaker and Shumaker, 1996; De Haan, 2001). After performing
the passing on of the gifts, the farmers, who received the livestock first, become
owners of the animals. Heifer believes that communities will pressure the farmers
with animals to take good care of them, just to ensure that they are the next members
that receive livestock (De Haan, 2001).
Over the years, HPI provides in addition to cows, also fish, goats and chickens. But in
addition to livestock, HPI provides other resources, such as improved seeds, improved
manure, but also training and education. All these goods are idiom for sustainability.
For example, the fewer trees that are to find around the world, due to insufficient
rainfall, are idiom for climate change. The assumption is made that planting the
improved seeds for trees will solve climate change associated problems, because it are
drought-resistant seeds.
The distribution of both livestock and other resources strengthen the gift-giving
processes. That means that they support reciprocity. Moreover, the context of the
development program, and the relation between the givers and takers determine that
the goats and trees are gifts. Thus not only the Passing on the Gift principle, but also
gift-giving directs towards dependency in the relation between Heifer Project
International and their targeted communities and the actors involved. It is important to
state that gift giving is a form of building hierarchy. The social dimension of it creates
a contract. The reciprocity involved in the exchange of gifts creates the unequal social
relationship between the donor and recipient (Sherry, 1983). The social context of the
development intervention define that the goods that are provided become gifts, which
builds hierarchy.
To guarantee sustainability Heifer targets groups that have strong networks and trust
within the group and between the group members. Moreover, collaboration between
members is crucial for the functioning of the learning processes and for guaranteeing
sustainability (De Vries, 2011; Heifer, 2015). The adaptation of participatory
approach to transfer knowledge is dependent on the groups that guide and control each
other. Therefore, this study makes use of the interface study applied to the FFS
intervention that is such a participatory approach in order to understand how the social
actors in groups affect the intervention.
3.2 Overview of the Igunga Eco-village of Heifer
In this study I take the Igunga Eco-village project of Heifer in Tanzania as case study
for the ways actors intersect and interact. First I want observe how the Heifer Project
International organize their country offices, before giving an overview of this specific
project in Tanzania.
Heifer Project International builds towards capacity of the country offices and local
partners so that they can work independently in the programs (Dierolf et al., 2002).
The HPI chose for this strategy to adapt to the dynamic and changing contexts of
working throughout the world. The localities with all different cultures and beliefs
require flexibility, which is also seen in the Eco-village project. Therefore, Heifer
Project International strives to give institutional support, but that all their programs are
planned and developed locally (Steyn, and Nunes, 2001).
Heifer Nederland is affiliated to the HPI. Heifer Nederland works in several countries,
mainly Africa. The Eco-village project is a joint effort of various stakeholders, which
I will elaborate on further in this chapter. However, Eco-village project is based on the
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principles of HPI. Heifer Nederland embodies the cornerstones for just and sustainable
development anchored in the Heifer philosophy. They institutionalize certain norms
that influences the process of just and sustainable development within the local
societies. Heifer Nederland writes the proposal, the mid-term and end evaluation
reports. In addition, they are in charge of the logical framework and workbook that
both are tools to plan the project for five years ahead. However, the European Union
funds the Eco-village project. That means that Heifer Nederland is in need of getting
approval of their plans, tasks and activities that also meet the expectations of the
funding donor.
Yearly meetings are held to review the planning and development of the local
projects. Each May Heifer Nederland conducts this meeting with the project team
affiliated with Heifer Tanzania in Igunga, Heifer Tanzania itself, the local authorities
of Igunga, and two farmer representatives. However, the logical framework that
defines the project guides this yearly meeting of various stakeholders to plan even
from month-to-month. Heifer Nederland set up the framework. For a long time,
logical frameworks were dominant in development aid thinking (Gasper, 2000). The
logical framework operationalizes the project through identifying the projects goals,
purpose, outputs and inputs. The approach makes use of specific indicators for
fulfillment of the objects. The content presupposes causal linkages (Coleman, 1987).
Although it might help to focus on capacity building learning processes that are
interlinked with Heifer programs, the approach can be problematic (Gasper, 2000).
The logical framework is often specifically used, because the external funder demands
this. Instead of the effective use of the logical framework to think about the links
between different levels and external factors that affect these linkages, the framework
is then created to meet solely the funders’ demands and requirements. Gasper (2000)
calls this the logic-less framework. It might cause problems in the field, because preexisting frames are applied to new development interactional settings. The
descriptions of the frame are guiding in the activities and implementation, but
sometimes do not fit or acknowledge the social contexts (Gasper, 2000). Even the
mid-term evaluation might be dangerous due to the narrow focus.
The Eco-village project is a five-year project. At the end of the project, the strategy
expects that the involved villages successfully adopt the introduced climate change
strategies (Heifer, 201). The local authorities, called the Igunga District Council, have
selected the 10 villages. In total, 6.000 households will be engaged directly in the
activities of the project. In addition, 6.000 households remain indirect beneficiaries by
use of Heifers principles for just and sustainable development.
Heifer Nederland and co-applicants established Eco-village 2 wards in the Igunga
District. The Eco-village concept builds resilience against climate change and to use
the experiences to deepen the understanding of the effects of climate change.
Therefore, the holistic approach is well implemented, according to the
acknowledgement that the farmers are integral of the environment. Heifer Project
International shifted here from the more classical approach to transfer technologies
complemented by the distribution of livestock towards the more inclusive and holistic
approach, to transform villages into the Eco-village that encompasses all elements.
The approach is chosen due to the belief that poverty, due to climate change
associated problems, cannot only be combatted with the distribution of livestock and
trainings (Heifer, 2013). Climate change causes and puts pressure on the means of
development and affects the lands and resources of farmers. They need both to deal
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with the external circumstances of nature and adopt climate change adaptation
techniques (Heifer, 2015).
3.2.1 Eco-village approach

With the Eco-village approach, Heifer Nederland intends to integrate a participatory
learning process with awareness raising, building social capital and strengthening
local structures by unlocking the local potential. The approach claimed to be
community driven. It is not Heifer who set the objectives and chose which climate
change adaptation strategy will be used and implemented in the communities, but the
communities themselves (Heifer, 2013). In the chapters 4 and 5 I present empirical
data to reflect on and analyze in chapter 6 on these claims and intentions of Heifer
Project International.

Figure 1. Action methodology of the Eco-village project (proposal, Heifer 2013)

Participation is key in the process of testing, evaluating and implementing the
introduced technologies. Although external experts will provide knowledge and
present options for Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) strategies, it will be the
targeted villages and formed groups, who internalized knowledge of the local context.
These villages and groups evaluate and adopt the strategies they deem best (Heifer,
2015). The introduced CCA strategies should be appropriate according to the targeted
villages, which means that the interventions should not only be effective, but also
affordable for the groups and culturally accepted by them (Heifer, 2015). This requires
a setting where target groups, together with project staff and local governmental
workers, can generate, adapt and extend knowledge together.
To facilitate the above-described learning structure in Figure 1, the Eco-village
approach uses the Farmer Field School (FFS) model. In short, the FFS is a place for
study where group members learn from each other by experimenting and evaluating
(Heifer, 2013). In Eco-village the farmers are trained to improve on sustainable
agriculture and livestock practices. Learning takes place on shared demonstration
plots, which fits in with the theories on FFS described in chapter 2. An FFS group is
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made up of twenty-five members. Each group has a chairperson, secretary and two
facilitators who are in charge of the administrative and facilitative processes. Heifer
defines some key principles of the FFS approach: partnership, collaboration, training
and participation (Heifer, 2013). During my fieldwork I experienced difficulties in
meeting the requirement to work with the FFS approach. The amount of meetings
depends on the nature of activities of which the farmers are capable of or not and
external circumstances that affect the opportunities to actually implement the
activities. Data supports that farmers in the Eco-village only meet in the shared
demonstration plots in the initial stages of activities and primary with the attendance
of extension officers from the local government from the Igunga District. Later on in
this chapter I describe these actors involved and their role within the Eco-village. The
presentation of empirical data in chapter 5 explains this more elaborately.
However, participation is seen in a technocratic way and is defined by project
parameters. How many farmers took part? What technologies did they learn about?
The focus lies upon deliverable and measurable outcomes, instead of the power
inequalities that might hinder participation of the farmers.
The curriculum of the Farmer Field School meetings of the facilitators and other
farmers that are group members includes topic that can improve their resilience
(Heifer, 2013). Heifer Nederland assumes, in line with their philosophy, that
participation supports local ownership of the intervention, because it should enhances
the technical and managerial capacity of local communities instead of deciding what is
best for them. Heifer believes that capacity building supports the learning process and
also the sustainability of the project activities. However, that facilitators are trained
and expected to following certain steps in the development indicates the challenges
and dynamics around participation.
To speed up the learning process and to ensure the sustainability, the project also
provides material inputs and technical constructions. These technical structures are
only presented directly at the Farmer Field School demonstration plots for the farmers
involved. Resources like seeds and animals will be provided using the Passing on the
Gift (POG) model, which is key in the Heifer approach (Heifer, 2013). However, and
also referring to the theoretical framework, the distribution of livestock and other
resources is related to the practices of gift giving. That practice assumes a certain
hierarchy between the donor and recipient. Therefore, this study also seeks to find an
answer to what the farmers’ agency has to deal with in practice and to maneuver in the
top-down structure.
The Eco-village aims for an active involvement of all stakeholders. I will give a rough
summary of the various actors involved in section 3.3.2. Raising awareness is an
important phase in the project to create active involvement. Actors need to know what
the specific causes of climate related problems are and also the available adaptation
strategies. In addition, sensitization is important to ensure full and informed
participation, especially of the District authorities in the Igunga ward. The Eco-village
will conduct sensitization workshops for thirteen heads of departments and 36
councilors, to mobilize active engagement of the Council in the preparation and
implementation of the project (Heifer, 2015). During my fieldwork, I did a
questionnaire on their knowledge base. It seems that they know what the Eco-village
involves, some knowledge about climate change, but less about how they are going to
integrate it with their own development plans. That should be necessary, because the
Eco-village even supports the Igunga District Council to achieve their own
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development targets, which are rooted in the action plans of the villages. The Ecovillage held yearly planning meetings with representatives of all stakeholders within
the project. Besides the dialogue about long-term, discontinuities in expectations and
communications were signalized and tried to solve this in these meetings. In May
2016 one of the learning points was that not all information between key players in the
project trickle down to all involved actors.
Thus, all the different partners made the Eco-village multidisciplinary in nature. Close
collaboration between them is necessary to optimize the sum of skills and experiences
of each of them. What is the formal organizational structure?
3.2.2 Eco-village Project organizational structure

First, the management structure of the Eco-village involves different levels. The
steering committee is important and oversees the action and activities, whereby Heifer
Nederland is end-responsible. However, another task of Heifer Nederland is education
and knowledge transfer.

.
Figure 2. Overview of the project management structure (proposal, Heifer 2013)

During my fieldwork period, I collaborated with the actors marked in red. My contact
at Heifer Nederland (HNL) is Karlijn. She is the overall program coordinator of Ecovillage Project and based in the Netherlands. In the second row is the Program
Manager from Heifer International Tanzania. Her name is Erika. She managed the
program in Igunga and is employed by Heifer Tanzania. The third row shows 3
Project Officers (PO) named John, Anthony and Joe. Together with the Igunga
District Council (IDC) focal point they make up the project staff. Ashon is the focal
point and the link between the three implementing project officers and the local
government of Igunga District. Last, on the fourth row, the technical staff of the local
government (IDC). They assist the Eco-village project with technical know-how in the
implementing of activities. I met several of these governmental officers in the field
and in the villages.
This structure shows the range of actors that are only involved in the management
structure. It is necessary that all actors agree about the precise objectives and who
exactly is part of the team. The more actors, the more the managing of diverse
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relationships becomes increasingly complicated. Heifer tried in the second yearly
planning meeting to limit the scope of the team and clearly define the team. Relevant
questions for the yearly planning meeting are: who are the teams? What are their
tasks? What is their responsibility?
3.3 Defining the research area
Although there are many programs of Heifer Project International, the research area of
this study is confined to Tanzania. Tanzania also hosts the largest Heifer programs in
the world. Social institutions are important in Tanzania for structuring institutions,
organizations and villages. In most villages the village committees maintain power
(De Haan, 2001), which is an important variable in the application of the Eco-village.
3.3.1 Igunga

Eco-village project is implemented in Igunga District. Igunga is one of the six districts
that together make up Tabora region. Igunga covers an area of 6,912 square
kilometers. Most of the people living in rural areas are dependent on agriculture and
livestock for food and income.
Plain land with black cotton soil
is found in the Northern parts of
the Igunga District; in the
southern parts that are small hills
and sandy soils. There are
seasonal rivers. Farmers in Mbutu
ward make use of one of these.
Wards are a collection of villages
that in turn are a collection of
hamlets.
Grasslands
and
woodlands cover the Igunga
District. Climate temperatures
vary from 20° C to 33° C. It is
one of the driest Districts in
Tanzania with rainfall ranging
from 500mm-700mm per annum
(Igunga District Strategic Plan,
2015).
The rain period is usually
from November to April, but
rainfall is low and eradicates the
land
Figure 3. Igunga District, Tanzania2
Farmer communities in the Igunga District are affected by climate change associated
problems (Heifer, 2013; Igunga District Council, 2015). Droughts and erratic rainfall
affected crop production of the farmers. The seasonal rivers shifted from five months
a year to three, and with less water. Moreover, farmers’ crops suffered from pests and
diseases.
The District has 416,692 inhabitants and 62,457 households (National Population and
Housing Census General Report, 2014). The average size of a household was 6,4
people. There are pastoralists and arable farmers in the Igunga District, and especially
during droughts there are clashes between them over scarce land, water and resources.

2
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Eco-village project targets ten villages in two wards of the District. Wards are
collections of villages, and these villages are collections of several hamlets. The local
government, Igunga District Council, selected the villages, based on their
vulnerability. Igunga ward and Mbutu ward are included in the project. The villages
that constitute the Igunga ward are Igunga, Mgongolo, Makomero, Mwanzugi and
Isugiro. However, Igunga village has developed quickly, which explains the shift from
the original nine-targeted villages to ten. In addition, due to the fact that the level of
development determines authority, Igunga village shifted to a township with an own
government and council. Mbutu ward has also five participating villages: Mbutu,
Bukama, Mwabalima, Ibutamisuzi and Mwangaranga.
In August 2015, Heifer International Tanzania identified existing farmer groups in the
two wards who already undertake different activities relating to agriculture. Out of
these groups, 130 Farmer Field School groups have been formed, each consisting of
twenty-five members (Heifer, 2015). The groups are divided into poultry groups,
push-pull groups, crop production groups and fish-farming groups. The project chose
to target already existing groups to make use of the social capital within the groups.
Besides these groups there are various actors involved to execute and implement the
Eco-village strategy. In the next section these broad range of actors are shortly
defined.
3.3.2 Actors in the Igunga Eco-village Project

The actors that are located in the top layers of the project hierarchy and dealing with
management activities are found in the overview of the project management structure.
This study gives a perspective of the interfaces and the different realities that intersect
and interact in face-to-face encounters. Therefore, the interaction between various
actors is key. In the following paragraphs I will briefly describe the actors that are
important to study the nature of the knowledge interfaces and how they are organized.
The European Union and project partners are only briefly mentioned due to the lack of
information and possibilities to reach them.
3.3.2.1 European Union and project partners

The European Union is funding donor of the Eco-village. They organized the GCCA
launch of the Eco-village Project for which a one-pager with information was
developed and distributed. Their logo is used in the visibility of the project. The
project team in Igunga drives in a white car showing EU and the logo. The people
from the local government know that EU funds the project. In addition, in all targeted
villages the project places big sign blocs referring to the European Union. I never
came any closer in contacting them.
The consortium of four organizations, Aqua4All, MetaMeta, RAIN Foundation and
Acacia Water, actively engaged within the project on 3R water interventions.
However, within this study they are not included in the research of the knowledge
interface.
3.3.2.2 Heifer Nederland (HNL)

Heifer Nederland consists of ten employees, varying from director, project manager or
financial manager to fundraising and communication. At this moment they are
responsible for seven projects in Africa: Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya,
Malawi, Tanzania and Zimbabwe. The Eco-village project in Tanzania is a five-year
project. Heifer Nederland is the manager of the project. In managing the project they
keep up close contact with the project team Igunga and the local government workers
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from Igunga District Council. HNL has the final responsibility for the action, which
means that what happens in the field is their responsibility.
3.3.2.3 Heifer International Tanzania (HITz)

Heifer International Tanzania (HITz) has several development projects in Tanzania, of
which the Eco-village in the Igunga District is one. HITz believes that development
can be achieved by building capital step by step, while recognizing the characteristics
of Tanzanian communities. HITz’s main task is the direct coordination of the
activities in Igunga. They are responsible for the development of the training activities
and to support the project team in Igunga with organizational and technical capacities.
HITz collaborates with the Social Development officers from the Igunga District
Council (IDC) and the project officer in Social Development from the project team.
HITz aims to build farmers’ knowledge. I was not able to conduct an interview with
them since I firstly focused more on the interaction within the field. However, I
observed them in meetings and spoke with them in informal settings.
3.3.2.4 Project team Igunga

In Igunga one Heifer team is based locally. This project team consists of one project
manager, named Erika, and three project officers (POs) in specific thematic focus:
nature resource management, agriculture and social development named Anthony,
John and Joe. The project team coordinates all activities in the field, from sensitization
to implementation of project activities. They are the ones that work in the field, visit
villages and farmers and interact with these communities. The project team closely
collaborates with the local government.
3.3.2.5 Igunga District Council (IDC)

The local government of the Igunga District is the Igunga District Council (IDC). The
Igunga District consists of four wards. Two of these, Igunga and Mbutu, are included
in the Eco-village. On top of the organizational hierarchy is the District Commissioner
(DC) followed by the District Executive Director (DED). Both are appointed within
the local government. Their task is the participation in project activities or ceremonial
events related to the Eco-village.
The highest meeting is the meeting of the Full Council and takes place four times a
year. The DC and DED discuss issues that arise in the District together with the head
of thirteen departments and ward councilors. The ward councilors are deputies from
the ward and elected by the people. The head of departments are chosen by their
degree of work and education. They need to advice the DED when she requests
information about standing issues.
Heifer HNL, HITz and the project team collaborate with the IDC. They need to
complement each other objectives, namely the improvement of the farmers’
livelihoods in the Igunga and Mbutu wards. The IDC delivers additional technical and
organizational capacity. The staff needs to be available for workshops, trainings and
follow up in the field. The IDC has responsibilities concerning the Farmer Field
Schools, trainings of new facilitators and coordination of the learning sites. Therefore,
they promote community engagement since they know the communities and their
languages. The IDC is thus crucial for the success and sustainability of the Eco-village
Project. They can integrate the development goals of Heifer with the village
development plans.
3.3.2.6 Extension workers

In total there are two extension workers: one in the Igunga ward and one in the Mbutu
ward. They live in one of the villages in that respective ward. The extension workers

25

have technical knowledge about agriculture, animal husbandry, NRM or forestry. It is
their responsibility to manage, maintain and up-scale the selected technologies of the
farmers. The learning process is enhanced through the providing of additional specific
expertise (Heifer, 2013). They engage with the communities and give additional
explanation or assistance. They are able to communicate technical knowledge
effectively, because they speak the same language, a dialect of the Swahili language in
the rural areas.
These extension workers collaborate with the local government, but in Eco-village
project they execute and implement activities for Heifer. However, they lack capacity
and time to visit and technically assist all the FFS group members. In each ward there
are five or six villages included, and each village consists of more than five hamlets
with hundreds of people. Time, lack of clear communication and financial flows are
struggles with which the extension workers have to cope to conduct activities within
the Eco-village.
3.3.2.7 Village Council and village leaders

The village council is the main governance body at local level. The village
development committees are part of the government. They have as task to raise
awareness and mobilize the community. The village council is made up of one village
chairperson, one village executive secretary and some, around ten, village community
members. The chairperson is a political figure and selected by the people. Political
figures have a lot of influence in Tanzania. It is a matter of respecting them, and being
kind. They can arrange and solve problems of the people that elected them. The
secretary is employed by IDC and executes all activities in the village. The village
members elect the village community members.
One of the important and most powerful actors within the village council is the village
leader, who is elected by the people. Village leaders are seen as the gatekeepers to the
community. The only way to reach the community, and even to create acceptance and
ownership in these, is a matter of building strong and trustworthy relationships with
the village leaders. Their task is the first encounter with people from outside the
villages and inventory meetings with for example the project team staff of Heifer from
Eco-village. They consider of these people and situations can do harm to the villages
in their views.
3.3.2.8 Farmer Field School (FFS) facilitators

Part of the Eco-village strategy is the set up of Farmer Field Schools and the training
of facilitators that facilitate these learning sites. Out of all 130 FFS groups of twentyfive members, two representatives are selected. They receive training in group
management, the Heifer cornerstones, agricultural knowledge, water techniques and
Natural Resource Management (NRM). Facilitators train other farmers in agriculture
practices with the use of the established FFS demo plots.
Facilitators are important to spread the knowledge. They are the chairpersons of small
groups of farmers. Heifer aimed that the facilitators need to be participatory, hold
meetings regularly, communicate and build the FFS groups. Facilitators need to keep
the motivation and participation high. They are mostly chosen by the following
selection criteria: knowledgeable, willing to train others, willing to work in close
cooperation with heifer, able to write reports quickly and interested in working with
the community. But if they posses these characteristics is difficult to measure. What I
know, is that they do not hold meetings as frequently as is noted in the Eco-village
reports.
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3.3.2.9 Farmers

Farmers are the beneficiaries of Eco-village project. They are the ones who need to be
complement with additional livestock, resources and knowledge. It is necessary to
have close contact with the village council to reach the farmers. The farmers trust their
village leaders, also because the village council protects them.
Farmers in the Igunga District cultivate several crops like maize, tomatoes, rice,
beans, green gram and sunflower. They reach their fields by foot or on the bicycle. I
spoke to the younger farmers, who are mostly interested in cotton. It is a business
crop, which means good for sale at the market. Some of the younger farmers want
cottonseeds for this reason while other farmers see opportunities in specializing in
rice-cum-fish agriculture or learning how to cultivate a new crop. Farmers wish to
cultivate more to improve living and income by eating their own food and selling the
food that is left. Heifer tries to help them to come in contact with small local buyers.
In addition to the production of crops, farmers extend their income by animal
husbandry. They all wish to have more chickens, since chickens can be sold for a
good price of 10.000 Tanzanian Shilling (TZS). Some farmers have in addition to
chickens, other livestock such as goats, sheep, cows and donkeys. However, these are
not so easy to sell when they need urgent money for medicines or doctors visits.
Therefore, next to the animal husbandry, they earn money with little business or
selling stuff in the villages/towns nearby. Besides the daily activities of farming, they
go around conducting other activities: talking with the neighbors and villagers and
staying tuned to happenings around them. While the project targets these people as
farmers, they do not exclude their activities solely to farming practices. Therefore,
part of their identity is being a farmer, which they refer to themselves. Yet they also
refer to themselves as a parent, small entrepreneur or village committee member. They
face struggles and redefinitions in the interactions with others. Moreover, farming is
what they need to do to improve living instead of choosing this by full conviction. It is
a matter of taking over the lands of their parents.
Farmers’ houses in the Igunga and Mbutu wards made of natural materials, such as
clay, sand and water. In the Igunga ward they sometimes build their houses with
stones. Farmers’ houses have a small room for cooking, with a stove, and a lot of
improvised kitchen materials, like a drying rack standing outside. Most of the time,
they share the latrine with neighbors or big families consisting of one man and, for
example, three wives with children. It is a small square building just some twenty
meters outside their households. They live mainly under a lean of branches or trees. In
addition the somewhat wealthier farmers have chickens milling around, which makes
the scene complete.
The compositions of the farmers’ households vary. I have observed the nuclear family
like man, wife and children. However, some men live with more than one woman and
many children. Family ties are strong, in several observations and interviews the
farmers emphasized the importance of living and caring together. Sometimes they live
with uncles, aunts, cousins or grandfathers- and mothers.
Farmers in the Igunga District live in the most vulnerable rural areas of Tanzania.
They need to deal with the effects of climate change. Although both wards suffer from
climate change associated problems, farmers in the Igunga and Mbutu wards differ in
terms of resources, ideas and agricultural practices. In Igunga the houses are stronger.
In addition, the farmers have more resources, labor and land. They possess more
knowledge about the environment, climate change, and agricultural practices. Mbutu
ward is more isolated and therefore less developed than Igunga ward. However, the
27

farmers of the Mbutu ward are aware of the things that happen in the other villages
and hamlets in both wards.
Besides the differences among farmers, some theme’s came back in my observations
and interviews with them. They struggle with external circumstances like climate
change, pests and diseases that affect their crops which influence their farming
practices and in turn their understanding and behavior in the Eco-village. Moreover,
farmers lack the technical knowledge to alleviate the external circumstances. Low
yield results from these problems, but sometimes farmers lack the possibility to sell
their products on the markets. Sometimes the demand for products is low or the
farmers do not know how to sell their products. However, the main struggles are the
lack of resources, labor and land.
Besides the above-described short overview of the actors involved, this study makes
use of a sociogram to understand how the actors are positioned in the Eco-village
project structure. A sociogram gives insights in how the social relationships are
organized in social situations where people intersect and interact. Moreover, a
sociogram supports understanding of this study’s point of view: two different levels
that analyze the social interactions, and how these interfaces, that point where people
intersect and interact, affect the FFS intervention outcomes

Figure 4. Sociogram: the organization of the social relationships of the actors in the Eco-village
project per level (own interpretation)

In chapters four and five two levels of analysis are given: the national and
international level and the Igunga Eco-village level. In these chapters I describe the
different actors and use ethnographic stories to show the interactions between them.
Since the social relationships are not only confined to localities, but even transcend
these, in chapter six I analyze the links between the two levels.
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CHAPTER 4 | THE NATIONAL AND
INTERNATIONAL LEVEL
In this chapter I will present material showing how the national and international level
set the framework for the Eco-village project. The actors involved in this level have in
particular an administrative function, which involves setting objectives and checking
if these are met. In this study the national and international level is one of two levels.
But who is involved in structuring the pre-planned framework?
In the Eco-village project Heifer Nederland set the framework based on the Heifer
Project International principles responding to the funding donor demands. Therefore,
the framework contains measurable objectives and defines participation parameters. In
half-yearly reports Heifer Nederland needs to share the results with quantitative
numbers.
This chapter explores how the structuring mechanism between the measurable
objectives, which meet the funders demands and the daily reality in the localities
influences the interaction between the actors involved in the Eco-village project.
In chapters four and five text boxes show additional information about the actors
involved in the Eco-village project to support the ethnographic method. It is chosen to
do so to give a background of the actors that are making up this study’s argument.
4.1 Development agenda and the Passing on the Gift principle
Heifer Nederland determines the development agenda in the Eco-village project. In
general, the funding donor needs to approve the program before the project can start.
The Eco-village project is financially supported by the grants of the European Union.
And the fact that you need money for implementation shows the dependency of Heifer
Nederland on the funding donor. Without approval of the European Union the Ecovillage project cannot implement any activity.
Heifer Nederland expects that the stakeholders with whom they collaborate follow the
pre-planned framework and agreed proposal by all stakeholders involved. In turn,
Heifer Nederland needs to send appropriate reports to the funding donor. The donor
demands that the activities are implemented according to the given approval. But in
the Eco-village project the European Union has an abstract role. However, financial
influence gives them power to stop the project when the progress, mid-term and
evaluation reports do not show that the activities are implemented conforming to
project proposal.
Heifer Nederland aims to determine the development agenda through identification of
the community’s needs. However, that identification of needs is confined to the
boundaries of the Heifer Cornerstones. That means that Heifer tries to identify needs
in line with their philosophy.
In May 2016, the Annual Review Meeting was held in Dar es Salaam. Twenty-one
stakeholders were invited to share and discuss the outcome of the Eco-village project.
They represent the social differentiation of all actors involved in the project. Two
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farmer representatives were attending and the others represent the local government,
Heifer International Tanzania, Nederland and America.
Main activities of the meeting are the reviewing of the first year and the planning of
the second year. Several issues arise such as the friction between proposal and daily
reality, compliance issues due to understanding the set of rules, differences in thinking
between the implementers and local actors, a shared vision is missing, financial
constraints that causes delay of activities and non fulfillment of promises to the
farmers and difficulties in communication between different levels that causes
challenges with sensitization and dissemination of knowledge.
At the Annual Review Meeting I observed that Heifer Nederland holds on to the preplanned framework of the Eco-village project, but this framework turned out
differently in the localities of Igunga. New interpretations restructured the plan.
In the second time-block, in which the first year is reviewed, the attendees discuss the
Passing on the Gift principle of Heifer Project International. It believes that the
principle strengthens the opportunities to become more sustainable. In the Eco-village
project, slowly the farmers are getting a sense of value of the resources and to care for
them since the resources belongs to the community. At the Annual Review meeting,
Chris, representative of Heifer America, presented it as one of the relevant principles
of the Heifer approach.
However, one of the farmer representatives of the Mbutu village stood up. In Swahili
he told his story. The Eco-village project provides seeds and additional education to
farmers like him with the expectation that they pass on resources and knowledge to
other community members after the period of harvesting. He told us: “I did prepare
the pits, I sowed the seeds, and I manured and irrigated the soil. I have done lots of
work in planting trees. I have observed how to grow trees. Where is my solar light?”
Kwame, the farmer from Mbutu, interpreted the planting of trees as something he
would be rewarded for. His idea was, in following the directions of Heifer, they
should reward him with a solar light. He emphasized that he had listened to the
program and the project staff. He was aware and vocal in claiming his right to get
rewarded.
Chris did not answer Kwame’s question. That is logical, since he does not know the
particular activities per month and implementation of these in the Eco-village project.
However, his response reveals that in his opinion Kwame’s mindset does not
correspond with the Heifer philosophy. He starts: “The Heifer Cornerstones and the
Passing on the Gift principle do not work that way. Getting a tree is already a
reward!”
However, the farmers interpreted the principle differently. They thought that they
would receive one solar light per group after planting trees from the seeds the Ecovillage project distributed. But Heifer does not work that way: rewarding farmers
additionally after receiving gifts, seeds in this example. Chris went on by saying that:
“We are not in the business of giving. Trees are important on their own!”
Heifer Nederland decides to follow up this story about the misinterpretation among
farmers. They aspire that the interpretation and implementation of the Eco-village
project correspond to the project proposal. Therefore, they decide that Heifer Tanzania
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needs to develop a strategy how to select the ones who will get the solar light.
Clarification about the processes of Passing On the Gift is believed to strengthen the
farmers’ accountability to pass on the goods that are provided by the Eco-village
project. Farmers are expected to become more responsible when they are clearly
informed. Farmers need to know about who, what, where, when, why and how the
strategies are believed to be executed by Heifer. Thus, clarification about what Heifer
expects from the farmers in implementing the POG principle will strengthen the
farmers’ commitment.
Both Heifer Nederland and Heifer Tanzania discuss the possibility of involving
extension officers that are known in the communities. However, Heifer Nederland is
in a hurry to provide the lights. In line with the proposal, and to overcome a delay of
activities, the solar lights need to be distributed in June 2016. While writing my thesis
the criteria that Heifer Tanzania proposes: the farmer needs to be sustainable, good in
promotion and able to communicate. The community needs to think that the farmers,
who receive the lights and additional education, manage and are able to adopt new
technologies and share these with other community members.
Moreover, the famers are not aware that those people they see going around in the
villages need time for the distribution of goods to these communities. In the following
weeks, Kwame visited the Heifer office based in Igunga to ask again about the solar
lights. By that time, the project team was caught between the agreed proposal and the
abstract role of the funding donor on the one hand and the farmers that claim their
rights on the other hand. Heifer Nederland asked the project team to wait until Heifer
Tanzania finished the new proposal on the POG, but they do not interact with the
farmers and do not experience the daily reality and struggles they experience.
I asked Heifer Nederland to clarify my interpretation on the discussion of the POG
principle. Are the farmers able to understand? The principle lies at the heart of the
Heifer Project International and belongs to their organizational values, but actually it
assumes a hierarchical relationship between giver and receiver. Instead of turning
recipients into donors, the way the recipients interpret it strengthens the dependency.
Farmers present themselves as being in need of the goods that are distributed.
4.2 Duality of working both global and local
The Heifer project team in Igunga has to deal with the project standards and values
that are set by Heifer Nederland and are based on the Heifer Project International
philosophy. However, and at the same time, they have to deal with financial and
logistical ad hoc issues in the field. The national and international level creates
imaginary boundaries that in turn structure the way the team operates. The team is
expected to do several tasks and activities that are set in the proposal, but nine out of
ten of these expectations cannot be met.
During my fieldwork period, seeds are distributed to the farmers to be implemented
according to the POG principle. Farmers are taught on the importance of manure and
the drip irrigation system to grow the good trees with assistance of one extension
worker and the project officer from the team in Agriculture. However, eight of the ten
villages were only sensitized due to lack of time. It was decided that Anthony, the
project officer in Agriculture, would educate local people to inform and assist other
farmer groups how to manure and irrigate the trees in these villages. In the following
weeks, in the more isolated villages that were locally sensitized the trees were not
properly irrigated.
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Lack of resources and financial constraints create a reproduced fracture. That means
that farmers are not able to execute the activities in line with the project proposal and
how they have been taught. I asked Erika about these financial constraints. She
explains: “When you ask for money, you receive money for three days and then you
have to wait for more. You cannot do your work.” The project team can send one
request at a time. That is challenging. Heifer demands to see where the money goes.
That does not give the flexibility the project team needs. Moreover, that the project
team is held accountable by Heifer Nederland for all the implemented activities and
requests for other tasks which assumes a certain control on the intervention.
That controlling function is found in other stories as well. I observed that influential
people often visit the villages that are targeted by the Eco-village project. According
to me these people are the embodiment of hierarchy in the Eco-village project. Several
political figures or other influential tribe leaders visited the Eco-village project and
they were shown the success stories of the Eco-village project by Erika. These people
often wish to take pictures by the Igunga Eco-village signboards that explain the
purpose the visibility of the project.
One day, the highest officer from the Tabora
region visited Igunga. He had heard about the
project in the Igunga District that assists the
community. Erika was very delighted that this
high officer came by. We went together to the
Mbutu village to show him the trees.
I asked Erika to clarify the importance of
showing these influential people the project.
‘We need to perform and show what we are
doing. Without funds, no implementation!’
According to me, referring to what ‘we’ are
doing implies a sort of distinction between the
project team and the farmers in the
communities. Moreover, it is not a matter
anymore of delivering quality, but on quantity
that is defined by project parameters. Erika felt
the tension to deliver good results and
outcomes and with good she refers to outcomes
that fit with the expectations on the national
and international level.
The visits from influential people emphasized the idea that visibility is needed to
attract more money to implement more activities. The objectives that are set in the
pre-planned proposal and logical framework determine how the visits are structured.
Moreover, the visits show how the mindset of cash flow in different levels of the Ecovillage project coexists. The national and international level encouraged the project
team to show the success stories to influential people that might give financial
support. But is the Eco-village project not about what the farmers do? Now, the
targeted farmers are not placed in the middle of the development intervention,
something that most scientific literature categorizes as participation. Different ideas
and interpretations of participation and development possibly conflict.
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4.3 Definition of project parameters as measurable outcomes
Heifer Nederland organizes weekly meetings with the project team through e-mail and
Skype. The meetings aim to discuss ad hoc issues, but often Heifer Nederland asks the
team to add missing information. Especially when the deadline for the progress
reports for the funding donor is coming close. I have observed meetings that show
how these interactions between Heifer Nederland and the project team structures how
the latter works in the field.
Karlijn is the program manager of Heifer Nederland. In a Skype meeting she
asked Erika for information on the activities that are implemented in May and
June. In the attachment of her e-mail she put an overview of the agenda and
marked special objectives in red on which she needs clarification. What has the
project team done in May and June regarding the FFS and the distribution of
seeds? The following story is derived from my field observations and shows the
interaction at the national and international level.
Karlijn: “Erika, will you look at specific objectives that I have marked in red.
Can you say something about this? We are already out of time. This week we
need to make conclusions on the activities.”
“Yes, we did some things in collaboration with the officers of the Agricultural
department. They assist us in providing green gram to six groups.”
I know Erika was proud of the collaboration with IDC. For her, the provision of
seeds felt like progress: another six groups that receive seeds so that they could
cultivate more.
Karlijn responds astonished: “I do not understand this. You have already
provided the seeds?”
When Erika agreed to affirmatively, she did not get the response she hoped for.
Karlijn: “But that is not what we agreed on! We are not providing seeds for free.
That is not what the project is about. In the workbook you can see: First
sensitization before providing seeds?”

The relations on national and international level, and especially between the Heifer
Nederland and the project team, are hierarchical. The project team needs to come up
with quantitative numbers that confirm the execution of the plan in a way that is
agreed on. Is that possible? I conclude no, they do not follow the plan strictly. The
translation of the activities to the localities of the Igunga Eco-village level is difficult.
Moreover, the rural development encounters demand flexibility.
To conclude, the abstract role of the funding donor and the administrative role of
Heifer Nederland structure the project team that is based in Igunga. The way the team
is expected to perform, determines the social relationships they entail. The Eco-village
project structures top-down by means of a logical framework. That guiding framework
is instrumental in achieving development. Moreover, the interactions on this national
and international level create tensions on the functioning of the project team and the
localities. Friction between what is expected and what is done, are inherent to the Ecovillage project.
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CHAPTER 5 | THE IGUNGA ECO-VILLAGE
LEVEL
In this chapter I will present stories derived from working in the Igunga Eco-village
level and with the actors involved during fieldwork. I describe how the national and
international level, chapter four, structures how the project team interacts with the
local government, the village council and their leaders and the farmers. This chapter
provides a basis for the connection between the two levels on which I will reflect in
chapter six.
First, I will show how the local government positions itself in the Eco-village project.
Do they adopt the introduced Eco-village strategy and the objectives? Do they
integrate their own community development plans with the development plans of
Heifer? It is a requirement that the local authorities are concerned with the Eco-village
strategy and the pre-planned framework. Second, I will show how the Heifer project
team interacts with the extension workers, the villages and the farmers. Are they able
to execute the activities that they agreed on in the Annual Review meeting? How do
farmers act within the boundaries of the Eco-village project?
5.1 Igunga District Council and extension workers
Heifer Nederland works in collaboration with the local authorities, called the Igunga
District Council. The Igunga District Council is divided into departments with local
officers that work in a specific field. Eco-village project targeted eight head of
departments and eighteen local officers. At the highest levels are the District
Commissioner and the District Executive Director, both in charge of demand
assignments and request reports. This stakeholder of the Eco-village project needs to
cultivate certain technologies and knowledge regarding climate change. They are
important in the collaboration with Heifer, due to their relational power.
The head of departments have the authority to make decisions according development
plans and they are the ones that can integrate the village development plans with the
plans of Heifer Eco-village. The local officers work under the supervision of the head
of departments and are employed by the government. These officers execute village
development activities and report of these. The local government officers know the
people from the targeted villages and speak their language.
5.1.1 Survey

One of the indicators, that needs to be shown to the European Union, involves the
knowledge base of the local government authorities. I was lucky that Heifer
Nederland needed such information. I developed a survey to gain understanding of the
knowledge level of the governmental workers.
Heifer Nederland made me responsible for the survey. It needs to be executed to meet
special objectives as part of the logical framework of the Eco-village project. In that
framework, indicator two states that 75% of the targeted stakeholders declare that they
improved their knowledge as a result of the lessons learned (Heifer, 2016). I
developed the survey with twenty questions to set a zero point in the knowledge base
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of the stakeholders from IDC. Together with Ashon I took two weeks to assist the
stakeholders to understand and complete the survey.
The survey was my entrance point to the local government. Moreover, it legitimized
my attendance at the local government and gave me opportunities to observe and
gather data about the government level. It also enriched the interviews I conducted,
with four heads of departments, two local officers and two extension workers, on how
they position themselves in the Eco-village project, but also on how they translated the
pre-planned proposal and ideas at their offices and in their work. Therefore, I
translated official project language into the language that they understand.
It was interesting to sit together with these local
government officers when they were trying to
complete the survey. Firstly, English was a
barrier for them. Words such as climate change
are now, after one year of sensitization, clear to
them, but what climate change entails precisely
is limited to answers as droughts, shortages and
unpredictable rainfall and hotness. Secondly,
they position themselves within the Eco-village
project in the role of educating the farmers
through the providing of knowledge. They
believe that the villages need to be trained on
what is good, because they believe that farmers
can do a lot better. Therefore, they place the
communities in the center of development, but
the sensitization and trainings are based on the
dictated principles of Heifer Project
International. Interesting is that they refer to the
Eco-village project, the Annual Review
meeting and meetings with Heifer staff as the
sites where they complement their knowledge.
Heifer Nederland tries to control the integration
of the development plans of the Eco-village
with the annual development plans from the
Igunga District Council. They assume that the
execution of activities in the Eco-village and
the local government activities aim for the same goal: development of the
communities in the Igunga District. However, this is partly true. In the following
paragraphs I will describe how these local authorities interact with the villages and
farmers in the Igunga District.
5.2 The project team, the villages and farmers
The Eco-village project brings physical inputs to the local communities in the Igunga
District. These external goods are brought from outside to the local sites according to
the project plans. The project team is involved in these processes and interacts with
the farmers in the villages.
The organization of the Farmer Field Schools is an important tool for the execution of
the Eco-village project. Moreover, it supports the participatory approach that the
farmers learn in groups by experimenting and sharing. However, the Farmer Field
Schools are not part of the farmers’ repertoire. After the farmers have formed groups
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and received the Trainer-To-Trainer Cornerstones training, they do not come together
as frequently as expected.
The Trainer-To-Trainer Cornerstones training is a one-week training for new Farmer
Field School facilitators. Both Heifer Tanzania and IDC give organizational capacity
for the Igunga project team in the form of trainers in addition to the technical learning
materials provided for the FFS facilitators. The Cornerstones are introduced to the
facilitators in the first contact. The TOT aims to realize a contractual agreement
between the community and Heifer. To accepted and be involved, Heifer and the
facilitators need to create consensus on the principles. Moreover, they are the
guidelines that structure the forming of groups and execution of activities. Facilitators
learn about facilitation processes, leadership, sharing and caring and most of all how
to sustain after the project ends. Together the Cornerstones compose the holistic
approach to development to which Heifer Project International aspires and on which
all programs are based.
Thereby, the Farmer Field School groups receive resources as part of the Eco-village
project strategy. The groups are expected to work with these resources by adopting the
introduced technologies. The proposal directs the steps the groups need to take. But in
daily reality it turns out that the farmers do not adopt the sequence of steps and the
technologies in the way the Eco-village strategy prescribes.
The following stories are chosen to show how farmers shape the FFS development
intervention by creating their own paths of change. Moreover, it shows how the
farmers construct new interpretations of the receiving of the goodies; interpretations
that fit in with their daily realities and struggles.
5.2.1 Trees

One day the DC, the highest commissioner of the local government, calls Tuma. Tuma
is the head of the Agricultural department. The District Commissioner complains
about the water shortage in the Mbutu village, which is targeted for the Eco-village
project, where trees have been planted in collaboration with farmers.
She asks Tuma to solve these problems in the Mbutu ward. She also called Erika to
insist that Heifer needs to bring water to Mbutu to keep the trees from dying.
However, this is not exactly what Heifer is doing. Although the Eco-village project
promotes the planting of adaptive and drought resistant trees to assist communities in
dealing with climate change associated problems and the Igunga project team conduct
monitoring visits to check the progress of the planted trees, the program staff is not
responsible for the taking care of the trees. Therefore, FFS groups of farmers receive
additional know-how on the procurement and distribution, demonstrating drip
irrigation after the seed sowing, mulching and education trainings of the planted trees.
In addition, Natural Resources Management (NRM) committees are set up by the Ecovillage project in all targeted villages. These committees are responsible for taking
care of the trees and irrigation matters. The committee entails ten to fifteen members
from each particular village, because they know each other and the village and so
make use of the existing social structures and networks.
The local authorities have different ideas concerning the role of Heifer in the Ecovillage project, especially compared to the intensions of Heifer itself. Erika conducted
a meeting in the Mbutu village to discuss the confusion about who needs to do what
and who is responsible for which task. She invited the extension worker of the Mbutu
ward and Tuma to accompany Anthony and her. She explained to them that she
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wishes to talk with the farmers about the reasons for the dying trees and to search for
possible solutions to adopt the new introduced water irrigation technology.
In the car to the Mbutu village Tuma explains his view on the issue:
“Previously, I visited the Mbutu village and found out that the trees were not
irrigated. I had to communicate that fact to the NRM committee, but they were
only complaining about the water; about not wanting to give money. I went
there to make them understand that it was for their own advantages.” “About
what do you want to make them understand?” I asked curiously. “They have to
understand about the project, the trees and the daily irrigation matters!”
In the village we meet Imamu. Erika had already called him in the car, but our
visit turned out to be very frustrating. Imamu said that we were welcome, but he
had not informed all the groups, that are involved in the demonstration plots
with trees, contrary to what he had promised her. That meant that not all the
farmers were informed about the meeting. When we arrived at the Mbutu
village, Erika asked him about this.
“Farmers do not come on time for this kind of meeting concerning these issues.
They are not their trees, as they see it”, Imamu says, while the farmers around
them are quiet. Erika addresses them: “What happens with the trees?” The
farmers point out that it is difficult to get water, that they do not have enough
time to prepare and irrigate the trees due to their own farm activities on their
fields and also that they lack the knowledge to treat the trees well. Imamu puts
his phone down and takes over: “You see, it is difficult. They do not know. You
have to come!”, and he points to Jabilo.
Jabilo does not respond. Kwame, a maize farmer from Mbutu, adds: “We just
need to see the extension officer. He needs to show us how to treat the trees well
and give us information, because not everybody knows. It is new to us. Now we
are doing things wrong here.” The farmers respond by nodding their heads and a
woman in the back goes on by saying that: “You are not making sense. We do
not understand what they expect from us!” Again Imamu makes his point while
raising his voice: “It is true! Heifer does know everything and has to come here
and teach them.”
In discussing the reasons why the farmers fail to adopt the introduced irrigation
system, one of them says: “This is common ground. We have other work to do!”
Jabilo has already introduced the new technologies on how to irrigate with
water, before this meeting in the Mbutu village. What went wrong? Although it
is not part of the plan, because that assumes participation of the farmers who
were supposed to adopt the techniques, Jabilo shows them again while he
emphasizes: “I will show you again, but remember that I cannot come here as
often as you would wish. You are the people who need to know, learn and
practice within this group. Sometimes we can come, but at other times you are
on your own.”

The extension workers seem to understand their tasks and how the Eco-village project
intends to work according their proposal and strategies. However, what are the reasons
the extension workers do not give the desired assistance in the field? There are two
ways of looking at this issue. First, the extension workers lack resources like time to
conduct all activities for Heifer in addition to their development work for the local
government. Integration between these two is needed to complement the one with the
other, because now it is simply impossible to assist all groups. Second, the extension
workers get better pay when they work for the local government. Activities that they
execute within their own department bring up 20.000 shilling a day, while they get
half of it in executing activities for the Eco-village project.
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Although the extension workers feel responsible for the work
they do for Heifer, primarily because it is in their own ward,
the mindset of cash flow lets them make demands regarding
allowances. According to them, working for Heifer needs to
bring them something, but they fully recognize and understand
the long-term vision of Heifer that aims for sustainable
development.
This mindset of cash flow is also to be found at the local
government level. Both heads of departments and the local
officers who work in those departments, think differently than
the Eco-village project assumes. The question ‘What is in it for
me’ guides the local authorities. In an interview Erika
explained it like this: “They see our car with the European
Union logo on it. They think: Money! They want to grow
personally and profit from the project in addition to the
improvement of the communities.”
Two weeks later the project team did a follow up on the trees
in Mbutu to see the progress and, improvements. Together
with Erika and Anthony, I visit the Mbutu village to gather
data on my interface study and to see what the project team
should report regarding the objective of planting trees and
sensitization of the farmers on that subject.
Do we observe any changes? Did the message come across? And, if so, what were the
indicators prove this? Questions that were the basis for my observations of that field
visit. I observed directly an improvement of the pits: dug soil and broken twigs to
support the uptake of manure. Moreover, the bottles, that irrigate the trees, were filled
with water. However, it turned out, to my surprise, that Imamu invited a high-ranking
figure from the ruling political party in the region that week. He had heard of the
project and went there to visit the Mbutu village. The targeted farmers collected
money themselves to get water and he added more onto the amount to assist them.
However, is that not exactly what Heifer wishes to avoid?
Not to Erika’s idea and she explained: “Last
week the highest officer from Tabora region
visited the Mbutu village. He heard about a good
project. Our project! He went by together with
the DED from the local government. You know,
he has lots of power! He can do things! It is good
for us that the trees grow.”
Erika’s explanation about the mindset of cash
flow of the local government workers turns out to
work for her as well. And it is also logical,
because she sees the struggles that farmers face in
their fields and she hears their stories. The fact
that she knows that more money results in more
possibilities to implement more activities, only
strengthens that perception.
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Both the project team and the extension workers follow the script and steps to plant
trees, but they do not focus on the reason why and the how it is done. The fact that the
trees are getting water now is enough.
Back in the car I ask Anthony about the lack of understanding and willingness to grow
the planted trees successfully. He refers to the mindset of the farmers: “You see the
difficulties here. It needs close sensitization. Every day now I will ensure that they
understand their role and responsibility until they see the advantages. That takes
time.” That idea fits in with the interviews where farmers were questioning about
planting trees at shared demonstration plots.
Although it is relevant for Heifer itself to conduct monitoring and evaluation
activities, the logical framework also describes when and how these monitoring and
evaluation activities need to be done. The funding donor demands progress, which
they categorize as measurable project parameters.
What does that mean for the dissemination of knowledge in the Farmer Field School
approach? And what does that mean for the success of the intervention? According to
the story of Mbutu and the trees, it turns out that the implementers do not search for
reasons why the trees are not irrigated, but search for the quickest solution to make it
work. Moreover, Jabilo, Tuma and Erika are disappointed that the farmers do not
irrigate. They think in terms of ‘these farmers do not listen at all!’
But do the farmers understand why they should irrigate the trees? They actually do not
believe that trees can grow there. And why should they work in shared areas when
they have work to do at home? Working in shared demonstration plots is part of the
Eco-village project strategy; however not working at their own farms increases risks
for example the loss of food. Thereby, when the village leader also do not fully
understand the ideas of the Eco-village project and the strategies behind it is difficult
for the farmers to follow. In Tanzanian society, the village councils are important. The
village council is the main governance body of a village. These councils have
influence about decisions regarding village development. The village council is made
up of a village leader, a village secretary and village members. All elected by the
people that give the village council members the power to make important decisions.
The village leaders are the gatekeepers to the communities. People from the villages
trust them and they protect the villagers to external harm. And they take this task of
protecting their villages and inhabitant of external harm. If Heifer, and other actors
outside the social structures want to undertake activities in the villages, they need to
inform the villages’ leaders to get confirmation. Besides, the councils need to give
their approval of the development plans of Heifer. Without the village councils’
approval, no activities can be executed or implemented. Therefore, the village leaders
are the link between the intervening agency and the beneficiaries.
Heifer assumes that the practice of tree planting is good for the community, but
farmers face other struggles that make up their reality. Heifer’s idea is that trees are
idiom for the climate change strategy Heifer presents; however, farmers do not believe
that the trees are actually able to grow in the Mbutu village. “Look around, there are
no trees here!” These uncertainties are structured by a lack of understanding and lack
of technical know-how. Farmers need to understand the why behind following new
rules and new technologies. Now, they lack a certain degree of ownership and they
need to see what is in it for them and how they will benefit. That is part of the
farmers’ reality.
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Sensitization of the farmers in the Mbutu village on tree planting, paddy husk
demonstration mulching, procurement and distribution of water bottles for
demonstrating drip irrigation is not enough to make them adopt the new technology.
Assistance from extension workers is prerequisite for the meeting of the farmers
groups in NRM management in the Mbutu village. Therefore, a big difference is
found between what farmers need to do according to the logical framework and what
the farmers actually do. Farmers restructure the intervention and handle according
their own know-how and values. This affects the relationship between the project
team, local government officers and the farmers.
Besides that, following the proposal step-by-step before proceeding to new phases, the
measurable outcomes, that define the progress, are not able to show how the
distribution of goods is interpreted at the Igunga Eco-village level. This I will
illustrate with the following story.
5.2.2 Chickens

The distribution of chickens supports this study’s argument that uncertainties at the
Igunga Eco-village level are structured by the proposal of the Eco-village strategy.
The Eco-village project expects that farmers want to receive chickens. Moreover, the
strategy has categorized chickens as necessary goods to reach and work at sustainable
development.
In the Mwakipoleja village farmers are sensitized about the POG strategy and they
formed groups relating to poultry. The formation of groups follows after the
sensitization of farmers. The Eco-village project aims to conduct these two phases in
the first year. To determine progress Erika is expected to visit the villages involved for
monitoring and evaluation activities. The progress reports need to show what
happened and that is exactly of interest for this study.
It took some time to gather all farmers involved in the Eco-village project in the
Mwakipoleja village. The village leader is not a talkative man. However, he talks first
when Erika asks the group to share their opinions about the successes and failures of
the first year.
Mwakipoleja is a remote village. I sit next to the village leader on one of the
few plastic chairs with a broken elbow rest. In front of us a bunch of farmers
that seemed bored and tired. Perhaps it was the heat. The village leader starts:
“When the program started, the people – Heifer – informed us that they will
bring chickens. But when will these chickens be here? We did not see any of
them! Heifer promised us. We formed groups, built shelters; we did all the
things necessary to get the chickens. We were ready!”
I see Erika thinking. Countless times, farmers asked her and the project officers
about the chickens. She answers: “We need to take budget and time into
account. It cannot be in one day. First the forming of groups; you did that. But
we have other processes such as the building of shelters, sensitization about
livestock disease, the vaccination rounds and so on.”.
The village leader went on by saying: “Now, we have this slogan: there is no
truth in the supplying of chickens! Since long time Heifer told us that they
would supply chickens for this program. But since the program started, until
now, there are no chickens. This is propaganda!” Meanwhile the farmers
straighten their backs and listen more attentively. They agree.

It is interesting to see what happens here. Erika is constrained by financial issues and
the pre-planned logical framework for five years. This pre-planned structure proposes
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that the farmers receive chickens in the second and third year of the Eco-village
project. However, farmers do not think in five-year plans. They struggle now with
daily issues. For them it is logical: we did this and that; we followed the rules and
directions, so now we get chickens.
Farmers in the targeted villages broadly acknowledge these feelings of distrust, being
misled and propaganda. Kwame already told me about a farmer group in the Bukama
village. They wanted to destroy the Igunga Eco-village
signboard. Heifer’s idea is that the board supports the
visibility of the program. However, in Bukama the farmers
wish to destroy the board. They believe that Heifer is
propaganda, and referring to previous experiences with nongovernmental organizations that execute development
interventions, they do not believe that the chickens will ever
come. According to Kwame they believe that ‘it are all lies
that Heifer told us’.
It is difficult to sensitize farmers in the vulnerable
communities. Besides cultural perceptions, life experiences
influence the way farmers translate the intervention. Why
do chickens need a shelter? Why it is better to give the
chickens food instead of what they found during the day
outside? Why trees need to grow at the village office? Why
they need water? It takes time to trust the external technical
knowledge, especially when farmers do not see why they
would benefit in doing what the project prescribes.
Moreover, farmers might even risk their harvest by applying
external technical knowledge. Due to misunderstanding, or
the wrong application, the new introduced technologies
raises unintended outcomes, and, especially, not what they
have promised.
5.2.3 Farmers strategies

In the previous paragraphs I already mention that differences between national and
international level and the Igunga Eco-village level, due to cultural perceptions and
life experiences, influence the way the intervention is interpreted. Farmers use
strategies to deal with the introduced technologies and the inputs they receive. The
creation of new meanings characterizes the encounters in the social context of the
Eco-village project.
Kwame was invited by Erika to go with her to the evaluation and monitoring activities
in several villages. He knows the community needs well. Moreover, he is curious and
aware of the happenings in the villages. Erika asked him to send the message to the
farmer groups that she would visit them to hear their opinions about the Eco-village
project and the first year of implementation of the FFS. A few days earlier, Karlijn
commissioned these monitoring and evaluation activities from the Netherlands. She
emphasized the importance to report to the funding donor and affiliated project
partners about progress and results.
The second village we visit is Mwanghalanga. It is a small village, even more isolated
than the other villages. The village leader is also more reserved, and sometimes
suspicious, in the contacts with the Eco-village project team and other external
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partners. Erika emphasized the close sensitization and effort it took to be working in
that village with the farmers.
I get out of the car. What a view! Maasai boys walk by with cattle. The bells
around their necks ring. After arranging a site to sit, Erika starts the meeting:
“Heifer Toa Zawad!” That yell means in short Heifer we pass on the gift. Erika
asks the farmers if they can share the challenges in the first year of the FFS.
The hamlet leader starts: “Well, the fertilizers came late and the seeds came late.
If the agricultural inputs come late, we cannot do anything and we cannot work
at the FFS plots.” He went on to say that: “There is also no follow up. From
planting to harvesting nobody showed up. The FFS are here to teach us about all
the steps, but after planting we learn nothing. There was nobody to teach us. We
do not know what is expected of us.”
A farmer in the back adds: “The solution to the process of weeding also came
late. That is the reason the FFS did not perform well. We did not get the
information from Heifer. Joe also did not come by. Therefore, there was no
reason for us to go to the FFS, because there was no education there!”
Kwame takes over: “That is a problem for all groups. The Farmer Field Schools,
which are provided by Heifer, should be led by extension workers who will be
around. Now, we do not see them, but we need to see them since we do not
know what to do. They have to assist us and give us information! From the
Heifer office Joe did not come by to lead the groups. They came only during
planting and after that they did not come; no one!”
Erika tries to lull the frustrated feelings. “It is not good that this happens at your
fields. When we distribute new seeds for the second year, what kind of seeds do
you wish? How can we help you?”
The hamlet leader responds: “First, I want to say that the division of seeds was
not equal! Most of the groups in the other villages got higher quantities, but we
got a small amount. Why?”. He went on by saying that: “We wish to buy the
improved sunflower seeds. Those did well!”
Erika did not respond to the first question and continues: “We are happy to hear
this. However, Heifer is here to give knowledge so that you are able to do it
yourself. We work with the Passing on the Gift system. The best way is that you
form groups and make plans.”
The discussion unfolds and via other ways farmers try to get something. Some
FFS group members opt ideas. Kwame adds: “During the rainy season, when we
plan to plant more trees, we want to use an agricultural input, a machine. We
wish to have a planter that plants the seeds rather than by hand. That takes a
long time to plant our lands! Heifer can bring us the machine!’ Another farmer
adds: ‘Yes, when there is a planter, the animals can use it. That takes a much
shorter time to plant a large area, rather than using the ropes. We need it.”

The fact that the Eco-village project distributes seeds to the farmers assumes that they
need additional inputs and assistance to develop. The above story shows how farmers
act in line with their common perspectives and knowledge system. What is part of
their reality? And what is part of their strategy to deal with the intervention? They
have the feeling that they are not getting full attention from the extension workers and
the project team staff strengthens the argument that the farmers are somehow
dependent on outside knowledge, physical inputs and additional assistance how to use
these goods.
Moreover, in interviews and observations this supports the argument that farmers lack
confidence. Are their ideas good enough? Can they conduct activities by themselves?
Farmers claim that they are dependent on the extension workers and the Heifer project
team: ‘We do not know good from wrong!’ and ‘We need to see them to change from
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wrong to good’. However, generalizations cannot be made and it must be questioned
whether these statements are part of their portrayal as being dependent or part of their
strategies to use the ideas about them or that they need additional knowledge to
change from bad to good referring to agricultural practices. This study does not
generalize, but takes the struggles of the farmers into account and the effects it has on
the strategies and practices they choose at the Igunga Eco-village level.
Kwame invited me to visit his farm. He lives in Mbutu village with his wife and
children. After the interview he opts to show his land. He states: “I have waited
with my harvest to show you what I grow!”
When we arrive at his land, he tells proudly about it. He shows his tomatoes and
maize to me. ‘Can you show me the effects of climate change which we talked
about? While he explains what he understands about climate change he points to
the seasonal river that in recent years has become increasingly dry.
I see the maize, which is randomly planted, and I ask him about it. After a
silence he adds: “I do not want them to laugh at me…” Earlier he mentions his
ideas about improvement of agricultural practices, especially how to reduce the
labor. I understand that it is hard work to plant maize with ropes from corner to
corner, looking at the huge amount of land. Part of the project strategy is that
the farmers learn to stop sowing seeds randomly. Kwame has some ideas about
how to simplify the new techniques, adjusting it to their way of life. He went on
by saying that: “They are busy. I do not feel happy. But when I tell them about
these issues they will laugh at me.”

What this story reveals is the subtle distinction of different levels of knowledge that
the Eco-village project raises. Secondly, the social structure influences the
possibilities for farmers to participate and to opt ideas. The village councils and
leaders are important. They need to approve ideas and they decide what happens in the
villages.
Both the stories about the trees and the chickens reveal that in the FFS intervention
multiple realties are at work. Besides, the perceptions farmers entail about the goods
they get, opposite of perceiving trees as idiom for climate change and understand the
purpose of passing on livestock, influences the outcome of the intention to provide the
goods. In addition, the processes around the distribution of resources assume a
hierarchical relation between donor and recipients. Paradoxically, it should turn the
recipients into donors.
Another remark is that setting conditions before farmers receive goods, assumes that
Heifer tries to control the development intervention. Concerning the trees, farmers need
to dig holes, use good manure, and get water and so on. Concerning the chickens,
farmers need to be sensitized on diseases, food, build shelters from specific materials
and so on. The settlement of strict conditions implies that farmers learn that, if they
execute certain rules, they will get rewards. Farmers learn by the application of rules
instead of getting insight in the why. The prescribed steps of just and sustainable
development strengthen the farmers’ understanding that in turn complicates adoption of
the introduced technologies.
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CHAPTER 6 | INTERACTIONS IN THE ECOVILLAGE
In chapters 4 and 5 I present data from the national and international level and the
Igunga Eco-village level to identify how and where the actors interact. In this chapter
I draw conclusions about the nature of these interactions by connecting the two levels.
First, I summarize the perceptions of both the national and international level and the
Igunga Eco-village level to identify differences. Secondly, I try to show how these
differences influence the way the project is interpreted and is actually implemented.
With an actor-analysis I enriched the data to show the characteristics and interests of
all actors involved.
6.1 The national and international level and Igunga Eco-village level
The national and international level determines the development intervention outline
through the pre-planned structures, the logical framework and the monthly plans.
They assume that their proposal fits into the daily realities of the Igunga Eco-village
level. The project team is expected to implement the activities. However, friction
between cultural perceptions and life experiences characterizes the implementation of
the activities. Heifer tries to schedule and plan five years ahead, without regard to the
actors in the field who easily delay or cancel appointments and activities.
In Heifer’s programs all over the world, the Heifer Cornerstones Model needs to be
followed for just and sustainable development. Heifer Project International and
affiliates categorize development as ‘just’ and ‘sustainable’, which assume that they
work to avoid unintended outcomes of the development intervention. They believe
that following their organizational principles, and with the agreement of the farmers
involved, that the development turns out just and sustainable. However, inherent to
rural development are unintended outcomes, since the intervening agency brings with
it external influences.
In the localities of the Eco-village project the Cornerstones are used as directives.
Moreover, the monitoring and evaluation activities focus on measurable outcomes to
gain proof for the development parameters. For example, how many Farmer Field
Schools are established? How many chicken poultry groups are formed? How many
bags of seeds are distributed?
In the end, the national and international level is able to send reports to the funding
donor that fulfills, to a certain extent, the pre-set objectives. However, how does that
relate to the daily reality?
6.2 The Igunga Eco-village level
The actors involved at the Igunga Eco-village level have to deal with the strategy and
external intervention that is brought to Igunga, complemented with goods and
additional technical know-how.
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Due to pressure on conducting activities on time and conform plan, the project team
overlooked the importance of building trust with the local authorities and villages.
Moreover, the pressure on time influences the actions of the project team and the
decisions they make in the field. They do not get enough room to maneuver within
this strict framework and midterm evaluation goals. The project team entails a
dualistic role: on the one hand, they need to spend time to listen to the farmers’
expectations that otherwise will turn out in feelings of distrust and lack of ownership
of the Eco-village project and its activities and, on the other hand, they need to work
in line with the proposal to implement funding to sustain the project.
This dualism and pressure, on the correct and on time execution and implementation
of the project activities, influences the way the farmers act in the context of the Ecovillage project. First, the farmers in Mwanghalanga village express their idea to buy
seeds and get a planter. For them, these two demands improve living on the short
term. They do not understand why the Heifer principles need to be followed in only
gaining pre-determined seeds and additional assistance. Why can’t they choose what
they want? That they already get some goods, seeds, makes them expect that they can
negotiate and demand new goods. The farmers try to recruit the project into their own
projects and negotiate with the intervention. Secondly, the farmers in Mwakipoleja
village express their feelings about not getting chickens and the promises Heifer made
to them. Moreover, they claim their rights. But the Passing on the Gift principle is a
complex issue and difficult for the FFS groups and farmers to understand and act
within. However, without acknowledgement of these farmers’ feelings and their lack
of understanding in the practice of five year planning, farmers will lose commitment.
What is in it for them? Last of all, the stories told about the trees in the Mbutu village.
These farmers avoid responsibility and point to external circumstances. They do not
see their role as key to learning and claim dependency on the assistance of the
extension worker. In addition, they do not understand and believe that the trees can
actually grow there so why would they put effort into it? Instead of sensitization on
insight into the why, Heifer tries to convince the farmers to grow trees there, because
it will benefit the community.
These stories, derived from the Igunga Eco-village level, strengthen the hierarchical
relation between donor and recipient. The farmers act as though being dependent on
Heifer, which is paradoxically not exactly what the Eco-village project aims for.
Moreover, the stories identify different, multiple and possible conflicting realities at
work. The farmers struggle and need to improve living. They think in short-term
solutions that create immediate and visible benefits. The somehow abstract, timeconsuming, although sustainable solutions of Heifer need sensitization to see benefits.
6.3 Connecting the national and international and the Igunga Eco-village levels
The different mindsets and realities at work withhold the Eco-village project to focus
on the fundamental principle and to place the farmers in the middle of the
development intervention which is key and instrumental for learning.
For example, the dying trees in the Mbutu village. Heifer sets conditions to grow
trees: every week one bottle of water (x), then the trees will grow (y). Doing x
assumes y. However, the farmers do not apply this rule. In turn, the project team is
frustrated about that fact. They start thinking in terms of ‘these farmers do not follow
the rules’, ‘this is not how we meet goals’ and ‘they do not respect the distributed
seeds’. Instead of researching the actual problem, Heifer tries to convince the farmers
that trees can grow there. They believe that, by convincing the farmers, it will make
them put effort into it. Heifer searches for proof and arguments to convince them.
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Improvement of understanding in the project goals and philosophy made farmers
understand that the practice of tree planting is for their own benefits. The insight
behind the why of giving water is withheld by the perceptions of the farmers, but to
overcome the perceptions that it is not possible will create ownership and
responsibility. Moreover, interactions in social structure, such as the influential
position of the village council and leaders, influence the outcomes of tree planting.
The village leader needs to give approval of what happens and he translates the
practices as gatekeeper to the villages. But what we have also seen is that farmers feel
uncertain to share ideas. Ideas can be shared, but in addition they need to fit within the
boundaries of the Eco-village project proposal. That means that power intermingles in
the social situations and the interactions.
I argue that the Eco-village project has a hierarchy of agreements in which the
national and international level decides what needs to be done at the demonstration
plots and to which the village leaders give their approval. Although farmers opt ideas
and negotiate about the FFS intervention and outcomes, it is difficult for them to move
within these embodiments of hierarchy. Moreover, this hierarchy structures
uncertainties and feelings of inferiority of the actors at the Igunga Eco-village level.
The pre-planned Eco-village strategy overshadows the problems those farmers
perceive. Instead of the involvement of the daily realities of farmers, the Eco-village
project puts focus on the following of steps of the proposal and therefore imposes on
their beliefs. Heifer incorrectly assumes that farmers and the local authorities have the
same objectives in mind as they have. Therefore, the assumptions that are made about
the farmers are incorrect. Therefore, farmers can still at the center of the development
intervention, but the idea that they are key to learning as the Farmer Field School
approach suggests does not fit with the assumptions that are made about them by
Heifer and project partners. Farmers are expected to fill in the prescribed script, but
they negotiate and use strategies to translate the script. Moreover, it is important how
the farmers experience the FFS intervention related to the struggles they face in daily
reality. Farmers in the Eco-village project differ in social interests, access to power
and resources. All these processes complicate the execution of activities conform
project proposal. Some farmers are more flexible, because of adopting at an early
stage the introduced technologies. However, the farmers that were subject of this
study struggle to improve life. That influences the understanding of the Eco-village
project principles and challenges them into making choices and decisions regarding
risks to adopt new technologies.
That the national and international level thinks in goals and measurable outcomes to
report to the funding donor does not acknowledge the farmers’ knowledge and ideas at
the localities of the Eco-village project. It turns out that the Igunga Eco-village level
and the farmers start to think: but what about us? They entail expectations for a
brighter future, but what happens is that promises are unfulfilled and the goods and
know-how are not provided. Thereby, in the Eco-village project, HITz does not solely
have a steering task, but as well have responsibilities for the training materials and
funds on which the project depends. Inherent to these different roles and
responsibilities are different interests that in turn affect the dynamics of the FFS
intervention and the Eco-village project.
The discontinuities in their beliefs are strengthened by cultural perceptions and life
experiences and intermingle in the interactions between global and local level. The
farmers’ realities are based on internal processes: disappointment about the unfulfilled
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promises, inferiority in the hierarchical structure and the lack of knowledge. Also on
the external processes: lack of labor and money, climate change associated problems
and the intervention itself: lack of ownership and accountability and insights into the
ideas behind Heifer’s just and sustainable development.

Figure 5. Interfaces in the Eco-village project (own interpretation)

Moreover, both chapters 4 and 5 show that the actors and the social relationships
influence the interactions of the actors involved. In the actor-analysis below I give an
overview of the actors’ roles, goals, requirements, interest, influence, attitude and
contribution in the Eco-village project. It is a supportive figure to the empirical data
chapters and the connections that are made in this chapter.
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++++

Influence
++++
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*
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Controller
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Manager of Eco-village
Project

10 Eco-villages by
2019 Igunga
District

++++

++++
(position
influence)

*

Urging others
to action
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Direct coordinator of
activities in Igunga

Achievement of
self-contained Ecovillage in Igunga

Conform logical
framework plan +
workbook
implementation
Conform
budget/planning
execution

+

+

*

Lack of
ownership
with Igunga
District
context

Project
team
Igunga

Implementation and
execution of the activities
in the field

Sufficient financial,
organizational and
technical resources

+++

+

*

Committed to
work

IDC

Promotion of Eco-village
on District Level

Complementation of
own tasks

++

+++
(relation
influence)

*

Lack of
knowledge

Extension
workers

Manage, maintain and upscale technologies

++
(knowledge
influence)
+++
(personal
influence)

*

Responsible

Create community
engagement, participation
and trust

Acceptance and
understanding of the
new technologies
No harm to villages
and inhabitants

+

Village
Council

*

Authoritarian

FFS
Facilitators

Facilitate learning process
with group members
through share knowledge

Get technical
assistance in the
demo plots

+++

+

*

Knowledgeabl
e tactic

Spread the
message to
communities

Farmers

Choose, implement and
adopt new technologies

Achievement of
activities and
solving ad hoc
problems
Improvement of
the communities of
Igunga and Mbutu
ward
Improvement of
farmers’
knowledge
Improvement of
the villages in line
with own village
development plans
Get information
about the project
and introduced
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Improve
livelihoods

Receive resources
that are promised

+++

+

*

Following the
project to
their extend of
understanding

Attending
meetings/form
FFS groups

+

Contribution
Set deadlines
Check if
objectives are
met
Overview of
missing
information and
unfinished tasks
Provide training
materials,
organizational
capacity and
transfer money
to Igunga
Eyes on the
ground
Organizational +
technical
assistance in the
field
Technical
assistance in the
FFS groups
Gatekeeper to
the communities

Figure 6. Actor analysis of the Eco-village project (field observations, 2016)
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Not only the structure and organization of the actors involved determine the interaction, but also
their roles, goals, desires and requirements, interests, influence, attitudes and contributions. The
interfaces affect the Eco-village project, but the interfaces are in turn affected by the differences
in perceptions, values, interests, power and the access to resources of the actors involved in the
project.
The multiple realities of the actors involved withhold effective development, because the
development intervention is structured on pre-planned logical framework that is sent from the
Netherlands as external to Tanzania, where it is internalized according to the cultural beliefs
there. Thus, the wish from the national and international level to operate across borders with
local communities, they argue that to follow the proposal creates dependency and hierarchy and
not the understanding, ownership and responsibility that, in Heifer’s view, reaches just and
sustainable development.
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CHAPTER 7 | CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the dynamics of interfaces
at the Eco-village project that structure that rural development intervention. Found is
that these interfaces are characterized by occasions in which different perceptions,
ideas, values, interests, resources and power of the actors come together. The FFS
intervention causes face-to-face encounters in which these differences and
discontinuities interact.
In chapter two I presented how I conceptualize and study the dynamics of these
interfaces. The chapters three, four and five present data on these interactions focused
on the two different levels: the national and international level and the Igunga Ecovillage level situated in the context. It is found that these two levels structures the
dynamic context of the Eco-village project, and, thus, chapter six lays a connection
between the two. In the end, the HPI case study revealed some very interesting
aspects about the dynamics of the Eco-village project by use of an interface study.
First, the Eco-village project is truly an assemblage of multiple realities. These
differing realities are found throughout the implementation of the FFS intervention.
Although the Eco-village project claims to be participatory in nature, in practice the
intervention is more of a classic approach to rural development.
The prescribed plans, the proposal and the midterm reports categorize the actors
within the project as beneficiaries and not as subjects of their own development
process. Following the linear steps that are expected by the Heifer to deliver intended
results and outcomes - namely just and sustainable development - causes conflicts of
understandings at the interface where the project’s different ideas interact with the
daily realities of the communities. Moreover, instead of involving communities by
truly listening to them, the national and international level structures these localities
and what happens there. The HPI case has a hierarchy of agreements in which the
intervening actors decides what needs to be done at the farmer fields. Although these
decisions need to be followed by the program staff, they are not necessarily leading,
because the village councils have to give their approval. The intervention context and
social interactions that the intervention entails therewith change the scope of the
development intervention.
Second, I found that the perceptions on the Eco-village project are in and during the
social interactions the actors sustain. Therefore, the new social situations raised by the
FFS intervention create new meanings. However, actors understand and interpret these
new meanings to the extent they are capable of and this causes misunderstandings and
affects the intervention outcomes. Not paying attention to this matter of fact creates
wrong assumptions about the daily reality at farmers’ fields, shared demonstration
plots and the FFS intervention contexts. Although knowledge is important to let the
farmers adopt new technologies, it cannot be extended without new interpretations and
meanings because the social actors are involved in these processes itself. The
facilitator trainings of the FFS are expected to affect these actors’ actions but,
paradoxically, are interpreted in other ways.
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Herein, unequal power relations that the Eco-village project sustains are found.
Following the theoretical body of literature, the FFS intervention is characterized by
the coexistence of multiple realities and understandings strengthened in the new social
interactions the intervention raises. However, farmers’ perceptions are not taken
seriously from the beginning. Heifer overlooked the way the localities understand and
therefore ‘translate’ the project. It is a sort of dictate wherein the farmers, facilitators
and local government bodies need to accept Heifer’s terms of reference. However, and
paradoxically, while the ‘Cornerstones for just and sustainable development’ form the
basis of the intervention, the approach creates unintended outcomes that transform the
intervention. Important in this respect is the fact that decision-making lies not at the
heart of the Igunga Eco-village level, but is located at the national and international
level.
The unintended and sometimes-unforeseen outcomes of the FFS intervention remain
inherent to rural development work, since something external is brought into the
localities. Actors internalize the intervention and make the intervention fit their own,
desired paths of change. However, these paths of change deviate from the pre-planned
structures and definitions of success, and are more realistic than any project
parameters could device. The actors organize their own livelihoods within the socioeconomic, political, economic and cultural context of their life experiences, and the
Heifer project is but an element of this. Therefore, they do not see Heifer’s efforts as a
discrete intervention, but deal and respond to it on their own, situated terms.
Processes of negotiation to create benefits to the actors’ own systems occur.
To conclude, in the Eco-village project that applied the FFS program by Heifer Project
International social actors interact with one another by mobilizing different systems of
knowledge, values, interests, recourses and power. Heifer hereby minimized the
influence of these social interactions, which, to a certain extent, in turn worked against
the just, and sustainable development they hoped for. There is no blueprint to make a
preconceived plan or intervention stick to the daily realities of the actors that are
categorized as beneficiaries. And although the plan can be clear on paper and even
agreed on by all actors involved, the situated interpretations of these plans cause reinterpretations that lead to unintended outcomes.
For Heifer, the Eco-village project needs improvement to solve issues at field level.
The processes at the national and international level therefore weaken the FFS
intervention outcomes. Listening to the Igunga Eco-village level, and to develop a
common language about expectations, could strengthen the FFS intervention by
motivating communities’ members. Now, the farmers are content with the good they
receive, but their perceptions towards them fail to meet the plan. This study thus
illustrates that the Heifers Eco-village project fits within a scientific conceptualization
of planned intervention but that, it practice, the program took off in many
unanticipated directions. The social interactions between Heifer and the localities
structure the dynamics and (lack of) success of the FFS intervention precisely because
different actors have different assumptions about the program, and thus interpret its
outcomes differently.
Further research is needed to study the daily realities of the actors involved to make
conclusions about the dynamics of the interfaces, especially at the localities where
issues arise concerning the implementation of the FFS intervention, while Heifer tries
to implement the Eco-village strategy. Do we continue implementing development
projects to alter the daily reality of local communities without listening to local
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stakeholders, or do we listen to them, acknowledge their realities, and improve on
‘development?
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RECOMMENDATIONS
In this chapter I will discuss recommendations with a focus on the
practicalities of rural development project work.
The HPI admires to work locally, and their philosophy identifies principles for
just and sustainable development, that put the responsibilities at these
localities. Consequently, the HPI needs to support and fund the Eco-village
project directly rather than the gathering of country offices. In this case, it is
recommended to overcome the complexity of institutional structures in
working with HITz.
Now, the financial concerns regarding the Eco-village are arranged by HITz.
However, the project team at the Igunga Eco-village level struggles with
financial issues, such as slow financial flows that cause delay in the
implementation of activities. The interference of HITz raises both questions
and confusion at the localities. Moreover, the institutional structure makes the
project team dependent on this country office, which is located a driving
distance of approximately fifteen hours. Ideas on budgeting require
clarification. By doing so, the funding is accountable to a greater extent.
Thereby, working directly with the communities strengthens ownership of the
project. If the why-question behind the activities becomes clear, people will
trust the intervention, in the sense that the people experience fewer
uncertainties. Moreover, if the why-question becomes clear, people become
motivated and will feel more accountable for what happens at their fields. The
HPI case revealed that local communities and especially the village councils
do neither feel responsible nor interested in the activities that are happening at
their villages when the project started. Consequently, the first years they
position themselves as even more authoritarian that withholds the participatory
way of working to certain extends.
Applied to the FFS intervention, and to strengthen its implementation, it is
important to acknowledge that the rural development intervention itself cocreates change. It is therefore recommended, applied to the HPI case, that
Heifer Nederland provides sincere commitment of the actors involved in their
programs. Conformity of the many different mind-sets strengthens
commitment. Besides, identification of the different mind-sets can ideally
solve compliance issues on the guidelines of the project.
Listening, as a means of solution, is an important activity for all: the
communities, village councils, local government officers, extension workers,
facilitators, farmers and to the program staff that is expected to execute the
HPI philosophy. With sincere listening, Heifer is able to raise the core issues at
the localities. Thereby, it strengthens the ownership of the communities in
correcting wrong expectations they possess about the project. Thereby, in the
pursuit of the holistic approach Heifer adopts, it needs to pay attention to the
sometimes unintended outcomes.
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Lastly, Heifer needs to identify why some technologies are adopt and some are
not, instead of solely focusing on the quantitative methods of executing,
implementing, and monitor and evaluating of activities. Focusing more on the
qualitative issues helps to grow more towards just and sustainable
development. The technologies that are truly understood last longer. In
addition to this recommendation, the rushing with the POG goods without a
clear strategy and additional information on the time schedule and planning of
heifer itself weakens the implementation of both the goals and the Ecovillage’s project logical framework. Moreover, clarification overcomes
impatience and uncertainties among the beneficiaries who will have to carry
the project over five years themselves.
Thus, acknowledgement of the dynamics of the interfaces is required, which
enable the strengthening or weakening of the FFS intervention in the HPI case.
It is recommended to listen with patience, to listen without rushing and to
listen without making presumptions. Just and sustainable development is only
reached by full approval of all the communities involved. And that, in turn,
takes times and patience.
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