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FOREWORD

It was gratifying to hear from the Chief Technical
Officers of the Ministry of Agriculture that the Government
of Guyana/IICA Project "Small Farmer Production and Productivity"
executed in the Crabwood Creek and Whim areas of Region 6
between 1982 to 1985 "shone like a beacon in the area of

agricultural extension in Guyana'.

After three years, it was time to move on as the model
developed would be applied to activities to be concentrated

in other areas of Guyana.

But in Crabwood there was not abandonment as demonstration
and research plantain trials continue, a working committee is
established and continues to function and a project proposal is
before the committee to obtain funds for a marketing and
processing outlet, for further agricultural inputs, training and

plans for cattle development in an identified land area.

The project was developed and established under the
Simon Bolivar Fund with support continuing under IICA quota
funds. It was originally intended for the Pomeroon area in the
Northwest Coast of Region 2 but logistics, the familiarity of
IICA's previous activities in the neighbouring Black Bush Polder
for the development of the Minica Peas and the high concentration
of farmers in Crabwood Creek led to the final selection of the

project area.

The successes achieved must be attributed to the farmers,






(ii)

but these would not have been gained without the initiative,
energy and expertise of the chief architect and author

Dr. J.R. Deep Ford, IICA's Farm Management Specialist and
National Professional who led and inspired Ramnarine - Senior
Agricultural Officer, Ministry of Regional Development,

V. Lallbachan - Agricultural Technical Assistant, Ministry of
Agriculture and P. Ramsammy - Agronomist, Farmer and IICA
Consultant. These, with M. Rashid and IICA's other supportive

staff, contributed to the Project's success.

They are challenged now to see that such efforts at
such minimal cost not only continue in Crabwood Creek but are
taken to other areas of Guyana where there is such

considerable need.

Franz C. Alexander
Director, IICA Office in Guyana
August, 1985
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PREFACE

This document reports the particular experience derived
from a project entitled "Increasing Small Farmer Production and
Productivity'" which is being implemented in Guyana as a
collaboration primarily between the Ministry of Agriculture,
Ministry of Regional Development and the Interamerican Institute
for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA). It is an output of the
project based on the experience during the period 1982-1985 and
involved small farmers throughout Guyana, from Crabwood Creek
(CWC) in the East to Pomeroon in the West. This document is
entitled "Small Farmer Development in Guyana' primarily because
the implementation of the project and the preparation of this
document intimately involved persons who have worked for
numerous years in almost every area of small farmer development
and most importanfly in almost every geographical area of
Guyana. As a result, although the events reported reflect
activities during the past four years the report is based on
much longer and broader experience and is indicative of and
applicable to small farmer development throughout Guyana. The

report is divided into three parts as follows:

Part 1: Summary and Achievements of IICA/Government
of Guyana (GOG) Small Farmer Production

and Productivity Project.

Part 2: Small Farmer Development in Guyana - A

Derived Model.
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Part 3: Selected Materials reflecting the work of

the IICA/GOG Project.

The rewards of this exercise were enjoyed by all those
who contributed to it. This includes the farmers and their
households in the project areas; officers of the Ministry of
Agriculture and the Ministry of Regional Development (Region 6);
technicians and support staff of the Interamerican Institute for

Cooperation on Agriculture.

JRDF






PART 1: Summary and Achievements of the IICA/Government of

Guyana Small Farmer Production and Productivity

Project

1.1 Objectives of the Project:

The general and specific objectives as detailed in the
project document (IICA, Operative Programme 1982) is as follows:

"The general objective of the IICA project is in

cooperation with the Ministry of Agriculture, to raise

the income level of small farmers through increasing
their production and productivity".

The specific objectives of the project are to cooperate
with and support the Ministry of Agriculture in the following
areas:

- Generation and Transfer of appropriate technology
for improving small farm production and
productivity.

- Organisation of systems to increase the
availability of farm inputs, credit and effective
marketing services.

- Increasing the management capability of small
farmers.

- Implementing actions aimed at integrating rural
activities and increasing the involvement of
rural people.

- Developing a model for small farmer development.

This latter objective was perhaps the most important
because it suggested responsibility for small farmer development

in Guyana beyond the confines and time period of the present






project. Part 2 of this report addresses this objective.

Implementation of the Project:

The project started in the Essequibo region (Pomeroon
and Red Lock) but was implemented almost wholly in the Region 6
areas of Whim and Crabwood Creek over the period 1982 - 1985.

The project involved farmers in the project areas and
four institutions - the Ministry of Agriculture (Mon Repos),
the Regional Administration (Region 6), the Crabwood Creek -
Moleson Local Authority, and the Interamerican Institute for
Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA). 1IICA played the leading
role in the coordination of the project. Throughout the
process of implementation one representative from the Ministry
of Agriculture and one Regional agricultural officer were
integrally involved in the coordination mechanisms. In the
project area a team from all the institutions mentioned above
worked with farmers to implement the project. Farmers played

the leading role in the implementation of the project.

Achievements of the Project

The achievements of the project are summarised under
the four headings of Technology transfer, Training, Infrastructural
development and input supplies,organisational development,

Increases in production and productivity.

Technology Transfer

(i) The use of the following pieces of equipment
were demonstrated and made available to

farmers:






(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(£)
(ii) The

Push pull seeder (cowpea)
Hand thresher (cowpea)
Hand driven rotivator
Knapsack spray cans

3'"" water pumps

Jab planter

following improved cultivation practices

were carried out on farmers plots and benefits

demonstrated to groups of farmers:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

Use of fertilizers and limestone to improve
soil conditions in order to increase sweet
potato yields.

Use of insecticide to control the sweet
potato weevil and reduce crop damage.
Apprdaches to working with high salt
content soils (land preparation, crop
variety, chemical wuse alternatives).

Use of fertilizers to increase plantain
yields.

Use of improved planting materials to
increase plantain yields.

Use of land preparation and spacing regimes
to increase plantain yields.

Introduction of yams as a new crop into the

farming system.

Materials indicating aspects of the on farm trials

established are

shown in part 3.1.






1.3.2 Training

Meetings were held with farmers and the following
presentations were made by technicians competent in the area.
Ministry of Agriculture and Interamerican Institute for
Cooperation on Agriculture personnel were the main resource
persons utilized. Notes on the presentations were later
delivered to the farmers and displayed on the notice boards
erected in the farming area for this purpose. Areas covered
were:

(a) Seedling Production - Vegetables

(b) Vegetable Production - Controlling Insects

(c) Vegetable Production - Controlling Diseases

(d) Vegetable Production - Controlling Weeds

(e) Pesticide Safety for Small farmers

(f) Sweet Potato Cultivation practices

(g) Blackeye Cultivation practices

(h) Essentials of Farm Management

(i) Farm Management Records

(j) Preventing Post Harvest Losses in Vegetable

(Perishable) Crops

(k) Minimum Tillage Systems for Small Farmers

(1) Land Preparation and Planting of Vegetable Crops

(m) Dairy Production Methods and Animal Health

(n) Plantain cultivation practices

(o) Yam cultivation practices

(p) Small Farmer Equipment Maintenance (Water pumps

and Outboard Engines).

(q) Obtaining Small Farmer Credit.

Examples of materials prepared for farmer training sessions

appear in part 3.2,






Infrastructural Development and Input Supplies

The provision of improved input supplies and infra-
structure services to the project area was brought about through
the collaboration of the four agencies mentioned above and the
Interamerican Development Bank (IDB). The provision of a
financial grant by the IDB after the floods had caused consider-
able losses in the farming area was crucial to much of the

project's later success.

Infrastructural Development

(a) Notice boards placed for farmer technology
information. Examples of information displayed
on notice boards are shown in part 3.3.

(b) Main canal dug through Whim farming area.

(c) Major Drainage scheme rehabilitation works in
Crabwood Creek (CWC) (Five drainage canals were
desilted, totalling 133,775 cubic yards. Six
new Koker boxes were also established).

(d) Empoldering of farming area - 6000 acres.

Length of empoldening dam 37,500 feet.

The main sections of the final report on the emergency

assistance grant which made the CWC infrastructure work possible

is reproduced in part 3.4.

Input Supplies

The following inputs were made possible through the
intervention of the project, mainly through the Crabwood
Creek/Moleson Rehabilitation project. The project was

identified and designed by the farmers and the collaborating






institutions. It was prepared by IICA and financed by IDB.
Farmers received the following:

(a) Spray Cans - 120 units

(b) Water pumps - 20 units

(c) Agricultural Chemicals - 3,050 litres

(d) Agricultural Fertilizers - 60 tons

(e) Outboard engines - 60 units

(f) Vegetable seeds - 275 1bs.

Organisational Development

The project strengthened existing organisations separately
by demonstrating programming and management techniques. The
inter;institutional collaboration utilizing the particular skills
and resources of each institution and putting these together so
as to deliver a highly valuable package of services to the
community is very instructive and should be replicated. The
crucial role of the farmer in the process was exemplified
equally as much as was the resistance to his inclusion in this
process of change. The '"Crabwood Creek Agricultural Development
Committee'" which was formed under the project, met on average
twice monthly for two years, developed as an organisational
unit to serve farmers and played the leading role in the
implementation of the project. The Committee was elected by
farmers and demonstrated in a classic way the problems small
farmers face inorganising for their development. The Local
Village Council was the established coordinating body in the
area and percieved the farmers organisation as a threat to
their authority. As a result cooperation between the two bodies

had to be developed very carefully. The intervention of the






1.3.5

of the regional authorities was important at several points to
ensure that the avenues of communication remained clear and the
farmer organisation became strong enough to survive on its own.
The Farmer's Committee did much of the supervision of the
infrastructural works and carried out the difficult task of
distributing the inputs. Much was achieved in this important
area of farmer organisation, and much experience was gained in
establishing farmer groups to represent themselves. By the

end of the second year the exchange of information (shown

in part 3.5) between the farmer organisation and the Village

Council mirrored the level of farmer organisation development.

Increases in Production and Productivity

In both the project areas the following were obtained

after three years of the project:

(a) Farmers increased the acreages under cultivation,
individually and collectively.

(b) Farmers yields increased in crops that dominated
their cultivation, particularly plantains,
sweet potatoes and blackeye.

(c) Persons who had access to land and were not
farming at the start of the project placed some
of this under cultivation.

(d) Farmers bargaining position with marketing agents
and governmental service agents enhanced.

This resulted in higher product prices at the
farm gate and improved infrastructural services,
input supplies and technological information

available to the farmers.






(e)

Farmers paying of rates and taxes promptly
increased and as a result the Village
Councils efficiency and responsiveness to farmer's

needs increased.






Part 2: Small Farmer Development in Guyana - A Derived Model

The basis of this section is the experience gained in
working with small farmers in Guyana in general and on the
IICA/Government of Guyana project in particular. The intention
in this section is neither to give a report on efforts at small
farmer development in Guyana nor to detail the activities and
experience specific to the IICA/Government of Guyana project.
~Rather, the section is designed to meet the final objective of
the IICA/Government of Guyana project - to develop a model for
small farmer development in Guyana. As such it reflects the
lessons of experience from small farmer development in Cuyana
and only refers to the nature of the experience to demonstrate

the object lesson.

Background

Guyana's total land area is 214,969 sq.kms, approximately
the same size as Uganda, Ghana or Britain. Unlike these
countries, however, its population is small (.75 million as
opposed to 13, 12 and 56 million respectively) and highly
concentrated (90 per cent of the Guyanese population is located
in ten per cent of the land on the northern coast). The estimates
for 1982 indicate that 73 per cent of the population is classified
as rural and 34 per cent of the labour force is in agriculture.

An important statistic influencing the approaches to develop-
ment that can be adopted in Guyana and the Caribbean is the
level of literacy. In Guyana adult literacy in 1970 was
estimated to be 91.6 per cent (most of the Commonwealth

Caribbean have a figure of greater than 90 per cent), compared
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to 30.2 per cent in Ghana, 52.3 per cent in Uganda and
20 per cent in The Gambia.

Guyana's agricultural sector contributes approximately
25 per cent to Gross Domestic Product and is dominated by
sugar and rice production. Both of these activities are highly
commercialized, the former characterized by state owned
plantations and a corporate marketing structure, and the
latter by private production but publicly marketed product.
The agricultural policy, production and marketing resources of
the government of Guyana have been largely devoted to these
two export crops. Rice is also consumed as the staple food.
The remainder of the agricultural sector is made up by food-
crop producers, livestock producers, forestry and fishery
product producers. This report focuses on small farmers who
are largely the foodcrop producers. Livestock producers are
considered in so far as they are integrated with and/or

affect small farmer food crop production.

Profile of the Guyanese Small Farmer

The small farmer in Guyana generally owns and cultivates
less than four hectares of land. The crop produced varies with
location, and is usually multicropped and falls into the four
categories of ground provisions (cassava, yams, eddoes),
vegetables (eggplant, pumpkin), greens (eschallot, bagee,
celery) and fruits (bananas, citrus). The crucial character-
istics of the small farmer, however, are not the size of land
owned or cultivated, or the crop grown, it is the technology

of production and the services available to the sector. The

small farmer's production system can be described as labour intensive
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(with almost all the labour supplied by family members), low
technology in that utilization of purchased inputs (materials
and equipment) are minimal (with consequent low yields). This
latter characteristic is closely related to the other
characterizing feature of the small farmer which is the
virtual absence of support services. Small farmers in Guyana
can be described as starved of or hungry for production and
marketing services. These include infrastructural services,
be it dams, drainage and irrigation canals, kokers, roads;
research, extension,credit and input supply services to
facilitate the adoption of improved methods; marketing
services, be it price information, storage and transportation,
or market outlets. The absence of these services to small
farmers is a reflection of both the governmental emphasis on
export crops as well as of the weak demand resulting from the
lack of organisation characterizing small farmer producer
groups.

The small farmer features prominently in Guyana's
rural communities. Of a total of 24,703 farms in the country,
60 per cent (14,890) were under 4 hectares (10 acres) and
28 per cent between 4 to 10 hectares (10 to 25 acres). The
most recent farm household survey in Guyana also indicated
the low income status of the small farmer, the unprofitability
of his farming operations and the limited alternative employment
opportunities available to himl. Sixty-six per cent of the
rural households had annual incomes below G$800 per capita

and 80 per cent had incomes below the Guyana target of G$9002.

1Guyana Rural Farm Household Survey, August, 1982, USAID, Guyana,
Ministry of Agriculture

2US$1.00 = G$4.40
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Over 60 per cent of the income of rural households came from
sources other than their own farms, with most of this coming
from wages in non-agricultural work. Further, more than

25 per cent of all farm households reported losses on their
farming operations in 1978.

Recognising these characteristics of the small farmer
and the rural communities, and being aware of the importance
of this sector to the food supply of the nation, projects to
promote small farmer development are needed. These projects
must be carefully and flexibly designed, and cautiously and

creatively implemented.

A Model for Small Farmer Development in Guyana

Small farmer development in Guyana has been the stated
purpose of both governmental and non-governmental institutions
for a long time. Perhaps the most famous expression of this in
the context of Guyana has been the government slogan of the
early 1970's: '"Make the Small Man a Real Man". The Government
of Guyana initiated several separate projects which have some
impact on small farmer development. These projects range from
capital investment projects involving irrigation and flood
control works, to projects designed to improve agricultural
services and provide subsidized farmer inputs. They include the
Interamerican Development Bank supported Food Crop and
Marketing Project, the Mahaica/Mahicony/Abary and the Tapakuma
Irrigation projects. Similarly, the Government launched
production promotion campaigns to stimulate production of

selected foodcrops and prohibited or restricted importation of
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a large number of food items. All these initiatives had some
bearing in a general way on the problems of small farmer
development but did not address directly such critical areas
as information systems, production technology systems,
institutional services for the small farmer and small farmer
organisations. In order to explore the filling of this gap
the Ministry of Agriculture in collaboration with the Inter-
american Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture developed a
project entitled "Increasing Small Farmer Production and
Productivity". After two years the project's focus was
widened and it was remamed ''Small Farmer Development'. One
of the intentions throughout was to address the needs of
specific target groups of small farmers and on the basis of
this experience develop a model for small farmer development.
The model derived is presented as a two stage model. A

representation of the model, its phases and process is shown

in Figure 1.

STAGE 1 -Responsive Intervention

The first stage is referred to as responsive inter-
vention and is characterized by three steps: initial

information, initial actions and the diagnostic survey.

Initial Information

The nature of the entrance to the community is crucial.
Firstly, the existing organisations should be utilized for
both information purposes and for logistical support. Their
roles must be acknowledged and their cooperation earned.
Secondly, the community's voice must be identified separately,

both if it echoed or is discordant with the existing institutions.
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In the IICA/Government of Guyana project three
institutions were involved in the intervention. The Inter-
american Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture took the
leading role and the Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of
Regional Development (Region 6) provided policy, counterpart
and technical support. Apart from the involvement of these
two key ministries the project plugged in to several other
agencies and organisations already relating to the communities.
The most important of these were the local farmers organisations,
and the local government authority. Through the latter,
activities were coordinated with the regional institutions
affecting land policy including land ownership, rates and taxes,
drainage and irrigation services, credit, extension, inputs
and marketing.

The 'promises', both governmental and international
institutional, not delievered in the past, influenced the
reception to new efforts. The 'discussions' between farming
communities and governmental and international agencies had
been well attended and the answers to the questions could now
be delivered without any thought. The frustration, anxiety
and anger on the part of the community was clear despite their
efforts to be polite. So where does one begin? The only place
is with the most limiting constraint facing the community at
the time of intervention. While recognising that institutions
face limitations of focus and resources a way must be found to
address the most binding constraint even if only indirectly.
The importance of flexibility and creativity are immediately

demanded.
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Initial Action

In one area twenty five women were farming fifty two
acres of land on a seashore. They each individually
cultivated between one quarter acre and two acres of mainly
watermelons, tomatoes and blackeye peas. All the farming
operations were performed by hand and almost no external
inputs were utilized. The income derived from these operations
in general supplemented the income earned by husbands on the
nearby sugar estate. The women had organised themselves into
an informal group and met once per month. At the first meeting
attended by project staff the problem identified was the
shortage of water and the need for an internal canal linking
the farming area with the village drainage and irrigation
system. Other problems were mentioned dispassionately and any
effort to focus on these without (before) addressing the
shortage of water was treated politely but with obvious dis-
interest. Any alternative solution (e.g. drought tolerant
crops) other than their proposed internal canal appeared to
be considered suspect.

A working group from among the farmers were identified
to meet on site to investigate details and technical aspects
of the proposal and to plan a resolution strategy. Within
two weeks a plan of actionwas worked out and implemented. It
involved the regional institution (provision of an excavator
for the digging), farmers (provision of fuel for the excavator,
labour to build the bridges and watchman for the excavator)and
the international institution (provision of materials for the
bridges, coordination for highlighting the problem and

developing and implementing a strategy for a solution).
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In a second, much larger community involving six
hundred farm families cultivating an average of five acres of
land, mainly ground provisions (cassava, eddoes, plantains,
sweet potatoes) four pressing problems were identified - the
drainage and irrigation system needed rehabilitation, farmers
accused the local authority of being corrupt, a sweet potato
weevil was damaging crops and there was a shortage of inputs,
spray cans, weedicide, outboard engines. The outboard engines
were needed because the land farmed was three miles away from
the coast and the dams were not traversable (particularly for
bringing produce out of the farm). Utilizing the drainage
canals the farmers went by boat to their farms. In this
community, the feelings toward governmental administration
and agencies external to the community had hardened. 'You
all come to waste people's time with promises' was the
attitude displayed and statement actually made. Yet, there
were those farmers who would take a chance and hope to
benefit.

With the extension agent's assistance it was decided
to start work in the community on a small scale, learn more
about the community, evaluate what might be achieved and maybe
then think of holding a community meeting. The fact that the
farmers in this area were not organised in any way made the
initial entry much more difficult. At the time of intervention,
of the four pressing problems, the sweet potato weevil was upper-
most in mind. On one farmer's plot thé sweet potato problem
was investigated and a trial put dowm to demonstrate control of
the weevil. The responsibilities of the farmer and the external

collaborators were discussed and agreed on. This involved
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essentially four areas. Firstly, the farmer would allocate
for one cropping season a portion of land for the trial

(1/8 of an acre) and would assist with labour required.
Secondly, all external inputs (insecticide, equipment) would
be supplied free of charge, including technical management of
the trial. Thirdly, all the produce from this plot belonged
to the farmer but would be harvested in such a manner as to
ensure the analysis of the trial is facilitated. Fourthly,
the farmer would allow other farmers (at his convenience) to
visit his land to observe the trial. The guidelines put
together also included a behaviour code for the 'external'
agents.

In both of these cases the intervention into the
community was made by responding to the pressing need with a
short-term action. The short-term action is important for
several reasons. Firstly, because of the failures (both in
approach and outcome) of past external interventions a
scepticism had developed among rural leaders and residents.
They have committed time and resources before to no avail.
Acceptance, trust and confidence comes as quickly as the process
proceeds from discussion stage to action stage. No matter how
tentative, temporary and small, once something is being done it
is believed that it can be built on. Secondly, the short-term
action process provides the meaningful basis for contact and
enquiry. Questions that have been asked numerous times before
are not annoying or threathening because they can be related
to an action affecting positive change in the community.
Thirdly, the short-term action gives indicationswith regard
to the sequences, complementarities and complexities involved

in carrying actions out in the community.
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The presence of the canal in the first farming area
made a marked difference. The sweet potato trial did not
succeed in terms of demonstrating a control for the sweet
potato weevil but the problem solving approach adopted was
not lost on the farmers and they understood how the weather
affected the trial. Farmers accepted the agents of change
as having a genuine interest in their welfare. The change
agents appreciated more clearly the hardships of working in
the community - walking to the land, absence of services and
lack of maintenance of infrastructure. Farmers came forward
to question not only the trial but also the choice of farmer.
Further, the local authority thought that they as opposed to
the extension agent should identify the farmer for the trial.

The preparations for a second trial began immediately
on writing off the first, it was implemented on another farm
during the next season and proved to be a huge success. Both
yield and quality of output had improved considerably with
minimal pest infestation. The time had arrived for a formal
and joint meeting of farmers, local government bodies, regional
organisations and international institutions in the area.

The meeting was characterized by the farmers complaints about
the local authority's inability to deliver its responsibilities
to the community and the local authority's claim that farmers
did not pay rates and taxes. This time the presentation of the
problem by the farmers linked the i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>