Sustainable Rural Development in Greater Phnom Penh

Promoting Eri-Culture in Cambodia

SLIDES PRESENTATION
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Amount of chemical pesticide

to be reduced (%)

Conducting eri-culture Only attending workshops Neaidbout eri-culture
n=8, farmers n=14, farmers who n=23, farmers who
who participated in the have never participated
conduct eri- last workshops in the workshop
culture Different letter indicates the significant difference at 99% (rp5% (*).
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Typology Charaeteristics of Each Tvpe
Peupls purlivipae by being lold whal is going Lo huppen or hus abeady hapoeied. TUis
1. Passive a niilateral announdemen: by an sdministation o projest managemant withear any
[pariiciparion listenning to people's respoases, The information being shared be lonza only to external
prof:ssimmls‘

'pld 'palli&.i'pde by wiswenng gquestions posed by sxlvacive Tesewciies uslug
2. Parriciparion i quecuounane surveys or similar approaches. People do not have oIpaTmity 10
informarion g influence sroceadings. as the findings of the reseach are nzither shared nor checked
for accuracy,

Pecplz parlicipule by bemu comsulled, and external aven s Bsien o vizws, Thess
3, Parriciparion by |lexternal agents define Doth prodlems and soltions and mav modify these in the ligh: of]
coustliarnon people’s rasponises, Such a consultative process does not concede any share in decision
making, and professionals ave under ne ozligation to tase on coard people’s views

Peuple purlicipa.e by providing resourees, for exanple Iubon tnreoum for food. cushy
ot other martztial incentives, Much on-farm research falls in thiz catezoty. as farmers
provide the fields “mt are not involved in the experimentation or the procsss off
learning. It is very common to z¢2 this callec patticization. vet people have no stake in
pmluuumc activities whan tie incentives end

<. Frrricipanion f
niaterial incentne

Pecpls particizare by forming groups to mesat predesetmined ohjectives related 1o the
project, which can invelvz the development o promotion of extemally initiate soeial
organization. Such Lavelvement does not tond to be at carly stages of projeet eveles ot
phnmng. St rather atter najor decisions have ~ean 1 These instructions tns 1o
be dependen. on exlernal hulslors wud facililors, bul may becumz sel[-ependent,

Fuvictivaml
TCIPArion

e
“’7

Pecple particizate in joint analysis, which leads to action plans and the formation of]
new local mnsttations o+ fae stenotheninz of sasting mwes. |- teads 0 mvolve
mt=rdiseplinary methodologies that seek mmltple —e-spectives and maks nse of]
syslenaic and struclured leanmng p These groups ke cuniol over lecal

decisions, and sa pzople have a stake in maintaining structurss or practicss.

o, dnteraciive
[pariiciparion

i

Penpls participats by taking intiasive indeneadent of ex-emal institntion to change
rstems They develop contacts with sxtzmal mstitutions for resomees and techioeal
e ey need, bul reluin contzel over low tesoutess ure used. Such sell-inilialed
mobilizasion and collactive action may o msy ot challenge existing inequizable)

7. Selffmobilizudon

diztribatien of wealth and power,
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Issues of participation
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Sustainability | Specific Sustainability | Level Evidence or Reason
. . Issue
Dimension

Economic

Performance

Environmental

Performance

Social

Performance
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Sample of answer (Participatory Level Assessment)

S#

Level of Issues of Motivational factors Barriers
participation participation
Level 1 Passive participation There was only two It was a
at the first workshop farmers participated in. | unilateral
They were just requested| announcement
to attend by the village without any
leader. It can be judged | listening to
the motivation was low. | local
responses.
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Level 6

Interactive participation

at the third workshop

More farmers were
motivated through the
workshops including
demonstration on
eri-culture. Also, they
showed their strong and
positive passion to start
eri-culture.

Local farmers participate
in eri-culture with forming
local network to enhance
eri-culture with systemic
learning processes based
on the local

communication.
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Sample of answer (Sustainable Assessment)
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Sustainability | Specific Sustainability | Level Evidence or Reason
) ) Issue
Dimension
Economic Income generation through2. Low Local farmers expected they would eal
Performance eri-culture in the village some additional income through

eri-culture, but the results did not appe.

yet.

Environmental

Performance

Deeper perception on the

farm of chemical pesticide

4. High

Through eri-culture, local farmers
recognized the harm of chemical
pesticide. And then, they succeeded to|

reduce the amounts of pesticide applie|
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Social

Performance

Increase in communicatio
in the village through

eri-culture

n4. High It was very difficult to promote
communication in a village. As many
villagers were afraid to have close
relationship with neighbors due to the
experiences during 1975 to 1979 of the
Pol Pot regime. In a village, former
soldiers of Pol Pot Government and
killed person’s family or scarified
villagers are still co-existing. So,
eri-culture was effective to increase
communication in a village. It is
expected to lead the community

development.

Level of contribution to each sustainability dimiems
1.Very low, 2.Low, 3.Medium, 4.High, 5.Very High
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