Santo Niño Case Study Comments and Discussion:

S: need to know mandate of project

  original mandate from national level: stop erosion

S: we are researchers from JIRCAS with a mandate

our mandate is not the welfare of farmers;  that is another project

PH:  within broad mandate, can find entry point technology

S: in feasibility study, can consider many approaches

once direction is decided (e.g., agronomy or cropping systems), project comes to us, so we should do our work

PH: may have been the wrong village

S:  NGOs can take such an approach

working in JIRCAS, we are not allowed such a flexible approach

  we consult with farmer

  we, technical experts, cannot do all things, have to share the work

  other parts are sociology or psycholology

AB:  conflict with organization

  one approach:  argue with people who disagree

  second approach:  find those who agree, form alliances and work to educate others to bring about organisational change

PH:  two types of researchers:

researchers with a geographic focus with mandate to do research to help farmers -- their job is to match technology with farmer needs

  researchers with technical focus -> choose sites, people in villages who have problems you can solve

  rainfed mandate:  water resources to increase income

 An  Example from Vietnam ( relevant to discussion of mandates and for comparison with Santo Niño)

  1997:   20 farmers in trial

     

  problem:  feeding buffalo in dry season

15 grasses for dry season tested after selection from 600 lines

           1998:  20 farmers rejected technology:  

animals can survive dry season, not worth trouble of technology

                  2 farmers started feeding fish

           1999:  50 farmers feeding fish


   2000:  new law requiring buffalo to 

 
   2001:  700 farmers feeding fish


   2002   1500 farmers feeding fish

 

   400 farmers feeding buffalo
