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Abstract
The main occupation in Northern Ghana is farming, whereby also severe food insecurity
persists. In order to fight hunger and malnutrition many projects have been implemented
in the agricultural sector. This MSc thesis research focuses on one project in Sirigu, Upper
East Region, where a local NGO introduced composting as an organic agricultural method
to increase yields and improve food security of the local farmers. Thereby, two technologies
have been implemented, the composting as well as the social technology of group formation
and action. This research analyzes the social impact these technologies have on the group
dynamics in the communities and households. Thereby, the hypothesis that composting
strengthens group dynamics within the community in the project area was validated. The
study found that the two technologies have improved the farmers’ lives in many ways due
to the social impact of composting and various group functions. The adoption of these
technologies led to improved food security and social effects such as an increased a feeling
of togetherness, harmony, and social responsibility.
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1. Introduction
Problem statement
In Northern Ghana approximately 80% of the population is engaged in agriculture while
still one of five persons is living in food insecurity and one of nine children under the age
of five dies of malnutrition, which is described by Nyantakyi-Frimpong and Bezner-Kerr as
a “great paradox on virtually every front” (2015:41). The agricultural sector in Africa generally
faces severe challenges such as “unstable and ineffective socio-economic policies, poor
information, infrastructural and financial accessibility, increasing population pressure and
resources scarcity, unsustainable agronomic practices and environmental degradation”
(Akrofi-Atitianti et al. 2018:1–2). Furthermore, persistent poverty and negative trends of
environmental sustainability and resource availability have been faced by the Upper East
Region in Ghana, where this research was conducted (Eguavoen 2008).
In order to fight these problems and solve the paradox, different projects and
programs have been established and implemented by NGOs, governments or other
institutions with various approaches but with the common goal of enhancing sustainable
food production and achieving food security. Some of such projects for instance focus on
training the farmers in organic agricultural methods to increase their productivity (SEISUD
2013b) while other programs focus on studying farmers local knowledge to develop and
improve farming systems (Dawoe et al. 2012). However, most of these project interventions
have in common that they focus on the adoption of sustainable agricultural methods and
organic farming techniques.
There have been many studies and reports about the successes or failures of these
projects as well as the acceptance of new methods or technologies by local farmers (Anaafo
and Guba 2017; Anoah 2012; Buit and Jansen 2016; Siedenburg, Pfeifer, and Hauser 2009;
Sward 2017). While there are some studies that assess interventions similar to the SEISUD
project such as sustainable agricultural intensification, climate smart agriculture in Ghana
or community based compost practices in Kenya (Adolwa et al. 2017; Akrofi-Atitianti et al.
2018; Njenga et al. 2007), studies on the relation of group dynamics and composting have
not yet been in the focus of social studies. This lack of scientific knowledge about the
relation of compost and group dynamics can be visualized by a simple search in Google
Scholar for the terms “group dynamics” and “compost” where about 1640 results are offered
(April 2018). This number of results might lead to the assumption that there actually are
some studies conducted on group dynamics and composting, however, these results either
include studies on plant pathology or soil ecology without a social aspect or they focused
on social effects of waste management, agricultural knowledge and innovation systems,
climate smart agriculture or community based organizations (Adolwa et al. 2017; Akrofi1

Atitianti et al. 2018; Bulluck, Barker, and Ristaino 2002; Njenga et al. 2007, 2010; Nunamaker
et al. 1996). Nevertheless, these studies include either a study of group dynamics or
ecological effects of composting but are not focusing on how both factors might relate to
each other. Hence, there is a need of further research on the social impact project
interventions have on people’s lives. Thereby, social impact refers to a significant or lasting
change in the farmers’ lives that relate to their social relations and the socio-technical
system around an intervention. This need is also underpinned by the high amount of people
working in the agricultural sector since these are also immediately affected by any changes
or programs regarding agriculture and therefore also impacted by agricultural projects.
One of these project interventions that have been implemented in North Ghana to
increase agricultural production and that is focused on within this research has been
implemented by the Sirigu Ecological Initiative for Sustainable Development (SEISUD) and
“seeks to train rural farmers in improved farming methods, based on organic approaches”
(SEISUD 2013b). SEISUD is a local NGO that established farmer groups and works together
with these groups towards a more sustainable and organic food production. Their major
intervention is that they introduced the usage of compost as organic fertilizer for the
farmers’ fields in order to gain more independency of chemical fertilizers. Furthermore,
they intended to improve food security of the farmers in Sirigu. Also, the compost naturally
prevents erosion and enhances the soil quality and therefore also the food production as
various former studies and evaluations have shown (Amin 2005; Anoah 2012; Balen 2011;
SEISUD 2013a; Siedenburg et al. 2009). Next to the introduction of composting as a
technology, SEISUD also introduced the social technology of group formation and action,
as they prompted farmers to come together in a group to be taught on composting and to
build compost pits together (SEISUD 2013b). Hence, the composting project includes two
main interventions in the community lives of Sirigu which are the technology of composting
as well as the technology of group formation.
The composting project of SEISUD started in 2008 when they formed the first farmer
group in Yua with 15 farmers. SEISUD approached the farmers within the community and
pitched the idea of organic agriculture and especially composting. After the NGO gathered
15 farmers that were willing to try these organic measures they were taught by SEISUD in
organic agricultural techniques, in how to do compost as well as in how to work together
as a group and solve problems within their group. In 2009 the farmer group started to build
the first compost pit together on the farm of the oldest member. Since then, all other
members have constructed their own pits and the idea of composting spread through the
community as well as to other communities around Sirigu and more farmer groups were
formed. During the field work of this research, eleven farmer groups existed with each
having about 15 members of whom each member had one to three compost pits on their
farms. Since both technologies of composting and group formation were spread broadly
2

across the different communities and adopted by many farmers, the question strikes how
these interventions impacted the dynamics in the households and communities.
However, the previously mentioned lack of scientific research on the relation of group
dynamics and composting, thus, the social impact of these project interventions is also
apparent in this case. While there have been various annual reports about the NGO’s
activities and interventions (Anoah 2012; SEISUD 2013a), there have not yet been any studies
regarding the impact these interventions have on the communities where they are
implemented or on the lives of the individual farmers and households that are affected.
Hence, the study on hand is aiming to fill or at least decrease this knowledge gap by
studying the social impact of project interventions of SEISUD.
Furthermore, this research adds to the debate around technological determinism as it
covers the relationship of a technology and social change. In social sciences, scholars
disagree strongly about whether a technology can determine social development and how
technology and social development relate to each other. This study looks at how the
technologies of composting and group formation and action are interconnected to the
social development in Sirigu and its surroundings. Thus, I explore whether in this case the
technology can be seen as a determining factor of social change in the communities. A more
detailed description of the technological determinism debate is given in the theoretical
framework.
In the following chapter the state of the art will be shown, thus, what is already known
about the social impact of SEISUD’s project interventions and where there still is a scientific
knowledge gap. Afterwards, the theoretical framework is provided followed by the research
hypothesis that is being tested in this study.

State of the art
Since SEISUD and its projects already exist and are active since 2007 there have been various
evaluation reports of the project and also one evaluation where the impact on participants
and non-participants has been assessed (Balen 2011). Thereby, they found that the adoption
rate of compost making as new ecological farming technique was at 96% within the project
participants and that participants perceived their wellbeing regarding cash and soil as
higher than the non-participants. Also, the social structure is stronger since the
implementation of the organic composting intervention because the farmers are forming
an official group. Regarding long term impacts of the SEISUD project on the lives of the
farmers, the report states that they could not gather information about this because more
time needs to have passed since the introduction of the project in order to assess effects on
for instance cash or health. However, this evaluation did not discuss to what extent or how
the group structures have been strengthened nor how the community life was impacted or
how the lives within a participating household were affected. (Balen 2011)
3

Next to the previous evaluation report there are a few studies that evaluate similar
projects to SEISUD, such as the Zasilari Ecological Farms Project (ZEFP) in Walewale,
Northern Region, which is funded by the same Dutch foundation as SEISUD. Within the
2007 project evaluation, the technological aspects and results such as the impact of the
project on the soil, the adoption rates of particular techniques and technologies were
assessed. However, also the impact on the community has been evaluated by assessing the
impact of the farmer groups and group dynamics trainings. Thereby, it was found that the
group formations led to togetherness and enlightenment and that for instance women
learned to be patient and to avoid backbiting. Furthermore, the different genders learned
to understand each other better, the average yields increased due to composting and life in
the households got more peaceful according to the evaluation (RUDEMA 2007). However,
these results only apply to this specific project in Zasilari and there is no study yet
conducted that shows that similar effects can be expected in other cases.
Hence, still little knowledge remains about how the SEISUD project interventions have
impacted the lives of the participating and non-participating farmers in the community as
well as in their individual households. Also, even though there have been evaluations of the
projects in Sirigu and similar projects in North Ghana, the found impact cannot be
generalized and does not necessarily reflect the situation today, as the latest found
evaluation report is from 2011, and there might be new insights today. Besides, studying the
social impact of SEISUD’s interventions can provide better insights in possible effects for
future project interventions and could also contribute to improvements of project designs.

2. Theoretical framework
This chapter consists of sections on various social theories that are complementing each
other in providing a scientific frame for this research. At first, the relationship between
technology and society is presented, followed by an introduction to the actor-oriented
approach that looks at farmer’s agency and differentiation. Afterwards, theories of group
formation and group dynamics will be presented that are mainly used in this research and
that complement the theories of social differentiation and socio-technical relationships in
the analysis of the study on hand.

Relationship between technology and society
This section outlines the theoretical background on the relationship between technology
and the society. In order to be able to analyze the social impact of the composting project
in Sirigu it has to be defined what the concept of “social impact” entails and how the
4

relationship between the technology of compost and the society can be looked at. Thereby,
light is shed on technological determinism and how it is seen by various scholars followed
by a conception of social impact based on the three social dimensions of relationships in
socio-technical processes as described by Mollinga (1998).

Technological determinism
Technological determinism is a theory that views technology as a determining factor in
social change. Thereby, agency and power are attributed to technology which shapes society
(Smith and Marx 1994). However, as Bimber (1990) already showed, there is little agreement
about the meaning and the underlying causal relations of the concept even though it is a
rather simplistic idea. According to Bimber (1994), Wyatt (2008) and Johnson and Wetmore
(2008) from the different definitions of technological determinism it can be found that the
concepts include two claims: First, “that technology develops independently from society”
and second, “that technology (when taken up and used) ‘determines’ the character of a
society” (Johnson and Wetmore 2008:571). Thus, generally technological determinism views
technological development on its own as independent from social developments while
simultaneously determining the social development.
Sally Wyatt (2008) summarizes the historical meaning of technological determinism
as followed: “Historically, technological determinism means that each generation produces
a few inventors whose inventions appear to be both the determinants and stepping stones
of human development. Unsuccessful inventions are condemned by their failure to the dust
heap of history. Successful ones soon prove their value and are more or less rapidly
integrated into society, which they proceed to transform. In this way, a technological
breakthrough can be claimed to have important social consequences” (Wyatt 2008:169).
Thereby, she also shows that even though there are many critics about the concept as well
as deniers of it, technological determinism remains present and of importance since we are
for instance still naming historical epochs or societies after their main technologies such as
the ‘computer age’ or ‘steam age’. She argues that developments in humanity have been
determined by technological inventions and societies have been transformed by them.
One critique on technological determinism is given by Macionis and Plummer (2012)
as they discuss the cultural boundaries of a technology. They state that the people are the
ones who decide how to use a technology and that they are the ones who shape it because
they view technology itself as neutral. Another limit of technology that they found is that
technology on its own cannot solve all deeply rooted social problems and it might even
create new problems since it can entail unintended effects (Macionis and Plummer 2012).
Also, Perdue (1994:177) remarks that in order to use a technology “an appropriate
social environment” is needed and that “the true determining factor is the social
environment, not the technology itself.” As an example he refers to Lynn White’s arguments
5

on the adoption of heavy ploughs in medieval Europe which “could succeed only in
particular social contexts” (Perdue 1994:178) as it for instance was influenced by high
population density, methods of surplus extraction by lord’s or peasant’s resistance to the
new technology. Perdue continues that in debates about agricultural development three
alternatives to the technological argument can be found which can determine the
development that are population, class structure and the market. Each of these arguments
is based on theories and concepts by Malthus, Marx and Adam Smith, respectively (Perdue
1994). However, he also admits that these theories are criticized in the same way as
technological determinism is because “they only replace the technological factor by another
one” (Perdue 1994:178). Thereby, he views these alternatives to technological determinism
as likewise only focusing on one determining factor for social change as also technological
determinism does which he opposes. Perdue (1994) perceives technology not as a
determining factor, but that it constraints development. Thus, in his perspective, the
interrelations of technological, environmental, cultural, and social elements determine
social change.
Nevertheless, the concept of technological determinism still is interesting to look at
in regard to the study on hand as it argues that there is a determining relationship between
the technologies of composting and group formation and the social structures in Sirigu. A
technological determinist perspective on the composting project in Sirigu leads directly to
the thought of composting as a determining factor for social change in the village and
therefore leads to the hypothesis on the impact of compost on the society that this study
examines.

Social impact
In order to study the social impact, it has to be defined what this term means regarding to
this research. Impact can be defined as “significant or lasting changes in people’s lives
brought about by a particular intervention, a given action or series of action” (Roche
1999:302). Thereby, the change does not have to be equivalent to the aim, goal or objective
of a project or program and are thus different to “any immediate outputs of effects of a
project or programme” (Roche 1999:20).
This research further focuses on the social parts of such significant or lasting changes
which means, focusing on how the composting project intervention impacts the social
dimensions in the community and the people-people relationships. Thus, it examines the
socio-technical system that emerged with the introduction of composting in Sirigu. Such a
system describes “social and technical components intertwined in mutually influencing
relationships” (Johnson and Wetmore 2008:574). In the system on hand, three social
dimensions of relationships in socio-technical processes as described by Mollinga (1998)
will be of interest, which are: social requirements of use, social construction and social
6

effects. These dimensions are also applicable to the composting case on hand, even though
they were used by Mollinga in regard to irrigation systems, because in the composting
project physical and human aspects interact as they include both social and technical
components since a compost pit has to be made by humans.
The first described dimension of social requirements for use comprises that
particular social conditions have to be fulfilled so that the composting system works
effectively. Such requirements for instance could be that there has to be a farmer group
consisting of a minimum number of farmers that together construct a compost pit. The
second dimension states that technologies are socially constructed which means in this case
that compost pits are developed and designed in a social process with various interacting
stakeholders and that these interactions also shape the characteristics of the composting.
The last dimension is about the social effects of a technology which can be technologydependent effects on the production of crops, on the health of people and their livelihoods.
These three dimensions or concepts show that indeed the composting project in
Sirigu can be seen as a socio-technical system. However, the main focus of this research will
be on the concept of social effects of a technology as this concept focusses on how the
intervention is impacting the relationships and lives of the farmers rather than what
requirements have to be in place for the creation of a compost pit or the formation of a
group. Nevertheless, the social requirements for use keep being an important factor in the
social impact of composting. Particular focus of this research regarding the social impacts
of the technologies is on how the intervention has impacted the food security of the farmer’s
households, the harmony within the community and the household, the behavior of the
farmers in the community and their farmers group, the friendships that have been
influenced by the project, the well-being of the farmers and their households and their
health.

Farmer’s agency and differentiation
Based on the ideas of technological determinism and the social impact of technology in a
socio-technical system questions arise such as whether the introduction of composting has
led to social change and how the technology affects the society in Sirigu. However, one
could also question whether indeed the whole community and society is affected by the
project or whether it is not rather the individual farmer that is affected. Such thinking leads
to the social differentiation theory that I am using within this study and that attributes
agency to the individual farmers and focuses on individual decision making and strategies.
Thus, this research takes also an actor-oriented approach and looks at social differentiation
theory.
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Actor-oriented approach
This research takes an actor-oriented approach as introduced by Norman Long (1984).
Thereby, farmers, or in Long’s formulation ‘peasants’, are social actors who have agency, are
capable to construct their own world and are knowledgeable and “attempt to solve
problems, learn how to intervene in the flow of social events around them, monitor actions
continuously, observing how others react to their behaviour and taking note of various
contingent circumstances” (Long 1989 in Millar 1996). Furthermore, Long’s actor-oriented
approach combines macro and micro approaches of theorizing social change whereby
external forces of capitalist expansion that influences people’s lives would be a starting
point of analysis, complemented by an analysis of the individual local paths of development.
Such an approach emphasizes the interdependency between structures and responses that
reshape each other. (Long 1984)
Moreover, this approach “emphasizes the importance of taking full account of
‘human agency’, which means recognizing that individuals […] attempt to come to grips
with the changing world around them and that they do this both cognitively on the basis of
existing cultural categories, ideologies and forms of practical consciousness, and
organizationally in the way they interact with other individuals and social groups.” (Long
1984:171) This means, that each individual reacts differently to changing circumstances and
their agency to make decisions and the heterogeneity and diversity of the social actors
should be recognized. This shows also the link of the actor-oriented approach with my
concept of social differentiation described below as both stress the importance of human
agency and identity.

Social differentiation
Social differentiation roughly describes that agricultural decisions such as technology
adoption is dependent on various factors such as gender or wealth of the farmers which are
different for each individual farmer (Pircher, Almekinders, and Kamanga 2013). For
instance, Pircher, Almekinders and Kamanga (2013) found in a case study in Malawi, that
women did not have any reason to adopt technologies for soil fertility as they often did not
own the land they were cultivating and that also wealth of a farmer determined the
adoption of technologies. Furthermore, the authors found that the participation of farmers
in their projects depended on different characteristics of the farmers, as for instance
wealthier farms would not participate since they did not see the necessity while also the
poorest farms did not take part because they could not afford joining the activities (Pircher
et al. 2013). This example of a case study shows the importance of taking differentiation and
diversity into account while doing research in the agricultural sector.
8

Such differentiations between farmers are also noted by Bernstein (Bernstein 2010)
when he discusses class differentiation and how it is connected to livelihood diversification.
For instance, he states that on-farm activities and practices of farmers are “increasingly
shaped by their activities outside their farms and the incomes those activities provide”
(Bernstein 2010:106). Next to gender, wealth or off-farm activities, farmers can also be
differentiated based on their age, ethnicity or religion or from which region they are (Peters,
2004, in Bernstein 2010).
Thus, farmers can be seen as socially differentiated based on their access to means of
production, class, or economic capital, on their labor availability, gender, age or ethnicities,
whereby also factors such as climate, population density or soil fertility can influence
farmers’ decisions, preferences or opportunities (Pircher et al. 2013). Therefore, it is
important to take the social differentiation within a community into account while doing
research as it shapes many different processes and relations and people’s opportunities and
decisions (Fisher et al. 2014; Kandel 2017). Hence, in this research the concept of social
differentiation was one major theme for conducting the field research and analysis. The
concept stresses the importance of the various aspects farmers differ in and of the different
factors influencing farmer’s decision making. Therefore, it shows the importance to look at
each farmer individually as each farmer has different perceptions of the project on hand,
different reasons to participate and faces different impacts of the project on their
livelihoods.
These concepts of social differentiation and the actor-oriented approach show that
farmers have to be seen as social actors who decide individually and have agency on their
own. Therefore, this study includes these concepts as they help to perceive the agency of
the farmers and sheds light on their decisions of joining a compost group and starting to
compost. Thereby, these concepts add to the previously explained concepts of sociotechnical processes and technological determinism as they focus on the individual decisionmaking processes and social differentiation of farmers in Sirigu which is important to look
at as the technology of composting not only affects the community and society in its whole,
but also the individuals of this society. Composting is after all an individual decision of the
farmers and each farmer might have different reasons to do so, as the social differentiation
theory and actor-oriented approach show.

Group formation
Since the composting project in Sirigu is characterized by the approach to form farmer
groups that are being taught about composting and that are expected to work together,
theories on group formation and social networks have to be included in this research.
Therefore, this section introduces the concept of social capital and the group development
9

theory. These two theories add to the social and technological relationship theories and the
farmer’s agency and differentiation theories as they focus on the relationships between the
individual farmers and the formed groups that are part of the socio-technical processes
around composting.

Social capital
Social capital describes the relationships and social networks a person has and his or her
connections and group memberships and as Coleman (1990:302) describes, it “inheres in
the structure of relations between persons and among persons.” He further describes the
concept of social capital as being defined by its function and as being “productive, making
possible the achievement of certain ends that would not be attainable in its absence”
(Coleman 1990:302). Thus, social capital are the resources of individual people which they
can make use of and which can be different for each person. Also, as stated by Coleman
(1990:301), individuals are not acting independently and their goals are being achieved due
to their social capital rather than independently.
Based on the theories of Bourdieu, social capital can be defined as “membership and
involvement in social networks and the unceasing effort of sociability” (Macionis and
Plummer 2012). Those social networks consist of social bonds among individuals such as
friendships and being well integrated into these connections can increase feelings of
belonging and well-being (Putnam 2000). In addition to the membership of a social
network, the concept of social capital also includes shared norms, rules, understandings
and knowledge of the group members about the interaction patterns (Ostrom, 2001 in
Fisher et al. 2014:39).
Social capital is a central concept in development (Fisher et al. 2014; Putnam 2000)
and therefore can be seen as an important factor to take into account while studying social
dynamics in Sirigu as new groups have been formed by the composting project. Thus, in
order to gain a better understanding about the impact composting has on the communities
and the lives of the people in Sirigu, the concept of social capital helps to look at the new
or changed relations between the farmers and the social network that emerged. The concept
is being complemented by a group development theory, described in the following section.

Group development theory
In the group development and dynamics models by Bruce W. Tuckman (1965), he is
concerned with reasons why groups behave in a certain way and “offers various suggestions
for how groups are formed and how they develop over time” (Afolami et al. 2012:234).
Thereby, it is mainly looked at the interpersonal relationships within a group and the task
activity. Tuckman (1965) states that each group, regardless how it is formed or of whom the
10

group consists, it has to go through four stages: forming, storming, norming, and
performing. Whereby the first stage is the orientation and testing phase followed by the
second stage of storming that “is characterized by conflict and polarization around
interpersonal issues” (Tuckman 1965:396). In the norming stage these conflicts are
overcome and feelings of togetherness, cohesiveness or belonging develop. The fourth stage
of performing is reached when “interpersonal structure becomes the tool of task activities.
Roles become flexible and functional, and the group channels its energy into the task.
Structural issues have been resolved, and structure can now become supportive of task
performance” (Tuckman 1965:396). In a later article, Tuckman added a fifth stage which is
adjourning which shows that “separation is an important issue throughout the life of the
group” (Bonebright 2010:114).
These stages can be used to analyze the dynamics and development of groups and
to classify them. In addition to the classification based on the stage a group is in, groups
can also be categorized by their nature, thus, whether they are formal and established by
an organization or informal and established by the purpose of the group formation.
(Afolami et al. 2012)
Within this research, the analysis will make use of the group development stages of
Tuckman (1965) because they focus on the interpersonal relationships between the group
members. Thus, while looking at the impact of the composting intervention, it is of
importance to also look at the different relations within the community and the dynamics
within the farmer groups.
The group development theory and the concept of social capital show the importance of
social networks and groups and are chosen to be included in this research next to the
theories on social differentiation and agency as well as on the socio-technological
relationship. Taking part in the compost project and joining a farmer group can be seen as
enhancing one’s social capital and farmer’s decision to become part of it might not only be
an individual and independent decision but results also from being part of a community.
Thus, while analyzing the social impact of composting and the group dynamics in Sirigu,
these three different analytical aspects are taken into account. I will analyze the relationship
between the technology of composting and the society as well as the agency and will look
at the social differentiation of farmers and their social capital and group development
within this research.
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3. Research hypothesis and objective
To shed more light on the social impact an organic agricultural project as the composting
project by SEISUD in Sirigu, Ghana, this research tests the following hypothesis:
Doing compost strengthens group dynamics within the community in the project area of the
composting project of SEISUD.
Thereby, I assumed before the start of the study that the project intervention of doing
compost in Sirigu strengthens the group dynamics and enhances the sense of togetherness
and belonging within the affected communities. This hypothesis is based on the
presumptions of the funding organization for the SEISUD composting project GOAP
(Ghana Organic Agricultural Projects) as well as on expectations derived from the theories
outlined earlier. I assume, that the relationship between composting and the communities
is causal in the sense that composting impacts the dynamics of the communities.
Furthermore, I presume that the farmers are differentiated actors that are forming a new
social group or re-shaping an already exiting group by enhancing their social capital.
For the purpose of testing this hypothesis, the research focusses on the following
research questions:
 What are the perceptions of benefits and drawbacks of doing compost?
 What are the perceptions of benefits and drawbacks of being in a compost group?
 What are the perceptions of the impact on and changes in individual farmers’
households?
 What are the perceptions of the impact on and changes in the communities?
 How are the group dynamics in the communities now?
The objective of this research is to gain knowledge of and insights in the social impact of
the project intervention of composting in Sirigu, Upper East Region, Ghana, on the lives of
farmers. Thereby, special focus lies on the community life as well as on the lives within the
households and on changes regarding food security, friendships, well-being, harmony and
health. This research can contribute to further research on social impact of project
interventions as well as to improving project designs and to evaluate existing projects in
order to gain more knowledge on possible impacts of particular interventions. Furthermore,
it can add to the theoretical debates around technological determinism as it is tested
whether and how the technology of composting enhances group dynamics. Besides, it can
help raise awareness of the benefits of practicing organic agriculture and thereby facilitate
the spreading of sustainable and organic agricultural techniques in Ghana.
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4. Methodology
Within this chapter the research design and methods that have been used to test the
research hypothesis are elaborated and explained. Thereby, first I will explain the research
design followed by a description of the different methods used in the research.

Research design
The study on hand is designed as a qualitative cross-sectoral case study based on a reflexive
model of science approach as discussed by Burawoy (1998). One researcher (MSc student)
executed this research supported by a local interpreter who had already interpreted for
other research in the project.
Data have been collected mainly via interviews and participant observation as well as
a literature study. There has also been a brainstorming session with the field executives of
SEISUD who are responsible for all the different farmers groups involved with SEISUD and
who have been trained in organic agriculture to gain better insights in the group dynamics
and relations based on the perceptions of people not living in the communities themselves.
The field work took three months in total and data have been analyzed afterwards. The
study area is around Sirigu, in the Kassena-Nankana West District in the Upper East Region
of Ghana. Research participants are the farmers living in this region that are affected by the
organic agricultural projects of SEISUD while also interviews with experts and employees
of SEISUD were conducted. Thereby, I chose two communities to be the focus of this
research which are Nyangolingo and Yua, where the first farmer groups have been formed.

Methods
Semi-structured interviews
The main method of this research was conducting ethnographic interviews with the farmers
in the region around Sirigu, thus with either the household member who is part of a farmer
group or with a farmer who is not part of a group. Thereby, semi-structured interviews with
each seven farmers in two communities have been conducted, whereby half of them were
part of a farmer group while the other half was either not doing compost or has been trained
in the farmers-to-farmers program that has been introduced about eight months before the
start of the research so that the different livelihood strategies can be compared. The
interviews were combined with participant observation, whereby often more personal and
in-depth questions could be asked and the dynamics in the groups and communities could
be observed. The participant observation is adding to these interviews since thereby the
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researcher could get more involved with the farmers and gain better insights in their lives.
This combination of dialog (interviews) and participation is described by Burawoy (1998)
as a “reflexive model of science” which “embraces not detachment but engagement as the
road to knowledge” (Burawoy 1998:5). Within this research, thus, this approach was
adopted to ethnography as the extended case method that extracts “the general from the
unique, to move from the "micro" to the "macro," and to connect the present to the past in
anticipation of the future, all by building on preexisting theory” (Burawoy 1998:5).
The interviewees have been selected based on a previous Master thesis research by
a student from Wageningen University as requested by the donor organization GOAP with
the aim of being able to compare both studies later on. In case an interviewee was not
available anymore to also take part in the study on hand due to migration or unwillingness
to participate, another farmer with similar characteristics (gender, membership in compost
group and community, trained in composting) was selected based on suggestions of the
community leaders.
Besides the interviews with the local farmers, semi-structured interviews with two
local experts have been conducted to also get to know the perspectives of people involved
in the communities but who are not mainly farmers themselves.
Towards the end of the field research also a brainstorming session with the
employees of SEISUD has taken place about how the life in the community changed due to
the project and their perceptions of the impact on the lives of the farmers. Thus, talking in
a group about the impact the project intervention has on the community, how they
experience the group dynamics and the work they are doing, how or whether they perceive
the friendships in the communities have grown. Such focus groups can be “used to find out
why people feel as they do about something or the steps people go through in making
decisions” (Bernard 2011:173).

Participant observation
In addition to the interviews, I conducted participant observation to gain more insights in
the lives of the participants and the community dynamics. Thereby, trust could be built up
between the researcher and the participant which resulted in more reliable data which is
also achieved since the answers to interviews could be checked by observations. Participant
observation also leads to a more comfortable and relaxed atmosphere for the research
participants during the study and the interviews (Bernard 2011). During the participant
observation, the same question guide as used in the interviews and as shown in the
appendix was used to find topics during personal conversations as an addition to the
information gathered by the interviews. Thereby, I stayed in the village with a host family
and attended various meetings, trainings, or cultural events such as the compost day, the
national farmers’ day or funerals as well as services in different churches in the village.
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Literature study
Additional to the field work in Sirigu, I did a literature review and analysis in order to gain
more knowledge on the background of the region and the project. Furthermore, I
conducted a literature study to gather more information on what is already known in the
social science and where the knowledge is limited. Also, I reviewed comparable studies to
this research so that I could compare the results. For the literature review, I documented
detailed how literature was being searched and how relevant the literature was to the
research on hand as advised by Pautasso (2013). Furthermore, the review was focused,
consistent, clear structured and critical (Pautasso 2013).
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5. Introduction to the case
Research area Sirigu
I conducted the research in and around Sirigu, Kassena-Nankana West district, Upper East
Region, Ghana, which is a village close to the border to Burkina Faso. The Upper East Region
generally faces persistent poverty and is characterized by limited resource availability and
environmental sustainability. The climate is semi-arid and the landscape is mainly flat with
mostly grasslands and single-standing trees such as Baobab trees. The Kassena-Nankana
West district covers about 1,004km2 and in 2017 had a population of about 76,504 citizens,
whereby the village Sirigu itself covers an area of about 27km2 with a population of about
8,000 citizens in 2004. There are about 750 compound houses in Sirigu which can be
composed of four to fourteen household members and an average household size of 5.5%.
The compounds are scattered among various sub-sections or communities which gives the
village a highly rural character. The different communities are Basingo, Busongo,
Nyangolingo, Wugingo and Dazongo. The average household in the Kassena-Nankana
West district composes of 38% men, 24% women, 30% children from 5 to 17 years and 8%
children from 0-4 years. (Eguavoen 2008; USAID 2017)
In the Kassena-Nankana West district, where Sirigu is located, about 81.7% of the
population are engaged in agricultural work, fishery, or forestry, whereby in the rural areas
such as Sirigu, about 93.4% of the households engage in agriculture. Thereby, the main
activities are crop farming and livestock rearing of chicken, goats, or sheep. The main crop
produced in the district is rice (43.1%) followed by sorghum (17.8%), groundnut (14.9%),
maize (11%) and millet (7.5%). Other crops include cowpea, sweet potato, and soybean. The
sizes of the farms are “quite small and yields are very low […] due to in part to poor soils
and unreliable rainfall” (Ghana Statistical Service 2014:5). Furthermore, farming is only
possible in the wet season in May to October, unless the farms are located near a smallscale dam and dry season farming is possible. (Ghana Statistical Service 2014; USAID 2017)
Regarding the social structure of the village different Christian churches are present
(Catholic, Deeper Life, Pentecostal Church, Seventh Day Adventist Church) as well as two
Moslem communities. However, many of the people in Sirigu are Traditionalists, as it is
common in the Kassena-Nankana West district where about 52.6% are Christians and 30.5%
Traditionalists (USAID 2017). The traditional belief also follows the chieftaincy system,
whereby the Sirigu village chief is the traditional leader and also appoints the sectional
chiefs in the various sub-sections of Sirigu. Furthermore, the main language spoken in
Sirigu is Frafra, only a few community members are fluent in English and most people could
also speak other local dialects. Within the village are various schools such as primary
schools, a junior secondary school, and a senior high school. Also, a small public health
clinic, a maternity center, and an orphanage are present in Sirigu. According to previous
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research, Sirigu suffers from severe poverty and the most precious properties are livestock
and bicycles. (Eguavoen 2008)

Composting project of SEISUD
In Sirigu the local NGO Sirigu Ecological Initiative for Sustainable Development (SEISUD)
is working with farmers and has introduced organic agricultural techniques such as
composting in the village. The projects and activities of SEISUD are funded by Stichting
Ecologische Landbouw Projecten Ghana (GOAP) which is a Dutch foundation. SEISUD was
established in 2007 with the aim to enable farmers to increase their food production by
training them organic agricultural methods. Since then, the NGO helped to form about
eleven farmer groups, consisting of about 185 farmers from sixteen communities, thus also
including the surrounding communities of Sirigu. (SEISUD 2017, 2013b)
The NGO started its project in Yua, one of the communities close to Sirigu, whereby
they first gathered farmers interested in new agricultural methods with help of the opinion
leaders of the community which are the chiefs, assembly men, pastors and elders. They
proposed the concept of organic agriculture and the composting technology to these
farmers and helped in the formation of a farmer group of 15 members that were willing to
try this method. Within this farmer group, SEISUD trained the farmers in organic
agriculture as well as showed them techniques to solve problems they encounter within
their group and how to handle different opinions in the groups. Thus, next to agricultural
training, farmers received training in communication and problem-solving skills. (cath.
Pastor, personal communication, 13.01.2018; Brainstorm session, 12.01.2018)
Additionally to these farmer groups, SEISUD also started with a farmer-to-farmer
(F2F) program in 2017, where they trained some of the farmers from the groups in becoming
a facilitator and then training other farmers in organic agriculture and especially in
composting. Thereby, the various facilitators trained in total 926 farmers in composting
over one year (SEISUD 2017).
Furthermore, in 2017 SEISUD hosted a Compost Day celebration for the first time
which was a festival organized by the farmers themselves where farmers have been awarded
for being the best practicing compost farmer and the best F2F facilitator compost group.
During the day various cultural displays where organized as well as speeches and reports
about the importance of composting and the activities of SEISUD. For instance, the women
who are part of the farmer group performed a song about composting and some farmers got
together and performed a drama about the work of SEISUD and how the F2F program
works. (Fieldnotes, 10.11.2017)
Currently, the main activity of SEISUD is supervising the farmer groups and
introducing other organic agriculture methods such as mushroom production, wherein
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SEISUD trained the farmer group in Nyangolingo during the time of the field research as a
pilot project. The following sections describe the farmer groups further.

Group development of farmer groups
Characteristics
Each farmer group consists of 15 to 25 members mostly of mixed gender, whereby generally
an equal amount of men and women are within one group. Out of the currently eleven
active groups are also three groups which consist only of women. In most of the groups the
members are from the older generation, thus are 50 years or older, whereby there are three
groups where younger people dominate, thus farmers that are between 21 and 50 years old.
The age differences are not influencing the performance of the group as there is always a
fatherly respect for the older members; however, in groups with younger members the
enthusiasm is seen to be higher than in groups with only older people (Brainstorm Session,
12.01.2018).
Each group has five positions to fill, which are the chairman, treasurer, secretary,
organizer and porter, whereby in most groups these executives are men and only in three
of the groups the organizers are women. The members elect the executives democratically
and can replace them any time if the members wish to do so, however, until now there had
not yet been any replacement for one of the positions. Each position has different functions
within the group.
The chairman functions as the head of the group. He announces decisions the group
makes and has a final say about ideas. Furthermore, he commands authority in the group
and authorizes the members to speak during their meetings. The treasurer takes records of
all the financial aspects of the group. He signs bank issues and collects dues for the group.
During the meetings he will give the financial state of the group savings. The secretary is
responsible for taking minutes during the meetings and is therefore required to be literate.
He registers the presence in meetings and gives announcements to the group. At the
beginning of each meeting he will read the minutes from the previous meeting. The
organizer is the one who goes around to the members’ houses to inform them about events
or meetings and he is the one being informed in case someone cannot attend a meeting and
will be absent. This information the organizer will then give to the chairman. Also, the
organizer is responsible to find a venue place for the meetings which mostly is a place under
a big tree in the middle of the community so that it can be reached easily by all the
members. The function of the porter is to make sure that everyone is active and attentive
in the group meetings and he will bring people to order in the meetings.
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Within the meetings, the members have to follow certain rules such as not
interrupting each other and showing respect to one another’s ideas. Everyone has equal
rights to share their thoughts and ideas and the group considers and discusses each idea.
Furthermore, it is obligatory to be present at the meetings and when the group comes
together to work and if someone is not able to attend a meeting, they have to notify the
organizer or chairman and give a reason. In case someone breaks these rules, the person
gets a warning by the chairman and if the person repeats the behavior there will be a fine
to pay into the group account. This way it is being made sure that the farmers respect one
another and fights or conflicts are being hampered.
In order to join and be part of a farmer group farmers have to pay membership dues
that are being saved in the group’s bank account and that functions as help and support for
the members as they can use it in case of emergencies. However, this financial contribution
is not a prerequisite to join the group as everyone is aware that maybe not everyone is able
to pay it. The amount they usually have to pay reaches from 5 Pesewas to 2 Cedis, depending
on the group’s decision. Such dues make people committed to the group because “if it is
free, people don’t take it serious” (cath. Pastor, personal communication, 13.01.2018).
Next to the composting and regular meetings, the activities done within the groups
differ as some groups are more active than others. For instance, the Nyangolingo group took
part in the training on mushroom production, another group started to produce soap for
sale and again one group is producing shea butter. However, all the groups have in common
that the members also help each other on the farms and in the houses, for instance by rebuilding rooms that have collapsed during a raining season.
How the groups are formed and to which development phase they can be assigned
based on Tuckman’s (1965) stages of group development are being discussed in the
following section.

Group formation and development phase
The farmer groups are formed by first approaching the opinion leaders of a community and
meeting them to explain about the benefits of doing compost and organic agriculture and
about SEISUD and its farmers groups. These opinion leaders for instance can be the chief
or sectional chief or an assembly men or elders within the community. If the opinion leaders
then are convinced about the project and see the importance of organic agricultural
methods, they will organize a meeting with all the interested farmers from the community.
Within such a meeting a SEISUD executive discloses the composting project of SEISUD and
explains how a compost pit can be build, what advantages and disadvantages it can have
and how they could organize a farmer group. Also, farmers can raise their voices with
concerns they may have and ask questions. Such concerns can be about the high amount of
water that is needed as well as about what kind of materials are needed for the composting
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(Fieldnotes, 23.11.2017). Afterwards, the farmers interested in composting come together
and SEISUD staff trains them about composting, the NGO and the farmer groups. After the
training, SEISUD supervises the newly formed group and the members can participate in
further trainings after they constructed their compost pits.
Farmers that have been trained in the F2F program are yet to form their own farmer
groups and can thus be seen within the first stage described by Tuckman (Tuckman 1965),
the forming stage. The already existing groups, however, can be placed in a stage
somewhere between the norming and performing stage as the interviewed farmers as well
as the SEISUD field executives are confirming a strong feeling of togetherness and
cohesiveness within the groups. They see themselves as belonging to the group and assess
the group structure as being supportive of their tasks as everyone has its role in the group
and knows what to do. Also, every member is taking part in the group activities and feels
responsible for the group tasks, which shows that all the group energy is channeled to the
task on hand. However, the roles within the groups cannot be seen as flexible, as it would
be the case if they completely reached the performing stage, because the different positions
within a group are fixed. Also, since the executives were elected, the positions have not been
designated to a different member and tasks within the group are mostly still divided
between what is considered a woman’s and a man’s task. For instance, the women of a group
still perform the cooking and cleaning, while men are doing other tasks. However, it has to
be noted that they also do many tasks together, as it has been the case during the mushroom
production trainings, as the main tasks have been done by both men and women. This lack
of flexibility in roles can be seen as culturally embedded in the gender roles within the
society. Hence, I position the studied farmer groups as being in between the norming and
performing stage since most interpersonal issues have been overcome and they have
feelings of togetherness and belonging while also using their group structure as a
supporting aspect in their group tasks.

6. Findings
This chapter consists of various sections that are exploring perceptions of farmers regarding
benefits and drawbacks of doing compost in the farmer groups as well as regarding the
impact they see the composting project has on their communities and their lives. First, I
examine their perception of five different concepts as these concepts are of importance in
interpreting the conducted interviews. Afterwards, I discuss the benefits and drawbacks of
doing compost followed by how farmers view the benefits and drawbacks of being part of a
farmer group. Finally, their perceptions of the impact and change of the composting on
their individual lives will be inspected as well as on their communities.
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Farmer’s definitions and perceptions
Within this section of the analysis the farmers’ perceptions and definitions of the concepts
‘harmony’, ‘friendship’, ‘food security’, ‘well-being’ and ‘health’ are being outlined. The
definitions drawn from the farmers’ answers are used in the further analysis in this study as
they help to interpret more clearly the answers given during the conducted interviews.

Harmony
Most farmers define harmony as existing when people are on good terms with one another,
thus, when people can share their thoughts and ideas freely, when they help each other out
and are not fighting. When people are living in harmony, they are able to come together
and eat together while having good conversations and being able to understand each other.
A household is living in harmony when its members do not fight with each other but live
peacefully together and behave respectfully towards the others. Furthermore, harmony is
perceived to prevail when “you can eat to your satisfaction and nothing worries you”
(Interview 2, 13.11.2017). Thereby, especially the understanding of one another and
respecting the other’s ideas as well as being satisfied with their food is stressed by most
farmers.
How the farmers perceive harmony in their own lives does not differ much between
the farmers as everyone stated that they do live in harmony within their households,
regardless of their gender or age. However, some of the farmers who are not doing compost
or who just started within the F2F program and have not experienced the direct benefits of
composting concede that sometimes they do not have a lot of harmony as there are times
where they worry about food because if they are not satisfied with their food, they are
already annoyed and edgy, so that fights can occur more often than when they are satisfied.

Friendship
Farmers define a relationship with someone as friendship if they are able to share their
thoughts and feelings freely with somebody and the person is willing to help them with any
problem they might have. Friends do not reject each other or condemn each other’s ideas
as bad and they are someone you can approach if you are having any problems. For instance,
one farmer answered the question on what he thinks friendship is with: “It is when
somebody is able to keep your secrets and you are also able to keep his and you can share
your thoughts freely” (Interview 7, 27.11.2017). Thereby, it is stressed by every farmer that
there is friendship when both persons can freely share their problems with each other and
they are supporting and helping in the best ways they can.
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About the concept of friendship each interviewee gave the same perception, as they
all saw the helping and supporting in times of problems as the most important aspect of
being friends with someone. Moreover, while thinking about their own lives they discern
themselves as having these kinds of friendships whereby some of the composting farmers
also stated that especially the members of their farmer group have become such friends to
them. However, also the farmers that are not part of any group state to have friends they
can rely on and that support them in difficult times.

Food security
In literature, food security is often defined as existing “when all people, at all times, have
physical and economic access to sufficient safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary
needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (FAO 2009:1). However, the
definition given by the farmers differs in the sense that they see someone to be food secure
if that person has enough food for himself and his family until the next planting season,
thus “when the food is abundant enough to reach to the next planting season” (Interview 6,
27.11.2017). Thus, food security means an abundance of food until the next season and not
having to buy extra food on the market but being able to prepare meals with what they have
throughout the whole year.
Regarding food security the perceptions of whether or not the farmers see
themselves as food secure differ strongly. While many of the composting farmers state that
they see themselves currently as food secure, there are also some who are hesitant in saying
that they will have enough food for the whole year but have a positive feeling that their
harvest might be enough. The reason suggested is that the rainfall this season has not been
very good and therefore their harvest is not as good as it could have been. The farmers who
just started composting through the F2F program also hesitated in stating whether they are
food secure, but they all expect to have food security once they apply their compost on their
fields. This expectation is augmented by the assertions of the composting farmers that they
have been food insecure before they started with the composting project and that through
the composting they “improved and finally became food secure” (Interview 1, 13.11.2017). The
farmers who were not involved with composting perceive themselves as food insecure.

Well-being
The term ‘well-being’ is mostly defined as being able to eat to your satisfaction and when
you are having a peaceful mind. Someone is being well when the person does not have to
worry about food but has a free mind and is able to take care of all the people in the
household. Next to having a sound mind, well-being is also seen as having a peaceful house
and that there are no fights in the house and all needs are satisfied. For instance, one farmer
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identified well-being as “when a person has peace” (Interview 12, 13.12.2017) while another
formulated the definition as “when peace is in the house and there is enough food, the
environment is clean, and you visit less frequently the hospital” (Interview 13, 13.12.2017).
Well-being has also often been defined as being healthy, which is why some farmers have
given the same definition for both terms.
Each of the farmers said to perceive themselves and their families as being well,
whereby a few concede that they cannot speak for the other people in their house, as wellbeing is mostly something that happens inside your head and you never know if someone
is not being well if they do not tell you. Also, farmers who previously stated to be food
insecure perceive their well-being as good as they defined it as either having peace or as
being able to solve their own problems and did not link it to being satisfied.

Health
The farmers’ definition of health is mostly similar to their definition of well-being, as having
a sound mind, but mostly added by a phrase similar to “you are healthy when you do not
have to go to the hospital frequently.” Thus, a person is seen as healthy if it does not fall
sick often or suffers from illness and “if a person can do whatever work he wants to do and
can walk wherever he wants” (Interview 12, 13.12.2017).
Regarding the farmers’ perceptions of health within their own lives and households,
every participant stated to be healthy and not having to go to the hospital. However, one
farmer also mentioned that she perceives her family as being “healthy because the
sicknesses are not serious [and] they can cope with small sickness” (Interview 9, 30.11.2017).

Perceptions of benefits and drawbacks of doing compost
This section of analysis examines the various perceptions of farmers about the benefits and
drawbacks of doing compost. Thereby, the perceived benefits can be distinguished between
direct benefits and indirect benefits. The direct benefits farmers see in getting from
compost are first and foremost achieving food security. Within every interview and
conversation, the benefit of being food secure due to the usage of compost as fertilizer on
the fields has been mentioned. Thus, when farmers were asked about what benefits they
have experienced because of composting or about their perceptions of the impact of
composting, they replied with for instance: “We’ve gotten abundance of food” (Interview 7,
27.11.2017) or “the food security has improved so all the family members also have food and
are satisfied” (Interview 5, 20.11.2017). Next to the food security as immediate benefit, also
soil amendments and a generally improved soil are seen as direct benefits. The application
of compost on the soil encourages microbial organisms to live in the soil and water
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retention has been improved (Brainstorm session, 12.01.2018). Moreover, the farmers
ascertained that their yields have increased compared to the times when they did not use
compost as fertilizer and that their crop growth improved, which is shown for instance by
one of the farmers talking about the expectations she had before joining the group: “My
expectation was that our yields will increase and we would be food secure. Even when my
husband was part [of the group] there was that improvement. So, I expected that the yield
would get better. [Now,] wherever the compost is, it is improving. The food is always good”
(Interview 5, 20.11.2017). Thus, the farmers concluded that using compost is more effective
than chemical fertilizer as it stays in the soil for a longer period of time since the rain often
washes away chemical fertilizers. Moreover, the field officers rather than the farmers
mentioned as further benefits that due to the compost there are more termites in the soil
that foster the composting, benefit the crops, and feed the poultry birds. Furthermore, due
to the higher yields more residues are available as feed for the animals and compost
prevents soil erosion as it creates another layer on top of the soil which makes it less prone
to erosion.
Next to these direct benefits of composting, all farmers also perceived effects of
composting that are indirectly benefitting their lives. Among these are that they gain more
income due to the higher yields. As one of the composting farmers explained while talking
about the composting has changed his life: “Life has changed in the sense that when we had
no compost, the yields were low. Now, we have food […] We sell food on the market to get
income [and] apart from the education of the children, the income is used for health issues”
(Interview 8, 30.11.2017). This shows that the farmers do not have to spend money on
additional food stuffs from the market but are able to feed themselves from their own
harvest. That increased income directly leads to benefiting their children’s education as
they can use the extra money to pay school fees as well as hospital bills. Besides, farmers do
not have to buy chemical fertilizer anymore as for instance one composting farmer
mentioned while talking about benefits she experienced that they “don’t spend money to
buy inorganic or chemical fertilizer. So, any later income that comes to them is stable”
(Interview 5, 20.11.2017). Furthermore, they perceive their health to be better as they are
food secure and can eat to their satisfaction now. Also, due to being satisfied with their
food, the farmers claim to have fewer fights within their households because they are less
worried about food than they have been before. This also has the result that farmers are less
worried about hunger and illnesses as well as about their livelihoods. Besides, farmers
within the compost group as well as farmers who started composting in the F2F program
state that their reputation in the community got higher due to being part of a farmer group
and doing composting and therefore gaining better yields. One composting farmer for
example stated that she “has gained more reputation and people show more respect since
[she is] part of the compost group” (Interview 5, 20.11.2017) while another farmer also gave
the reasoning for the reputation in the community being improved “because they don’t beg
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for food, so they get more respect” (Interview 11, 07.12.2017). The non-composting farmers
also confirmed this higher reputation, as they state that their reputation is less high
compared to the composting farmers. The high reputation thereby is not only due to having
better yields than before, but also because it is known in the community that the
composting farmers are food secure and thus do not ask others for food and that they are
generally open to share their knowledge and experiences regarding compost to help others
to also become food secure.
The perceived drawbacks of composting are on the one hand that the compost needs
a high amount of water that is generally lacking in the communities. One farmer also
mentioned this drawback to be the reason why he did not yet construct a compost pit
because he did not know where to get that much water. The lack of water also leads to
another drawback as stated by the field officers which is that the compost attracts mice,
snakes, frogs and scorpions to live there because of the humidity in the compost. Another
drawback mentioned by the farmers is that the compost comes with a bad smell and
therefore has to be constructed at a distance from the house. Also, the water can serve as a
breeding place for mosquitos which makes it one of the most important disadvantages as
the region is located in a high risk area for malaria (WHO 2018). Thus, the main perceived
disadvantages of the composting are both related to the water aspect as on the one hand a
lot of water is needed to make compost which is problematic because of the general lack of
water in Sirigu. On the other hand, all the water that is used provides a breeding place for
mosquitos which increase the risk of spreading Malaria.
Contrary to the previous expectation that the high labor involved with composting
might be perceived as a drawback as it comes with high opportunity costs, but when asked
about it none of the farmers perceived the amount of labor negative or as a burden but the
composting farmers rather saw it as something necessary to have an improved live and to
become food secure. As one of the farmers stated: “You have to put in efforts to get
something” (Interview 10, 07.12.2017). This shows, that farmers are willing to put more work
into the composting because it will give them something and improve their lives. The noncomposting farmers also do not perceive the high labor involved in the composting as a
drawback as they expect that in case they want to start composting farmers who are already
doing compost will help them or that their “household members and all the children would
help” (Interview 6, 27.11.2017) in case they want to start composting. These perceptions and
expectations of the non-compost farmers are reflected in the assertions of the composting
farmers, as most of them declared that in case the labor is too much for them to handle,
they can always ask the group members for help, for instance digging the pit or turning the
compost. Also, they share the work regarding compost with the whole family, so that it is
not perceived as being too much.
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Perceptions of benefits and drawbacks of being in a farmer group
While composting itself comes with various benefits and drawbacks as discussed above,
also the farmer group membership comes with certain benefits and drawbacks as perceived
by the farmers. One benefit of being part of a farmer group is perceived to be the
opportunity to share ideas and knowledge with like-minded people whereby being together
with such same minded people also is seen as a benefit of these groups. However, the most
often named and most important benefit of being part of the groups is that the members
help each other out in case of need. Thereby, they do not only help with the on-farm
activities and with digging a compost pit or turning the compost, but they also help each
other in off-farm activities such as constructing or rebuilding houses or joining each other
in funerals. In one of the communities, the members of the compost group even “travelled
together to Burkina Faso to find some seasonal work there and were therefore not present
in the meeting” (Fieldnotes, 14.01.2018). Hence, the farmers perceive a feeling of unity and
togetherness as they build up strong friendships among each other. Thus, they enhanced
their social capital by joining a farmer group. Furthermore, their acquired problem-solving
skills are recognized by most farmers to be one of the most helpful benefits of being part of
the groups. On the one hand, they can use and apply these skills in their households and
can thus prevent misunderstandings to develop into fights. On the other hand, due to the
training by SEISUD in how to solve problems and work together in a group, they learned
how to handle different opinions and to respect each other’s ideas. Besides, because they
are part of a farmer group, the members are able to assess loans from financial institutions
and they are having a group saving account which they can access in case they are in need
or there is an emergency. Another perceived benefit of being in the farmer group is that the
farmers are now able to spread the idea of composting in the community and help other
farmers to also improve their production and gain food security. This feeling of social
responsibility is for instance seen in the answer of one farmer about why she is still part of
the farmer group. She stated that she is “still part of the group because of the collective and
to reach other people and show them the importance of compost. [She does not] want to
be alone with having food but want[s] happiness everywhere and that the whole community
is food secure” (Interview 5, 20.11.2017). As mentioned before, being part of a farmer group
also has improving effects on the reputation of the farmer in the community.
Regarding the drawbacks of being in a farmer group, it has to be noted that none of
the interviewed farmers could think of some disadvantages of the groups when being asked
about it. However, within the brainstorm session with the field officers from SEISUD
(12.01.2018), a few drawbacks were identified. These are for one, that different opinions
within a group can lead to fights between the members if the issue is not solved early
enough. Another drawback would be that some of the group members might feel neglected
by the group leaders or SEISUD staff because their ideas might not always be picked up
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during discussions or because they might not have been selected in becoming a F2F
facilitator or in taking part in a research. A third drawback of being inside a farmer group
is seen in the long time that the groups need to come to conclusions, which is longer as the
group is bigger since then more people have to agree on one solution.
Also, it should be noted that even though there are various different religious believes
present in the communities, these religious differences do not seem to influence the respect
farmers show towards each other. Most of the farmer groups consist of Christians or
Traditionalists, while also some groups have Muslim members, whereby “the religion of the
farmers does not play an important role in the composting group. Except for the prayers at
the beginning of the meetings and at the end it is not an issue between the farmers”
(Fieldnotes, 13.11.2017). This statement was given by one of the field executives of SEISUD
during a personal conversation when I asked him about the issue of praying in each meeting
while there are people from different religions are present. That the religious believes of the
farmers do not influence the respect farmers show towards each other was also confirmed
by a catholic pastor when he said that the usual opening prayer by a Christian and closing
prayer by a Muslim does not lead to disputes but that the other people “just consider the
prayer times for everyone” (cath. Pastor, personal communication, 13.01.2018).

Perceptions of impact on and changes in individual farmers’
households
It is assumed that the introduction of composting in the communities in and around Sirigu
and the formation of farmer groups have an impact on the individual lives of the farmers
and to lead to changes in their lives. In order to assess such impact this research introduced
the three dimensions of socio-technical relationships which are the social requirements for
use, social construction and social effects. Thereby, it could be found that particular social
requirements have to be in place in order for the technology of composting to be used.
These requirements are that there has to be a general interest of farmers to learn another
method of agriculture and the willingness to put a lot of time and labor into such a new
agricultural method. In the case on hand, also a social technology has been introduced to
the communities which is the technology of group formation to act and resolve problems.
For this technology the social requirement for use is the willingness to work together in a
farmer group. If these aspects are given, such a farmer group can be formed and together
they can construct their compost pits. The second dimension regards the social
construction of a technology which can be seen in this case that the planning, design,
development and building of a compost pit as well as the formation of a farmer group are
taking place in a social process, whereby different stakeholders such as the farmers, their
households, SEISUD and community and opinion leaders are involved. The interactions
27

between these stakeholders shape the characteristics of the group and the composting as
they determine the size and location of the pits, the time of construction, the materials
used, the household involvement and the rules and norms within the farmer groups. The
last dimension of social effects of a technology in a socio-technical system looks at the
immediate effects a technology has on the society which are dependent on the technology
itself. Thereby, the technology influences for instance the production of crops, people’s
health as well as their livelihoods. These social effects are being looked at within this subchapter by analyzing how the impact of the composting project is perceived by the farmers
as well as local experts and the SEISUD field officers.
The first change in the farmers’ lives that was recognized is that they are being food
secure due to the composting. The food security comes for most of the farmers with not
having to buy additional food on the market but instead being able to use the extra income
on the education of their children as well as on their health by being able to pay hospital
bills or purchase medicine. Furthermore, due to the higher yields and being more food
secure, farmers state to be able to eat to their satisfaction and therefore are less edgy and
fight less in their households.
The perceived reduced amount of fights and perceived increase in harmony in the
households can also be ascribed to the farmers being trained in problem solving skills and
in handling different opinions or perspectives on an issue. However, this change of attaining
problem solving skills is not a direct impact of the technology of composting but comes
indirect by being part of a farmer group having to follow certain rules within such group.
Yet, these farmer groups would not exist in the way they do if it was not for the technology
of composting that brought the farmers together as a group. As mentioned before, the skills
to being able to handle different views and solve issues efficiently leads to more harmony
and respect in the farmers’ households as for one there are less fights but also the household
members show more respect to the farmers as they see the benefits of composting. Some
farmers also mentioned that due to the composting the household members come together
to achieve one goal of increasing their food security which gives them a similar mind set
and way of thinking so that they are understanding each other easily and have less
disagreements.
Another social effect composting has on the livelihoods of the farmers is perceived
to be their future perspectives as for one the children’s school fees can be paid as well as the
younger generations are expected to continue with composting and have a better life. Also,
the composting farmers recognize the improved soil quality and note that this also benefits
their children in the future as they will have better soils to farm on and thus have good
perspectives for the future. This effect is further enhanced by the improved health of the
farmers and their families. This aspect is perceived to occur due to being able to eat to their
satisfaction, having improved crops and also having the financial assets to purchase
medicine or pay hospital bills in case someone falls ill. In the event of still not being able to
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afford health treatment, the farmers can also rely on the group savings and use it to pay
their bills while paying back such loan from the group at a later time.
Also, a perceived impact of composting is that the animal population has increased
because of improved crops, higher yields and more residues to feed the poultry and
livestock. This increase in animals directly links to an improved livelihood of the farmers as
they can consume more while also having more manure to use in their compost and further
enhance the quality of their compost. However, this study cannot give estimations on the
amount of yields and how it differs among the composting and non-composting farmers
but relies on the farmer’s perceptions of their production.
Further social effects can be seen in the perception of the interviewed local experts
and the SEISUD staff that due to the composting and being part of a farmer group, the
people are now more open to new ideas and are willing to try new methods and techniques
as they have had a positive experience with composting that brought many benefits. This is
seen to make the farmers more dynamic and less superstitious since they are willing to
experiment and test their ideas. Moreover, they are observed by the SEISUD field officers
to be more sensitive towards community issues as they feel a responsibility to help other
people in the community to become food secure and they have an increased sense of
belonging and togetherness. This feeling of responsibility can also be seen in the F2F
program as the composting farmers themselves were responsible for training other farmers
and helping the people in their community. Such a readiness and willingness to help others
has been stressed in every interview with the composting farmers as they feel obligated to
help other because they also want them to be food secure.
Thus, there are various social effects that could have been identified on the lives of
the individual farmers and their livelihoods. However, such social effects do not only regard
the individual lives, but also the community as there can be changes expected if many
community members are composting and therefore experiencing major changes in their
lives. These community impacts are discussed in the following section.

Perceptions of impact on and changes in communities
The main social effect on and change in the community that is perceived by most
participants is the enhanced feeling of togetherness. Farmers state that because of
composting they have started to have the same mind as the other members of the farmer
group which increases their feeling of belonging and togetherness as they see themselves
as having the same goal and ideas and being together in this journey of improving their
lives. They are part of a bigger group and they sense that their voices are being heard and
their ideas are equally considered within the farmer group. They can rely on one another
and help each other out. However, such support is not only shown to the members of the
own farmer group, but also to other conventional farmers or family members. For instance,
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if a non-composting farmer approaches one of the composting farmers and shows interest
in what they are doing, they are willing to explain everything about composting and offer
their help and knowledge so that everyone in the community can benefit from the
technology. Also, group members can approach their farmer group on behalf of a family
member or friend who is not part of the composting group but needs help, and such
assistance will then be provided by the group. Before the project intervention and the group
formation, there was a lot of mistrust and superstition in the community and between
neighbors as they thought that the other farmers might steal ideas or methods and won’t
share their own knowledge, they “might not tell the truth because they think that you will
outperform them” (Interview 13, 13.12.2017). Another farmer even mentioned that “before,
they were even afraid of each other” (Interview 4, 20.11.2017) whereby he meant that they
were not close to their neighbors, they would only greet each other but not share anything.
Thus, farmers believed that their neighbors might just take what ideas they have without
giving back anything or sharing their experiences. This has changed with the composting
intervention as now the farmers have experienced that if they share their knowledge and
experiences, the others will share theirs, too, and everyone is willing to help the other one.
Hence, they have a strong feeling of social responsibility as the composting farmers are the
ones who have more and therefore can also give back more to the community.
Another change in the community can be seen in the respect that is shown towards
the farmers. Composting as well as non-composting farmers assert that the reputation of
composting farmers is higher in the community than of non-composting farmers and that
they are more respected by the community. A reason for that behavior is given by the
statement that the composting farmers do not have to ask their friends for food but have
enough for themselves. One young farmer acknowledged that there are also community
members that are not involved with composting are mocking and laughing at the older
generations that spend much time and work on digging pits and making compost since
“they do not understand the reasons behind it and think it is a waste of time” (Interview 10,
07.12.2017). However, this point was made by only one of the farmers and according to
others this younger generation will learn from their parents about the benefits and
importance of composting later. Also, the younger people still showed respect towards the
composting farmers as they are older and therefore have a higher status in the community.
Furthermore, another perceived effect on the community has been that people are
more open to changes or new ideas than they have been before. They can openly and freely
share their ideas and thoughts and are able to accept different opinions. Also, they receive
visitors’ and outsiders’ ideas with less mistrust and suspicion as they got used to receiving
researchers or development workers as well as sponsors in their communities. One of the
farmers admitted that before SEISUD came and introduced composting they were afraid of
everything that was new and different: “The children would see a bicycle and run away, they
were afraid of strangers and they would just run away. Now, they are not scared anymore.”
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(Interview 8, 30.11.2017) This shows that the communities have become more open to
strangers and unknown things than they were before.
Hence, there have been major changes in the community as well as the individual lives of
people which can be seen as the social effects of the composting technology, whereby some
effects can be seen as direct impacts, such as improved food security, while others are more
indirectly resulting from the composting itself and are due to the social system around the
technology such as being more open towards changes and strangers, having a sense of
togetherness or living in harmony with one another. However, the social technology of
group formation and action also influenced the identified indirect effects of composting as
through the formation of the groups, farmers got together and learned how to solve
problems and work in a group. Along with the benefits the technology of composting
brings, the activities in the farmer groups have established the strong feeling of
togetherness, friendships and the harmonious lives in the households and communities.

7. Discussion
In this section, I discuss the findings by reviewing the various functions of the farmer
groups, followed by a discussion on the social cohesion within the communities.
Afterwards, I will go deeper into the debate on technological determinism and will explain
my position in this debate. Finally, the differentiation theory within this research is being
examined followed by the limitations of this research.

Function of farmer groups
As the analysis of the perceptions shows, there are various functions of the farmer groups
within the households and communities. One of these functions can be seen as crisis
support. This entails that the farmers in the groups are helping each other out, whereby
they do not only provide assistance on the farms but also help in rebuilding rooms or houses
that have collapsed, or they assist in funerals. Also, when there is not much work on their
own farms some of the farmers join each other and travel north to Burkina Faso to work
there. Part of this crisis support is also another function of the groups which are the group
savings. These can be used in case of an emergency or a crisis by the members and paid
back later. Thereby, the idea is that each member pays about 1 GHS each month into the
account which also helps them to stay serious about the group and about composting.
Another function of the farmer groups is that members of the group acquire certain
problem-solving skills as they learn how to solve problems within a group and handle
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different or opposed opinions. Moreover, they get to experience how to get to new ideas
within a group without external help and to treat each idea equally. These skills also benefit
them outside the group, as the farmer can use the skills in their own households to prevent
fights or capture new ideas as well as in their communities for the same reasons.
Furthermore, the existence of the farmer groups facilitates the work of other NGOs
whose prerequisites are that there has to be a farmer group in place for them to work with.
For instance, during the field work there has been a NGO working with one of the groups
and educating them about the importance and construction of latrines. Another group has
been trained in shea butter production and others again in soap production. Hence, the
farmer groups fulfill different functions within the communities in and around Sirigu as
well as within the farmers’ households which are crisis support, group savings and financial
security, problem solving skills and being a platform for other NGOs to come in.

Social cohesion
Next to these functions of the farmer groups, the analysis also shows that the introduction
of composting and the formation of the farmer groups have increased social cohesion. This
includes that farmers experience a feeling of togetherness within the group and the
community through sharing their knowledge with each other, having the same norms and
values and having the same thinking and mindset. Also, farmers report that the respect they
have for one another and working together as a group increased their sense of togetherness,
solidarity, and belonging. Acting as a contact person for conventional farmers who are
curious and interested in composting and the willingness to assist these farmers are further
contributing to enhance the feeling of togetherness in the community.
This leads to another aspect of social cohesion which is the social responsibility that
is shown by the composting farmers. Thereby, it is found that the farmers who are part of
the farmer group want others to also become food secure as they all gave a statement similar
to “if I have enough food, they also should have enough food” and they were all interested
in or already part of the F2F program as a facilitator to reach more people in their
community and teach them about composting. Besides, they think about the future and
how they can improve the prospects of the generations after them, as they want to provide
good perspectives for their children by getting them an education and securing the soil
quality on their farms.
One more aspect of the enlarged social cohesion is the expanded harmony in the
households and community that results from sharing similar values and minds, having
enough food and fighting less. The sufficient amount of food available for farmers that are
doing compost also leads to less stealing within the communities because people have
enough for themselves, so they do not have to get food from others. Thereby, also the trust
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between the farmers has increased, as claimed by the farmers themselves, and there is less
suspicion but stronger friendships.
Nevertheless, not all community members have the feeling of togetherness as some
are feeling excluded from the composting project. Such a possible exclusion can take place
for various reasons. One reason can be the entrance fee of joining the group as well as the
monthly payments, as not every farmer is able to or willing to pay the required amount.
Another issue that results in exclusion that was mentions by one non-composting farmer
was that he did not know how to join the group or whom to approach even though he was
interested in starting with composting. Also, if a group already consists of 15 to 20 farmers
it is normally not possible to join the group but instead the interested farmer has to wait
and find more people who want to be part of a farmer group so that they can come together
and form their own new group.
Next to the exclusion of farmers there are other aspects that can be seen as flaws or
weaknesses of the composting projects which are on the one hand that mostly the older
generation is involved in the farmer groups and being trained, while the younger
generations do not know much about composting and are not much interested in it. This
can be seen in the composition of the farmer groups, as most of the members are older than
50 years as well as in the remarks of a 20 year old composting farmer that many of his former
friends mock him and “became disappointed because he is now associating with grownups” (Interview 10, 07.12.2017). However, he also stated that some of his former friends might
not understand the reasons for doing compost yet, as they do not have to feed a family yet.
However, some of his friends have also started composting after he had joined the farmer
group.
On the other hand, the various religious affiliations in the research area and within
the farmer groups might be seen as hindrances of a successful project. Such an expectation
is further encouraged by the fact that each meeting, whether it is a farmers meeting or the
compost day or any other gathering, is opened by a prayer by a Christian and often also
closed by one, or by a Muslims prayer. However, even though some of the members are
traditionalists and therefore did not know such forms of prayers before they joined the
group, but are now using this time for themselves. These religious differences do not seem
to bother anyone as they all show respect for each other’s’ beliefs and treat everyone equal
regardless of their religion or ethnicity.

Composting and technological determinism
As it can be seen in the analysis, one of the claims this research makes is that composting
indeed influenced the social structures in and around Sirigu which is going partly in line
with a technological deterministic view on the relationship between technology and society.
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Thereby, composting is the technology that has been introduced into the social
environment in Sirigu and was taken up and used by many farmers. A technological
determinist would argue then that the composting has developed independently from the
society and determined the character of the society. However, the first part of this argument
could not be found in this research, as the way of composting that takes place in the
research area has been largely shaped by the local conditions and social circumstances as it
was introduced by a local NGO and then adopted by the local farmers in the way that was
suitable for them. Nevertheless, the second part of the argument that composting
determined the social developments in Sirigu can be verified by the study results. As it has
been shown, in the research area composting has led to lasting changes and has impacted
the communities immensely by leading for instance to an enlarged feeling of togetherness,
by enhancing food security, harmony and strong friendships, and by creating social
responsibility.
Critics of technological determinism argue that technology does not determine
societies as technology itself is neutral and the determining factor is the social environment
(Macionis and Plummer 2012; Perdue 1994). I agree partly with this critique in the way that
the social environment also can be seen as a determining factor. In the study on hand, the
success of the composting technology together with its many benefits and social effects
would not have been possible without the social conditions present in Sirigu. Thus, without
SEISUD introducing and training farmers and without the formation of the farmer groups,
I doubt that many of the social changes would have occurred. However, at the same time, I
argue that composting itself has also determined these changes in large parts, as there
probably would not have been such a feeling of togetherness nor the improved food security
and harmony in the communities if the technology had not been introduced and adopted
successfully. This goes in line with Sally Wyatt’s (2008) argument that when successful
technologies are integrated into the society they can have substantial social consequences.
My argument in this study is that in the case on hand, the technology of composting
has been a necessary determining factor in the social development and has impacted the
social system. However, I also showed that composting was not the only determining factor
for these changes, but also the social environment has influenced the developments. The
social technology of group formation and action as well as the social structures of the
communities paved the way for the spreading of compost in the communities. Hence, in
the socio-technical system in and around Sirigu the social environment and the composting
mutually influence each other and that both are determining factors for the social
development in the area. Thereby, not only the introduction of the compost technology was
a determining factor, but also the technology of group formation and action has shaped the
social development in the communities. Thus, regarding the concept of technological
determinism, my position is that in this case the two introduced technologies both equally
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determine the social changes while simultaneously also being influenced by the social
environment in the system.

Differentiation theory in this research
Next to the debate about technological determinism and socio-technical systems, this
research was also shaped by the differentiation theory as introduced in the theoretical
framework. The theory argues that technology adoption depends on factors such as gender,
religion and financial capital which differ between individual farmers. Thereby, also factors
such as population density, soil fertility or climate are seen as influencing farmers’
decisions. While this theory emphasizes the importance to look at each farmer individually
as they are all differentiated, it could be found that in the case of deciding to do composting
and join a farmer group, the individual differences between the farmers did not influence
their decision making. Even though the farmers differed in many factors such as gender,
age, economic capital, religion or labor availability, their decision to join a group and start
composting was mainly driven by the aim of becoming food secure, being able to feed their
families, and by the wish of being part of a group that functions as a security net which
supports the farmers in case of need. Thereby, I do not try to claim that the differentiation
theory is not valid in this case as it has mainly influenced the way the research was
conducted, but I do argue that it is not of high importance for the analysis and conclusion
of this research as its main argument that each farmer faces different impacts, had different
perceptions and reasons to join could not be verified in this case.

Limitations of the research
However, these results are highly context dependent and should not be generalized as in
other contexts such a hypothesis may not be proven but might be proven wrong.
Furthermore, this research has certain limitations, as the time of the field research was
limited to three months and both biases of the researcher and the translator might have
influenced the interpretation of the data. Also, during the field research I was hosted by the
director of SEISUD which also might have influenced the way farmers perceived me and the
interview questions. However, during the research I have always been aware of these
limitations and always stressed that the given answers and gathered data will be handled
confidentially. Moreover, further research on the group dynamics and composting could
aim at a quantitative confirmation of my results, since this research on hand embodies a
qualitative study on the perceptions of the social impact.
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8. Conclusion
To summarize the findings of this research it can be said that the composting project
intervention in Sirigu has had major social impacts on the farmer lives in their households
and in their communities. Thereby, food security of the farmers, yields, health and wellbeing, sense of togetherness, social responsibility as well as harmony in their households
and communities have been improved. Some of these impacts embody direct social effects
of the compost technology, such as the improved food security, while others result more
indirectly from the composting as well as from the group formation, that are determined
by both, such as living in harmony or having a sense of togetherness in the community.
Further effects of composting that have been found are that farmers are more open to
changes and new technologies, they have financial means to get education for their children
as well as health treatments in case of illness, their future perspectives have improved, and
they are able to share their knowledge and ideas freely with one another. The study also
showed that the farmer groups fulfill special functions in the communities which are crisis
support, problem solving skills, group savings and offering a platform for other NGOs to
come in. Moreover, the group formation has not only led to people constructing compost
pits, but it has also increased the feeling of belonging to a community and has enhanced
the social capital of the members as they were connecting with more people and have
strengthened their friendships with the other farmers. Thus, doing composting is not only
about composting itself but also about the social benefits it brings.
These various social effects of composting and membership of a farmer group in and
around Sirigu show that the previous stated research hypothesis can be validated, as it has
been found that in this case composting has strengthened the group dynamics within the
community. Thereby, it is shown that due to composting and the group formation the
dynamics within the communities have been reinforced, as friendships were built among
the farmers, a feeling of social responsibility arose in the composting farmers, harmony has
been increased and a strong feeling of togetherness has emerged in the communities. It is
also argued that these dynamics can be seen as social effects of composting that are
determined by the technology of composting itself as well as by the given social structures
present in the communities in and around Sirigu.
All in all, it can be concluded that in the case of the SEISUD composting project in
the region of Sirigu in Northern Ghana, the project brought many improvements to the lives
of the local farmers and has not only led to increased food security but also strengthened
the group dynamics and feeling of togetherness in the communities.
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Appendix 1: Interview guide for farmers interviews
Composting farmers:
- Since when are you composting?
- How did you become a farmer?
- How did you fertilize your fields before you knew about composting?
- Do you also use other fertilizer next to compost?
- Do you use pesticides?
- What crops are you producing?
- Are you selling or buying food crops?
- How many people are living in your household?
- How big is your farmer group?
- Did you know the people from your group before you joined?
- How did the relationships with these people change since you are in the group
together?
- How often do you meet with your group?
- What problems have there been within your group?
- Has someone left a meeting earlier because of a fight or disagreement with someone
else?
- Has someone left the group?
- Did new farmers join the group?
- Is everyone in your group equally involved in helping the others?
- What rules are there in your farmer group?
o What happens if someone breaks these rules?
- Why did you join the farmer group?
- How did you join the group?
- Why did you start composting?
- What expectations did you have before you joined the composting group?
- Were these expectations fulfilled?
- Why are you still in the group?
- What activities next to composting are there in your group?
- How would you describe the relationships with the other farmers in your group?
- How is your group organized?
o Labor distribution
o Decision making
o Involvement
o Household participation
- How do you decide who the group executives are?
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-

-

-

-

-

Did you ever have to change the positions before their time was up?
o Why?
o How did you decide on that?
Are you part of the F2F program?
o Why?
o What position?
o How did you join the program?
o How is it going?
o How are people reacting when they are asked to do composting?
o Have there been any strong discussions or fights?
Are the people taught in the F2F program also joining your group or creating a new
group?
o Why?
o How?
How would you describe the group dynamics in your group?
o And in the F2F group?
What changes did you experience in your life since you started composting?
o Food security
o Household income
o Future perspectives
o Friendships
o Dynamics in your household
o Dynamics in your community
o Harmony in your household
o Harmony in your community
o Your reputation in the community
o Well-being of your household
o Respect of your family
o Respect of your community
o Behavior of others towards you
How do you manage the additional labor costs you have with composting compared
to before?
How and where do you get the materials for your compost pit?
How much time do you spend on composting?
o For what activities do you have less time now?
How did your relationships with other people change?
o Did you find new business relations?
o Are you sharing / trading your products with other farmers?
o Did you find more friends?
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-

-

o Did you lose any friends?
o How are the relations between the farmers?
o Are the conventional farmers jealous or angry?
o How is your relationship with the conventional farmers?
o How are your relationships with your family members?
How do you see the impact of the composting project? (next to food security)
o On your personal life
o On the community
o Benefits
o Drawbacks?
o What problems have been encountered since the start?
What do you think is the impact of SEISUD on your community?
What is the effect SEISUD has on your personal life?
What did you prepare for the compost day?
How are your relations with other farmer groups?
What are your definitions and perceptions of the following terms:
o Harmony
o Friendship
o Food security
o Well-being
o Health

Additional questions for conventional farmers:
- How did you become a farmer?
- Are you getting help from other people on the farm?
- Have you been asked to join the compost program?
o Why did you not join?
- How do you fertilize your fields?
- Are you feeling food secure?
- Since the first farmers started composting with SEISUD, did you experience a change
in the group dynamics of the community?
- How do you see your household life compered to the composting farmers?
o In regard to harmony
o In regard to status and reputation in community
- How are your relationships with the composting farmers?
- How are your relationships with other non-composting farmers?
- Did you lose or win business relationships?
- Are you trading products with other farmers?
- Did you lose / win friends because they started composting?
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-

Did the fact that a lot of farmers are now composting change or affect your life?
o How?
o Why?
How do you see the impact of composting on your community?
Are you part of any other group?
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Appendix 2: List of farmer interviews
Interview 1
Interview 2
Interview 3
Interview 4
Interview 5
Interview 6
Interview 7
Interview 8
Interview 9
Interview 10
Interview 11
Interview 12
Interview 13
Interview 14

male
female
female
male
female
male
male
male
female
male
male
female
male
male

composting farmer
composting farmer
trained in F2F
trained in F2F
composting farmer
non-composting
composting farmer
composting farmer
composting farmer
trained in F2F
composting farmer
non-composting
non-composting
non-composting
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13.11.2017
13.11.2017
15.11.2017
20.11.2017
20.11.2017
27.11.2017
27.11.2017
30.11.2017
30.11.2017
07.12.2017
07.12.2017
13.12.2017
13.12.2017
15.12.2017

Appendix 3: Topics for brainstorm session
-

-

-

Benefits of doing compost
Drawbacks of doing compost
Benefits of having a farmer group
Drawbacks of having a farmer group
Functions of the groups
Formation of the groups
Characteristics of a typical farmer group
o Organization
o Labor Division
o Procedures
o Tasks
o Activities
Differences between the groups
o Age
o Gender
o Size
o Assets
o Dynamics
o Household involvement
Impact on lives of farmers
Impact on the communities
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Appendix 4: Mind map of interview topics
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Appendix 5: Maps of research area

Source: maps.google.com ©2018 Google
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