
Sustaining the 
Multiple Functions of
Agricultural Biodiversity

Michel Pimbert

1999

Gatekeeper Series no. 88



Submitting papers to the Gatekeeper Series
We welcome contributions to the Gatekeeper Series from researchers and 
practitioners alike. The Series addresses issues of interest to policy makers relating
to the broad area of sustainable agriculture and resource management.
Gatekeepers aim to provide an informed briefing on key policy issues in a 
readable, digestible form for an institutional and individual readership largely
comprising policy and decision-makers within aid agencies, national governments,
NGOs and research institutes throughout the world. In addition to this primary
audience, Gatekeepers are increasingly requested by educators in tertiary 
education institutions, particularly in the South, for use as course or seminar 
discussion material.

Submitted material must be of interest to a wide audience and may combine an
examination of broad policy questions with the presentation of specific case 
studies. The paper should conclude with a discussion of the policy implications of
the work presented.

Style
Gatekeepers must be short, easy to read and make simple, concise points. 

■ Use short sentences and paragraphs.
■ Keep language simple.
■ Use the active voice.
■ Use a variety of presentation approaches (text, tables, boxes, figures/

illustrations, bullet points).
■ Length: maximum 5,000 words

Abstract
Authors should also include a brief summary of their paper – no longer than 450
words.

Editorial process
Please send two hard copies of your paper. Papers are reviewed by the editorial
committee and comments sent back to authors. Authors may be requested to
make changes to papers accepted for publication. Any subsequent editorial
amendments will be undertaken in consultation with the author. Assistance with
editing and language can be provided where appropriate.

Papers or correspondence should be addressed to: 

Gatekeeper Editor
Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Livelihoods Programme 
IIED, 3 Endsleigh Street, London WC1H ODD, UK 
Tel:(+44 171) 388 2117; Fax: (+44 171) 388 2826; e-mail: sustag@iied.org



The Gatekeeper Series produced by IIED’s Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Liveli-
hoods Programme aims to highlight key topics in the field of sustainable agriculture
and resource management. Each paper reviews a selected issue of contemporary impor-
tance and draws preliminary conclusions for development that are particularly relevant
for policymakers, researchers and planners. References are provided to important
sources and background material. The Series is published three times a year – in April,
August and December – and is supported by the Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency (Sida).

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author(s), and do not necessarily
represent those of the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED),
The Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), or any of their
partners. 

Michel Pimbert is an agricultural ecologist by training, and is particularly interested in
the links between local livelihoods and agricultural biodiversity as well as in the chal-
lenges of institutionalising participatory natural resource management. He is a Visiting
Fellow at the Institute of Development Studies in the UK and a Research Associate in
the Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Livelihoods Programme at the International Insti-
tute for Environment and Development (IIED), 3 Endsleigh Street, London, WC1H
0DD, UK. E-mail: michel.pimbert@iied.org

1999

GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88 1



Executive Summary
Human communities worldwide have played a central role in shaping nature’s
diversity and its associated functions. Both natural processes and human man-
agement have generated and sustained a vast array of genetic, species and eco-
logical diversity. Within agricultural systems this agricultural biodiversity fulfils a
number of important roles, including: 

• Providing food and livelihood security. Dynamic and complex rural livelihoods
usually rely on plant and animal diversity, both wild and in different stages of
domestication. Different types of agricultural biodiversity are used by different
people at different times and in different places, and so contribute to livelihood
strategies in a complex fashion. 

• Ensuring productive and environmental sustainability. In addition to contribut-
ing to environmental sustainability, agricultural biodiversity helps sustain many
production functions both in low external input and high input-output agricul-
ture. Available evidence is summarised for the following functions: soil organic
matter decomposition, nutrient cycling, pollination, pest control, yield functions,
soil and water conservation, action on climate and water cycling, biodiversity
conservation and influence on landscape structure.

• Supporting rural development. In addition to its contribution to food and
livelihood security, agricultural biodiversity can provide the basis for ecotourism
and the regeneration of localised food systems and rural economies.

However, throughout the world the diversity of agroecosystems is being rapidly
eroded. This erosion is due to a range of factors, including the neglect of indige-
nous knowledge, institutions and management systems; the blueprint approach
to development whereby monoculture systems and uniform technologies are
promoted; the quest of the transnational corporations that market agricultural
inputs and process food and fibres for commercial profits and control over pro-
duction; inequitable access to, and control over, land, water, trees and genetic
resources on the part of local people; market pressures and the undervaluation
of agricultural biodiversity; and demographic factors.

The paper concludes with detailed actions urgently needed if this erosion of
agricultural biodiversity is to be halted and reversed, and lists ways in which
each of these actions can be achieved:

• Expand knowledge on the dynamics of agricultural biodiversity
• Increase effective use of agricultural biodiversity in food and fibre production
• Promote local adaptive management of agricultural biodiversity
• Support local participation in planning, management and evaluation
• Transform bureaucracies and professional practice to take on new roles that
facilitate local people’s analysis, planning, action, monitoring and evaluation
• Strengthen local rights and security of tenure
• Reform trade policies, markets and economic incentives
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SUSTAINING THE MULTIPLE FUNCTIONS OF
AGRICULTURAL BIODIVERSITY1

Michel Pimbert

Introduction

Human communities worldwide have played a central role in shaping nature’s diver-
sity and its associated functions. Recent scientific evidence suggests that virtually every
part of the globe - from boreal forests to the humid tropics - has been inhabited, modi-
fied and managed for millenia (Gomez Pompa and Kaus, 1992). Both natural processes
and human management have generated and sustained a vast array of genetic, species
and ecological diversity. Within agricultural systems this agricultural biodiversity (Box
1) performs many closely interrelated socio-economic and environmental functions,
including promoting food and livelihood security; maintaining productive and envi-
ronmental sustainability; and contributing to resilient rural economies. But this agro-
biodiversity is being lost at an alarming rate. This paper identifies some of the reasons
for this loss and outlines some of the policy and institutional reforms needed to sustain
agricultural biodiversity and agroecosystem functions.

Box 1. Key concepts and definitions

Agricultural biodiversity: the diversity of genetic resources (varieties, breeds,
species; cultivated, reared or wild) used directly or indirectly for food and agri-
culture; the diversity of species that support production (soil biota, pollinators,
predators, etc.) and those in the wider environment that support agroecosystems
(agricultural, pastoral, forest and aquatic), as well as the diversity of the agroe-
cosystems themselves. 

Agroecosystems are those ecosystems that are used for agriculture, and comprise
polycultures, monocultures, and mixed systems, including crop-livestock systems
(rice - fish), agroforestry, agro-silvo-pastoral systems, aquaculture as well as range-
lands, pastures and fallow lands. 

Source: FAO, 1998a. 

Agricultural biodiversity’s contribution to food and livelihood security

The livelihood strategies of many rural people, regardless of whether their agroecosys-
tems are predominantly pastoral, swidden or based on permanent cropping, often incor-
porate wild resources and high diversity. This helps to provide resilience in the face of
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adverse trends or shocks, and offers a greater choice of livelihood options.

Different types of agricultural biodiversity are used by different people at different times
and in different places, and so contribute to livelihood strategies in a complex fashion.
Understanding how this use differs according to wealth, gender, age and ecological situ-
ation is essential for understanding its contribution to the livelihoods of different
members of a community. For example, wild resources are particularly important for
the food and livelihood security of the rural poor, women and children, especially in
times of stress such as drought, changing land and water availability or ecological
change. These groups generally have less access to land, labour and capital and thus
need to rely more on the wild diversity available. In India, the poor obtain 15-23% of
their total income from common property resources, as compared with 1-3% for
wealthier households (Jodha, 1986). However, this is not the exclusive preserve of rural
households in developing countries. In Poland for example, wild bush and berry fruits
are important for local consumption and for export, with Vaccinium myrtillus being the
principal export species at present (over 30, 000 t/year) followed by Rubus spp., Sorbus
aucuparia, Sambucus nigra, Prunus spinosa and Rosa spp. (Glowacki, 1988). 

Many wild resources have significant economic value by preventing the need for cash
expenditure and providing ready sources of cash to poor households, often yielding a
better income than local wage labour (IIED, 1995). The cultural and spititual values of
some elements of agricultural biodiversity are sometimes valued more highly than
monetary values. Many rural communities designate certain biodiversity-rich areas of
land or water as sacred. The spiritual values of sacred places are often inextricably
linked to the functions that their associated agrobiodiversity may provide in maintain-
ing the health of the ecosystem. 

Diversity within species is also remarkable among those plant and animal species that
have been domesticated for crop and livestock production by innovative rural people
(Box 2). Worldwide, it is believed that the total number of mammalian and avian live-
stock breeds is between 4,000 and 5,000 (FAO, 1998b). 

Agricultural biodiversity’s contribution to productive and
environmental sustainability

Low external input farming generally relies on high agricultural biodiversity so that
practices are finely tuned to the local biophysical and socio-economic conditions of
individual farmers, herders and fish culturists. Natural processes mediated by agricul-
tural biodiversity are favoured over external inputs and by-products or wastes from
one component of the agroecosystem become inputs to another (Box 3).

In more specialised high input farming, high agricultural biodiversity helps sustain many
production functions such as soil organic matter decomposition, pollination and pest
control. In the USA or Australia for example, farmers may manage cover crops primar-
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ily to save soil and water in intensive orchard production systems. However, the species
chosen will usually perform other functions in the agroecosystem such as enhancing
soil structure, improving soil fertility and nutrient cycling as well as playing a role in
pest management by providing habitat heterogeneity and preserving a favourable
balance between pests and predators. These examples highlight the multifunctional
character of agricultural biodiversity and are a reminder that functions in Box 4 are
only listed separately for convenience’s sake.

Agricultural biodiversity also influences landscape structure by providing environmental
services and functions, and human activity can transform whole landscapes over large
areas. For example, many rural communities enrich their agricultural plots and forest
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Box 2. Diversity within species

There is high intra-specific genetic variation in the date palm oasis agroecosys-
tems of Algeria, Chad and Egypt (Barakat, 1995). The principal varieties differ
from one oasis to another. In general, there are more than ten varieties of date
palms in each oasis, including different varieties of dry and semi-dry dates that
mature in different months to meet the demands of local consumption and the
market. Moreover, each genetic variety confers its own unique stamp on i) the
taste of the date fruit and the wine made from it ii) the texture of the edible palm
centre iii) the properties of the wood from the palm trunk iv) the mechanical qual-
ities of palm leaves and fibres used for ceilings and fences, ropes and sacks and
v) the nutritional values of date stones fed to camels.

In south east Mexico, women keep as many as nine breeds of local hen, as well as
local and exotic breeds of turkey, duck and broilers in their back gardens. In select-
ing for the best breeds, they consider eleven different characteristics, including
egg production, ease of sale, appearance, broodiness, heat and cold tolerance,
growth rate and eating qualities (Intermediate Technology, 1996).

Box 3. Agriculture which harnesses biodiversity

The mulberry grove-fishpond system in the Pearl River Delta of China is a classic
example of a multifunctional system. The white mulberry (Morus alba) tree
produces organic substances (mulberry leaves etc) which are used to feed silk-
worms that, in turn, produce their silk and chrysalides. The fallen parts of the
mulberry tree and the excrement of the silkworm are applied to the fishpond
where they are converted into fish biomass. The excrement of the fish, as well as
other unused organic matter and bottom mud are returned to the mulberry grove
as fertiliser, after being broken by a diverse suite of benthic microorganisms. The
agricultural biodiversity harnessed by the fish culturalists allows for the closing
of nutrient cycles and efficient production in time and space. Fish polycultures
are thus made up of species that dwell in the upper, medium and lower layers of
the pond, as well as fish species with different feeding habits (e.g. plankton
feeders, herbivorous fish, benthic mollusc feeders, and onmnivorous fish) (Ma,
1985; Zhong, 1982).



fallows with valued perennial plants. Through such enrichment practices, successional
vegetation can become a site for economic production as well as for ecological reha-
bilitation (Dubois, 1990). Each of the major tropical forest regions has many economic
woody plants that have been managed, probably for millennia, in enriched fallows.
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Box 4. Agricultural biodiversity’s role in the agroecosystem

Decomposition and nutrient cycling. Decomposer communities are highly diverse
and are central to nutrient cycling, organic matter dynamics and other ecosystem
functions, although detailed knowledge of the extent and functions of this diver-
sity is limited, especially in aquatic environments.

Biomass production and yield efficiency. Diverse agroecosystems (fish polycultures,
mixed herds, intercrops, integrated agro-sylvo-pastoral) are generally highly
productive in terms of their use of energy and unit land area (or unit water
volume). This efficiency is largely a product of the systems’ biological and struc-
tural complexity, increasing the variety of functional linkages and synergies
between different components. 

Soil and water conservation. Soil, water and nutrient conservation have been
improved with the use of windbreaks, contour farming with appropriate border
crops and cover crops in a wide range of agroecosystems.

Pest control. Predators, parasitic wasps and micro-organisms play a key role in
controlling agricultural pests and diseases. For example, more than 90% of poten-
tial crop insect pests are controlled by natural enemies living in natural and semi-
natural areas adjacent to farmlands (CAST, 1999). The substitution of pesticides for
natural pest control services is estimated to cost $54 billion per year. Many methods
of pest control, both traditional and modern, rely on biodiversity.

Pollination and dispersal. There are more than 100,000 known pollinators (bees,
butterflies, beetles, birds, flies, and bats). Pollination mediated by components of
agricultural biodiversity is an important function in a variety of terrestrial agroe-
cosystems. About half of all plant species, including food-producing crop species,
are pollinated by animals.

Biodiversity conservation. There is no strict divide between ‘wild’ and ‘domesti-
cated’ species important for food and livelihoods. Whilst not necessarily the subject
of conscious management by herders or farmers, many wild plant and animal
species thrive in, or are dependent on, agroecosystems, especially structurally and
biologically complex agroecosystems.

Climate. As a source of atmospheric constituents agricultural biodiversity
contributes significantly to the chemical composition and properties of the atmos-
phere and thus has a marked influence on climate. In turn changes in climate have
a strong feedback on agricultural biodiversity and its multiple functions, and
thereby influences gaseous emissions by biological organisms. 

Functions in the water cycle. Agricultural biodiversity plays a crucial role in cycling
water from the soil to the atmosphere and back. It also has measurable impacts on
water quality.
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These include rattan in East Asia, rubber in Sumatra, oil palm in West Africa, and edible
fruits and nuts universally. 

Agricultural biodiversity’s contributions to rural development 

In addition to its direct contributions to rural livelihoods, agricultural biodiversity may
generate other rural development opportunities through ecotourism and a variety of
income generating schemes. Many humanised landscapes are increasingly valued for
aesthetic and historical reasons, such as the Asian-Pacific landscapes of terraced pond
fields. These are both archaeological sites and living landscapes, continuing to be used
and maintained by the people who created them. The ecotourism potential of these
cultural landscapes is viewed as potentially important for rural development and local
employment creation, both in the developed and developing countries. 

However, as is often the case for classical tourism, ecotourism schemes tend not to be
integrated with other sectors of the national or regional economy; and only a fraction
of earnings generated actually reach or remain in the rural areas (Koch, 1997).
Economic benefits and equitable rural development will only accrue with many wide-
ranging reforms, such as restoration of land and water rights to local communities,
support for new forms of tenure and rights of usufruct, strengthening of local groups
and institutions, investment in technical and managerial skills and mandatory impact
assessments of all ecotourism schemes (Koch, 1997). 

Another potential engine for rural development is the extraction of biological diversity
and indigenous knowledge for commercially valuable genetic and biochemical resources
(biodiversity prospecting or bioprospecting). However, available evidence indicates that
benefits shared with countries in which collections took place represent a small fraction
of the annual R&D budget of the corporations involved (RAFI, 1994; Pimbert, 1997),
despite the fact that these products embody the knowledge and resources of the local
source communities.2

In a growing number of rural areas worldwide the diversity of local plants and animals
is being harnessed for sustainable economic development. Ways of reintegrating locally
adapted, traditional animal breeds (sheep, goats, cattle and bees), crop varieties (fruit
trees, fodder plants and cereals) and ‘wild’ foods are being explored to generate local
products, jobs, income and environmental care. For example, in the Willapa watershed
of the Pacific North West (USA), oysters are now marketed locally rather than shipped
out wholesale, alder is harvested from secondary forests for high quality wood prod-
ucts, fish and crab are marketed with the north-west image of wholesome foods, cran-
berry growers produce a wide range of products retaining more of the value added
from food processing within the watershed (Maughan, 1995).

2 It should be noted that despite frequent mention of benefit sharing agreements in commercial contracts between
bioprospecting agents and sovereign states, the specific terms of benefit sharing are strictly confidential.



These forms of endogenous rural development seek to create viable and locally
controlled economic activities based on locally adapted agricultural biodiversity, knowl-
edge, skills and negotiated partnerships between civil society, government and the
private sector, both in developed (Pretty, 1998) and developing countries (Women sang-
hams et al, 1999). 

Underlying causes of agricultural biodiversity
losses

Whilst rates of biodiversity loss vary in different ecological and economic settings, local
livelihoods and environmental processes are increasingly threatened by the loss of
genetic, species and agroecological diversity everywhere. Understanding the forces that
have neglected or undermined the values and functions of agricultural biodiversity can
help identify actions needed to sustain this key resource. 

The neglect of indigenous knowledge, institutions and management
systems 

The knowledge required by rural people to manage and enhance agrobiodiversity is
substantial. These systems became tuned to local needs over centuries, and detailed
knowledge allowed people to adapt to social and ecological change. However, many
modernising interventions and colonial administrations have ignored the importance of
local knowledge and skills, resulting in an erosion of knowledge and an undermining
of formal and informal institutions that were central for the sustainable management
of agricultural biodiversity. These institutions include rules about use of biological
resources and distribution of benefits, tenure, conflict resolution mechanisms and
methods of enforcing rules, cultural sanctions and beliefs. 

The dominance of blueprint paradigms and policies

One of the most fundamental causes of agricultural biodiversity loss has been the blue-
print approach to development (Table 1). Typical expressions of this are industrial agri-
culture and Green Revolution farming and much contemporary forest, fishery and
rangeland development that promote monoculture systems and uniform technologies,
including high yielding seeds and animal breeds, agrochemicals, irrigation, mechanised
equipment and large infrastructure developments. During and after the colonial period,
these technologies, and the values associated with them, were extended from the North
to the South, often in a classic top down manner (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Agricultural biodiversity management paradigms:
blueprint and learning-process approaches 

Blueprint Process

point of departure nature’s diversity and its the diversity of both people
potential commercial values and nature’s values

keyword strategic planning participation

locus of decision centralised, ideas originate decentralised, ideas 
making in capital city originate in village

first steps data collection and plan awareness and action

design static, by experts evolving, people involved

main resources central funds and technicians local people and their assets

methods, rules standardised, universal, diverse, local, varied basket of 
fixed package choices

analytical reductionist systems, holistic
assumptions (natural science bias)

management focus spending budgets, completing sustained improvement and 
projects on time performance

communication vertical: orders down, lateral: mutual learning and 
reports up sharing experience

evaluation external, intermittent internal, continuous

error buried embraced

relationship with controlling, policing, inducing, enabling, supporting, 
people motivating, dependency empowering. People seen as

creating. People seen as actors
beneficiaries

associated with normal professionalism new professionalism

outputs 1. diversity in conservation, 1. diversity as a principle of
and uniformity in production production and conservation
(agriculture, forestry,...)

2. the empowerment of 2. the empowerment of rural 
professionals people

(adapted from David Korten and Pimbert and Pretty, 1995)

This blueprint approach to the management of agricultural biodiversity is supported,
subsidised and defended by an elaborate institutional structure, including many inter-
national donors and development agencies, international and national research institu-
tions and national governments. Though attitudes are beginning to change, numerous
policies, ranging from general agricultural development policies to pricing and credit
schemes, directly or indirectly influence biodiversity in livestock production, agriculture,
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forestry and fisheries. The most influential are incentive policies (eg. subsidies for agro-
chemical inputs, extension programs, credit policies and marketing standards) that
support the adoption of capital and energy intensive industrial inputs and technologies.
For example, extension programs in many countries have mandated the adoption of
uniform varieties and the elimination of diversity. Policy incentives for people to clear
forested land and establish farms in order to gain tenure in Brazil, Costa Rica and
Indonesia have increased food production but have also induced biodiversity losses and
unsustainable land use. 

Corporate interests

Private companies, particularly transnational corporations (TNCs) that market agri-
cultural inputs and process food and fibres, exert a strong influence on the type of agri-
cultural biodiversity used in production. In many countries, including in the OECD
countries, the R&D budget of these corporations dwarfs that of public sector research.
As a result, corporate priorities and industrial strategies are increasingly reflected in
research, development and distribution of seeds, livestock and other technologies that
directly affect agricultural biodiversity. To date the evidence suggests that the corporate
quest for commercial profits and control over production has promoted more, rather
than less, genetic and ecological uniformity in agroecosystems. In particular, new
biotechnologies such as pesticide resistant crops and seeds engineered to terminate
germination after one growing season are potentially serious threats for agricultural
biodiversity, at different temporal and spatial scales (Ho, 1997; UNEP-CBD, 1999).
Moreover, market dominance combined with monopoly patents gives the life industry
unprecedented control over the products and processes of agricultural biodiversity, the
biological basis of food and livelihood security.

Inequitable tenure and control over resources

A significant cause of agricultural biodiversity erosion is local people’s loss of access
rights to, and control over, these resources, severely reducing their incentive to conserve
resources and undermining local livelihood security. Western concepts of private prop-
erty do not recognise the intellectual contributions and informal innovations of indige-
nous and rural peoples who have modified, conserved and managed so-called ‘wild’
species and landscapes. This is also the case for the genetic resources of domesticated
plant and animals. Although most genetic resources originate from developing coun-
tries, transnational companies and northern institutions have captured a larger share
of the benefits from using such resources in breeding programs and new natural product
development. Legal means such as industrial patents and other intellectual property
rights allow companies and northern institutions to maintain disproportionate control
over the knowledge, genetic resources and benefits associated with agricultural biodi-
versity (GRAIN-GAIA, 1999). In contrast, the local communities and farmers who orig-
inally nurtured this genetic diversity have generally not been recognised or compensated
for their innovations.
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Market pressures and the undervaluation of agricultural biodiversity 

Even though agricultural biodiversity has many values and performs many functions,
it is undervalued or even ignored in conventional economic assessments, partly because
these multiple functions are difficult to value in economic terms (IIED, 1995). This has
biased conventional resource planning in favour of major food crops and species of
commercial importance for urban centres.

The expansion of global markets and trade liberalisation tend to have a homogenizing
effect on agricultural biodiversity by standardising food production and consumption.
Global markets usually demand uniform foods that are increasingly processed and sold
by transnational corporations, and are geared to meet the food desires of relatively
wealthy, urban based consumers. In turn, these market pressures often force farmers
worldwide to comply with those demands for uniformity. 

Demographic factors 

Whilst in some contexts population growth per se is clearly responsible for agricultural
biodiversity loss, there are many situations in which inequitable land tenure, forest
concession policies, colonisation programs, land use and fishing policies are the root
causes behind the biodiversity loss induced by growth in human numbers or migra-
tions. Conversely, more people can mean more care for the environment and enhanced
agricultural biodiversity under certain conditions, as shown by research in Sierra Leone
(Richards, 1993) and Kenya (Tiffen et al., 1994).

Options for sustaining agricultural biodiversity
and its multiple functions

Broadly speaking, there are two alternative scenarios for the management of agrobio-
diversity (Table 1). Whilst the dominant blueprint approach to development has been
identified as a major contributer to agricultural biodiversity loss, national governments,
the private sector and civil society may choose to stay within this paradigm and reform
some of its less acceptable elements in their quest for more sustainable agriculture and
land use. In sharp contrast, the learning process approach focuses on major structural
change, rather than systemic adjustments within well defined and often narrow bound-
ary conditions. Discussions around these alternative scenarios are inevitably emotionally
charged. The issues at stake go beyond purely technical matters and include the funda-
mental human right to food, the right to a healthy environment, as well as the political
economy of who gains and who loses. These are difficult political questions that require
debate within society and negotiated solutions involving all stakeholders. Answers are
not the prerogative of experts and technical bodies alone. All the latter can do is to facil-
itate public debate by highlighting possible policy options and technical choices. Whilst
some policy recommendations presented below may be relevant for both scenarios, many
have been framed within the scenario that departs from dominant values and practices. 
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1. Expand knowledge on the dynamics of agricultural biodiversity

Rationale
Much is uncertain and unknown about the structure and multiple functions of agri-
cultural biodiversity. The number of species living on Earth is still unknown: estimates
vary between 5 and 30 million species; a mere 1.6 million species have been described
to date. Knowledge about the functions of biodiversity, synergies and complementari-
ties, interactions within agro-ecosystems, ecological processes within soils and interac-
tions with the atmosphere and water, is rudimentary. 

Major investments are therefore needed to improve and expand our knowledge. Histor-
ical analysis, combining methods from the social and natural sciences, and the knowl-
edge of local resource users are all clearly needed to identify and properly explain the
structure and functions of agricultural biodiversity at different scales. Participatory
learning and action approaches can combine the strengths of modern science with local
knowledge. There is indeed a strong rationale for democratising science in an age of
uncertainty by directly involving “extended peer communities” (Funtowicz and Ravetz,
1993) that include farmers, herders, forest dwellers, fisherfolk and other rural people
in the production and sharing of knowledge on agricultural biodiversity and its many
functions.

Actions
• Provide adequate fiscal and administrative support for basic taxonomic work and
inventories within and among plant, animal, microbial species and varieties.

• Support studies exploring the dynamic functions of agricultural biodiversity at differ-
ent spatial and temporal scales, especially the roles of soil biodiversity, pollinators, pest
predators and the processes of landscape transformation.

• Develop, use and promote methods and indicators to monitor the impacts of agri-
cultural extensification and intensification on biological diversity and local livelihoods.

• Provide support and high rewards for studies on the functions of agricultural biodi-
versity that combine indigenous with scientific knowledge, and use innovative partici-
patory and complementary methodologies.

• Diversify budget allocation committees of public sector planning and research insti-
tutes to include representatives of farmer, pastoralist, forest and fishing communities,
organisations and federations, at both local and national levels.

• Establish procedures to ensure transparency, equity and accountability in the alloca-
tion of research funds and dissemination of new knowledge.
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2. Increase effective use of agricultural biodiversity in food and fibre
production

Rationale
Agricultural biodiversity performs vital functions in agriculture, land and water use.
The diversity of plants, animals and microorganisms is essential for maintaining the
productivity and sustainability of farm crops and animals, managed forests and range-
lands, aquaculture and fisheries. Future global food security is dependent on harness-
ing and sustaining agricultural biodiversity and its many functions, from the farm plot
to the landscape level. The current overemphasis on genetic engineering must be
balanced by higher level approaches that build on agroecology, landscape ecology as
well as social and biological diversity. National sovereignity and food security ulti-
mately depend on a wide choice of agricultural technologies and development options.

Actions 
• Establish national policy frameworks that ensure political commitment, incentives,
educational and institutional capacities to support approaches that enhance agricul-
tural biodiversity in food and fibre production, such as integrated pest, crop, nutrient
and soil management, as well as land use planning.

• Provide fiscal and administrative support for studies into ways to maintain and
enhance agricultural biodiversity in crop and animal production and in different kinds
of agroecosystems, particularly high yielding and intensive commercial production
systems.

• Promote development on the basis of locally adapted genetic material. Strengthen
capacity to develop new crop varieties and animal breeds that are specifically adapted
to local environments. Increase the range of genetic diversity available to farmers.

• Broaden the use of genetic diversity to protect crops and animal breeds against pest
and weather problems by introducing multiple genetic systems for coping with stresses
and also by deploying functional genetic mixtures and multilines where appropriate.

• Broaden the use of species diversity into functional designs for agroecosystems that
sponsor more of their own soil fertility, crop protection, pollination and water manage-
ment (agroforestry systems, multiple cropping, fish polycultures…). 

• Plan and manage rural landscapes to sustain biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Where appropriate, maintain hedgerows, windbreaks and mangrove strips, leave tracts
of land in native habitat, plant a diversity of crops, encourage pastoral activities, mixed
species forestry and aquaculture. Maximise the use of resources internal to the land-
scape whilst closing nutrient cycles by integrating production with local needs and local
markets. Apply the same principles for urban landscapes where food and fibre are
produced.



3. Promote local adaptive management of agricultural biodiversity

Rationale
Variation within and among agroecosystems is enormous. Daily, seasonal and longer
term changes in the spatial structure of agricultural biodiversity are apparent at the
broad landscape level right down to small plots of cultivated land. These spatio-tempo-
ral dynamics have major implications for the way agrobiodiversity is managed, how,
by whom and for what purpose. They call for flexible responses, mobility and local
level adaptive resource management in which local users of agricultural biodiversity
are central actors. This suggests new practical avenues for technical support in which
land users’ own priorities, knowledge, perspectives, institutions, practices and indica-
tors gain validity (Pimbert and Pretty, 1998; Posey, 1999).

Actions
• Ensure flexibility and diversity in institutional and organisational design to enable
government administration and services to track the dynamic changes which occur in
agroecosystems and the functions of agricultural biodiversity at different time and
spatial scales.

• Carry out administrative tasks, land use planning, agricultural research and devel-
opment as near to the level of actual users of resources or beneficiaries of administra-
tion as is compatible with efficiency and accountability

• Educate policy makers, professionals and the public (including the bearers of local
knowledge) about the value of local and indigenous knowledge and management
systems in sustaining agricultural biodiversity and its many functions

• Strengthen local groups and institutions by devolving resources and removing admin-
istrative or legal hurdles to local planning and action. Support the development of local
institutions for common property resources and the equitable sharing of benefits from
their use

• Identify and support a mediator for conflict resolution and an arbiter of last resort;
guaranteeing a level legal playing field and equality of advocacy in disputes, both within
and between local groups as well as between local groups and powerful external inter-
ests. Of particular importance are government policies and actions that explicitly
prevent discrimination on the basis of differences in gender, ethnic origin and wealth.
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4. Support local participation in planning, management and
evaluation

Rationale
Decisions about what agricultural biodiversity is to be conserved, how it should be
managed and for whom should be based on an understanding of local livelihoods and
people’s own definitions of well being. Most professionals have tended to project their
own categories and priorities onto local people and landscape management. In partic-
ular, their views of the realities of the poor, and what should be done, have generally
been constructed from a distance and mainly for professional convenience. This implies
the adoption of a learning process approach in the management of agricultural biodi-
versity and its functions (Table 1). It also calls for a new professionalism with new
concepts, values, participatory methodologies and behaviour (Pretty and Chambers,
1993).

Actions
• Ensure participation of women and men (particularly farmers, herders, fisherfolk and
forest dwellers) in the development of land use and agricultural policies and technolo-
gies.

• Ensure inclusive equitable representation (gender, class, ethnic origin, age) in the
participatory activities and process.

• Provide capacity building for technical and scientific personnel to foster the partici-
patory skills, attitudes and behaviour needed to learn from farmers and rural people.

• Provide institutional space and incentives for professionals to understand social and
cultural complexity as well as agroecological diversity.

• Support joint problem-solving, participatory research agendas and resource manage-
ment agreements among local people, scientists and extension workers.

• Support the participatory monitoring and evaluation of national policies, land use
plans, and production technologies to include the perspectives of all stakeholders.
Encourage the use of local indicators and criteria in monitoring and evaluation as well
as in guiding subsequent technical support, policy changes and allocation of resources
for agricultural biodiversity management. 



5. Transform bureaucracies and professional practice

Rationale
Local adaptive management of agricultural biodiversity and participation does not
mean that state bureaucracies and other external organisations have no role. The chal-
lenge instead is for bureaucracies to assume different roles and responsibilities, such as
a shift from project implementor to facilitator of local people’s development processes.
The whole process should strengthen local institutions, so enhancing the capacity of
people to take action on their own. Appropriate partnerships and co-management
agreements between states, the private sector and rural communities are also required
through new legislation, policies, institutional linkages and processes.

However, training of agency personnel in participatory approaches must be part of a
larger process of reorienting institutional policies. In both government departments and
non-governmental organisations, the challenge for top and middle management is to
design appropriate institutional mechanisms, organisational cultures, financial manage-
ment practices, reporting systems, supervisory methods and reward systems and norms
(IIED-IDS, 1999) to encourage the spread of participatory methods within the organ-
isation. Without this support from the top, it is unlikely that participatory approaches
will become core professional activities. 

Actions
• Encourage shifts from hierarchical and rigidly bureaucratic structures to ‘flat’, flexi-
ble and responsive organisations.

• Ensure that senior and middle management positions are occupied by competent facil-
itators of organisational change.

• Promote and reward management that is consultative and participatory rather than
hierarchical and efficiency-led. Establish incentive and accountability systems that are
equitable for women and men.

• Provide incentives and rewards for staff to experiment, take initiatives and acknowl-
edge errors as a way of learning by doing and engaging with the diverse local realities
of farming, fishing and pastoral societies.

• Redesign practical arrangements within the workplace to meet the diverse needs of
women, men and older staff as well as their new professional obligations to work more
closely with farmers and other stakeholders (eg career paths, working hours, provision
of paternity and maternity leave, childcare provisions, mini sabbaticals, promotion
criteria…).
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6. Strengthen local rights and security of tenure

Rationale
The legitimacy of rural peoples’ claims to tenure and rights to agricultural biodiversity
are made more apparent as landscapes are re-interpreted as the product of social and
ecological histories. These findings support a rights based approach to the participatory
management of biodiversity important for food, agriculture and livelihoods (Pimbert
and Pretty, 1998; Posey, 1999). They also have major implications for national policies
on the sharing of benefits derived from the use of landscapes, agricultural biodiversity
and its end products. Guaranteeing the right of farmers to save and re-use seeds and
livestock progeny is crucial in this connection. Failure to enshrine these rights in
national legislation and policy practice may lead to inequitable benefit sharing schemes
and conflicts that could undermine the sustainable management of agricultural biodi-
versity and food security.

Actions
• Reform policies and laws on rights of access, use and control over land, trees, water
and genetic resources to ensure that farmers’ and indigenous peoples’ rights are
protected as a basis for equitable benefit sharing arrangments.

• Ensure that intellectual property rights over genetic resources currently re-negotiated
within the TRIPs agreement of the World Trade Organisation do not undermine the
objectives of conservation and sustainable use mandated by the Convention on Biolog-
ical Diversity and the FAO negotiations on the International Undertaking on Plant
Genetic Resources.

7. Reform trade policies, markets and economic incentives

Rationale
Economic instruments are key to sustaining agricultural biodiversity and its multiple
functions. Trade policies, markets, subsidies and economic incentives must reinforce
the objectives of the International Convention on Biological Diversity rather than
contradict or actively undermine them. A multilevel and systemic approach to economic
transformation will often be needed to reform trade, taxation and public spending
aimed at sustaining agricultural biodiversity and its multiple functions (Robertson,
1998; ATTAC, 1999).

Actions
• Reform international and national trade policies that contribute to the loss of agri-
cultural biodiversity and develop trade rules that promote social and biological diver-
sity by regenerating local economies and food systems.

• Eliminate policies and economic incentives that erode agricultural biodiversity, partic-
ularly subsidies for High Yielding Varieties, pesticides and fertilisers; credit policies that
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require the use of such inputs and monocultures; variety release and seed certification
legislation that hinder the utilisation of diverse genetic material through their require-
ments for distinctiveness, uniformity and stability; pricing and tax policies that favour
genetically and ecologically uniform production systems.

• Assess the economic benefits of agricultural biodiversity (domesticated and managed
wild diversity) in a more comprehensive manner to improve the decision making basis
for policy makers, land use planners and agricultural R&D. Economic benefits based
on the use of ‘wild’ and domesticated agricultural biodiversity should be situated and
evaluated in a total livelihood context.

• Establish flexibility in marketing standards to allow food distributors and retailers to
diversify varieties of produce and reduce wasteful cosmetic standards for foods in
markets.

• Implement anti-trust laws and other regulations that limit or prevent unfair market
domination by corporations that sell seeds, animal embryos, agrochemicals, veterinary
products and biotechnologies and/or process and distribute food and fibres.

• Restructure the tax system to encourage employment and enhance agricultural biodi-
versity in the entire food and fibre production-distribution chain. Ensure greater public
sector spending and fairness within the food system by redistributing tax levies on spec-
ulative international financial flows. A small (eg. 0.1 to 0.25%) international transfer
tax on foreign exchange transactions (currently amounting to US$1600 billion per day)
would allow governments to curb the powers of TNCs and redirect international capital
flows to meet environment and development goals. 

18 GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88



References

ATTAC, 1999. Association pour une Taxation des Transactions financières pour l’Aide
aux Citoyens, Paris. (see International movement for democratic control of financial
markets and their institutions on the internet http://attac.org/)

Barakat, H., 1995. The date palm grove oasis. A north African agro-system. In: Halla-
day, P. and Gilmour, DA. (eds) Conserving Biodiversity Outside of Protected Areas.
The role of traditional agro-ecosystems. IUCN and AMA, Gland.

CAST, 1999. Benefits of Biodiversity. Council for Agricultural Science and Technology
(CAST), USA.

Dubois, JCL. 1990. Secondary forests as a land use resource in frontier zones of Amazo-
nia. In: A.B. Anderson (ed). Alternative to Deforestation: Steps towards sustainable use
of the Amazon forest. Columbia University Press, New York.

FAO. 1998a. International Technical Workshop organized jointly by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations and the Secretariat of the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity(SCBD), with the support of the Government of the
Netherlands 2-4 December 1998, FAO Headquarters,  Rome, Italy.
www.fao.org/sd/epdirect/EPre0063.htm

FAO, 1998b. Domestic Animal Diversity Information System. DAD-IS 2, FAO, Rome.

Funtowicz, SO. and Ravetz, J. 1993. Science for the post normal age. Futures 25(7):
739-755.

Glowacki, S., 1988. The basic raw material of forest fruits in natural stands and plan-
tations in Poland. Norwegian Journal of Agricultural Sciences 2:151-159.

Gomez Pompa, A. and Kaus, A., 1992. Taming the wilderness myth. Bioscience 42(4):
271-279.

GRAIN-GAIA, 1999. Intellectual property rights and biodiversity: the economic myths.
Global Trade and Biodiversity in Conflict 3. Genetic Resources Action International
Network, Barcelona.

Ho, MW. 1998. Genetic Engineering, Dream or Nightmare? The brave new world of
bad science and big business. Gateway Books, Bath, UK.

IIED, 1995. The Hidden Harvest. The value of wild resources in agricultural systems.
IIED, London.

GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88 19



IIED and IDS, 1999. Institutionalising Participation in Natural Resource Management.
An Annotated Bibliography. IIED, London

Intermediate Technology, 1996. Livestock Keepers Safeguarding Domestic Animal
Diversity Through Their Animal Husbandry. Dynamic Diversity Series. Intermediate
Technology Publications, Ltd., London.

Jodha, NS. 1986. Common property resources and rural poor in dry regions of India.
Economic and Political Weekly 21 (27):1169-1181.

Koch, E., 1997. Ecotourism and rural reconstruction in South Africa: reality or
rhetoric? In: Ghimire, KB. and Pimbert, MP. (eds) Social Change and Conservation.
UNRISD and Earthscan, London. 

Korten, D.C., 1984. People centred development: towards a framework. In D.C. Korten
and R.Klauss (eds), People Centred Development, Kumarian Press.

Ma, SJ. 1985. Ecological engineering: application of ecosystem principles. Environ-
mental Conservation 12 (1): 331-335. 

Maughan, J, 1995. Willapa Watershed. Ford Foundation magazine. Ford Foundation,
New York.

Pimbert, MP. 1997. Issues emerging in implementing the Convention on Biological
Diversity. Journal of International Development 9 (3): 415-425.

Pimbert, MP. and Pretty, JN. 1995. Parks, People and Professionals: Putting ‘Partici-
pation’ into Protected Area Management. UNRISD Discussion Paper 57. United
Nations Research Institute for Social Development, Geneva.

Posey, DA. (ed). 1999. Cultural and Spiritual Values of Biodiversity. UNEP-Leiden
University and Intermediate Technology Publications, Ltd., London.

Pretty, JN. 1998. The Living Land. Agriculture, food and community regeneration in
rural Europe. Earthscan. London.

Pretty, JN. and Chambers, R., 1993. Towards a learning paradigm: new professional-
ism and institutions for sustainable agriculture. IDS Discussion Paper DP 334, IDS,
Brighton.

RAFI. 1994. Bioprospecting/Biopiracy and Indigenous Peoples. Rural Advancement
Foundation International, Ottawa, Canada.

20 GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88



Richards, P. 1993. Biodiversity and the dynamics of African anthropogenic landscapes:
case studies from Upper Guinean forests formation. Paper presented at the African
Studies Association 36th Annual Meeting, Boston.

Robertson, J. 1998. Transforming Economic Life. A millennial challenge. Schumacher
Briefing No. 1. Green Books, The Schumacher Society and The New Economics Foun-
dation. Dartington, UK.

Tiffen, M., Mortimore, M. and Gichuki, F. 1994. More People, Less Erosion: Envi-
ronmental recovery in Kenya. Chichester, John Wiley.

UNEP-CBD, 1999. Consequences of the use of the new technology for the control of
plant gene expression for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity.
UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/4/1/Rev.1. UN Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diver-
sity, Montreal.

Women Sanghams of the Deccan Development Society, Satheesh, PV. and Pimbert, MP>
1999. Reclaiming diversity, restoring livelihoods. Seedling, 16 (2 ). Genetic Resource
Action International (GRAIN), Barcelona.

Zhong, G.F., 1982. Some problems about the mulberry-Dike-Fish-Pond ecosystem in
the Zhujiang Delta. Journal of Ecology (China) 1: 1-3.

GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88 21



Gatekeeper Series
1. Pesticide Hazards in the Third World: New

Evidence from the Philippines. 1987. J.A.
McCracken and G.R. Conway.

2. Cash Crops, Food Crops and Agricultural
Sustainability. 1987. E.B. Barbier.

3. Trees as Savings and Security for the Rural
Poor. 1992. Robert Chambers, Czech
Conroy and Melissa Leach. (1st edition,
1988)

4-12 Out of Print

13. Crop-Livestock Interactions for Sustainable
Agriculture. 1989. Wolfgang Bayer and
Ann Waters-Bayer.

14. Perspectives in Soil Erosion in Africa:
Whose Problem? 1989. M. Fones-Sondell.

15-16. Out of Print

17. Development Assistance and the Environ-
ment: Translating Intentions into Practice.
1989. Marianne Wenning.

18. Energy for Livelihoods: Putting People Back
into Africa’s Woodfuel Crisis. 1989. Robin
Mearns and Gerald Leach.

19. Crop Variety Mixtures in Marginal
Environments. 1990. Janice Jiggins. 

20. Displaced Pastoralists and Transferred
Wheat Technology in Tanzania. 1990.
Charles Lane and Jules N. Pretty.

21. Teaching Threatens Sustainable Agricul-
ture. 1990. Raymond I. Ison.

22. Microenvironments Unobserved. 1990.
Robert Chambers.

23. Low Input Soil Restoration in Honduras:
the Cantarranas Farmer-to-Farmer Exten-
sion Programme. 1990. Roland Bunch.

24. Rural Common Property Resources: A
Growing Crisis. 1991. N.S. Jodha.

25. Participatory Education and Grassroots
Development: The Case of Rural Appal-
achia. 1991. John Gaventa and Helen
Lewis.

26. Farmer Organisations in Ecuador: Contrib-
utions to Farmer First Research and Devel-
opment. 1991. A. Bebbington.

27. Indigenous Soil and Water Conservation in
Africa. 1991. Reij. C.

28. Tree Products in Agroecosystems: Econ-
omic and Policy Issues. 1991. J.E.M.
Arnold.

29. Designing Integrated Pest Management for
Sustainable and Productive Futures. 1991.
Michel P. Pimbert.

30. Plants, Genes and People: Improving the
Relevance of Plant Breeding. 1991. Angel-
ique Haugerud and Michael P. Collinson.

31. Local Institutions and Participation for Sus-
tainable Development. 1992. Norman
Uphoff.

32. The Information Drain: Obstacles to
Research in Africa. 1992. Mamman Aminu
Ibrahim.

33. Local Agro-Processing with Sustainable
Technology: Sunflowerseed Oil in Tanzania.
1992. Eric Hyman.

34. Indigenous Soil and Water Conservation in
India’s Semi-Arid Tropics. 1992. John Kerr
and N.K. Sanghi.

35. Prioritizing Institutional Development: A
New Role for NGO Centres for Study and
Development. 1992. Alan Fowler.

36. Out of Print

37. Livestock, Nutrient Cycling and Sustainable
Agriculture in the West African Sahel.
1993. J.M. Powell and T.O. Williams.

38. O.K., The Data’s Lousy, But It’s All We’ve
Got (Being a Critique of Conventional
Methods. 1993. G. Gill.

39. Homegarden Systems: Agricultural Char-
acteristics and Challenges. 1993. Inge D.
Hoogerbrugge and Louise O. Fresco.

40. Opportunities for Expanding Water Harv-
esting in Sub-Saharan Africa: The Case of
the Teras of Kassala. 1993. Johan A. Van
Dijk and Mohamed Hassan Ahmed.

41 Out of Print

42. Community First: Landcare in Australia.
1994. Andrew Campbell.

43. From Research to Innovation: Getting the
Most from Interaction with NGOs in

22 GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88



Farming Systems Research and Extension.
1994. John Farrington and Anthony
Bebbington.

44. Will Farmer Participatory Research Survive
in the International Agricultural Research
Centres? 1994. Sam Fujisaka.

45. Population Growth and Environmental
Recovery: Policy Lessons from Kenya.
1994. Mary Tiffen, Michael Mortimore
and Francis Gichuki.

46. Two Steps Back, One Step Forward: Cuba’s
National Policy for Alternative Agriculture.
1994. Peter Rosset and Medea Benjamin.

47. The Role of Mobility Within the Risk
Management Strategies of Pastoralists and
Agro-Pastoralists. 1994. Brent Swallow.

48. Participatory Agricultural Extension:
Experiences from West Africa. 1995. Tom
Osborn.

49. Women and Water Resources: Continued
Marginalisation and New Policies. 1995.
Francis Cleaver and Diane Elson.

50. New Horizons: The Economic, Social and
Environmental Impacts of Participatory
Watershed Development. 1995. Fiona
Hinchcliffe, Irene Guijt, Jules N. Pretty and
Parmesh Shah.

51. Participatory Selection of Beans in Rwanda:
Results, Methods and Institutional Issues.
1995. Louise Sperling and Urs Scheidegger.

52. Trees and Trade-offs: A Stakeholder
Approach to Natural Resource Man-
agement. 1995. Robin Grimble, Man-Kwun
Chan, Julia Aglionby and Julian Quan.

53. A Role for Common Property Institutions
in Land Redistribution Programmes in
South Africa. 1995. Ben Cousins.

54. Linking Women to the Main Canal: Gender
and Irrigation Management. 1995.
Margreet Zwarteveen.

55. Soil Recuperation in Central America: Sust-
aining Innovation After Intervention. 1995.
Roland Bunch and Gabinò López.

56. Through the Roadblocks: IPM and Central
American Smallholders. 1996. Jeffery
Bentley and Keith Andrews.

57. The Conditions for Collective Action: Land
Tenure and Farmers’ Groups in the Rajas-
than Canal Project. 1996. Saurabh Sinha.

58. Networking for Sustainable Agriculture:
Lessons from Animal Traction Develop-
ment. 1996. Paul Starkey.

59. Intensification of Agriculture in Semi-Arid
Areas: Lessons from the Kano Close-Settled
Zone, Nigeria. 1996. Frances Harris.

60. Sustainable Agriculture: Impacts on Food
Production and Food Security. 1996. Jules
Pretty, John Thompson and Fiona Hinch-
cliffe.

61. Subsidies in Watershed Development Pro-
jects in India: Distortions and Opportu-
nities. 1996. John M. Kerr, N.K. Sanghi
and G. Sriramappa.

62. Multi-level Participatory Planning for
Water Resources Development in Sri
Lanka. 1996. K. Jinapala, Jeffrey D.
Brewer, R. Sakthivadivel.

63. Hitting a Moving Target: Endogenous Dev-
elopment in Marginal European Areas.
1996. Gaston G.A. Remmers.

64. Poverty, Pluralism and Extension Practice.
1996. Ian Christoplos.

65. Conserving India’s Agro-Biodiversity: Pro-
spects and Policy Implications. 1997.
Ashish Kothari.

66. Understanding Farmers’ Communication
Networks: Combining PRA With Agricul-
tural Knowledge Systems Analysis. 1997.
Ricardo Ramirez.

67. Markets and Modernisation: New
Directions for Latin American Peasant
Agriculture. 1997. Julio A. Berdegué and
Germán Escobar.

68. Challenging ‘Community’ Definitions in
Sustainable Natural Resource Management:
The case of wild mushroom harvesting in the
USA. 1997. Rebecca McLain and Eric Jones. 

69. Process, Property and Patrons: Land
Reform In Upland Thai Catchments. 1997.
Roger Attwater. 

70. Building Linkages for Livelihood Security in
Chivi, Zimbabwe. 1997. Simon Croxton
and Kudakwashe Murwira. 

GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88 23



71. Propelling Change from the Bottom-Up:
Institutional Reform in Zimbabwe. 1997. J.
Hagmann, E. Chuma, M. Connolly and K.
Murwira.

72. Gender is not a Sensitive Issue: Institution-
alising a Gender-Oriented Participatory
Approach in Siavonga, Zambia. 1997.
Christiane Frischmuth.

73. A Hidden Threat to Food Production: Air
Pollution and Agriculture in the Developing
World. 1997. F. Marshall, Mike Ashmore
and Fiona Hinchcliffe.

74. Policy Research and the Policy Process: Do
the Twain ever Meet? 1998. James L.
Garrett and Yassir Islam.

75. Lessons for the Large-Scale Application of
Process Approaches from Sri Lanka. 1998.
Richard Bond.

76. Malthus Revisited: People, Population and
the Village Commons in Colombia. 1998.
Juan Camilo Cardenas.

77. Bridging the Divide: Rural-Urban Inter-
actions and Livelihood Strategies. 1998.
Cecilia Tacoli.

78. Beyond the Farmer Field School: IPM and
Empowerment in Indonesia. 1998. Peter A.
C. Ooi.

79 The Rocky Road Towards Sustainable
Livelihoods: Land Reform in Free State,
South Africa. 1998. James Carnegie,
Mathilda Roos, Mncedisi Madolo, Challa
Moahloli and Joanne Abbot.

80 Community-based Conservation: Experiences
from Zanzibar. 1998. Andrew Williams,
Thabit S. Masoud and Wahira J. Othman.

81 Participatory Watershed Research and
Management: Where the Shadow Falls. 1998.
Robert E. Rhoades.

82 Thirty Cabbages: Greening the Agricultural
‘Life Science’ Industry. 1998 William T.
Vorley.

83 Dimensions of Participation in Evaluation:
Experiences from Zimbabwe and the
Sudan. 1999. Joanne Harnmeijer, Ann
Waters-Bayer and Wolfgang Bayer

84 Mad Cows and Bad Berries. 1999. David
Waltner-Toews.

85. Sharing the Last Drop: Water Scarcity,
Irrigation and Gendered Poverty Eradication.
1999. Barbara van Koppen.

86. IPM and the Citrus Industry in South
Africa. 1999. Penny Urquhart

87. Making Water Management Everybody’s
Business: Water Harvesting and Rural
Development in India. 1999. Anil Agarwal
and Sunita Narain

88. Sustaining the Multiple Functions of
Agricultural Biodiversity. 1999. Michel
Pimbert

Gatekeeper papers
can be purchased from IIED’s
bookshop. Contact The Bookshop, 
3 Endsleigh Street, London WC1H
ODD, UK. 
Telephone: +44 (0)171 388 2117
Facsimile: +44 (0)171 388 2826
E-mail: bookshop@iied.org
Internet: http://www.iied.org/

For further information about the series
contact:

The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural
Livelihoods Programme at the same
address, or e-mail: sustag@iied.org

24 GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88



GATEKEEPER SERIES NO.SA88 25



The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural
Livelihoods Programme

The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Livelihoods
Programme of IIED promotes and supports the
development of socially and environmentally aware
agriculture through policy research, training and
capacity strengthening, networking and informa-
tion dissemination, and advisory services.

The Programme emphasises close collaboration and
consultation with a wide range of institutions in the
South. Collaborative research projects are aimed at
identifying the constraints and potentials of the
livelihood strategies of the Third World poor who
are affected by ecological, economic and social
change. These initiatives focus on the development
and application of participatory approaches to
research and development; resource conserving
technologies and practices; collective approaches
to resource management; the value of wild foods
and resources; rural-urban interactions; and policies
and institutions that work for sustainable 
agriculture.

The Programme supports the exchange of field
experiences through a range of formal and informal
publications, including PLA Notes (Notes on
Participatory Learning and Action – formerly RRA
Notes), the IIED Participatory Methodology Series,
the Working Paper Series, and the Gatekeeper
Series. It receives funding from the Swedish
International Development Cooperation Agency,
the British Department for International
Development, the Danish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, the Swiss Agency for Development and
Cooperation, and other diverse sources.

ISSN 1357-9258

International Institute for 
Environment and Development
3 Endsleigh Street
London
WC1H 0DD

Tel: (+44 171) 388 2117
Fax: (+44 171) 388 2826
E-mail: sustag@iied.org


