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Executive summary

‘This Discussion Papor reviews participatory approaches to menitoring
coviccmmental change. It draws on published literature, intervicws
with practitioners, and the practical experiences of a research project
on patlicipatory menitoring of sustaineble agricultore in Brazil. This
project segls to develop a viable and relevant monitoring process wich
farmers, Farmer noions, and NGOs to help assess the social and envi-
rommental impacts of their efforts in developing more sustainable
forms of apriculoure.

The term ‘participatory monitoring’ is used to describe a wide range
of practices. In the litcrature, it often refers to processes thar involve
field staff 1n designing or adapiing 2 monitoring process, bur limiting
the role af local women and men to dara gatherers or providers of
information. Here we use it to describe monitoring approaches thar
develop partnemships of multple stakeholders for efficient, effective,
and socially inclusive monitoring, We [ocus on the use of monitoring
approaches in the context of wracking environmental change in gener-
al, and of projects focusing on environmental regeneration.

The drive for accountabilicy and the need for more infermation to
Inprave planning processes have given great impotus (0 participatory
monitoring, Much is promised of it: from increasing accountabiliey to
enhancing participation and advocacy cffors, improving local and
external awareness of key issues, increasing local level capacity and
sustaming parinerships between differene stakeholders, While these
benefits have been discussed theoretically, there ave relatively few prac-
tical experiences that can be drawn upon o support or refute the
claims.
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This paper discusses vatious project-led approaches to participatory
maonitoring of the environment, and other approaches to noting,
recording and monitormg change which are initiated within and by
communicy members. Whatever the approach, it is essential thac the
monitoring objectives are clear, thae the expectarions aned information
needs of 2l stakcholders are understood, and thae the end users and
uses af the mformation are identified. The review highlights thar che
monitoring process must provide real benefits for all stakeholders, par-
ticularly for lacal people. Without their enthusiasm, their long term
participation, which is central te the monitoring pracess, may not be
assured or maintained. '

Many of the experiences reviewed here describe and highlighr the
importance of indicaror definition, without emphasising the other
stages of the moenitoring process, parricularly bow the information will
e used and by whom. Yet the mechods and indicators that may be
appropriate for mecting the needs of one stakeholder group are racely
those fhat are most suitable for another geoup. This highlights the need
for negotiation bebween stakeholders to reach conseosus on the objec-
tives, merhaods, indicators and end-users of the monitoring process. But
few of the experiences raviewed discuss these negotiation processes or
describe how gender, age, ethnicity, class, and tenure, as determimanis
of resource use, create social differentiation of priorities, methods and
indicators. :

Compromise is inevitable in any participatory monitoring process
which attempts to ceconcile diverse stakeholders and theic different
expectations. However, this does not always mean accepting a prob-
lemaric trade-ofl. We discuss trade-offs that are commonly claimed te
cxist, particularly that between scientific rigoor and maimtaining local
participation. Inscead of an eitherfor cutcome, participacory monitor-
ing presents a challenge for inngvation that includes both sides of the
debate.

Ultimately, the balance between the multiple demands of any moni-
toring process will depend on the objectives, More conventional, scien-
tific approaches may be used where consisteney and ‘proof’ of impact
or change is required, while more flexible and ‘user friendly’ methods
may be adopred whete the learning of the stakeholders is priocitsed.
Alternatively, new standards to incorporate both approaches can be
developed.

This review deseribes I greater detail three catégories of paticipa-
tory menitering: (1) methods based on the visnalisation rechnigues of
Participatory Rural Appraisal; [2) those that wse oral wsiimony o
UTICOVET panél'lls of environmental and social change; and (3] those
that adapt merthods of ecological assessment to make them more acees-
sible to local people. While not mutnally exclusive, these approaches
have differenr oripgins and have evolved for different reasons. Within




this broad dassification, 10 cxperiences of meonitoring are described
ancl compared. All cthe approaches appear to be highly participatory in
data collection, bot few involve all the stakeholders in designing the
mrulitoring process, and in the analysis and disseminagion of findings.
This may be because appraaches that involve stakeholders in the entire
montoring process take fonger to establish and implement than those
that mvalve staleeholders only in dam colleetion. However, the
approaches that are more parlicipatory appear to produce informarion
that is more relevant and useful to the stakcholders than those in
which lncal people act only as data gatherers.

Several areas Eor foture research and improved practice in participa-
tory monitoring of environmental change include:
a more explicic debate on the trade-offs inherent in participatory maon-
Lroring;
rrearer discussion and docomentation of the megotiations that occuor
within and between prowups of stakeholders doring the moniroring
[process;
an exploration of the monitoring prioriries of different secross ol the
COLIUIINIGY;
the development of mechanisms for promoting feedback between the
monitoring and development processes, so thar moniroring does not
bheeome an end in itself but o means o promote more pacticipatory
development;
an improved understanding of the real costs, fnancial and ocherwise,
for all stalcehaolders, but pacticularly for local communities; and
the development of approaches that maincain che long ferm interast of
all stalccholders,




Introduction

Ecologists and many other nacural scicntists have long aimed to pro-
vide information about envirennental processes and trends, partly to
enable more appropriate interventions but also to forewarn of impend-

ing and current environmenral change. The need for more accountabil--

ity fn natural resource management projects and for more information
ro enable better planning of conservacion and regeneration effores have
stitpulated grear interest in envicontmeneal monicoring, This is particu-
larly relevant at the end of the rwenteth century as environmental
degradation threatens the existence and quality of life fur many species
— not just humans. More information and more dara are often called
for to provide the answers to environmental challenges. Yet the infor-
masion that ecologists provide is not always sufficient er appropriate,
and their methods can be too costly and time-consuming o be useful
for the many sitnations in which environmental information is
requiced, At the same (ime, the world is cxperiencing great interest in,
and demand for, increased communicy involvement in local develop-
ment. It is not surptising, therefore, that local people, NGOs, funding
agencies, and scientists are expressing keen intcrest o participatory
monitorisig of environmeneal change.

This papar discusses recent experiences with “participatory monitor-
ing’, focusing on its application in tracking environmenral changes and
the impact of natural resource management intervenrions, Before dis-
cussimg this further, it 1s eritical to distinguish between these two bypes
of environmental monitoring: *performance moniteting’ thart is used for
assessing effectveness of natural resolrce management interventions,
and ‘ecological monitoring” which assessexs chaoges 1a biophysical phe-
nomena outside the context of projects or programmes (Mahanty er al,
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1997). Both types of monitoring are discussed m chis paper but the
emphasis is on performance monigoring of natural resource manage-
ment interventions. Both rypes of montorng involve moluple stake-
holders in various stages of the process and can lead o recommen-
dations for acdon. Lrrespecrive of the foces, basic guestions must be
answered, such as why the monitoring is being undertaken, which indi-
cators are to be assessed, and how will information be sharecl.

In this paper, we explare the encire monitoring process, ut our cen-
tral theme is: What is the rofe of different stakeholders in each of these
stages? Diverse interpretations of these roles, together with multple
abjectives, have led to many shades and forms of participatory moni-
toring, sotne of which are discussed befow. In theory, it involves greater
numbers and more diverse groups of participants in the measurement,
decumentation, eollection, analysis and dissemination of monitoring
informarion to help those involved in decision-making,

About this paper

This paper starts by describing conventional approaches to monitoring
and dara-relared dilemmas, We then discuss the rationale fur participa-
rory monitoring and outline key stages in developing one such
approach. We examine the benefits of participatory monitoring, how it
deals with “pardeipation’, and how indicarors are perceived and gener-
ated. We also discuss the seeming conflict between the need for scien-
tafic rigour and for enhanced patticipation and local learning, The final
section of the paper describes three categories of approaches to partici-
patery envicommental monitoriog chat seem to have been successful at
praviding a basis for community involvement: {1} methndolugies
developed from the use of participatory rural appraisal (PRA); (2)
those based on oral testimony; {3) and those thar adapt scientific
approaches of ecological assessment. The paper conclades by compar-
ing the different methodologies and identifying current paps in our
understanding of participatory environmental monitoring. The annex
describes 1) experiences of participatory manitoring of the environ-
ment i1 more detail.

Because parficipagory oILtoring is 4 new, but rapidiy expanding,
ticld of interest, this review draws on a range of sources, including an
extensive review of the published and *grey’ literature and interviews
with practizioners around the world, Another ey source of insights
cames from the experiences of one of the authors (IG} in establishing a
participatory monitoring approach for assessing the impact of sustain-
ahle agriculture activities in Brazil. The three year research project
started in January 1996, and is a partnership between two local NGOs,
thtee cural workers' unions, one university, and TIED. The rellections
heve describe the steps undertaken and some of the initial insights
about the process.




2.1

Monitoring of the environment

What is monitoring?

Spellerberg {1991) defines menitoring as the systemiatic measurement
of variables and processes over time. While this summarises well the
basic elements of monitaring, there are many other definitions {Box “l}l :
Heliawell {19911 describes monitering as a process of providing infor-
marion = not resules, and as a means to an end — rather than an end in
iself. Geeat diversicy in “ends’, or objectives, are reflected in an equal
diversity in approaches to monitoring. Nevertheless, most monitoring
activiries are hased on the recogniton of the potentisl for change.
Change can be discerned in vwo broad ways: '
Performance mondtoring which assesses the cffectiveness of natural
resOUrce management ingecventons, policids, legislation, ere. It idenri-
fies the excent to which activities are proceeding as planned andfor
examines the depree of success in achieving staced abjectives, It often
has a regulatory funcrion.
Ecological sronitoring which is based on the colkeetion, analysis and
interpretation of data designed wo assess biophysical phenomena {e.g.
salinity). ourside project or progeamme cvcles. It aims fo underscand,
determine and predict environmental trends, such as for ‘early warn-
ing’ that allows for appropriate correciivefameliorative action,
Trrespective of the orpe of monitoring, most approaches have several
basic elemenrs which are discussed in more derail in Section 3.2:
defined objectives jor monitoring questions e.g. Ts global warming
affecting maize harvests?’). As monitoring requires the regular assess-
ment of a particular characeeristic in order o detect change, it has to
be clear what aspect of chanpe is being assessed.

1




indicators {or *benchmarks’): a characreristic that helps provide con-
cise dnswers to the monitoring gilestion, c.g, mean moathly tempera-
ture coukd he an indicaror of glabal warming and maize harvested per
hectare could be aniadicator of vield:

methods [often 2 combination) thar enable the measoringfobserving of
the chosen ndicators. Methods muost be found to measure or assess,
register; analyse, and disseminate the findings.

a determined frequency of messurement, often enough to identfy
meaningful rrends and infrequent encugh to avoid an excessive work
Burtlen; _

nngoing critical retlection on the monitonng methodology to ensare
the appropriateness of objectives, indicators, methads and frequency
of measwrementfobseryation;

analysis of the menitoring data to explore trends and decide next steps
(planning, evaluation, adjusting aplementation, etc. );

feedbacle of the information gained from monitoring inro environinen-
tal planning, project evaluaton, andfor policy decisions.

Box 1. Definitions of monitoring
..mmaintain recular surveilinnse... Pocket Oxford Dhetionary

a systemacic provess, which cocurs wichin the contexe of 2 program ar project implementation, and

which has as its aim the provision of information on progress.,..:

e to assist decision-making, especially in the short term, for increased project effectivencss;

o to ensure accountabilicy to all [evels within the project hierarchy — from lucal communicy oo doaor
— especially in financial mateers;

» to crable judgements e be made on personal and institutional peeformances,

Ipact Evaluation Workshop Report, i Pietro 1983

T

the systematic and continuous collecting and analysing of information abour the progress of a picce
of work over thime, w identify sitengths and weaknesses and for providing the people respuonsible foe
the wark with sutficicne information o make the right decisions av the tight time to inprove ics qual-
ivy . Gosling and Fdwards 1995

systemacic recording and perindic analysis of information Dhavits Case 1551

the detection of changs, whether that detection is hased on concern far understanding natural
processes or 10 evaluate the Impaces of haman activicy Dasrran 1993

2.2
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Monitoring versus evaluation

As the emphasis of this paper is on mondtoring in the contexe of natar-
al resource manggement intervendions, some clarification is needed
ahout the difference between menitoring and evaluation. The close
link berween these two terms is demonserated by the much used abbre-
viation PMAE (participatory monitoring and evaluation), PRISE i




most relevant for ‘performance monitoring’, bt can also be nsed in
contexrs of ‘ecolagical monitoring’. In either case, it 15 important to
clarify some key differences between monitoting and evaluation.

One difference 1s the frequency with which obscervations are made
and the data are collected, which has many methodological implica-
tions. Monicoring is & periodic, rather than a one-off, reassessment of
indicators that are chosen to determine che effects of certain mterven-
tions or policies, or change in general. Thus, performance monitoring
is a relatively frequent aecurrence, as often as datly, while evaluations
generally are more sporadic, sumetimes annually or bi-annoally, but
more often every twa or three years,

Ancther difference berween moniroring and evaluation is that mon-
itaring is almost always puided by pre-deteemined indicators, while
evaluarions are nsually based on more general questions or the assess-
ment of data, such as:
what activities tanl place;
what the teends are in any changes thal may have occurred;
whether the activities achieved the intended objectives;
hiow furure efferts can be improved.

Fraluaton is ulfimately aboot judging a sttnation and the merit or
worth of an intervention. In the context af natural resource manage-
ment, this means making an overall assessment of whether the devel-
opment project or progratme has made a signibeant difference ro the
natural resource issue it was trying to address. By contrast, monitoring |
is about collecting information regularly that might feed inte an evala-
aticn, bur is pot necessarily focused on reaching a conclusion abourt the
overall cffecdveness and divection of a programme. Monitoring focus-
&8 on assessing frends, cxamining differences hetween one moment and
the next and drawing some interim conclusions. Far example, the
value of ecological monitoring may lie just in detecting change (2.5
rainfall patrerns} and nsing this to plan activities, rather than judging
the pattern in, or direction of, that change. In theory, monitoring data
provide the basis for, or at least conrribute to, cvaluation exercises.
Howewer, the reality is that many evaluations do not build on monitor-
mg dara as chey simply are not available.

One arca where confusion remains aboue the difference between
monitoring and evaloation is how to deal with the analysis of data. Fax.
some, the act of interpreting monitoring data makes it an ‘vvaluanon’
activicy, while others view analysis as part and parcel of any monitor-
ing process, For example, McActhur (1997) suggests that " is inpor-
tart to disthipeish betroeenr moniforing o5 o process of regularized
observation and data collection and evaluation as 2 way of systemati-
cally orgamizhng and terpreting data for mianagement and plannneg”,
We believe that it is not cssential to adhere to one or the other defini-
piom, as long as the people involved are clear about how they choose to
define the limits of the moaitoring process,

13
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2.3

MNotwithstanding their differences, cote elements of monitoring and
evaluativn are similar. By definition, monitoring and evaluation
processes comtpare “hefure and after” or *with and wirhour project’ sit-
uations. Therefore, to be able ko male a meaningful comparison over
time, both require some information, or a bascline, which describes the
situatinn before any project or programme starts. Also both monicer-
ing and evaluation have ohjectives and, therefore, an identified end-
uscr af the information. This may seem an obvious point but as noted
by Roberrs (1991), much field recording “feffs wus only thar lois of
peofde are keeping lois of records: aften for no good reason, using
detbious niethods, and producing vast quantitics of wi-analysed, and
affen wnasatysable, data™. Thus, both monitoring and evaluation
approaches requoire the idendfication of relevant information, how
data should be collected, analysed and interprered, and whe should be
involved in each phase, These decisions depend on ¢he objecrive of the
excrcise, the scale and structure of the activity to be monitored/evalu-
ated, and the resources available.

Why monitor?

In essence, monitormg cxises to support decision-making and plamming
by providing information on trends and changes, on what works or
how activities nright be adjuseed. Effective monitoring hinges eon the
proviston of timely and relevant information io resource uscrs, deci-
sion makers and policy makers. The demand for concise and easily
assimilated and interpreted information has led o a recent explosion
in the development of mdicators as 2 way of measuring progress, This
“rush to quantify” has occurred under the adage thar “if you want it to
cormaat, comat 7 {MacGiiliviay and Zadek 1995).

While indicators priwide a shorthand way of assessing progress, i
should he remembered that in conventional moaitoring systems the
people who vse and mrerpret monitoring data (c.g. policy makers) are
rarely the same people who have collected the information. Because
the end-users are often remore from the situation that is being moni-

-tored, they may be uynable to contextualise the summarised informa-

tion that indicators deliver. Considerahle caurion is therefore needed in
mterpreting data, as problems may arise from the simplificarion that
occurs when complex environmental processes are distilled inre a
small number of indicators (even if the ndicators were commonly
agreed beforchand). Thus, monitoring enthisiasts should not assume
that monitoring data will necessarily resolve the problems that are
caused by insufficient or poor information about particular environ-
mental challenges. Answers to the question *why monitar?” will
depend on how knowledgeable end-users of data are abone the context
in which information was collected and the conclusions they dare
tnake about the data.
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1 Eodenburg
(1995:79) ulsc
dizonguishes hetween
plomronng and scieace
Lue o1 the basis thar:
(1) sciesce looks at
Lo a proacess (muachy as
an eoosystom) works
wliile monitoging looks
inces the staes of cthe
censystem and chaupges
in chat svate; (2] soience
15 “oripinal rescarch
with a conclusion”
whilc momnitarieg s
angoing; and (3)
science js Y published
leisueely iy pese-
tevicwed joumals™
while the results of
monitoring “are
dispacched and uzed
tomedintely™, He does
1y, boweyer, that
scnitaring iz seicntific.

In addition to providing an improved understanding of the local
environmenr and assessing the impact of interventions, aceountability
has been a comman reason for monitoring programmes and projecs.
In this contexr, the monitoring process has nsnally been defined by the

implementing or funding agencies — not by the people who live with
the changes. Also very common has been the monitoring of bioplysi-
cal parameters, such as the weather o pollution levels. While some
ecalogical monitonng is simple and cheap [e.g. rdm gauges to measure
rainfall}, much biophysical monitoring requires costly and complicat-
ed equipment (e.g. chemical tesis of water quality} and is difficulr for
non-sciencsts to ondertake and understand. In hoth cases, it is clear
that locak people, as resource users, have litde input into designing or
implementing the monitoring process,

Mote recently, the value of the monitoring process for improved
learning about changes oceurring locally has challenged conventional
approaches to monitoring. This Is leading o more communicy-lased
approaches to monitoring. These aim to enhance the local capacity for
recording and analysing change, and to improve communicy-based ini-
tiatives through a structored process thar emphasises shared learning,
and locally defined indicators and methods, The following section
explores the rationale for the move towards participatory monitoring. .

The subjectivity of monitoring

Momnitoring ts commonly peeceived as an objective process for obtain-
ing unambignous information to detect clear-cur change. However,
Roberrs [1991) notes same limirarions :JF_ data collection and monitor-
ing (see Box 2). He suggests thar monitoring is nor at all 2 ‘scientific®
process!, as the objecrives themselves, the methodology, the indicators,
and the interpretation uf data are all influenced hx individual or collec-
uve world views.

Roberts® analysis is not unique. Other cxamples are provided by
Leach and Mearns (1926 whe explore the ‘received wisdom’ or popu-
lar myths abour environmental change that are held to be “comec” by
social consensns, Their analysis highlights the political nature ol scien-
tific investigation. This has important implications for designing and
developing methodologics that are appropriate for detecting environ-
mental change. Can monitoring provide us with the data we need to
derecr environmental change? Which wariables can we monitor?
Whose reality do they represene? Who benefirs from monitoring? Can
we use monitoring data to scale up from our mentoring sires and infer
change at a landscape/national level to inform decision making pro-
cesses? And will all this information be wscful and actually improve a
development intervention or research programme, and therelore
inerease the gquality of human ife?




Box 2, The truth, the whole trirch and the mitatons of data

Wy are dara so often of minimal value? Monitoring cveryohing ts impossible. It is impossible in ghre-
ory becavse we do not know enough about pacral sysieins to know all ehe aspecis we could record
— and new techniques and approaches are being developed all the tiene. Jr s impossible in praeifee
Because there will never be enpugh resources — tine, money, equipment, expertise, to record cvery-
thing, Therefore, dara selective is necessarily selecttve. This means thar an assemblage of data is noc
objecrive Fact: rather it is a particular view of objective fact. As viewpoints change wich time, dus to
progress in knowledge and theory, past data is of dubious valuc in 2nswering future questions,

Mouitoring provides a particular wiew of reality. Some hold thar realicy itself is a matier of perspes-
tive, while others see it is a direct represcneation of realivy, ‘These are noc just philosophical irrelevan-
cics bur divectly influence how the findings of monitoring are used:

& Mlonitoiing data 2s realicy

Some people argue that monitoring data are a direcr representation of veality. This perspoctive holds
that the monitoring data reflect objective seience and can therefore be wsed as cvidence thar supports
or dismisscs a cause. -

» Monitoring as politically cxpedienc
In contrast, other people may see reality as a matter of perspeetive, objectivioy 28 impossible, and
therefure monitariog, dats as manifestations of polinical idealogy and peopaganda, Bazed on this
view, manitoring data can be moulded v supporc the cause heing pursued {or data selecied on the
bagis that it supports the cause).

Smusreer addajsted from Roferee 1OV
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There are no answers to all the methodological challenges posed by
a politically expedient interpreration of “science’, Despite inercased
information about the natural envirowment, many people realise, para-
doxically, thar litthe of this helps to understand howr social and envi-
ronmental processes influence cach other However, what is clear is
that broad, research cvents repeated every fow years will provide litele
information abour local conditions and the process of change over
time. Yet extrapolating from any detailed understanding of [ocal
change is tenuous, precisely because of the complexity of envieonmen-
tal processes and the dynamism and change inherent in the systems
being monitored. The challenge of understanding, decumenting and
demonstrating impacts or change is described succinetly in the editori-
al in the [LEIA Newslerter {1996} on “Tracking change’
*Understanding’ vefers to perceiving a coreplex and changing pavi-
rorment, but different stakeholders percetve reality according to
threir aton world views, Perceplion of environmental degradation
mdy vary even between individuals within a given stakebolder
growp as @ vesult of socio-economic, religinus, gender oy e grouf
differences. .. Perception is also preatly imfluenced by the wmedia
wsed to capture and comrrmiicate it ™ '
This makes it all the more crucial to know why information is being
sought, to do so with a clear focus on the end-users of information,
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and ro underscand where and how subjectivity is mfluencing the moni-
toring prucess. Tt is such needs, and che pragmatic reality of limited
resources and capacities, that have fed a keen nrerest in, and growing
experimentation with, alternative, and more participatory monitoring
approaches.

The role of scientific monitoring

Before discussing in mare detail the focus of this paper — participatory
menitoring, it is importane to devote soime attendon to the role of se-
entilic environmental menitering in general. A critigue of convention-
al monitorng approaches falls outside the scope of this paper but is
certainly an important factor in the growth of more pariicipatory
forms of monitoring. However, irrespective of the subjectivity and lim-
itations of comventional scientific monicoring, it plays a fundamental
reide in enabling society to vnderstand and explam che physical and
natural environment and to test hypotheses. Such information needs
call for derailed, scienufic monitoring that alms 6o ascertain miequivo-
cal cause-cffect linkages within ecosystems, and between blophysical
phenomenona and homan activity. This information cannot be
abtained only throush registering observable results and people’s per-
ceptions, but needs detmled measuring of chemical and physical com-
POTETLES.

Talee the example of soil fertlity. While farmers can and do monitor
abservable natural indicators of high or low soil fertlicy, such as the
statng of crops or the presence of certain plant specivs in differear soil
types, they are nos all able to analyse the micro-level changes that
might accur as a resule of applying different ratios of organic lertilisers.
Likewise, they da not have the broader perspective of regional soil for-
tility changes thar result from move macro-level soil loss processes. In
these cases, laburatory or Feld resting under controlled conditions and
the use of Geographic Information Systemns can complement farmers’
information. Besides chis biophysical imfarmation, complementary
social and econcmic information 15 needed for which other conven-
tional methodologies are becrer suited.

Participatory monitoring can help meet certain information needs
hut it clearly cansiot meet then all. Expericnces are growing, with dif-
ferent combinations of methodelogies {¢f PLA MNotes 28, Marsland
19981, To date, these seem to cover four types of methodological com-
binations {adapeed from OED 1557 .
Improving conventional womityring: participatory monitoring can be
wsed to describe the context, which is needed to help identify relevant
monitoring questions and to design more approptiate monitoring sys-
TCEnR, SUCYEY S, EtC.;

Verifying findinugs from conventional approaches: participatory maoni-

17




2 Uther recent work
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toring can help to verify or ground truth the resules from conventional
mornitaring approaches, and 1o provide important backpround infor-
mation that can help interpret such results;

Replacing (questionnaire) siusveys and systomatising participatory
monfforing: conventional moniroring approaches can help outline the
framework within which participatory methods can be used to find che
information needed; _

Cosnplementary smonftoring: depending on the type of information
sought and the purpose of monitoring, participatary metheds can be
nsed alongside more discipline-specific approaches.?

However, despite such methodological advances, we are far from
reconciling the two genenic approaches: participatory and non-partics-
patory moniroring, The rest of this paper s devoted to participatary
memitering, as ic is from this area thar many thought-provoking ques-
tions are arising and where many unresabved dilemmas He,
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3 Bomncitncs,
erpaensly, ronfised
with the monitaring of
[PArCICi patiom,

Participatory monitoring

Moving towards participatory monitoring

Increasingly, approaches to monitoring are emerping that involve mul-
tiple stakeholders, integrate their perspectives, and challenge the
orthodoxies of covironmental monitoring. These new approaches, col-
lectively known as pardcipatory 1ppruac]‘m5 to monitoting or ‘pareici-
patory monitoring’,? have multiple origins and ebjectives. While ans-
ing in part from the debate on the subjective and value-laden narure of
daea, these approaches also reflect a more pragmatic rationale: the lim-
ited availability of human and financial resources. For example, expe-
nence within che Southern African Development Community (SATHC)
suggests that routine cnvironmeneal monitoring, based on technical
cdata collected by povernment ministries and other agencies, is often
“poor” or “nadeguate™ (Dalal Clayton and Heame 1998). Major
concerns with these less participatory approaches include:

the limited scape of monitoring

the limiced scale of monitoring;

incompatible data collscted from different sites that cannot easily be
compared;

tnadequate testing facilities;

inability to assess regional conditons and trends.

A common response to such problemy is to attempr to standardise
monioring methodologies. However, piven the ongoing limived finan-
cial resources and institutional capacitics, Dalal Clayton and Hearne
(1994) sogaest thar 3t is wnrealistic to expect that sech formal’ mom-
toring will be sufficient to generate enough data fo evaluate trends ade-
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greately”™. Recogniving that the majority of poor people live in roral
communities and depend on natural resources for cheir fivelihoods,
their report continued; *The challenge is to develap the means to mon-
ftor environmental guality and land manggement practices that impact
o P paope in rargl areas”™. By engaging local actors in monitoring,
some of the existing problems with less participatory approaches can
be overcome (although some others arise, as is discussed below),

The SADC experience is by no means a unique perspective, as this
example from Aostralia highlighes:

“We had 30 years of monthly water guality records from the gou-

erienent, i we weren't gelting the infurmation we reeded for

catehmient management watil we got the farmers involved.”

{Morgan in Alexandra er gf. 1926)

Participatory menitoring recognises the central role that local people
can play in planning and managing their use of the environment. Tt
reflects a logical evolution of the participatory approaches to resource
appraisal that have developed over the [ast iwo decades [see Chambers
and Guijt 1993), Participatory monitonng shifes the emphasis away
from externally-defined and driven programmes and stresses the
importance of g locally-relevant process for gathering, analysing and
using the information. It means involving {proups of) people in stayges
of monitoring in which they have not previously been involved.
Inevicably, rhis will requice some form of capacity-building: eicher of
external people to understand local systems of emvironmental monitor-
ing, or of local people to understand external systems, or boch as they
develop a mutually acceprable process. Thus, menitoring moves away
from being an activity undertaken for, and by, cutsiders, to one chat
builds on local community activiey and increases irs capacity to record
and analyse local conditions. The information generared shonld con-
tribute to Improving learning and action, in addition o the regulatory,
watch-dog funciion of many conventional monitoring programmes.

Key gquesrions are cmerging from the embryonic experiences with
participatory monitoring worldwide, such as what are the claimed
benefits and whar is the extent of local participation. Before discussing
these, we give an cxample of one monitoring process. It explains ke
momenes in the development of a monitoring process, and highlizhts
how this process could be constructed in more or i less participatory
ways,
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4 While indicators
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preredquisite for any
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Key steps in indicator-based participatory
monitoring

As part of che Brazilian research project on monitoring sustainable
agticulture, Guijt {1998) developed a framewurle for establishing a
participatory monitoring process. The monttoving approach swas
adapted to the Brazilian context during three lanme workshops and
aumerous mectings of cach stakeholder group over a pericd of abour
12 months, The ‘monitoring calendar’ is now being implemented, and
indicarors, methods and timing are being reviewed to improve the
approach,

Ilanning an indicaror-based approsch? to pardcipatory manitoring
mvolves a number of basic steps, These are outined below, buc are
deszcribed more fully in Guijt {1998). The steps do not, however, neces-
sarily follow each other in strict seqoence. For example, the formula-
tiom of ohjectives and the identification of the indicators will be an iter-
ative process: the objectives form the basis for the selection of indica-
tors, and the indicators help in formulacing objectives more clearly.
The final choice of indicators will also depend on what 1s passible to
achieve with the available methods. Preferred indicatars may be those
for which a reliable or feasible method of measurement cannot be
found. For example, whilst a preferred choice of indicator may be
nitragen conteni of the soil, measuring this might be too expensive aned
time consuming for an organisation. In these circemstances, an alter-
nattve indicator may need o be found, or the method of measuring
nicrogen adapted to overcome the constraints of money and tme.

Key steps

Make the decision to start 2 barticipatory monitoring Process.

This is not a decision to be taken Lightly. A participatory process means
working with several different {groups of) people. The more peeple
there are, the mare complex and expensive the process usually
becomes, and the longer it may take.

Tdentify prossible participants,

Who has a perspective or knowledge that is essential? Whoue capacity
tor maniroring shoold he strengthened 1f sustained monitoring is desir-
able? Invite all the stakeholders to become partiters in the monitoring
process, making it clear that all steps will be negotiated wich evervone.
Tdentify the obfectives of the monitoring from the perspective of sach
of the participaling groups.

Clarifying people’s objectives for monitoring — i.e. why they are inter-
ested in moniroring — will help speeify to what extent each group is
willing and able to parrcipate in different rasks. The objectives of the
moniroring should be distinet from the objectves of any intervention
that might be undertaken, For example, if the development lnrerven-
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tion is ‘revegetating degraded land', then the monitoring objectives
might include “assessing the mpact of revegetation on catchment
healtl’ and “motivating local peeple to maintain revegetated arcas’,
Clarify (ov identify) the ofifectives of the work being sonitored.

This step is only impaortant when monitoring measores the gxeent to

which objectives of activities are bemg met {so not for assessing gener-
al changes in environmental phencmena). Normally, such project
abjectives will be formulated i a prior planning phase, and should be
clear and available to evervene (usually in written form). However, in
the context of participatory monitoring which involves more than one
group, project objectives are not always specific or shared sufficienily
to allow for joint monitaring. These must first be understood and clar-
ified.
Tdentifv and sefect indicaturs.
This is likely te be one of the most difficult steps as each chjective can
be measured or assessed with many ditferent indicarors, One common
wav to help clarify whether an indicator will worlc well is to see it 1f is
"“SMART?; Specific, Measurable, Atrainable, Relevant, Timely (see also
Sectron 3.5).
Selectinm of methods,
The choice of method will depend on the available time, skills, technol -
ogy, and resources. Tt may well be passible to find one method that can
be used to assess several indicators at once. As monitoring regoites
assessing as well as recording data, consicer which methods of collecr-
ing, registering, analysing and sharing the informarion ave best for
each indicaion
Decide freguency and timing of monitoring,
Certain mdreators are best measured at key moments in che vear, and
with a frequency that enables the collection of useful information., One
abvinus example is yields, which are best assessed at harvest time and
can be measured immediately or shorthy atter harvest by asking farm-
ers. To avoid confusion, ir is essencial to clarify the monitoring sched-
ule and those responsible for cach monitormg stage, possibly in the
form of an annual monitoring calendar.
Prefigre arnd fine fune the methods.
Test the metheds, and any tools used for measuring the mdicators, to
cnsure that they are relevant, practical, crustwordhy and feasible 1o
apply. Consideration should also be given to raming those who will be
involved n different scages of the monitoring to enable them to be con-
fident with carrying out their tasks to the standards required.
Svstematic implementation of the monitoring calendar.
Fr is important 1o be systematic in the collection of data in order 1o
understand what changes are occorring where and when, It is imnpossi-
hle o obtain an objective pictare upon which to base an understanding
- of cause and effects without comparable data or mformation. How-
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evel, it may be necessary to adjust some methods or indicaters doring
the process if it becomes abyious that they are not going to provide rel-
evant or accurate information, or if external factars change.

Deating with the data.

After data is collected, it needs to be collated, analysed, and shared
with the relevant people or groups. It is important oo consider which
mecthods will be used to analyse the data and who will carry cut the
analysis (see step 8). As far as possible, those who participated in the
data collecrion shouwld take part in-the analysis re aveid misincerprera-
tiom of the data and Andings.

Docummertation of the findings.

The content of the findings and the formac inwhich they are to be pre-
sented will depend upon the target andience(s), ov end uwsers of the
informarion. It is possible that che same data and findings mav be pre-
sented to several growps but they may need to be reformulated or pre-
sented in different wavs to make them meaningful for each situaoion..
Using the information.

Finally, the data and analysis should be used by each relevant group in
decision making processes, o solve problems, andfor for the planniog
of future activities, The findings of the monitoring may be wsed to
reorient the activities of land users, communicy-based organisacions or
non-governmental organisations, donors, rescacchers, andfor policy
makers where appropriate, to improve the achievement of objectves -
ot limit unanticipated negative impacts.

As mentioned above, this formalised description of the key steps o
moenicoring hides what is, in fact, an iterative and negotiated process wo
which all the monitoring pareners can contribute. ln Brazil, farmers
were velved from Step 1 onwards, with the NGOs discussing with
the farmers and unions whether a participatory monitoring process
would have a valoe for theit work., However, the practice of participa-
rory monitoring of environmental change i1s very diverse. In many
cases, local people are only involved in Step 9, the actual data collec-
tiom. '

The implementation of this process in Braril, and our review of
other experiences, suggests thar there are four central questions and
dilemmas that need to be understood when embarking wich a parrici-
pPAtGrY MONITQring process:

What are the perceived benefits for different stakeholdess of participat-
ing in moenitoring?

Assuming that evervone wifl benefit in some way, whar is the degree of
participation of cach stakeholder group in different stages of the moni-
toring work?

Civen different objectives and world views, how does one agree on
indicators?
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Grven the methodological compromises that any partnership demands,
how can one deal with the reade-offs, particulasly those between sci-
entific rigour’ and “participaron’?

Each of these challenges is discussed in the four secrions below.

The benefits of participatory monitoring

Section 2.3 explamed three general purposes of monitoring: (1) o
support decision-malcing and planning; (2) accountability; and (3) to
enhance local capacity for recording and analysing change, and
improve conmunity-hased inftiatives. Turning now to the specific case
of participatory monitoring, a tundamental question is swhy anyone
should bother assessing change i that particular manner. For whom

will the mforrmation, and the process of collecting it, bring benefits?

Box 3. Mula-level learning for moere informed management

Tiifferent agencies have different perspectives on 2nd reguirements from monitoring. Frequently,
monitoring bas been donor-lud, enabling external agencies to evaluate the impacts af their interven-
rions. However, increasingly, monicoring 1s scen as an advocacy tool, cnabling implementing agen-
gies to justify their approach (o 2 wider audience. This often requires a broader approach ta moni-
toring thar includes a wider or differene snite of monitoring varables than those required for donor
agencies. Furthermore, 4 participatory monitoring process can be used o encourage a thealthy coum-
petition’ berwesn different communities who are mvalved in a peoject, Parcticipatary moniloring
develops the monitoring slkills of villagers and contributes to insdtutional capacity development ac
all levels, from the local to the inplementing agencies. Marshall Murphree pers. cosin, 1997

Very often people’s monitoring indicators turn out to be rather differene from thege thar are decided
by outsider ‘professionals’. Allowing the community to gencrate its own monicoring indicators
malzes it easy ko keep track of the process and use the findings for day-to-day deciston making.

Rl Sl 1995

Participation is a familiar development therne but local invelvement has tended to focus primarily on
implemencation aspects. Althouph this may produce short tern cesulrs, it does not lead to a sustain-
able provess where people nperads and develop their capacity to think abowt their own priorities for
development, take decisions affccting them and develop a long torm perspective tor change. Unless
village conwnunities paccicipate actively in the appraisal, planning and evaluation processes, then
clevelopment will not be sustainable. Also, ural people have 4 vast pool of indigenawes knowledge
and experdse which is geneeally neglected in planning and cvaluation. Converscly, participatory
manitaring is an imporcant tool for outsiders o learn feom rural people. Shaly 1993

"Lhe: lack of dara ig ¢learly a problem for Joug werm project planoing and accouniability o danars,
Diespite the intensity of NGO cfforts in sustainable agricutture in Brazil, they hove little systemaric,
documenred evidence of the impact of their efforts. Unfortunacely lack of proof is often incerpreced
by crities of sustainable agricolture or funding apencies as lack of sucress or an absence of evalua-
tion. By developing a participatory monitoring system, objectives and indicators thae arc meaningfud
tey farmers and NGCe can be found chat allow che collection and processing of infarmation with
hrzher refevance and less efforr, Craelif gl Ridersiyy 1996
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Most project-initiated monitoring processes make the rather tenu-
ous assumprion chat the monitering process has value for local people.
But this may not always be the case. Box 3 describes a range of per-
ceived benefics of four project-led approaches to pasticipatory moni-
toring. These include: accountability to donors, enhancing participa-
tion, creasing local level capacity, and improving the sustainability of
project activities. Each partner in a collaborative monitoring process is
Klcely to cmphasise some objectives more than athers, thus infloencing
how much time hey are willing to invest in e and whae they will get
out of being involved. This has implications for the design and imple-
mentation of the approach.

Our review of experiences, from countries ag diverse as Brazil, Mali
and Australia, highlishts the wide range of motivations of different
staleeholders for becoming involved in a parricipatory monitoring
process — but learning, racher than accountability, is 2 critical ingredi-
ent. For example, the work in Brazil was. undertaken after several
NGOs, who work with farmers and reral workers noioms to make
agricylture more sustaimable for smallholders, berame increasingly
concerned that they had no proof with which to lobby for changes in
agricultaral policies and pracrices at the macro level, Two NGOs, one
in the state of Minas Gerais and the other in the north-eastern state of
Paraiba, discussed this with 1IED and they decided to [earn together
how to set up a participatory monitoring approach. As the unions
were already engapged with the NGOs in developing, testing, and dis--
seminating alternative ageiewltural pracrices, they were an obvious
-partner in the monitoring process. The NGOGk bad developed close
working relationships with a number of particolarly keen and
innovative farmers, who were invited to join in the process, In Minas
Gerais, the Departmenr of Soil Science {University of Vicosa} had been
involved in develaping better soil conservation and repeneration prac-
tices so they too were invited into the process. Box 4 highlights the dif- -
ferent motivations of the partners involved in che Brazilian process for
wanting to develop a participatory approach to monitoring.

Satisfying one’s curiosity about environmental change and dhe value
of regeneraction work is another perceived benefit of participatory
monitoring. In Australia, Alexandra ef af. {1296] cstimate that
between 130,000 and 200,000 people, “feelled by enthusiasm and
crFiosity®, are part of comumuaity environmensal momitoring {CEM)
graups. They suggest that the dramatic and recent increase in CEM is a
response to incressed public awareness of environmental issues which
has prompted large-scale public participarion in environmental dect-
sion making. Typically peaple join CEM groups because they want ro
know:

What's going on in the local area?
Whiat's effecting this, or causing thar?




#® | Ts the local creek or fver healthy?
# | Are the landeare, catehiment or congervarion stracegies working?
® | Is soch and such a plant/animalforganism increasing or in decling?

BRox 4, Why different people and instilubons are interested in monitoring chanpe

At che first meeting 1o start developing participatory monaitoring of snstainable ageicalture in nocth-
east Brazil, the parmers involred discussed what theie interest was tn menitodag,.

Foreers

® Lo sctivate the interest of sther famers not involved in the susiamgble aemdculioee
® o cnsure proper management of their gwn faroing enterpeise

o ta be able fa shaw the impace of their ciorts to neighboars and others.

Rurad Workers Uniown

» to avoid having to resnrr oo opinians teg. T think our work is doing well’) and to evalusie with
NOTE CERLAinty

# (o convince other farmers wich more and better proof that sustainable agriculoure practices can
also henefic them

& to convinee other organisacions that sustainable agriculture activities are worthwhile innovarions
and are worth supporting

o o he ghle to evaluate better other aspects of the union’s work

ot help with plamning, knowing what works and what doesn’t.

AS-PTA (focal NGO

# ta report to funding agendes the extent to which effores are mesting the mtended objectives

# to help n planning and prioritising of activicies
_# to have proof {far advotacy purposes at the regional, stare, and perhaps even narional level

« o tnhance the capacity of farmers and unions for suronomous planming and implemencation of
sustainable agriculture activities
tor sceengthen the cohesion and interaction of newly foeming farmer experimeniation groups.

Snneree: [IRDIAS-PVASS T'R-Renigio/STR-Solanca 1896a

Ag with the Brazilian experience, CEM groups and their members in
Ausrralia have diverse motivations for becoming invelved in mondtor-
inige:

“CEM growps differ in bt they bope to achieve, fust as science

can be peeve or afiplied, and religion can be active or contemplative,

some CEM groups stmply want the intrinsic pleasure of understand-
ing and appreciuting the world around them, They have little inter-
est w1 applying their wnderstanding (0 managenent probloms,

Chihers are concerned with econaeic surpival and farm productivi-

iy Others ave secking insight into chanpe processes i order to

frnprove envivanmental decision saking, But wnost are united by a

comtmion desire to sce dctwal nprovements in environmental condi-

timis. " (Alexandra ef al. 1954)

A similar pattern in the range of expectations and uses of the monitor-
ing process emerges from a soil fertility projecr in southern Mali (see
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also Annex 1, Case Study 3). Table 1 shows the diverse ways in which
the monitoring findings have been used by dilferent stakeholders. It
highlighes how monitoring findings can feed into a range of different
activities, depending on the interests and priorities of the stakeholder

EIOUp.

"[able 1: The users and uses of sail fertility management monitoring in sonthern Mali

Llser Grroufs

Purpose fo which the resnlis bawve been put

Besvarchers

e To cvalnate the overall methodology used

o To evaluate the different tonls and che effect they have on soil fereilivy

w ‘Lt evaluate the effecr of the new technologies on ecalogical, social and
economic stabiliey io southern Mali

Farmers

» '[u fucilirale comparison bebween their own and theie neiglbours’
periormance

# To make comparison between their own praciices and extensien
reccrmmendaions

o To facilitate veac-on-vear comparison of their own ferfility management
practices

Lxtension
SELVICCS

o To draw compurisons beoween their own recommendations and the
cutranr practices of Farmers placed in different caregories or Liviog in
different areas

s To revise reeommendarions where neccssory

Palicy maliers
and dunors

o ‘Lo evaluale the effecis of cheir own policies or the programmes they are
SUppoTing.

Snurce: Defoer et al, 1996

The efficiency argument

A popular reason for, and expected benelit of, participatory monitor-
ing ts that monitoring efficiency can be improved by harnessing multi-
ple perspectives. However, this benefit cannor be assumed as it requires
considerable investment and commitment, in rerms of time and
resources, to bring different world views and langoages together, As an
example of this, Box 3 ouglines llatiom (Larey) Mercolieff's expericnees
with Alaskan Watives and the Alaska Department of Fish and (zame
which he recounted ac the Sixth International Conference on Hunting
and Gathering Societies . He discusses the importance of considering
the breadth and depth of lucal informatien in inferming research on
natural resources. An Aleut himself, Mercutieff argues that the native
Aleut sees the environment as in constant flux, a process that scientists
find hard & moniros, model and manage. Yet, he stresses chat by inre-
grating perspectives, a better understanding of ‘commectedness’, and
therefore what to monitor, could be achieved.
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Box 5. Dialogue for the sake of suryival

Az an Alent, one of the three distinet aboriginal races in Alaska, | am keenly aware of the depth of
leenoavledge and experienes abour the enviconment inherent in my own culoucal system, 1 realised
there was 2 definite pareecn in the breakdown of communication between aboriginal peapfes and
well-meaning individoals in Westernised institutions. | can best communicate this by recounting a
meeting in a remote Alaskoan village betwreen scientists, resource managers, and teibal chiefs fram wil-
lages highly dependent on hunting and crapping,

The: theme of the meeting was subsistence. One of the state represeniatives pruscnted the fieldwork
that was planned (o determine the health of the lacal maase population. The individual described
the intended methodology, and indicaied that ehis study was impartant becanse the moosc popula-
tion appeared to he ac g critical threshold of sustainadlity.

The teaditivnal governing group leader responded by saying chat they had neticed a Jistinet drop in
marshland water levels. This had adversely affected the marshland (ood sources for the monse, He
asked if anyone from the stare had counted the number of beaver in these areas oe the number of
dams these beavers had built, as af least 20 small tributaries to the Yukon dver were dammed. He
commeted that the Alaska Department of Fish and Game wmighr propese to cot the villagers’ hune-
btg of the maose as their answer to the problem withour undesstanding beaver populations and their
impact on the environmene. The leader said, ‘It seems to me thak vou should listen to us 2nd fing
ways to wark together,

Both sides lefr the meering fealing rthac they had never connected. The scientist’s job was to coflect
limiced data on moase only. The native groups provided infgrmation chat went bevond the seope of
the field assignnent. They were never heard as the facus on scieurific field data minimised the impar-
tunce of what seemed o be anecdotal information.

These two world views could br described as ‘linear* and “eyclical®. The scicatist is immersed in the
linear construct, as are most Westernised people, In science, linear progression is eeflected in che con-
tinued refinement of scientific methadology from its origins of simple logic, common sense and visu-
al abservation. Conirast this way of life with thase who live their lives by the seasons and io respons-
es i their enviconment. Theirs is 2 world in which the incerdependence of humans, animals, plants,
water and earth — the total picture — is always immediate, always present, And the total picture —
every day, every seasun, every year — is seen 2s a cirgle, Everything is connected: the marshlands to
the beaver, the beaver dams to the altered conditions, the new conditions ro the moosc herd, the
moese herd to che marshlands,

The chief had describied a specific sequence of even|s that his prople had abserved that demonserated
their woeld view of connectedness. What is uverlooked by dismissing such nformation s thar the
native comes from a community of people who have had sustained concact wich their immedigee
environment foe thousands of years, and whe, through 4 colarral informatien syscem, have passcd
on theic viswal obscrvations, knowledge and expericnee to each sueeessive genecation. In this con-
tuxt, native informacion is anything but anccdotal.

Sowrcer Merculipff 1994

In another, more positive experience, scicntises collaborared with the
Anangu, aboriginal rraditional custodians of the land in Uloru (com-
monly known as Ayers Rock) National Park in ceneral Australia (Reid
gt af. 1392). While this is not a monitoring precess in the sense of peri-
odic assessments, it highliglirs the benefits of a joint faunal survey. The
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ccolagical survey was the start of a process of “maxinising the chances
of wmaintaining alf vertebrate species in the Park”™ and involved a
review of traditional knowledge, alongside 2 more standard ecological
survey. One way in which the collaboration proved helpful for the sci-
entists was the advice the Anangu wildlife experrs provided about
where to find rare, threatened or crvptic species. In the case of the seri-
ated grasswren [Awmrytors siviatus), Reid ez al. describe:
*... art Anangu wildlife expert showed an ornithologist bawr to fden-
Hfy the srassiwren’s racks i the sand and bow to track the hivds
back to their nests in the spinifex champs, These newly acquired
skills helped the researcher to locate populations elsewvbere i the
Bark and to find two active nests i a fraction of the tme it would
otfreruise bave taken™
Reid ef all go on to say:
“Perbaps the wmost important conctusion for wildlife marnagenent
twas to reconimend the establishrent of bitegrated monitoring pro-
gramis.. It is dlear that comsiderable efficiency can be achicved if
Anangu participate in @i fruture monitoring dnd reseavel becanse of
their oitstandimg wildlife skills”,
In 139435, a repeat survey was conducted as a form of {Eairly nnstruc-
tured) ecological meonitoring (Reid, pers comm, 1997% In this survey,
Anangu involvement was in same ways less inregrared than in the pre-
vious survey, but alse improved due to a more flexible approsch and
more social interaction. Unfortunately, resources have not been dedi-
catedd to analysing and writing wp the materials provided by the
Anangu, and litle of the new and interesting information may sce the
light of cay. Reid explains:
“It is ingredibly tme consuming and therefore costly [requiring] lin-
guists, velting of sacred kameledge, corroborating or reconciling
conflicting information and interpretations, paymet of Anawrg
and other conswltants, efc..”
Thus the pursuit of efficiency has perhaps a flip side, that of the cosrs
incurred in bringing the different perspectives topether. The lesson is
clear Despite many potential benefits, being serions about an inregrat-
ed participatory monitoring approach that bridges widely differing
world views, as between the Anangu and the westernised scientists,
requires commitment, careful design and substantal funding. Tt will
not happen through good mtentions alone. Fuethermore, the onvs is
on those who advacate for more participatory approaches to envieon-
mental monitoring to demonstrate that it works.

Assessing claimed benefits

Usually menitoring is assumed ta achieve some or all of the multiple
objectives that are demanded of it, yet few projects assess whether this,
is in fact, the case. For example, Campilan {1996) nutes that while a
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growing number of agricultueal projects are adopting participatory
monitocing a5 it is assumed to be ‘better’, there 15 a need to determine
whether participation contributes significantly to achieving morc
etfective monitoming and evaluation. He warns that as participatory
Monitomng becomes 4 new “bugz word ™ in development, it should nar
become “romanticised a5 the panacea for alf the ills in project wmonitor-
frvg and evaluation ™.

Given thar people invest much time, money, and effurt in participa-
roTy monitoriog (and its advocates demand more resources to be allo-
cated to it), it 15 impartant to know if it Is waorthwhilc, Monitoring the
positive and negative impacts of partcipatary monirering processes, as
corparcd to conventional methodologies, would require a long term
study, particularly as so few pracrical experiences of participatory
momitoring cxist, However, one rare insight into the benefits comes
from Awvstralia which has a long history in community environmental
monitoring (GEM), Alchongh Australia is a relatively rich countey,
their insights, based on CEM experiences that have been established
lor up ko fifteen years, may assist the development of participacory
monitoring approaches clsewhere,

In their survey of over 200 CEM expericnees o Australia,
Alexandra et il (1996) asked several questions in natienal surveys and
several worlshops, melnding:

Does CEM improve environmental management?
Can CEM data be integrated to provide a systems vicw?
Heonw can CEM be improved?

The responses indicate that CEM groups assess their vwn achisve-
ments very positively:

Alehough learning bow to identify causal factors of natural phenome-
nona may be somewliat ambitious for most, at the very least direct
mvolvement in monitoring led participants to develop a sense of
cesponsibility for the continuing health of the environmental issue
organism on which they were focusing: “As mwonitors begin fo wnder-
stand natural processes and rhythms, they gain the capacity to distin-
guish ngtrral changes from those inducad by management., When this
poinat is reached, they come to identify causal factars. They sep what
iteeels tor be dome, identify who ar what i responsible, and seek positive -
responses and adapitive changes from the responsible agencies™.

“Data exchange is essential. Mast environmental isswes require the
wridest data aeailable ... best results in envirosrestal monitoring will
comie froem the combimed resources of govermment, vesearchers and
CORRRIIRY fnaterests thar bave a stake in the issue frvolved ™. This has
been realised on a large scale in Sowth East Queensland, Australia by
Inregrating cdata from a wide variety of sources and through commiuni-
ty and agency collaboration. Using simple Geopraphic Information
Systems, it has been possible to inteprate the commanity generated
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information with material from existing databases, and to provide all

councils within the region with customised dara, in map form, to assist

in planning,

“IWithout some assistance from the wider commsmity, the interests

and resomrces of commusity enviromnentad groups smay be fesufficient

to sustain the corsistent, long term monitoring reguired o determineg

stymificant environmental trends”. The survey hiphlighted a number of

requirements for realising the potential of CEM more fully. These

included: '

# cstablishing betrer links between monitors and environmenral man-
Apers;

& cncouraging inidadves to integrate dara at the regional level;

® providing national leadership in data sharing;

& building community capacity to incerpret data;

# huilding increased involvemnent in CEM.

Degrees of participation in monitoring

This section explores the roles of different stakehalders in the monitor-
ing process. Recognising that most participatory manicering relies on
partnerships of different srakeholders {see below], we describe how a
common approach can be develupud.

Local mownitoring

“We afl monitor the envivommment, We look, feel, smell and listen.
These are basic suririvgl skills which we use when driving, shoprping,
farming or whatzver, Knowledge is increased by recording obsevea-
tinnz and noticing patterns, aud by organising, analysing and collating
mformation devived from dispersed and diverse observations. Tt bap-
pens in familics, tribes and international scientific endeavaurs; it bap-
pes b swall specialist disciplines and in large organised sefioorks.
Repeated observation of environmental conditions over time con help
ws wnderstand the caises of envivormental changes and provide early
warning of envirowmental problems. Moritoring fs basic to hunman
understanding aind necessary if we are to improve our environmental
rgndgement”. {Alexandra et al. 1996}

Alexandra et af. (1996) note the informal ways in which people use
Tanpiromrental Brdicators as @ foree of eeological shorthand — o vapid
tray to gssess enpironriental conditions™. There are many examples of
local indicarors of change that cnable people to capitalise on natural
processes, For cxample, in Mare village, Papua New Guinea, village
men highlighted chat wild pigs are bunted when certain herrigs ripen.’
Amiongst the Ngarinmand and Ngaliworru people in the Northern
Territory, Aunstralia, the (unpleasant!] bites of March flies arce a signal
that it is time te 2o and look for crocodile cges (Rose 1988). Rose goes
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on to cxplain this and other similar use of environmental todicators:

“Thiz system of information is based on wessages sent omt by differ-

- et ayents within the system, ‘telling” about the system, .., There is
an immediately discernible ragiatisen bere: if uman beings are to
forage with greatest success and mindmal ontlay of enermy, they
wuest know what is bapprening at any given time. Beyond simpla
pragaatics, bowever, therve ave [urther questions.., In order to act
responstbly, bumans and others wist be constantly alert to the state
of the systers of whick they are a part.” {Rose 1988:382-383)
Although few people now live as forapgers, monttarng also under-

pins the livelihoeds of those people, such as fishers, Farmers and

herders, who depend direcrly on the natural resource hase. As

expressed i1 the editorial to the ILELA Newsletrer (1996}, “In order to

sirvive farmers must be — and often are — experienced ‘trackers of
change' who are apen to learn, adapt and tinovate”™. Hambly {1998)
documents how farmers i the conununal lands of Zimbahwe identify
aver-grazing by examining forage and sharing reports of change in
vegeltation in order to devise indicators or drought wamings, For
exanple, to predict the end of the dry scason, the bark of indigenoos
rrees is cuk ter observe the quantity and appearance of its milley sap. If
the sap is quick moving and plentful, this indicates the rains are com-
ing. I not, farmers take heed and economise their food stocks and
delay their planting. Other examples of environmental trippers, or
indicators, that are used by farmers in Auscralia are shown in Box 6.
Despite such in-depth local knowledge about the environmenr, many
externally-driven monitoring approaches exclude or ignore the infor-
mal, conscious and unconscious ways in which communities, as
EES0ULCE Users, monitor their cnvironments,

Box &. Land litcracy applied: the “when this, then that' pattern of
informal monitoring as applied by farmers
When you ohserve this; Then vou lnowe Hrat there jo
algal blaom high vuteienc levelsfrun off
chanpe in grass species under or averstocking
ANLS. tCIMILEES, WOLITE living soils
silt fans oo lower slopes intcnse rain after pooc cultivation
change i milk viclds inadequate shade or dice
lack of fertiliser response 501l acidityistoacrure decline
soi] against fences wind and warter erosion

Sumrce: adagied from Jack 1989 in Alexandra of al. 1995




Building partnerships for participatory monitoring

’ In rhese types of local monitoring processes, community groups or
individupal farmers are the only parsicipanss in monitoring processes
that have direct benefits for them, in ways that swit their needs and
operating constraints. Buc how representative 1s this rype of menitoe-
ing compared to othees that operate under the banner of participacon?
Within the hroad rerm ‘participatory monitoring of the environment’,
there are varving degrees of partcipation by the different partners. As
most communities are linked in some way to external agencies
{whether governmenr departniets, NGOs or the private sectot], com-
munity moaitoring frequently occurs as a parcership between differ-
ent groups within the community, and not {only) as sroups of forapers
ar farmers in isolation (see Box 7). Thus, the majority of che literatmee
reviewed describes project-led approaches to monitoring activities
within the project cvele, Anl it 15 for this type of monitoring thar par-
Ticipatory methadologies are most often developed.

Recognising the mualtiple stakeholders in 2 participatary monitoring
process, Rennie and Singh (1996) note thac whilfe community-hased
indicators should be selected for collection by the community, they
should alse be upwardly compatible with higher level monitoring and
evaluation concerns. These authors sugpest chat “awe bave to find com-
wion ground betioesnt the statistician and the cormmunity, and a poss:-
Be trade off between frrofessional standards and practicality or reqi-
s from the commumity pofst of vienw™ (see also Secrion 3.5}
Community-based monitoring will only work if it contributes ter local
uniderstanding and empowerment, and not simply oo the sansfaction of
the researcher. The development of the monitoring process must
ensure that all staleeholders are motivared and there iy feedback ines a
local information system so that the process of indicator measurement
is not purely extractive.

Box 7. Vital partnerships

In 1992, the then Prime Winister of Australia, Paul Keating, snoounged fonding of Aus$ 2.9 million
mver 3.5 years for the establishment of the navonai Waterwatch progranune. By encauragiog com-
Munity partcipation in monisoriog water gualiey, the programme aimed to eadse commenity aware-
ness of the naturat enviconment, inscil che wise use of natura] resources ethic in communites, and
EnCourae APPrepriate Activities I response.

In the initial stages, priarity was given to funding infrastruceural suppore in the form of state and
catchment or regional faclitators. These penple play an essential role in providing communivy
mroups with infurmation, teaining and agsistance in carrying out water guality monicoriog activities,
Without such supporg, comounity-based programmes, such as Warerwatch, will not sucoeed.

Eoprear Mobbs 10504
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It search of common dialogue

[n developing parmerships for monitoring, it is essenvial to build on
local rerms for ‘moniforing’ or noting and recording change, or to find
terms that are clear for everyone involved. Local perceptions of the term
‘monitoring” are likely to be highly variable and location specific, and
getiing the wording right is erucial for everyone to understand and con-
tribute. Inn recent worlk in Brazil, the word ‘meonitoring” was rejected in
one field site, in favour of the term geompanbar {Le. ‘accompanying
change’]. There, the tenn ‘monitoring’ has no local significance and i3
viewed as an academic, and almost a foreign, word. Flowever, in anoth-
er held site n Brazil, the term “accompanying chanpe” was found w
calse preat confusion as it was already vsed to describe existing exten-
siom achivities, After explanations and clarificarions, the word ‘maonicor-
ing’ is now commeon parlance, used by the farmers as casily as the acad-
emnics wl the collaborative wortle (IEDACTA/STR-Araponga 1227),

Wha participates in participatory roniforing?

Ricafére {1996) notes thar most moniroring activities, cven many char
are called “participatory’, starc with indicators, [ormats or reporting
systems derived by outsiders. These external management systems are
imposed on the community to encourage comparisons of change either
over rime or between communilies, or to meet accountahility require-
ments from higher up in the organisational hiecarchy. Ricafort suggests

_thar this means that we immediacely “trade off sume ‘participation’ so

thal we can implerient our neat framewrorks”. He suggests an alterna-
tive approach which “starrfs) with the comprlexity and dynamics of the
commmnity and lets those impose themselves on owr own systems ancd
virays of doig things, The challenge is bow to capylure the dyiamics of
the cotmpraity ar i mmitors, reacts and copes with changes within 1",

This may be the ideal monitoring approach for those whese focus is
on community empowerment, But in many siniations, participation
has a more technical mterprefation, with people involved wo ensure
better and more cfficient projects. In this type of setting, the relarively
quick pace of development interventions may preclude synchronicity
hetween community and project monitonng approaches. Furthermore,
ir cannot be assumed that local people would be interested in full-scale
inyrlvernent ac all stages for all topics. What may be more important,
and more achicvable, therefore, is understanding what inrensity and
tvpe of local parcicipation in different stages of the monitoring process
is desived and can be attained.

Much of what passes as participatory monitoring ofren hay a pro-
ject or programme focus, with a marrowly defined rele for the local
community. Tn many documenred examples, it is striking to see the
emphasis placed on how to encourage participation of fisld seaff, and
not commuonity tmembers, in designing the maonitoring peogramme, In




these cases, staff are considered the new “participancs’, rather than
local people.

Lile systematic thought may be given to the role of lacal women,
men and children, other than as collectors of informarion. Yet a moni-
toring process is much more than data collecton. As outlined in the
key steps [see Section 3.2), conmmmunity members can, in theory, be
imvelved in different ways in all aspects of the desizo and implementa-
tio. As shown in Box 8, a comprehensive process vequires that:
® | issues and goals arc clear to all involved, so chat everyone knows what
o monitor and why this is che case;

& | monitoring methods or mstruments are available or can be designed to
assess and interpret outcommes;

® | data is collected, compiled, analysed and used by those who are affect-
ed by the policies/interventions being implemented, ot by the changes
to the state of the natural environment [depending on the rype of mon-
1toring).

Box 8. Participation in stages

In monictering work in Minas Gerais (Brazil), fowr stakeholder groups are collaborating to assess
change induced by cheir colleciive activities in sustainable agricylure:

farmers (women and men}

representatives of the Rural Worker's Union (who are ofien also farmers)
staff of 3 local NGO, CTA-ZM

academics from the Department: of Soils of 3 nearby universicy,

Cihver the past year they have all been involved, usnally in mixed groups bul someumes 1o their own
proups, in vach stage of developing a monitoring methodolazy:

(3 e R
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prioritising which of their 28 field acrivities would be evaluated

identifying shart-mid- and long-term objectives of each priovitised activity {in their own groups)
merging objectives as perceived by the 4 groups o create 4 cosnmon anderstanding of the activity
prioridsing which abjectives of each ackivity would be monivored

identilying the indicators for ecach prioritised objective

selecting feasible and reliable methods of collecting and registering information that could ke
managed by farmiers and union representatives

identifying when, how often, and where messurements would tale place

identifring who would be involved in dara eollection, collation, and analysis

clarifring with wham the linal infarmation would be shared and for what purpose.

The extent of participation of cach group has been discussed eollecvively ar each stage. "Uhis has
helped, for example, union represencatives asking the NGO to help at particufar moments, and
farmers opting out af specific meetings dne to urgent worl: in their felds.

One obwvigus inplivation of this is that much time s needed to develop 4 monitoring methodelogy, as
Mmcctings must Bt i wicth many agendas. Tn addition, compromises have to be made in terms of the
chaoice of indicators and methods, Foveever, the participatory process alsa ineans that methods are
feasible, indicators are understood, end-use of the information is clear, and evervene is keen and able
to implement the monicoring. To has, afer all; taken on meaning for cach partoer

Source: TEDVCTASTR-Arafeomy 1947




The slow and collective approach outlined in Box 8 wilk not be feasi-
hle, for practical reasons alone, in many seitings. Some projects might
be able, and inrerested, only in ensuring that the moniroring approach
is understood by the different groups. If consensus cannor be the out-
come, at least an appreciation of the parts of the monitoring process
that are impartant ko each social group should be attempred.

To achieve a monitoring process that aims to be participatory, ic is
gssential to invest some time in onderstanding the different views and
intentions about monicoring of each group. Depending on the purpose
of the monitaring, different groups of people will be lnvolved to a
greater or lesser exrent, For example, 15 1t necossary and approprote
for farmers to measure indicators that are of inrerest and relevant anly
to NGOs?F As discussed in the previous section, participation in vari-
ous stages must be negotiated, and canaot be assumed to be of equal
intirest Lo everyone (see Box 9).

Box 2. Who should participate and when?

Tor help assess wha should, ideally, participace in which stage of the monitaring worl, the foflowing

structure is now being rested in Paraibe (Brazil] by AS-PTA. For cach of the indicators, participation

ol the different possible stakcholder groups (facmers ip general, members of farmer experimentation

ETONpS, Union representarives, NGO staff, others) is to be assessed wsing the following guestions o

fill in the table:

» Whar is che relevance of participating for cach group, o1 @5 7t the process of callatinglealculating
the dacs that is impartant, or anly the final infermation?

# Who is going to usc the final information? (Those who are to nse it should understand on what ic
is based, how it was calculared, ete.)

s Hlow difficule are the caleulations? [The more difhicult, the more caotion shoull be wsed in
encouraging broad particpation unless it is clear whem it will henefic and how.)

Iiscussing chese questions helps the union representatives and NGO stafl sort ol rales and respon-
sibilitics, and identify who will be mvited 1o participace when.

Siefrs Who showld parficifrate? Whes will this happent

1 Methodolegy dests
2 Data collection

3 Collationicalenlarion
4 Analysis of brchngs

Devolution of informaton

Ly

Soprce: JELAS-FTANSTR-RemigiodSTR -Solanea 1997
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3.3

Developing indicators: consensus and
compromise

Negotiating the needs of different stakebolders

Given that participatory seonitonng depends on parmerships between
stakcholders, ehis section explares how different stakeholder priontics
and expectations can be integrated in the search for comman jndica-
tors. Guuyt and Sidersley (1996) suggest that “ff somitoring is i be
frart of a sustairned learsing process, it bas 1o bave Incal relevance and
be feasible in the long run™. This takes time and involves compromise.
Far the worls with the Brazilian NGO, AS-FTA, this has meant moving
away from an approach to monitoring that provides “proof for bard
headed sciemtists” towards idendfying indicators that berter reflected
farmers' perspectives on the changes they expericnce. Tt prior to
developing indicators, it s critical wo clarify the objectives for the activ-
itics being monitored (see Box 10}, This important step is often missing
from other descriptions of monitoring approaches, with most projects
assueming that everyone understands the project objectives.

Box 10. Agreeing on objectives and indicators

A key lesson from participatory monitering of sustainable agriculture in the Brazil rescarch is “spend
sufficicot time on the objectives’. Tf chese are not clear, it is impossible o identify indicatoes ta moni-
tar them. During 4 warkshop, the objectives of the NGO were clarified using an ‘objectives mee', o
cistinguish between, and prioritise, short-, middfe- and fong-rerm objectives.

Dieveloping appropriace indicators requires understanding the eod use of che dara, In one case, sofl
regeneratian acdiviries, the disvussion focused on the divect measurement of higphysical propertics,
For example, one of the main objectives of contoue planting was *soil and water conscrvation’,
Indicators, such as soil rerention, moisture retention, and organic matter conceit, were initially iden-
rified. However, the measurement of these indicatars is impracoical given the linite] resources of the
NGO, Furchermoere, such precise dara were deemed unnecessary when the audivnce and the purpose
of the information was discussed, The information was to be used in farmer-to-farmer extension aod
donoe reporting, neither of which reguired decailed statistical daca. Tnstead, it was mocoe important
to uaderstand farmers’ perspectives on perceived changes asa wesult of plandng along contour lines.
Thus, agreement was reached oo auother indicator: the frequency with which positive and negative
changes were noted by farmers planting along contour fines.

Sorrce: Gt and Sidersky 1996

Selecting indicators is one of the most difficulr steps in setting up a par-
ticipatory momtoring methodalagy. It s this stage thar highlighes,
more than any other, the different information needs and cxpectations
of monitoring of different stakeholders. Tt also reveals that what one
group considers ‘trustworthy’ information, does not necessarily hold
for another. Although the procesy deseribed by Campilan [1996) in
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Box 11 docs not include local peaple, he describes how the information
needs of multiple stakeholders mose be integrated into any participato-
ry monisoring approach for it to be implemented and mamtamed.
Campilan {1996) writes:
“One of the most fmportant lessons learaed by researchers is that
participatory mowitoring and evaluation car waork most effectively
when dealing with data which are of sautual fmportarce and wseful-
ness to researchers and farmers.”
This might seern an abvious peine. Bur few of the experiences of partic-
ipalory monitoring that were revicwed scemed to myest sufficient time
and effort n ensunng that these munmal benefits existed bofore
embarking on indicator selection. This is supported by Ricalore {1936)
who suggests that if we acknowledze muldple stakeholders and multi-
ple views of reality, then the process of mdicator selecrion must be re-
examined. Pre-defined and “objective™ indicators must be replaced by
“negotiated” indicators that are “chawsmels for bridging reglities and
sgarings”. The negotiation should be an on-gaing process and should
resulr in indicators with an element of Hexaibility U they ace io be rele-
vant and meaningtul.é Ricafort asserrs that ehe main gap i participa-
rory moniroring lies not in the actual wse or development of method-
ologies, but rather W the “facilitating of regofiations across oryenisd-
tions, social sectors, and withir orpaaisceiions”. This requires that each
staleeholder {or eroup of stakehalders) is able to be flexible and adapt
their “rmonitariag norms ™. Vicwed in this way, participatory menicor-
ing appears to be as much about understanding social mteractions and
processes, and nging these to reconcile the needs and agendas of differ-
ent stakeholders, as it is about developing new methods.

Box 11. Participatory monitoring for whom?

An ueban project i che Philippines brovght topgether three different instinutions: a research contre,
public elermentary sehoels and 2 local healeh agency: to pursue 3 omman goal of pramocing home
and schoel gardens for enhancing food security. While the ehree institutions worked together in pro-
ject implementation, the eescarch centre touk the lead in develaping a monitoring and evaluarion
programme. Thus, the data requisements for monitoring facgely corresponded with the informarion
needs of the resvarch centre. The staff of the health and education agencies could nor see the rele-
vance af cerrzin indicators, such as crop viclds, varietal mixrures and other technical parameeces, to
their work. Comsequently, manitaring forms developed by the researchers were not filled in by the
healeh and edueation workers and the monitoring programme failed.

Froum this inidal cxpericnce, the researchers realised char oo implement a monitoring programme and
ehance participation, the information needs of all the project stakehalders had ta be incarparated.
A follrw-up workshop brought the chree stakeholbders together to reconcile theie respeetive infoema-
tion needs. The data requirements were aclapied o ensurce thar they all foand the monirering outputs
uselul for their worle.

Soureer Campilan 1998
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Social differentiation of indicators

MNegotiating indicators is also critical becanse of sorial differentiation.
However, few of the papers reviewed address this issue. Yet extensive
conventional and parricipatory tesearch experience swould soggest chat
it is impartant. Fighly differentiated patrerns of use of the natural
eaviromment are docnmenced according to factors such as the culture,
wealth status, age, gender and length of residency, of the ndividuaal {ef.
Abbat 1996, Sarin 1998, Rocheleaw ot gl, 1998, Kaul Shah 1998, Viaar
and Ahlers 1998). [t may therefore be expecred that che different prior-
ities of individuals would translate into their diffenent needs of a moni-
toring pregramme and different indicators. Oue rare example of che
social differenciation of indicators supports this hypothesis. Roche
(1993] deseribes differences hecween households in defining and mea-
suring ‘success” [see Box 12). This case study [rom Mali highlights that
different indicators were defined according to age, occupation, gender
and wealth status of participancs.

Box 12. Female-male grass indicators in Mali

Ag an NGO working in Mali, ACORD was interested in pramocing the regeneration of g civerine
fudder crop {Panicun: boorgur) along the Miger dve 1 had been assumed by mos: people {particu-
laely the teclnical services working in the arvea and external aid agencies) chat the primary reason
that geoups weree intecested in this acriviee a%s o ensure adequate fodder For their suimals during
the dry season, “Lhis was toue for many individuals — men suggested thac their indicator for measur-
ing the success of the project would be cheir ability to offer ACORD scaff a calabash of mille when
they visiced théir sike in March,

But discussivns with women established ehat the success of this acdvity could also be judged by asle-
ing the children, in the coming year, if thev bad drunl more kusdour than usual {a sweet drink also
made fram the grass). Further discussion revealed this criterion for suceess was a single indicaror
that allowed rapid appraisal of several aspects of the project: if the &wrdos had bren made available
to children it would indicare that there had heen encuph i sacisfy che needs of animals.

This revealed the different priorities betvween men and women, and between women who owned
hvestock and those who did not. A& forcher lesson of the project was chat diffcrent intra-household
relations exisi, parcicularly between pastoral proups. These differences often depend an levels af
sedentatisation af the growp and the social origing of the bouschald {ie, noble, vassal or macabout),
The replicability of the analyses of within-louschold relations and cvaluation criteria needs o take
accouni of such facrors. One of the main differences was Letween fermale and male-headed hensge-
bl ds.

Source: Roche 1993

When is an indicator a ‘good’ indicators

An indicator is an aid for communicating complex pracesses, events or
trends to a wide audience, The term is drawn from the Latin verb,
Tntdicare, meaning to point out or proclaim (MacGillivray and Zadelk
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1993). There are many different definicions of *indicators” (see Box 13).
But to develop lacally meaningtul mdicators, an ecssential first step is
finding a term for the word findicatos’ chat people recopnise. 1n 4
research project in Uganda, the word Signpost’ was chasen {see
Rennie ancl Singh 1996). Evervhody recognised whar it was and whar
it was nat: @ signpost points to something else, but is nat in itself the
thing to which it points. Yer when this was tried in another (unrelaced)
menitoring project in Brazil, it drew blank stares. The farmers were
not familiar with this metaphorical use of the word ‘signpost’.

Box 13. Indicator definitions

Tnadicatoes are pieces of information cthat peovide ingight ince maccers of larger stanificance and makes
perceptible trends that are not immediately detcerable.

Hasroond et al. 1995, fi Somid aud McStoceney 1935

Indicators belp vou understand where you are, which way vou are going, and how far vou are from
where you want to be. _ Hart 1995, fr Soané and McSweeney 1996

Indicator is a measurement chat retlecrs che status of a system, for example an cil pressure gauge an
an emyrne or the namber of gwls inoa forest _ Afexardra el gl, 1996

Indicators are bits of information that highlight what is happening ia a large systém. They are small
windews that provide a glimopse of the *hig picture’. Sustainable Seatife 1955

Indicavars generally sioplify o order i make comnlex phenomeng guantifiable m seeh g manoer

that communication is vither eoabled or premoted.

Adriganse 1993, in MacGifliveay and Zadek 1555

7 'This crirerion should
be clarifisd according 1o
whether the indecator i
simplc G use, measune
af inrerprece,
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[dentification of indicators ehat will wark in practice is not as easy as it
is somerimes sugeested i the liverarure. Indicators have to be sugpest-
ed, adapred, negotiated, and approved. One common toal to belp in
this process s using the acronym *SMART™: Specific, Measurable,
Attainable, Relevant, Time-framed to casure the chosen mdicator is
lilely to function wefl.

Another set of criteria that can be used eo assess an indicator is:
valid, measurable, verifiable, cost effective, timehy, simple,” relevant,
sensitive and puncrual {adapted [rom Rennie and Singh 1996). This
may seem a demanding set of characteristics for any mdicaier bur
ensuring chese are met will prevenr much meaningless monitoting of
imprecise or unnecessacily complicated mformation. Rennie and Singh
give an example from Uganda of a community-derived indicator for
hunget that meers maiy of these characteristics: eating beer bananas
[see Box 14). As beer bananas are notmally reserved for brewing, eat-
ing them as a staple food 15 a sign that a family has been reduced o
paverty and hungr.:r.




Box 14, Bvaluarig indicators: cating beer banaras as 1 staple food

o Valid? Does it measure what we think i is measuring and not something else? When discussing
indicarors of hunger at cammuuiicy level in Uzanda, ‘Increased damestic quartelling’ and *eating
meals a1 ocher peoples” homes® was first offered by local representatives. Afrer discussion, it was
realised that these would not be goad indicacoes of hunger, as many other facioes could alsa lead
to the samae resule. Finally, ic was agesd that ‘eacing brer bunanas’ was a valid indicaros, since
nothing except hnnger wauld lead to it

Mcasuralyle? Yes, we can count the number of househalds 2 ffecred.

Verifiable? Yes. Anyhody can check, T is aoc diffienlt o knew wha is reduced to eating becr
hananas: the fact is hard o hide. This contrasts wich a houschold expenditure survey, where you
have to hope people are telling you the truth about how much they spent, but Fou lvave oo way of
checkiny.

Cost effective? Yes, you just count. 1t doesndt take long and dosso’s requice any special quipment
or training. Even school children ennld help.

Timely? Only somewhat. It deperuls on whar you want pa koow. It is 3 traaling indicacor i it
shows thar people are alveady in a state of hunger and will not provide an ‘early warning’ af incip-
ient hunper. On the other hand, Fou could get a picture of the sitnagion gu iclely: just walk e a
village and ask for che indicator, and peaple will ger it withit a day.

Simpie? Yes, it 15 simple to use, mcasure and incerpret.

Helevant? Evervonc agrees it is. It is something they would be willing to moniter on their owm, as
it is relevant ta theie own problerns, This is an essental point if the commimiry is o help in muni-
toring the indicatar — it must be something that they soc ay IMPOCANE as well as not burdensome.

Sensitive? Only somewhat, an individual is either eating beer bananas ar athe is not.® There are no
other answers. Thus, the indicater will only tell you how many houschalds are affected, but not
herw serionsly. You would have to look af nurritienal starus of the children e determine acute or
chromic malnueriton. This would require expect help, although mapid survey methods exist. The
indicator would not be very useful if things get much worse, when everybody finds themselves in
the same sitaation, o i chings gee so bad thac even beer bavanas are finished. We woald need

other jndicators for severe, profonged hunger like eating roots, or uther emergency fouds,

& Punctual? It can be measured at regular intervals, c.g. weekly or monthly

Sowurce: adaptad fram Rennie and Singh 1996

£ Tndicntors that ecka
a tesponze of yes’ or
‘aa’ T, A firs sighe,
 Reem UmseREiEaco OF-
Horoecwer, they havee the
avvanmage chec ther can
ke applied easily.
Furtherinece, where
backgraund mfomation
is peovided with the
respinse, this can be
nsed o plean inoce
prgcise informatica e
may be required [(Gohbl
and Cerrprann 1996,

‘Ie *heer bananas’ example highlights that it is oot just the technical
qualicy of indicators that is important — they must akso be easy to
understand and capure the imapination, MacGillivray and Zadek
(1995} supgest that while indicators must measure something, their
crucial role is in communicarion. They soggest that “good mdicators
will cormmramicate tnformation that s not owly docsrate, but also reso-
nant for the intended audience. A ‘good’ indicator is one that achieves
a jrdicious balance befiveen accurocy and resonduce”. They also noke
that the balance is difficult to achieve: indicarors that are wohnically
accurate {‘cold’ indicators) ace often complex o interpret and therc-
fore fail to reach a wider andience. By contrast, *hot indicators — those
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that *strike a chord’ with their intended audience — are often refecred as
lackiny scientific rigour by technicians.

Box 15 gives an example of a ‘warm’ mdicator that, like beer
bananas, balances the needs for resonance and accuracy. It was devel-
oped as part of the attempes by the residents of Seattle, USA vo develop
‘Inclicatars of Sustainable Community’ (Sustainable Seartle 19935).
They chose the ‘nomber of wild zalmon returning o spawn' a5 an indi-
cator of overall watershed heakh. The salmon example highlights that
“frfot fust any piece of data tells you what vore need to baow abaout
sustainallity ™, Thos, the Seattle residents developed five coiteria that
good indicators shonld meet:

Prosuote sustainability. The indicators shoutd reflect something basic
and [undameneal te the long term cultural, economic, environmental
ot social health of a community over pencrations;

Accepted by the community. Indicators should be onderstood locally
tn be a valid sign of sustainability (or symprom of distress);

Atfractive to the local media so that the press publicises them and vses
them o moniror and analyse community trends; _
Statisticelly measurable so that indicators can be compared to other
CLHICS, COUNES OF communities;

Lagically or scientifically defensifle so that peneral conclusions can be

drawn (Sosminable Scarrle 1993).

Box 15, Seattle salmon: a warm indication of sustainable development?

Acoive citreens of Scatrtle, USA, have sclecred a soite of indicators as key measures of the So's
Progress towards sustainable development The indicators address a range of topics inclnding: envi-
onment, pojulation and rcsourees, economy, youth and education, and healih and commnonics One
of the incficators is the nomber of salmon returning o spayen. They nate that the decline in salimen
numbers marks a “significant oend away froen sustainability” and refleces the need to rethink con-
cepts of development and other living practices ehar affect watershed health, Seatrle's citizens have
chosen this indicator as it is syibolic of eheir relationship to nature chat is sustained alongside eco-
nemic development. At the same time, the indicator is acauwrare, since it provides mformation oo che
warer qualicy of local rvers, and on the scale and namuee of human activities, such as pollution, con-
struction and Jogeing,

Two lessons about indicators emerge from this example. First, 2n indicator can be “waem® swhilst not
being comprehensive, The salmen count, after all, makes little assessment abour many aspects of
suscainable development, such as invome inequality or the state of non-aquatic habitats.

secornd, an indicator can résenate for one reason and be accurate for quite anothen The resomance of
Seatrle’s salmon may be atrribncable (6 the amenicy value of having salmon to look at, or to et
Feopie may not consciously be making the connection between salmon rung and water guality oe he
staie of fre Amber ndusiry, “Warmth® does necessarily imply that e audience kmows abour, or has
interest in, ehe nartare of the indicator’s accuracy, cven if it is Measuring someching they themaclves
think imporiaot,

Sowrce: adapried from MeeGillivray and Zadek 19935, Susiainable Seais 1995
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9 {igblles, in Rugsh
1993, aleo refecos on
the political natore of a
paThcipatocy uulti-
srakcholder evaluarion
procass ™ as it risks
leaving ar least some of
fhc majuc Erolps
vnhappy with the
autcome [ic. fack of
sufbcient \ipace
data’) ... the process of
reconciling ingsrests i
mwlti-srakeshol der
prented evalnarion s a
political process™.

The salmon example is just one of over 40 indicators developed by the
citizens of Seattle. Not all of them meet all their five criveria for ‘good
indicarors’. The Indicators of Sustainable Community reporr includes
descriptions of indicators where uncertainty exists in their nse, analysis
and interpreration. They feel it is important to acknowledge “flawed’
indicators as it highlights the importarice of the topic and the diflicol
cies ivelyved in measuring preygress.

Grassroots indicators

Indicators derived by individuals, households and comannities arc
sometimes known as ‘grassroots indicators’ {(Hambly 1996) or ‘bare-
foor indicators’ {MacGillivray and Zadek 1295) and have been advo-
catid as a way of involving people who are most affected by the quali-
ty of the cnvirenimenc in assessing, change (sce also Section 3.4). One
approach to participatory monitering is to use such ‘grassroots indica-
tors’ as a starting point for scaling up.

However, scaling up the data provided by grassroots indicators may
not he an easy task as they are often derived from specific culvaral, eco-
logical and spiritual contexts. Furthermore, there may not be sufficiear
political will to drive such a difficulr process. MacGillivray and Zadel
{1995) suggest that the emerging body of communicy level indicators
“are i almost all cases margingfised by key international and national
sttutions because they are considered tecknologically inadequate or
cannot be “scaled up’ to fit the focus or way of warking of decision
makers™. They go on to assert: “This fs not merely a questiont of whick
indicators ave best for describing a particelar process ar set of srents.
It is wiore a matter of whao is empawered or disempowered in the
process of selection, development and application™?

Diecision maleers at every level and scale, from an individual within
the houschold to national and international policy malcers, will find
very different linds of indicators relevant ro their decisions. Thus, indi-
cators must be developed that integrate these differene perspectives. [n
relation to soil-relared monitoring, GTZ (1397 recommend the inclu-
sion of theee rvpes of indicators in any single monitoring process:
Indigenous or experiential indicators (grassroots indicators) that are
used by farmers and reflecr experienced changes in covironmental or
socin-ecomomic condigens. These are site-ypecific and incorporate the
needs and expectations of the individual or community.

Scientific or technical indicators are global, disciplinary and guantita-
tive and promote comparability across time and between locations.
These indicacors are basvd on reference points.

Proxy and surrogate indicators can help relate scientific methods to
farmers’ experiences, Proxy indicators can help represent change and
chus assist in impact prediction. For example, pereentage of soil cover
lost during critical rainfall events can serve as a proxy indicator for
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crosion loss, Surrogate indicators represent processes that either have
an indirect or no appatent relationship to the processes under assess-
ment, Changes in crop species (6.2, from maize ra cassava) or the extea.
time spent weeding may be a smrogate indicator for declining suil fep-
tility.

The coliaborative development of indicators only makes sense if
methods can be idengified thar are intelligible 1o, and useful for, all
stakcholders, Table 2 suggests that this process will be a difficuir one.
Tt uses GTZs (1997) assessment of the application of seil erasion
assessments to different staleeholder groups. The table highbighes thae
the methods that are most appropriate for one stalecholder group are
rarely as meaning{ul to other groups.

Table 2. Appropriateness of soil erosion assessment methods to different stakeholder

groupsi
Assessmcnt Methnd  Yarmer Researcher Policy Maker  Dending Ageney
Vignal (cills,
tarbidity of run-cff
water, guliles, soil
e} Lxcetlent G Poor Fesiar
Stick in the gronnd Goad Fair
Tacal suspesded
galid Fair Excellent
FunealT ploks Fair Fair to good
Soil horizon Poor
Vegetation/pedestal
tormatian Goad
Sirmrladon” Paar Lixeellen: Ginad (i 12
modelling excellent excellant
Bimote seasing Poor Good o
excellent
Sediment
depositiom Eair

TITYTT

Snterece:r CTZ 1997, NB. Tuble not conpleted fully in oviginal argicle,

1 Tn tors of the
abilirr of Lhe
stakehalider to condyer
each assesimient, or, the
usefuiness of fle
methed o the
staleeholder condncting
the assessment.
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Doing awway with indicators?

If indicators are problematic, are there ways around them which sell
allow for successful monitoring? One fascinating approach from
Banpladesh addresses this challenge amd dees away wich indicators




{Davies 1998a, 19%8b). While this example docs not relate to environ-
mental monitoring, it provides an inmovative perspeciive. Davies com-

pares this evolutionary approach to monitoring with more orthadox

approaches which he describes as being “beavily influenced by a plan-
#ing ethos that places substantiol emphasic on rationality, prediction
aird conifrol™ (see Table 3).

The Chrisdan Coamission for Developmenc in Bangladesh (CCDE]
has experimented with a pasticipatory approach to monjtoring that
involved the “deliberate abandownent af the use of mdicators’, a cen-
tral concept i ortbodox approaches to munitaring” (Davies 1986).
CCDB had rested twe other monitoring systems peeviously but neither
had been implemented. The new monitoring approach met its needs o
assess the impacc of its activities but provided 2 novel way of analy-
sing, priovitising and surmmarising qualitative data. The approach has
sought to be fexible and inclusive of the diverse perspectives brtween
stakeholders thar could have prevented apresment on indicators, The
approach for CCDB's main project ‘Proples” Parricipatory Develop-
ment Prooramme” centred on monchly inguiry of three fypes of change
for each shumits or credit group:
changes in people’s lives;
changes in people’s participation;
changes in the suseainability of people’s instinutions and ﬂmr activities.

Additionally, the proup can teport any ‘uther type of change’
enabling field staff to repost on other factors that are deemed impor-.
tant. Tor each tvpe of change, 1 simple question was constructed as fol-

lows: During the last monch, in your opinion, what do youo think was -

the most significant change that toole place i the Hves of the people
participrating in the project?’, The group is asked o provide a two part
answet: descriptive — describing what happened in sufficient detad
snch that an independent person could verify that the event reok place,
and explanatory — explaining why they thoughe che change was the
most signilicant out of all the changes that took place that month.

Figure 1 shows how the monitoring information flows. Bach Project
Office designed itz own way of discovering the ‘significant change
events® for cach credit proup. The only criteria imposed by CCDE were
that the process shouold be cransparent and underseandable to those
reading the selected accoumts. No reserictions were placed on who
should be consulted to explore significant change events.

Dr_udmg on the meost significant events is meant to be a subjective
expression of the values and concerns of the respendents, The explana-
tory response 1o the questions provides a forum whereby these values
can be brought into a wider debate and examined, compared and
selected. The monitoring process was designed to highlighe the signifi-
cant change cvents that eccur as a vesult of project activitics. Thas, the
approach does not provide mundane information on the day-to-day




Table 3. Comparing evolutionary and orthodox appreaches to monitosing

Digrying-hased wmeibods

Lvolutionary approgch

1. Howr does the monitoring apivoach deal with diverse perspectives?

Imporeant i develog a common
understanding of indicators between different
staleeholders, suljective perceprions on
indieatoes need to be contralled or snored.
Confusion over the exisrence or meaning of
indicabars is seen as a threat,

Aclknowledzes diffenone sares of values and
tnterpretations within an XG0, and berween
NGO and donoes, NGO seaff use 3 bhroad
categories of change chosen by head office statf,
Their innnediate bosses select a sub-set of
changes thar are consisten with their world
viewws, These are offered vo head office seaff for
their selectian,

2. What kinds of itforindtion dre incleded?
Drimarily quanticative intormation which
must be homogenised o be summarised, wich
considerahle loss of richness of the
nlormation and [ts context,

Qualicative experience is emphasised but
quanttative mformation can be included.
‘Dietailed anecdones” explain events in their local
conlext, with an outsiders” imgrpretation of theie
causes or history. Compacisons betoveen lncations
ol specilic changes can be sought.

3. When are indigators selected?

Tlsually, mdicators are estabibishad ar the
bewinning of a project (althourh may be
reviewed throughout] and data are gathered
dieriny; the life of the project.

Tnsread of indicarors, indicacve events are
selected froun recent experience. The process of
selection and criteria for selection of the cvent are
reewed with cach aew reporring prriod.

4. Whn desigrs Hhe mionitoring systent
Tsually designed by people distant from
cvencs heing monitored. [ndicatnrs are often
identified Iy senior seaff boc somedmes by
project benediciaries. Key challenge is
reconciling indicarors from different
stalkehalder gronps.

Change cvenes are identified by bencficiaries, and
ficld staff present their Interpretarion of these
evenis {o staff higher in the lueratchy, Divcrsity
bevomes an opporeunity for discuession and
cxplicic prioritisation,

3. Wha analyees ifre infornmationd
Usually, analysis i centralised and
unedertaleen by senior staff rather than feld
seaff. hare recenr approaches may
InerapnmaTe o wider Brooap of srakeboiders
in the analysis.

Information is distribuced chrousheur the
vrganisation and analysed locallv. Scaff collect
informarion abuat change events and evaluate ir,
aceordimg o their own {hoealy perspecives,

7. Hione flexibie s the approach

Usually staric. Methodological adapration
and local interpretaton of data duriog,
MO NICoring process 15 kare,

Putentially dynamic amd adaprive - bur depends
on organisarion’s learning eultore. Recorded
change events reflece 2 chanping world and a
changing sct of perceptions about whac is
imporcant,

Sanrce: adapted from Davies 1986, 19982, 19985
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Figure 1. The monitoring process used by the Christian Commission for Development in Bangladesh

Teview of e 4 key changes suggested sach montl : .. : .

) : Fredbock in plemary
TVer a cn:_..n“ af & tialls, _.u..._M._.._H H_.._ wigats of Ruund T'able Mecting “M&E oF E.w. up
sipnificant change, selection of aile for cach braarl ) . P tall h5 wanlath . 0-L.

classification of clinps by cach of the sub-groups {danars, semar and junior stall, shontili representa ives) discussions
(slakeholder gtonpsh presonl

hfanthls szlection of e £ clhunpes
[corn the L prosented it ave

considored 1 be Lhe most s coificoel .
by Dibialkn head office slaff Dhaka Immﬁm Office of CCDB )

toothly fesdbark to Projoct offices of head
office stull decisinons an the modl significant
chanoes, aed Ui ewsons behind their
decisions.
dfomthly zelection of the 4

chinsges fhat ace worgidercd 1he Ceniof staffin the  Senior Stafl o the Seniorstwllin the Senior staliin the
gt significant By each Project OMice Projcet (MTice Project Office  Project Office
Projact CHfice

Monthly rocording of ) \ . . . . :
changes ak perceived and Field stalfinthe  Ficld staffin ¢he  Field staffin the  Ficld staffin the

staned by project . Project Dffice Froject OMice Project OMice Froject Office
hencticiumies

Representatives from  Representatives frum  Representatives from  Representathves from Informatinn

Informatinn
Shomiti Associations  Showtiti Associations Shonriii Associations  Shomifi Asspciations feedback

gatheriny

a7




Qi o -

48

running of the project, but provides on-line information on extremes,
e they positive ar negative {but see below), Ulis kind of infermation
can be nsed directly by project staff: where negative changes were
reparred, the projec wauld toy e avoied chis in facuee, Whers pasitive
changes were teported, these wounld ey to be reinforced or replicated
by the project. Althoonph not indicators in a conventionai sense, the
indicative change cvents serve to deline organisatdonal ‘milestones’,
They thus praovide a flexibie approach to menitoring impact,

The system: eans that a wide range of respondents’ expericnces are
subject to “an dterdted process of awalysis [choice-explanation-
chotee..) thal eventually selected a small suonber of siovies of bigh
value”™ {Davies 19964 The structare was desioned o "tafze the form of
a sloww but extensive dialogue up and down the CCDER bieraschy each
momth®, The regular feedback beowreen the Head Office and Project
(fices (see Figure 1) enabled the decision-making criteria o be shared
betwren the two levels. The purpose of this is for profect staff eicher o
adapt their critecia to those of head office seaff, or actively scel differ-
ent cxamples and betrer cxplanations for the significance of the rypes
of changes that they thought were memt significant, The information
renerated 15 neeful to o wide group of stakeholders, with extensive v
made of stories i CCDB publicawons, videos and educational materi-
als.

Dravies reports that abour 90-95% of all the changes daocumented
were positive changes. This may reflect project staff concerns about
recording negative: changes. Evolation of the project conld include aslk-
ing 4 speeific question about negacive change, Alrernatively, feedback
from the Head Ofice, through identifying a negative change as one of
it key changes, could emphasise the portance of seoovding badh
nepative and positive changes alike,

Commmunity stonitoring of food security
So how does this approach relate o the precision usually requived of
environmental data? 4 monitoring approach sinilar to Davies (1998a)
evalved in a Food Sccurity Project in Zimbabwe when more conven-
ticnal approaches te moniroring failed. Since 1991, the Intermediare
Techeology Develapreent Group (ITOHE) has been working with facm-
ers” clubs and garden groups in the communities in Chivi District i the
ey communal ateas of southern Zimbabwe, Theee are 34 farmery’
clubs in Chivi Dhstoict, and 40 garden groups, which are domimated by
wornen. Bach club or group has a membership of 30 to 40 people. The
fucus of the work is to develop rechnologies to increase the productivi-
tv and reliability of feld and vegetable crops and o support the com-
muonity level institations to manage the process of technological inno-
varian,

Initally, project moaitoting was managed by ITDG staff, who kept




records of the project and callected most of the information. However,
in 1995, local farmers and gardeners started ta take a more active role
when they realised how much information existed on their activitics.
This information was primarily available to ITDG stall because they
were in contact with all the groups — there was little shating of cxperi-
ences berween groups. Group members felt that visitors o their project
often had more information on their progress and activities than they
did. They were embarrassed by this, decided to take a more acedive role
in the monitoring process and called a community meering which was
attended by all the representatives from che farmers’ clubs and garden
erpups. The participanes recognised the need to be able to monitor the
impacts of their cfforts more effectively and wished to ensure that the
infermation that was callected was relevant to them. The development
of the monitoning process from a formal indicator-based approach to
one that relied on the nating of significant change evenes is described in
Box 16 (see also Croxeon and Murwira 1997).

'|'his monitoring system has now been in existence for just over a
vear, ITDC staff and community members alike have found chis system
highly informative. One drawback is that the methodology dees not
provide guantitatve data or detailed information on intra- and inrer-
houschold differences (Murwird pers, comm. 1987). Nevertheless, the
approach enables the community to assess their situation regularly and
t explore alternative ways of macking progress. For ITDG staffto.
understand the changes in the groups and commmicate thesc o stake-
holders external to the monitostng process, they have o actend the
community mectings. These are set at times convenient to the comemu-
nity, not ITDG, purting the community firmiy in control of the process.

However, this indicaror-freé approach may not be appropriate in all
sitvations. AS-PTA, a Brazilian NGO, discussed the potendal of
CCDPEs approach but rejected 1t as a seand-alone approach, AS-PTA
needs to convinee policy makers and donors of their impact and felt
they would not be convinced by the prescatation of key experiences of
*significant change’. They are, however, going to test its suitability for
one part of their work, While they have a strong indicator-based
approach for assessing the generadon and diffosion of sustainable
agriculture activides, they are aiming to use the focus on significant
changes to assess [our other areas of work: conttibution 1o changing
municipal policy towards more sustainable agriculture; participatory
communication methodology with farmers; creating a new vision for
the rural worlkers' unions that centres around rural regeneration; and
ideveloping stratesic alliances for sustainable agriculture.
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Box 16. Fewer imdicators, more information

To develop the moniceeing of the food security project in Chivi Discricr, Zimbahwe, 4 series of com-
tumity meetings took place. These were attended by members of rhe six faomers® dubs and six par-
den groups selected by the cammuniey [adership to develop the monirering process with staff feam
the Tncernediate Technelogy Development Groop (ITDG. Weelding copevher, the group Jdeveloped a
number of indicarors for increased household lood sepurity, These included: reduced food handouts,
conscruction of foad (grain) storape facilities, a good mulch of crop residues immediarely after har-
vest, an inerease in the number of meals eaten per day, and 4 reduced number of children leaving
school early. These ‘indicators of success™ were endorsed ar a wider comnuniiy meeting: the partici-
pants agreed thae the indicators would assist them e menicne the effects of the varions wehnological
innovarions they used in their fields and gacdens, Sume groups added exira indicators, acearding o
thetr needs.

[nitially it was decided that the people selected to recard the changes wonld submit their records ta
the Ward Ares Commiree on o monthly basis. In tarn, the Ward Committee would periodically
facilitare community mectings to share ehis informatica, in 2 summarised form, ameng all connna-
nity members. The syscem was tested for 3 few manths. 16 soon became clear that the task was Hime
consuaving, difficult to do thoronghly becavse many recorders were semi-literate, amd was not pro-
ducing much uschul information.

ITDG and che monitoring representatives met to ro-cxamine the process. They decided o abandon
mamnitering against a lavge number of indicaroes, They felt chan the casiest stratusy was for cach com-
municy to share one significant change with the other commiunites. Individual monitors would seek
tor idenrify, with wther group members of that conmunity, those few sipnificant changes char were
relevant to the cfforts they were making to promore their fowd and livelihood sconrity. Any type of
change conld he recnrded — provided it had an impact on local livelihoods.

The participants feel that this approach to monitoring gives them moee coatrol of the process. ITDG
attends the mertings ar which the changes are shared, and nses the oppounity to collecr informa.
tion o share with palicy inakers and donors. Where conflicting impacts are presenced, pullic Jiseus-
siom has ericouraged consensus building and closer monitoring,

The community bas a scrong aral eradition aad the verbal presentation of changes has been an effec-
tive way of tracking change (see Sewtion 4.2), However, wich time, the changes are barionine to be
recorded vn papen This helps to ensure that the expecearions of other stakeholders in the monicoring
PLUCEss A0C met.

Sowrce: Croxton and Murtwdra 1997 amd pers, cormen, 1997

3.6 | Ensuring rigour and participation

Previous sections of this paper have highlighted different perspectives
om the rationale and the benelits of participatory monitaring and the
rrade-otfs involved in agrecing on indicators. Given the range of com-
promitses that are needed in participatory monitoring, is there not also
a constant tug-of-war between ‘being participatory’ and “doing ripor-
ous monitoring’ (as conventionally perceived)? The answer to this is an
uncquivocal ‘ves', bt the dilemmas posed and resolution strategies
have not been discussed much in the literature. Box 17 highlishes some




of the challenges raised by ensaring scientific rigour and farmer partie-

11 The 'participatary’ ipation™ during implementation of a parricipatory project in the
naware of this Philippines.

MUNItOTLILE PrOCESS AV N . . _
he questioned as the _ How can ThE often very diﬂerrla:nt lﬂfl::lrl]]a.?ltlﬂﬂ nle?:ls and expecta
Earmers’ rele is limiced tions of multiple stakeholders be integrated in participatory moditor-
_l'ﬂfﬂﬂﬂ Gf_]Jrﬂj'ifi"E mg? Campilan {199%6) describes participatory monitoring as:
e ifgfrc “a dowble-edge stwovd. O the one hand, it seeks to be participatory
acher stage of the long by inveolving local people in its various stages and detivities, On the
maonicoring process. atber hand, participalory moniloring and evalugtion is expectad to

yield timely and refighle data for malking valid conclusions and

trfrrnred decisions.”

This prompes the question: what 1s lost and what is pained when mon-
itnring moves away from a scientist-deminated approach towards one
with more community involvemenr? Guijt and Siderskv (1396}
deseribe one example of deciding to shift from soil loss measurements
to a more apen-ended appraisal of changes in sl conditions (see Box
107, Indicators and methods had to be reconsidered.

The guestion of ensuring both local participation and external
validiey largely depends on the level at which menitoring information
is needed and by whom it is used. As one Australian research scientist
put it pragmatically for his context, °Cowmmity monitoring does
#oL... bave to stand 1w i court... What the compmunity needs are meth-
ods which give diveciion... at the small subcatchment or property
tevel.” {Rob Tanner in Alexandra et al. 1996). Yer when dara needs
extenid to higher levels, bevond the catchment or village, the question
of information that is considered valid ae all these levels becomes more
[ressing.

Box 17. Participation and research

UPWARD researchers undertaking ficld projects on true poaeo seed cechnelogy with farmers expe-
ricnced the dilemmas af 1+ying oo abtain rigorous data in a pardcipatory way, The project devised a
participarory menitoring toal in the form of calour-coded and pre-formatced monitoriog cards.
Researchers asked the participating Farmers to record production and economic-refated data from
farm tdals on the cards. The project research assistant visieed farmers regolarly te collect the com-
pleted cards so that the data could be analysed and led hack to them.

The first few months of piloting the approach in the field revealed thar farmers fmmd the task too
cumbersonae with fewe benefis, They did not follow regular record keeping procedures to pravide
the project with data to fill information gaps acknowledged by the peoject. To correct the situation,
the research assistant decided o fill our the cards during an interview with farmers during rontine,
regudar visits, This arrangement has significandy improved the process of data collection, allowing
moee sophisticated analysis. However, it highlights the challenges in ensuring farmer participation
and meeting the research data requirements of the project.

Sourcer Campilam 1996




tuterestingly, the survey of community environmental monitoring in
Awvstralia by Alexandra et #f (1996} revealed that most groups were
keen to work toward standard national procedures for monitoring and
data-handling. Many proups already follow hest current sciencific
pracrice, train and supervise their members, and ask for external
assessments of their dara. However, these groups operate in a high
technology socicty, have (relatively) easy aceess to informasion and
resources, and are often linked imto partnerships with natural scien-
tists. Int the many contexts where chis is aot the case, casy solutions for
dealing with aggregation of data at higher levels may not be fortheom-
mg.

1n Brazil, the issue of rigour within a participatory process has come
up repeatedly due to the wany and diverse expectations of the partners
(see Box 4). A scientist might sav that sciendfic rigour has been com-
promised on several occasions, in exchange for more equal parinership
and more [ocally meaningiul results (see for example Box 18), Fow-
ever, this brings us 0 two central grestions in the discnssion of rigour
versns participation. Who defines what “rigoar” is? And how do “rigor-
nus' approaches deal with changes over time that result from increased
participation, such as fluctuating community interest in monitering, of
objectves, of imdicarors? [s there, in Fact, a trade off berween rigour on
the one hand, and participation, on the other, or can they be com-
bined?

The perceived ‘trustworthiness’ of information is Intimarely related
to the source of the informaiion. For exampile, in connection with the
example discussed in Box 10, the farmers and NGO staff alike felt that
other farmers would not be motivated o take up contour planting on
the basis of evidence such as the ‘inereased percentage of soil mois-
twe’, Yet if confronted by staterments such as *18 of the 24 farmers
noted a significant increase in soil muisture in critical periods’ this
would be more than cnough to galvanise them o action. Hearing
testimeny from respected peers, be they farmers or scienidsts, is per-
haps the most important factor in accepting data as ‘trustworthy™. Ina
participatory process, this calls for more negotiation ahout what each
stakeholder group considets “rigour’ to be (¢f, Estrella and Gavenea,
1997, It also requires greaver acceptance of different information
supeces and the use of alternative methads for assessing reliabiliny,
other than through conventional scientific measurement.

A seeond quandary with respect to rigour in participatery processes
is the clash between rime senies data and ever-changing contexrs. When
environmental monitoring focuses on che impact of interventions,
rigour is achieved by assessing che same Indicator ar several moments
over a reasonable time perod o idencify wends. In theory, the inter-
ventions being monitored will have clearly defined ohjectives which
are used as a basis for defining the indicator(s). If this happens in a new




project conrext, then it is possible that objectives are still not crys-
tallised to the extent required for unambignous monitoring. This
means thac as the intervention unfolds, new insights are pained that
help fine-tunc and redirect the objectives (see Box 19). The initial indi-
cators might also require adjusting and when indicators are not stable,
it becornes impossible to develop a time series of data.

Box 18. Quesrving quadrars and comparing covws

Tin a recent workshop in Brazl, the farmers, NGO statf, union represencatives, and universicy acade-
mics were deciding which method could assess *the percencape of vegetation cover® (one of the cho-
sen indicators for monitoring agraforesery trials), In addition o the use of 9 wooden frame {with 4
guadears about Tim2 in total, to be placed vn the geound in several sites within the ageofaresory plot
and estimate visually the surface area covered by vegesation], the academics suggested a fonm o fill
in the percentages. While the waoden frame was acceptalile, the farmers thonght the form woold be
toa complicaled. The acedemnics then sugpested a form with pre-drawn quadrars which the farmer
could shade e depicr the arca under vegetacion. Again, it was refected as too alien o the Facmers’
way of registering, as ehey have grear reluetance i use pen amnd paper Finally, they all agreed on the
use of wonden sticks or rulers, on which the farmer scratches a mark to indicare the estimated pee-
centape of veretation cover in cerms of a certain segment of the ruler Each facmier uses a oew stick
for cach measuring event. When the farmers meer for the ageoforestoy project, they bring their rulers,
register the measurements on paper, and discuss che findings and their significance for their plots.

The accuracy of a scratch mark on a wooden sticle compared with writcen percentages an g piece af

paper might well be debared by scientists. Howevet, il the paper-based method had buen imposed, -
the reliabilily of the informaton woukl probably have been low because of the eluctance of the
farmers to vse this approach. In this case, participacion prabably ensured mare rigarous’ data col-

lection.

In the same workshaop, discussion moved on to the viability of comparadve sendies in participatory
munitoting whick cveryonc agreed would alfow for move reliable analysis of impaces. The academics
and some of the NGO staff wanred to compare the milk producton of cows with and without a
locally produced mineral salt in their feed, The difficuley was ehat all farmers who feed the salc to
their cows are convinced of its merits. For a comparative scudy, farmers wha were not involved nur
mterested in the mineral salc would have to be included. The farmers at ¢he workshop, who would
e doing the data collection, collation and analysis, wore reluctane ta include such Faemers, They
said 1t would be too difficult socially to discuss the nan-use of sale with their seighbours. Without
the comparisan, che indicator ‘milk produchon’ was no longer fele to be nseful and another indicaror
and method were selected, Onee again, while nor cnhancing the rigour, participation ensured the
implementarion of a realisdic monitaring approach and avoided the callection of fraught data.

Suwrce: HEDMCTANSTR- Araponga 1997
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Box 19, Accepting uncertainty

In Paraiba, onc of the partneeship accivites invoelves training farmers in contour planting as pact of
the averall aim to regeneratz the soils. Therefore, oue of che indicarors they bad chosen o monitac
was “the number of farmers planting along the cantours or dtkavessado (4 1ess exact version of con-
tour planting)’. At the end of the fiest monitoring period, the data sacprisingly revealed that almost
all farmers were planting ‘aigpessade’, They knew that this could noc he due to their awn 12 manth
effort and suddenly doubted whecher they were justified in focnsing so much on training of contour
planiing, The need to count adoption taces no longee appeared as celevane as they initizlly thoughr,

The wniop and NGO songhe additional information about whether this pheénomenon was carrect:
and, if s, what had caused it. Tt was, indeed, true that stravessado had recently scen coormous
growth — and it was 2ot due v their ieabing work. A cecent repional palicy bad facilitared the acqui-
sition of draught animals which bad led to quick and widespread changes in [and preparation. As the
animuls were unable o deal wich ploughing steaight upr and down the steep slopes, many farmers
started ploughing more along the contour lines, Le, giraressado. Cleadly thers is na pointin coumting
adoption rates of cootour plancing and atravesseds based on a wrong assumption abour the reason
for adeption. The NGO and nnion ace now reassessing cheir entive appreach ta cackling s0il regen-

eration, and therefore how they want to moniter it.

Cme way 1o avaid this problem is to assess indicators related o long-
terim objectives, as these are less likely ro change. This tvpe of objec-
mves includes ‘poverty alleviaton', ‘greater autonemy from banks’,
‘increased local experimentacion’, etc. Yet what if chese objectives are
not priaritised by the partners involved? Also, who s to say that com-
munity interest and funding will sustain monikonng over the time peri-
od reqoired {Irons and Walker 199632 And finally, the more long term
the cbjzctive, the more difficult it is to establish clear canse-effect rela-
tionships due to the influence ol ocher external factors, How can a par-
ticipatory process deal with the ever-changing nature of objectives and
the required Hme series to make 4 sound judgement rased on rigorous
datar

In practice, the balance berween scientific rigour and communicy
participation will depend greatly on the objectives of the monitoring
process iself, If monitering is less abour providing proof to athers, and
mare about improviag learning and planning, then participation of
stalcehelders can be the first priority. If local proof of impact is needed,
then use can be made of focal indicators of change and local norms for
‘trusiworthiness’. Yet if proof is needed tor scientific andfor policy
audiences, then externally acceptable approaches might need to be
used, to demonstrate changes in ways ther are compatible with these
groups. In some cases, this mighe mean that the external agency waill
have o conduct parallel monitoring exercises, 1 non-participacory
ways, alongside exercises that have greater focal significance. In others,
it mighr mean redefining whar is considered ‘troseworthy’.

Gubbels {in Rugh 1995) suggests an incremental process, with inical -




greater emphasis on the participatory aspect and graduoally ensuring
that results are considercd valid externally, as those involved becnme
more skilled in monicoring. While he suggests this in the context of
project-led participatory evaluation, it also has relevance for monicor-
Ing:
“the first essentiod steps.. shounld be wmore orviented to building pro-
gras staff support, analytical skiflfs and approprivte adtiindes, There
shauld be less inmmediaie concern about achieving the vigor... if one
aiphasizes the liter, program staff con easify revert 1o various
resistance mechanisms and future evaluations will be compromised
fram the stare.”
Thus the dilemmas raised by ensuring both ‘rigour” and participation
can perhaps be seen as a cemporary phenomenaon, ane meriting careful
thoupht, and not as irreconcilable difterences. Above all thoagh, it
means developing and agreeing on new standards of validity for partic-
ipatary monitering (Bstrella and Gaventa 19273,

Ln
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Different approaches to participatory
IONItOIing

Given the made-offs and varying degrees of participation, on what
lrasis can ‘the most appropriare’ participatory monitering methodobo-
gv be chasen? burphy (1293} suggests that the key to success is to
select a combination of methods appropriate to the tasl, within the
miven comstraings of tme and human and fnancial resources: the alm
should be o provide information that is “goed erough gnd soon
enomgh”. Good enough for the type of decisions which will be made
on that basis and not more precise or detailed than necessary, and soon
enough for the analysed results to be presented before decisions have
1o be made. Some endarse an ‘optimal ignorance’ approach {Chambers
1992, ILELA Newslecter 1996) that requires the collecting of appropri-
ate amounts of usefol information for the task at hand. However, this
begs the questions of who decides what is ‘good enough’ or ‘oprimal’,
and what are their norms? This has many implications for funding
agencies who not only demand certain types of information but also
are pushing for it to be collected through a “pardcipatory’ monitoring
process,

Thete are many types of approaches ro participatory monitoring, A
recent eview of cxpericnees i1 South Asia identified o less than 10
peneric tvpes (Armonia and Campilan 19%7). For this paper we have
selecred three types thar seem to be relacively snccessful at involving
multiple stakeholders in monitoring cnvironmental change, hMany
interesting examples are based on applying the methods associaved

-with Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) re monitoring. Ancther

approach, that based on oral testimonies, emerges from the anthropo-




12 Although widely
nzerl, this rerm is
problemacic because
of the diffgnlhes in
defining, who s
findigenuns’ within a
ComImITIty.

logical lterature and involves in-depth interviews with communicy
members who have heen resident for sufficient cime to detect both
environmental and social change. A third group of approaches is based
on adapting ecological assessmeints to make them more accessible for
wse by local people. These three types of participatecy menitering of
environmental change have different origing and have evolved for dif-
ferent reasons. '

Over the lase decade, the principles and visual tools of PRA have
been used extensively to facilitate bocal analysis of local socio-political,
ecological and economic conditions that affect patrerns of resource
nse. While this may produce participation over the short rerm, it has,
in many cases, not Jedd to positive and sustained change “wibere people
develop their capacity to think about their own priorities for develop-
sient, take decisions affecting them and develop o long ferm persprec-
tive for change™ (Shah ef al. 1993). This requires greater emphasis on
the role of local people in planning development activides rather than
just being involved in assessing cheir situarion. Therefore, PRA has
been developed for use in monitoring to increase the decisivn-makiog
capaciry of local people and sustain local participation over Jonger
periods. _

It parallel with the debate on parrcipation, there has been a grow-
jng awareness of people’s rechnical knowledge about the environment
in which they live. Often referred to as Indigenous Technical Know-
ledze,12 this information can be used o make development activities
mote appropriate to the needs of people, and development agencies
more accouneable w the supposed beneficizrics of their activities, By
liscening to local people, relief and development work can be made
more effective, Oral testimony has been used in monitoring te discover
local perspectives on development interventions and document a pro-
ject history or seqoence of local events, This type of approach o memni-
taring values the information provided by those people whose liveli-
hoods depend most en the local environment.

A third sowree of methodelogical innevation has emerged fram rhe
desire o increase the role of local people in ecological assessment.
Convenlional approaches with sophisticated sampling frames and sta-
tistical analyses have rended to Fmit the role of local residents to that
of dara gatherers. To make ecological methndologies more accessible
to Jocal people, much of the scientific terminology and procedures are
replaced with local knowledge of plants, animals, and their habitats
and brhaviours, and simpler methods. While the staristical validity of
the findings js reduced, advocates of this approach highlight the spin-
off henefits for conservation by enabling people to maonitor plant and
animals and detect changes in their papulations,

Discussing these three approaches separately, as we do here, does
not mean that they are mumally exclusive. Increasingly, communities
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and scientsts are realising the need for methedological complementar-
ity (see Abbhot and Guijr 1997} and many of the case smudies use a range
of methodolegies. Often, creative combinations of methods are nsed to
ry and fulfil the multiple objectives of a monitoring programme:
ensuring the participation of local people and providing the righe kinds
of information for policy makers and decision makers.

Table 4 lists the 1{} case studies that are included in this review.
Cases have been included enly if they have an explicit participatory
orientation, a nateral resporces focus, have been used i the field
{althaugh some methods have only been piloted), and have heen
described in sufficient detail and claricy. For cach case study, inlorma-
tion on the methods nsed, the monitoring process and the indicators
developed is provided in Annex 1 such that comparisons can be made.

Table 4. Case studies in participatory monitoring

Muositoriag
Fhfrroach

Case shridics

PR A -l

e Participatory monitorng of sustainable agriculture in Brazil

# Purticipatory monitoring of village level soil and water canservation
programines, Indig

o Towards more sustainable seil ferrility managenient, souchern Mall.

¢ |articipatory nsect analysis in South Ease Asia

o Farmer participatory procedures for managing and monitoring
sustainable Farming systems in the Philippines

Lyral eestimony

e i}ral evidence in historical envieconmencal impact assessment: soil
conservation 1 Lesatha in the 1P30s and 19403 _

» Talling back: the cole of oral testimeny in participatory development, the
Sahel

Ecolagical
approaches

o Community invenrory of naieral resources in Bast Kalimantan
Engasing local hunters in wildlife surveys, Zambia
» Participatory inechods far guata sctting in CAMPFIRE areas, Zimbabwe

4.1

S8

PRA-based participatory monitoring

Many participatory monitoring methodologies use PRA techniques to
explore changes m the local environment. This review inclades five
stich caxes (sce Case Studies 1-5, Annex 1). These have a primartly agri-
cultural foons {other natoral resource management examples being
pootly docurnented) and are all project-led approaches to monitoring.
Cage Study 1 describes the Brazilian experiences that have already
been discussed in some detail in this paper. Case Study 2 focuses on the
Aga Khan Rural Supporr Programme’s pioneering work with PRA,




and its use of maps to monitor soil and water conservation pra-
grammes in fndia. Also nsing maps, Case Stady 3 describes experiences
with farm households to monitor soil fertility management in Mali.
Case Study 4 describes the Farmer Field Schools® that are used to
increase farmers’ capacity to menitor their crops thronghont Sonch
East Asia. Using transect walks and drawing technigues, farmers learn
tor identify and monitos the insecks that inhabit their erops. The final
case in this secdan, Case Study 5, describes an approach developed in
the Philippines o enable communities and farm households o manage
and monitor their farming systems.

PRA has been used extensively to epable community members and
outsiders to assess local condidons, The commumiry can make an
inventory {largely qualitative) of its resources and patterns of resource-
use, together with problems and constraints. Techniques, such as map-
ping the location of natural resonrces and matrix ranlcing of preferred
species, are often used. Transect walks with older informants and key
informant imfervicws wich the tracditional leadership provide an histor-
ical and land-use {and comtrol} perspective. Flow diagrams help pre-
sent perceived changes resulting from new resource management prac-
Hees or general environmental changes. Venn diagrams can highlight
how institutional relationships, such as for resource management, are
changing.

If conducted prior to undertaking any planned aceivides, this type of
detailed analysis of the local situation provides a ‘haseline” or data set
of the starting sitnation. Essentially, monitoring builds on an mitial
participatory appraisal by repeating similar cxercises sequentially
through vime. This process enables changes to be documented and:
analysed. An advastage of the visualisadion rechniques associated with
PRA is that the diagrams and maps help farmers to grasp more syseem-
atically the changes in their cavicowment (Shah ez af. 1923}, Kaul Shah
[1995) notes that as the community carties out the appraisal itself, the
Janguage and media most familiar and appropriate te them are Lsed.
Thus, the results of the appraisal can be stored and retained by com-
poumity and used by them when required. Accessibility of informacion
for the end-users is an essential part of any parbcipatory mMoenitoering
FT{?CLLSE.

As “the comumunity’ s not an homogeneous unit, PRA-hased moni-
toring should be undertaken with a range of different groups, accord-
ing to wealth or cultural status, gender andfor age of the participanrs,
to examine the diversity of perspectives on change. For example,
women and aien may well have different views on key indicators due
to their different daily needs and ceological knowledge, and may have
expericnced different impacts caused by cnvironmental changes {cf.
ICanl Shah 1998). Yet few of the case studies address social differentia-
Hon explicicly. Many, in fact, apgregate different perspectives, losing
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valuable insights in the process, The exception, Case Study 3 from
Mali, found some minor differences in the indicators developed by
men and women. The [iterature alse reveals a [ack of discossion on
how consensus was or was not reached berween or within differene
grovps {on, for example, wlennfving the monitoring poorides or the
development of indicarors). 13 A future challenge fur these approaches
may be to explore in more deprh the different perspectives and priori-
tics of men and women, the worse off and betrer off, and the old and
young. Withoue this differentiation and wiangulation of perspectives,
some of these approaches perhaps provide only a superficial under-
standing of local conditions,

Dealing with diversity in diagramming

Key features of PRA, such as ity flexibility, it ahilicy to deal with diver-
sity and its emphasis on mnovation and learning from multiple stake-
holders, are impertant in malding monitoring more participatory and
thercfore locally relevant, Bue these gualities can alsn hamper the com-
parison of a time series of diagrams. For cxample, many of the case
studies sngpest that mapping is an important method for documenting
the process of change. However, expertences in the Philippines {rain
and Piniero, in Campilan 1996} suggest that while uscful, chere may be
preblems awociated with mrerpreting, the maps chat are produced
(B 20, The project found that the anabysis of the maps was compli-
cated by inconsisrencies in mep style and format between monicoring
events. The Philippines experience also suggests that sufficient time is
needed to facilitage a collective analysis of 2 time sequence of maps and
to understand ovetall trends, This is required o help overcome some
of the ‘problems’ in comparing individual maps or other disgrams.

In Brazil (I[EDIAS-PTASTR-Remigio/STR-5clanca 1997, this
problem will be overcome by using what is being called cthe *base map’,
which shuws basic inlrastrucinre, An exact copy of the base map will
be used each year Any changes in the basic infrasteucture will be
marked on the map in addition o the information relared to che indi-
cator heing monitored. By comparing the two maps, an analysis of the
changes can occut In another congext, che same map is used with
colour coding of the indicators for each new year ot moment of mea-
surement (deera Kanl Shah pers. connn, 1997). '

The different ways 1o which praceitioners have deale with ehe diver-
sity in diagramming highlights che need for greater documenration of
experiences of vsing. PEA for pamicipatory monitoring of the environ-
ment. This shounld enable some of the challenges in its appiication o be
shaved and overcome, and promote innovarion and evolution in usmﬂ
PRA in 2 monitoring context,




Box 20. Reflections on the use of participatory mapping

Participalary mapping was used to sssess the impact of home gardening on biodiversity, At the
heginning of the project, cooperating home gardeners drew maps, indicating features such as plot
sive, Incarion and crops grown. After ewo years of participatory crials of crop species, a second
workshop was held ta evaluate chapges in bome garden biodiversity. Again, maps wers drawn by
the parricipants and these were compared with the ariginal maps. On the whale, mapping proved «
wselul tool and helped home gardeners analyse chauges arising feom their involvement with the pro-
iect. However, there wore two limitations to its use. First, it was not passible o compare accurately
and analyse the fwo maps sinec they were dewwn independently aml therefore ditfercd substantially
i terms of scale, perspective, boundarics and symbols. Secondly, time was a conseraint. The map-
pin workshap had limited oppurtunity for collecdve analysis of the oucpurs of the exereise.

Somrce: Comrpilan 1996

4.2

Oral testimony

Many development agencies produce monitoring and evaluation
reports ag written documents. The inclusion of oral testimony can
introduce a wider dimension and shift the balance towards a more
qualitadve assessmoent. Oral testimonies are useful for assessing long-
term changes in the envivonment, rather than monthly changes. A

broad ‘unofficial’ history of project activitics sought from project staff,

the target population and ather alfected individuals can help to build a
beteer picture of the project process and its impacts. Case studics 6 and
7 are project-led examples of how oral testimony can be used ro under-
scand inchividual ways of noting and recording change. Case Study 6
from Lesoiho, shows how historical narratives on soil conservation
practices can be uncovered through mterviews with elderly residents.
Case Study 7 provides mare general information about enviroumental
changes as noted by pastoralists, farmers and refugecs, who depend on
the errvironment to sustain their Evelihaods.

In their book ‘Listening for a Chanpge’, Siim and Thompson {1923)
ontline the many forms through which people express their experi-
cnces and trapsmit interpretations of life. These include: songs, leg-
ends, stories, plays, tradidonal accounts or family historics passed
down through the generations, personal life histories, recellections and
memanics. Such oraf testimonies can focus entirely on the past or they
can provide evidence about more recent events and articulate furore
plans and aspirations, Oral wstimony can be collected mdividually or
in pronps. It provides an opportunity fou the elten quist majority to
speak out about their concerns and priorities in a way that is compati-
ble with their main form of conumunication.

Oral testimony is often regarded as anecdoral and unreliable
because it is subject to the vagaries of people’s memories and changes
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aver timme. Lindblade (1937) suggests that “as recoguition of the mag-
nitnde and complexity of local knowdedge bas grown, there bas been g
tendency to accept it at face value™. She cautions rhat a discriminatiog
attitude must be displayed towards oral information cathercd from
cormmnunities (although this is true 1o some extent for any methodology
that relies on intormant recall, including questicnnaire surveys which
conceal many non-sampling errors), From her work in Uganda, she
sugpests that local perceptions may have been shaped by external
forces, such as government campaigns or the agendas of development
agencies. Withour the trizngulation of information using other meth-
ods, ‘received wisdom® can be perpentated because it is difficult to gain
an in-depth understanding of the internal and external processes that
have shaped local conditions (of. Leach and Mearns 1994).

However, Showers and Malahleha (1292} contest the onreliabiliey
of ural environmentsl evidence as they argue that it is based on ecaloy-
ical knowledge and detailed observations from residents of a particular
location. For many decades, anthropologists have gathered numerows
examples of indigenous inventories, classifications and taxonomies of
the natutal world {e.z. Levi-Strauss 1962). In Box 21, Giindel {1996)
deseribes the Mayan classification of forest types. This informadon is
passed on orally berween generations and is grounded in ics practical
application te the local contesr. It shows how langusge constraction
and classification is bascd on an intimare knowledge of the environ-
ment and can be used ta detect environmental change.

Reteospective analysis, using oral histories, is particularly useful in
exploring environmenral change [see Box 22}, Tt is likely to prodnce
primarily qualitadve infortnation on “what was there’ in terms of nat-
ural rescurces, and local assessments of how and why the changes have
occurred. It is unlikely to provide guanticative informarion defining
cxactly "how much there was™ during previous time periods. Flowever,
given the large number of projects implemented in Africa before for-
mal monitoring amd evaluation existed, Showers and Malahleha
[1992) suggest technigues of historical environmental impact assess-
ment wanld help contemporary planners who must hegin with the
legacy of the past and move forward [cf. Fairhead and Leach 19953,
Alehaugh many people are aware of the importance of environmental
monitaring for understanding change in the landscape, there is ne
standard methodology for evaluating historieal interventions, Showers
and Malahleha's concept of an ‘historical enviconmental impace
assessimenct’ [see Case Study 6) arose oot of a concern that most techni-
cians operate in an ahistorical and Targely non-sodal context and that
social scientists are generally unaware of the significance of technical
informaven.




Box 21. Environmental classification and change

Peasant Tarmers 1 the Yucatdn, dMexica miake their comparison of changes over dme. Changes in
crop priformance are obscrved between cropping seasons, temporal rather than spatial. Farmers
point ta the differences heoween the present situation and the time when their fathers and grandfa-
thers prepared the seilpe (slash-and-hurn syscem). In the Mayao language, the differont forest types
are classified according ro theic age aid the compaosicon of spevies, A main distincrion is made
heoween the Ches'ebe fudme, which describes o Forest wich a dense wee population, and the Filice
ke, which means literally il you lock into the forest, you can see fa1". As high forest siands are
becoming very care in the region, the Mayan name for them, Kemgan kdax, is losing its importance
in the active vocabulary of younger generatons. The typical vegetation type to be found is the
Hulv'che, whicl refers to o vegeration of two to theee years regrowth. There are three differenc stages
of low vepetation — Herbehre, Kaba Hub'che {3-4 yoars reurowth), and Kana Hub'clre (4-6 years
regrowth). The following stage {s called Yaex hdax (kdax meaning forest), On che other hand, new
categorles aec being created as new vegrtation types or new ways of using them emerge. For
instance, abandoned sisal plantations with forest regroweh are being converted ineo il plots as
the access to available forest arcas becomes restricted. A new category Xla'pacsh, has thercfore bren
added to the traditional classification systom,

Sonrcer Gt 12896

Box 2. Listening for a change

In 1986, 4t a conference an drought and desertification, owo saccllice images of Africa talen a year
apart and costing tens of thousands of dollars showned either the *advancing’ Sahara or ‘recreating’,
vepetation in lueld colour. A few weeks earlier, ar Taragma village, Sudan an elderly villager was
eatertaining a smal) group of villagees from the UK development agency SO5 Sahel. Stepping oumtside
his Feant door he pointed towards nothing — just 2 wide expanse af desert occasionally relieved by
the odd, unpalataile shrub, Here, be said, just 40 vears ago the toees and shrubs were so numeraus
that it was difficuls to cide a donkey to market without getting seracched.

Sateblite imagery and oral testimony hoeh have a part to play In shaping o andersganding af enti-
ronmenta) change, The people on the ground, several miles below the caimera, lenow cxactly what
has happened in their lacality; they may be amused- or interested by the broader picture, but they
can’r see that it tells them anything they don't already koow, They have been raking menval smap-
sliots all cheir lives.

Saurce: S and Thontpson 1883

Oral testimony allows for socially differentiared monitoring  of
changes, as individuals recount cheir personal histories. Mepgan
Vanghan used oral restimony to delve back over 30 years and picce
rosether the history of famine in Malawi and the role of gender in
shaping the disaster {see Box 23, In addition to interviewing prople,
she collectad the local songs, pravers, and the taboos that accompanied
them. Of particular interest were the ‘pounding songs’ fhat women
sing when pounding matee. These showed the extreme vulnerability of
women and “locate the fwnie within a larger historical process of
change in the economic and socal status of women”. These songs are




still in ose and demonstrate the. diverse ways in which events and
change are recorded in cultures that arc, or were, primanly aral.

Box 23. The story of an African famine: gender and famine in twengietly centiury Malawi

Famines gather history avound chem. Tn the Blantyre Discrict of Suuthern Malawi many people
remember the famine which aecyrred in 1949-50, and many nmore have beeo told about it Thece are
stories and songs and recollections of the Famine: accounts of foraging and migeation; of *famine dis-
case’ and death; of both the cahesion and the disintegeating of communities aogd familics: of selfless-
ness and the extremes ol individualism, Survivors of the famine can give dose acoouncs of the events
of that year. They begin with ehe abnomnal weather conditions — whar the clouds looled like and
what this meant; how high e crops grow before they dicd, and which crops snrvived; the tnames of
the children whe starved and the huslaads whoe lefe; the wild foods caren and their methods of
preparatinn the minete details of the famine relief svstemn — the coarseness and thre coloue of the
grain diseributed, the size of the tins which acred as measures, the behaviour of the gueninge prople
who waited ro ceceive it. Older people can well stovies of famines that went befare — the 1922 famine
and Famnine of 1903 which drove people inco the area from Mozambigue. They say nothing compa-
rable to 1949 fias happened since. People calculate theie 2pes by meference to it, and women con-
scinualy keep the comumunal mermory of the event alive when they sing the pounding soags they corm-

poased then,

Soterce: Yasghan 1987
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4.3

Oral testimony may be used in combinaton with the wisualisation
rechniques of PRA and ecological assesstnenes. This is particolarly
impaortant for triangulating the findings, which Lindblade {1997} sup-
gesrs is essengial for developing a meaningful local level assessment of
the environment. Slim and Thompson {1993) suggest that "PRA gxpe-
rierece bas shown that people’s ability to express themselves verbully
can b heightened If they can simultoneinsly present things visnally”
pacticularly if the interview process is pnfamiliar to the interviewee.

Two key challenges for oral restimony in the context of participato-
ry memitorng are: ¢ 1) how to ensure thae testimonies are given at rego-
lar inttervals to enable a time series of informnation to emerge; and (2)
horwr ro ensute that the information provided deals adeqoately wids che
guaittative dag thac 4ee a0 often gecessary,

Ecological methods

There are few approaches to assessing and monitoring plant and ani-
mal populations that are reliable and easy o understand and imple-
ment. Marks {1994) notes that a basic question in animal ecology
remains: how to eliain consistent cstimates for population nombers of
wild mammals in an arce so that wends can be examined? When
assessing animal population numbers, ecologists continue to debate
the raost appropriate samnpling methads (MNorran-Grffiths 1973, Inam-
dar 1997}, Much of this debate relates to ingreasing the precision of
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estimates of animal abundance. The key challenge, however, mav be to
schieve an optimal level of accuracy (accuracy being a measure of the
extent 0 whicl the estimate is *correct’, while precision is the resolu-
tion of the estitnate ¢f, optimal ignorance, Chambers 1992}, A moni-
toring exercise should distinguish between an imprecise but accurate
estimate of animal popudations (which may be sofficiently useful) and
a precise, but inaccurate estimate (which may be both wrong and
deceptive).

Many problems are assaciated with the standard wildlife census
techniques, such as aerial and ground counts, Aerial surveys arc capital
intensive operarions that record only the larger and more visible
specics, such as clephant, boffale, rhineceros and hippopotamus. The
derfvation of the estimated counts are difficuls for anyone bur rechui-
cians to understand!4 and require sophisticared scatistical analysis.
Also, aerial comts only record animal species in semi-open terrain and
ate nar appropriate for more forested habitats,

Cround counts are an alieenate method wherely animals or animal
spore are recorded. But because of biases due to factors such as the vis-
ibility of different species and comparability bevween different haly-
tats, gronnd census dara require sophisticated sampling strategies and
analysis. Aoy sampliog method requires extrapolation for estimates of
density o be made and this introduces margins of ecror .

Despite the challenges associatced with cstimating plant and animal |
populations, several authors have tried to include local people in coo-
logical assessments usiog standard techniques. A jomt faunal survey of
Uluru National Park ondertalen by scientists and  eraditional
Aboriginal cosrodians was described earlier in this paper {Reid et @f.
1292}, Fabriciug {1997} deseribes how eraditional healers participared
i transece-based plant surveys in bourh Alrica. In a similar vein,
Steinmetz and Mather {1996} describe how Kaven villagers helped o
survey the faona of Thung Yai MNaresuan Wildlife Sanctuary in
Thailand. They suggast thar through their bocal environmental lonowl-
edge, individuals can become involved in the dara collection process
and in the interpretarion of resules. However, becanse of the complexi-
ty of conventional ecological assessiment, in both these cases local
people are excluded from rhe research design (the sampling strategy
being determuned by statistical demands) and data analysis {which is
often technically sophiscicated). Steinmerz and Mather belicve their
approach could be the starting point for community-based ecological
momnitoring, hut note that “owtside wildlife researchers wonld still be
recessary for a fewe years to lagsch o monttoring frrogran®,

All these approaches assess the extent of the resource base, rather
than the availahility to che community of the elements of the resonrce
basc which they use. Although these two measures are often correlat-
ed, a nmumber of factors, such as legal constramts on resource utilisa-




tion, rechnological [imitations to what can be harvested, and localised
parterns of animal distribution, create disparities between a scientific
assessment of animal numbers and the actual availability of the
resource o the cormmunity [see Box 24). This hightights the impor-
tance of identifying the objectives of the moniroring programme and

the end-users of the information as this will shape the methodology.

Box 24. The ups and downs of counting clephants

Garamba National Park in che Demncratic Republic of Congoe (focmetly Zaire) 15 a protected acea,
managed by 2 national conservation awthoriy in collaboration with international wildlife organisa-
cions. These institucions mowitor the resource base using vanvendional ecological methads. This
inchades regular aerial counts af the key mammal species in semi-open areas of the Park and sup-
potting grownd transcct samples in the forested areas of the hunting reserves. The aerial counts showr
3 stasistically significant increase in elephanc pﬂpuhtmn.a over an eleven year period [1954-19595)
Erom 4,500 o over 11,000 individuals,

Resident communities reside in the hooting cescrves surrounding the navional pacle. Incensive
anthropological fieldwork o the reserves reveals chat the availability of clephant meat in the rueal
econmny has declined over this same period. Recesit honeer surveys undercaken with the resident
comminnties [ownd ne elephant huncing in the villages soudied. Yor older residenrs recount elephant
hnting prior to effective conservation acrivities in the area,

The decline in the availability of clephant meat o lecal people, which runs parallel with increasing
elephant populations, is attributed to an increase in the etficacy of law enforcement within the pro-
tecred arca and, possibly, tv international resteictions on eeade in elephant peoducrs.

The ecalogical and anthropological asscssments both provide accurate and vigoraus measures of ele-
phant numbers but ane measures abundance, while the other measores availability and access, The
study highlizhts the importance of defining the oljectives of the monitoring programme and the
users af the informartion, as this will decermine the methods wsed, the resules abtaimed and their inger-
pretation. lere, the international and nadional stakeholders menitor clepbant populations at the
ecosystem level, while the monitoring that is important v the communicy stakeholders is the avail-
ahility of elephanc ar the local level, which decs ner just meassure abundance but mather aveess o the
resource, The data produced are noc always compatible.

Somrce: Hilbman Sneith e al, (1995} and do Merode {1958 and pers. ot}
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Case studies 8, 2 and 10 use novel approaches o adapt ecological
assessments and make thern more accessible to local people. While
more of a cne-off assessment of ecological resources than a regular
monitoring programme, Case Stucly 8 describes how local people in
Kalimantan assessed the value of tree resources by counting all of the -
tree resources inoeach of their field plots. Although Jaborious, it
ensured that each participant could contribmte to the design and imple-
mentation of the methodolegy and analysis of iws findings. By avoiding
a sophisticated sampling serategy, local people were alle to underscand
and manage the survey. They could therefore participate in the entire
sutvey process, and were not confined to a daca gatheving role,




Marks (1294, 1926} has experimented wich local hunrers in che
Luanpva Valley to record the animals they encounter (see Case Stady
). The method assomes that local honters seele to maximise their con-
tacts with wildlite during each foray. Rather than samiple along pre-
determined transcet lines, nombers of animals observed as a function
of tme spent in the field is used as an indicacor of local wildlife abu-
dance. This method reduces problems of sampling stratesy and
reqoires little in the way of capital investment — a watch, a notehoolk
and pencil.

Marks suggests thar the method imcreases the capaeity of local
hunters to collect daca and analyse change, Addinonally, i increases
their awareness of wildlife management and protection. The method is
also cost-effective when compared with standard censos techniques,
The emplovment of focal hunters legitimises cheir statns, encourapes
acenuntability and the monitoring of local resources upon which theis
livelihoods depend. Marks notes that developing this pareicipatory
approach to monitering requires a shift in organisational culture by
wildlife agencies to devalve responsibility to local commuonites. He
recognises thar changing direction and implemencing new methods
will not be an casy process, as the new approach will test the commit-
ment of wildlife management agencies to local level management.

While the methodolagy developed by Marks in the Luangwa valley
enables local hunters to participate in data collection, the analvsis is
undertaken by oorsiders. Case Studv 10 builds on this method and
shows how muktiple stakeholders, including communities, can be
involved in the analysis of dara for setting the quoras for commercial
valdlife affealce in Zimbabwe. In this approach, 2 workshop s held
and each group of stakeholders provides a different source of daca
{DINPE&WLMMWT 1996). Adapting Marks' approach, local commu-
nities complere ground transects counting the number of animal
encounters per unet time. This is a cheap and quick wav of assessing
wildlife numbers which can be understood by all the participants with-
in the communiries. Although more technical information, such as aer-
ial counts, is provided at the workshop by wildlife agencics, interactive
exercizes are used o ‘demystify’ and explain the data oo al} participants
{sce The Aerial Survey Game, DNPEWLMWWE 1994). This case
study provides a good model of how different stakeholders can be ince-
erated into A participatory monitoring exercise.
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Framework for choosinga
participatory approach to monitoring

1t is difficult to compare the 10 appreachess o participatory monitemng
that are described in Chaprer 4. Some of the approaches have only
been pilated, some are in progress and few include discussions ahout
their impacts and problems. Thus, the framework in Table 3 is a sub-
jective assessment of the methodalogies used in cach approach, The
criceria used to compare the meonitoring approaches are adapred from
those derived for monitaring sustainahle agriculture in Brazil (sec Box
23).

Tahle 5 separares the different components of the monitoring
methodology into design, data collection, compilation, analysis and
dissemination. The table indicates that few ol the mechodologies have
reen desigued by, or with, local people. While all the methodologies
are bighly parcicipatory in data collection, few of them enable local
peaple to participate in the very early ot later skages of the monitoring
Process.

Table 5 suggests thar there are costs to selecting approaches that
secnre and sustain local pardicipation from dara collection through o
dissemination. These approaches take longer and are more dithcult to
implemene. However, an a more pasitive note, Table 5 also suggests
that the mlormarion derived from the more parricipatory approaches
is of greater pse than those approaches where the role of 1ocal people is
confined to data collecrion.




Table 5. Comparng the methodologics of different approaches to participatory moenitoring

Casc Study
1 i 3 4 3 f 7 d 9 14
Brazil India Blali S5E Asia Philippines  Lesocho Sahel  Walimancan  Xambia  Zimbalbwe
Method-basud criteria
Degree of facicipaion by
[acal pegple in the design of
the munitoring process (W% L B L L. L. I L L H L L
Deprer of participation hy
local peopls in dara collection H H H H i1 M H H H H
Megree of participation by
loeal pewple in dara compilation M M H H A I, L H L MH
Degree of parsicipation by .
local peaple in data analysis wAH M H H M L L H L MBI
Dearee of participation by
local peaple in data disserminacion AT M H H L L L H L M
Ease of applicagon h & b c c I3 b i Ly C
Tinnte Eryvolved MIH L M ®UH WU i ki H H kirH
Exient of eplicabiliey it | 1 M ‘H LN M hi M H M
Content-based coterra
Eeliahility of findings hH »MH iy H Ll Lin TN i H »MH H
Usetulness of mlormalion h/H MIH WLTT 1 Timd Lo L BdiH AUH H
WY | FETLI H Hich ineivemerr of 4 cual geowp of coibwusily
I Susmainahle agrizuloare in razil 7 Ol westicnony i pusiwipitory doeelopoeot, il Bledium nusralies, wh: lay i olvensml i oofer e
2 Willage Jevel srfl ardd mraree canssvaricn thi F:du] L Luw lirnicad eneppegnr [sar faea laeps prauaf luz)]
Froemmanes, India % Cammnniny ineenrnne of oarmal resanrces in [Local people vetors oo gready vacping gooun of il
1 Sustaiiable suil feetibine ssoapeoenc. East Kalimartin rarfzipancs, T sonwe exunaples, rthig refees wo Qe a  Easy wapply after basic trainiog
simtlceo duli Y Engaujue Lacal hunters i wilblife suzveys, wiiler comanuniny pngl in nphers it eecers o snsl T Ioeyuarrs rainiog arl practive o msoe

4 Tuniwipatory et analysis i Sowth Basr fei Fambia gronqs af Farmers op psearce naecs that aoe quality ul iuluroacion
3 Snaaanalle Faomicp spstcms o U Plalippines 10 Pactivipatory sethads fur gqueea setting in directly invalved in cthe memigaring work, Thus ¢ Ditficulr oo apply wielent cxicsave i
o Crral evidencs in hismorical inpace assesenwenr, CAMDFIRE wread, Tinbalwee ligh pusEcipatian ona refes ta inteose and pracice
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Box 25, Monitoring the monitoring process in Brazil

In February 1947, a third workshop was held in Paraila as part af @ progess of designing partcipa-
tory monitaring. One important objective was to assess the guality of the monitering work carried
out so Far To evaluace the experiences with the indicators idendified in July 199, Four criferia were
used to assess the methods used and two to assess the indicators. These criteria wern selected prior o
the warkshop by a small organising committee consisting of cwo NGO staff members, ane Rural
Worker's Union representative, and the [IED facilitaros

Mathndurelated criteria:

# the level of participation of faoners in the eollection, callacean, aoalvsis and disseraination of the
data;

# time demand (for L‘CJ]EE:LI oy, callation, analysis and dissemination of the datal;

® the degrec of diffienlty in applying the method (mainly related to collection and analysis);

e che patential to extend che application of che method heyond the current monitors.

fndicator-reluted criterio:

¢ reliability of the information;

# relevance of the fingl inlarmation ({or different sudiences: farmers, union, NGO, donars, public
fECRCICS}.

Tnitial discusstons were lengehy as no systematic reviesy had heen underraken immediacely afrer the
use of a new method for the differsat imdicators. Thar alceady offered one valuable lesson — imrmed-
are reviews after each new applicaton to ensiwe a smoother learning process,

The discussion enabliad reflinement af the chosen methods, 4 rich exchange of tips about dealing with
application problems, and clarification of the need to think throush the end-use of the infermation
in move detail. For example, the reliabilicy of data from one particolar set of indicarors related o
confout planving was guestioned, We idencified several reasons for this that will help improve the
ncxe applicacion of the methods:

@ different definicions between fanmets of the word stvaressada {an approximare form of concour
plantiter) —oee definivion s needed belore askiong how miach area is plaonced in this wsg

the
degree of precision of the farmers’ knowledge, as they do not need this {or cheir everyday lives -
g3 we either gceept the macging of ercor ar verily farmers’ nlfarmation with dme-consurming
direct mcasurement;

#® ambipunus questions abour ‘where they learnt abour arravessade’ could mean from whom chey
first learnt 1t a8 & child or wha reactivared theic ingeresy in psing ic — so this queseion muos: be
revearded without the carrent ambiguity of intcrpretation.

The discussion abour reliabiliey of informarian was pareicularly Inl:erest[ng as the differenc value sys-
temns were revealed berween the ondversity -tramed NGO seaif and LhE VD0 represen tatives, many af

whom have farming backgronnds.
Sorerce: HEDF..*LSrPIMSTR-RmsfgfafSTR—Sﬂfaﬂm 19597
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Key findings and knowledge gaps

Participatory monitoring to assess environmental change is a growth
topic. huch s written about the potential benefits of involving multi-
ple stakeholders in menitoring in general, but documented experiences
of participatory monitoring — particalarly for environmental change — -
are relatively few, Even rarer are cxperiences that docwment the
impacts of a parricipatory monitoring process. Some of the cxamplos
illustrate the potential, rather than the actual benefits, of more partici-
patoty forms of envircamencal menitoring. Furthermore, consensoes
on the definition of participatory monitoring is difficult to reach. This
makes 1t difficult to assess ‘best pracrice’ in participatory monitoring
or to advorate approaches that seem e be more successful than others,
Nevercheless, onr review has highlighted commeon questions rthat
emerge from these experiences and chat merit further research if the
potential of participatory monitoring is to be realised.

Does participatory monitoring delwer all
that is promised of it?

Because of the many claims made by advocates of participatory tmomni-
towing, there is a real need to assess its impace by asking:

I>oes participatory monitering deliver on its promises, and if so, what
benefits acceue to whom?

[oes participatary monitonng increase the sustainability, accountabil-
ity and elficiency of the activities being monitored, as is often clatmed?
What are the (positive and negative) impacts of parricipatory moniccr-
ing for local people?
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What are the most appropriate roles
of different stakeholders?

Development of parcicipatory monitoring requires a clear understand-
ing of the different roles of different stakeholders. It requires careful
thought abour whether the type of data required, and expreted end-use
of the informarion, warrants more or less participation of different
stalceholder groups.

" The Brazilian experiences highlicht the difficulties of trving to
enswe thar the needs of different stakcholders are balanced in the
manitering process. it 1s easy for those sroups who are familiar with
monitoring, such as scientists and funding agencies, to dominate the
selection of indicators and methods, without appreciating the needs of
local people and the practicalinics of implementng the monitoring,
Furthermore, few experiences have dissected the needs of “local people’
and addressed the social differentiation of monitoring. The communicy
or village sub-gronp is often the ‘local stakeholder’ with little consider-
ation of the different roles of people within the communicy, Clearly,
priorities and indicators will vary depending en how one depends on
the natural resource in question. Farther research should address this
local diversiey and explore the complexity of negotiation between
stakeholders in the development of a participatory menitoring process.

Who bears the costs of participatory monitoring
{and how high are they?)

Ensuring and facilitating the participation of a diverse group of stake-
holders is a mach more demanding process than designing a monitor-
ing questionnaire in an office, and is time-consuming and expensive
[see Tox 26}, How can the interests of diflferent stukeholders be main-
tained throughont the meonitoring process? Campilan (1296) high-
lights that participatory monitoring “can be castly #ot anly for an
oroanisation or a project, but also for loeal people themselves”, It is
local resonrces that gnderpin the implementation of & participatory
monitoring process and there need to be clear incentives fur them to be
interested in monitoring over a longer peviod. Although “oftes comsid-
ered faboo in partiviparory research and development projects”,
Campilan notes that financtal ncentives have heen vsed to compensate
farmers for the tme they invest in several South Asian apgricultural
development projects. Although contentous, vome “corsider it bighly
fustified considering the vpportunity costs mwolved in taking away o
significant amonat of tie whick farmers could otherivise have spent
for incomte-gdriing dotivities ™, '
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Box 26. Acknowledging the cost of participatory moniioring

The first vear of developing a participatory menitoring methodology in Beazil has eust one af che
NGOs involved ahaut USS10,000. This is mainly comprised of day rates for NGO and union statf to
attend the many meetings required. This amount dees nor include expenses occnrred m developing
the proposal and sccuring funding, the costs af IED {which is facilitating the process), the veluntary
days that facmers spend at the meetings, the support of leval CROs in facilitaving some of the plan-
ning meerings, most of the transporration costs ta travel toffrom meetings, and sarne of the day rates
for the time spent munitoring that which the NGO had already idunti Hed. The actual application
casts will be fow, dne o the limired technical narure of the chasen indicatars but che final costs of
implementing the manitoring will be much higher than was originally antcipated.

This issue of expense is particulacly pertinent for funding agencics who often demand the most com-
plex daca an impact, without allocating extra funding for designing oz implementing this {wocess.
Oime environmental NGO in Avstralia, implementing a multi-million dollar community-based reveg-
ctation programms, often commented that it would eosr as much to count how many rrees had been
planted throwgh its cfforts as it would ro plant them! This is dircctly related to the pariicipacory
mature of their worle, A community-based faciliatar enconrages conununity geoups o revegtalte
but has na dircet way of knowing what they have scually implemented. The dme it would take to
chase up each individual who had been influenced by the facilicatar woukd be inordinately expensive
celative to the value of the infarmarion that was produced. How o monirer effectively withour
spending a disproportonate ameunt of the overall budger on it, is an onpoing eonceen for many
organisatiims, & receot condition of funding ser by the government agency for this NGO is thar
herwean 2 and $% af the total budger for the conunumity revegetation programme must be spent an
monitoring for accountabiliy, But is this enough? And is it money wisely speat if the information
bas no Yocal eelevance?

Recognising the true cost of participatory menieering is important for
both the developed and developing world contexe. [0 a diseussion of
catchment health monitering in Aostralia, lrons and Walleer (1998],
deseribe two cconomic factars that limic the potential of community-
based monitoring, notably:

trends in natural systems can only be determined by consistene long-
term momitering but community groups rarely have access to sufficient
resonrces to enable this; -

the time spent by participants’ needs must be valued carefully, as
despite much current interest, “there is na reason to believe that il {s
sufficient to motivate consistent, long-term monitormg scrvices in the
CORERHREY (ithaut frroper remmncration

What trade-offs are involved?

Pacticipatory monitoring seems to require trade-offs, yet few articles
address this issue directly. In this paper we have discussed one arca of
apparent conflict, that between atraining “eientific rigout’ and ‘local
participation’, The balance berween rigeur and participarion depends
ont the objectives of the participatory learning exercise, on whether itis
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predomtinantly a leaming exercise or a way of gaining evidence, Alrer-
natively, new standards of validity necd to be develaped. Another com-
promise 18 the need 1o gain comprehensive information while recognis-
ing the reakity of limited resources. Informarion that is ‘good enough’
muast be provided ‘soon enopgh’,

Another cencral trade off is between the need for standardisacion
while recognising the value of site-specific indicaters and standards.
This iz a particular wsue where daea agpregation at higher levels is
heing parsued through collating, comparing or contrasting community
momtored data. s Troms and Walleer {1996) explaim

“Ihe diffiendties of matching dara collecied over varivus physical

areds s componnded by the variation of scale for which cach data

set i5 appropriate. Data concerning a paddoch,” for exmample,
becomes inconseduential at the sub-regional fevel, ... To select ane
seale and asswme that it can be treated as g static bownded entity,
buas tended to be the nsual apprroach.”
& community envitotmental monitering survey in Aostealia, most
groups were in favour of srandardisation, as long as this happened
through 2 suppartive, consnltative process and with sufficient time znd
resources (Alexandra ef 2f, 1996). In contexts with less high-technole-
gv and less information cxchange, the challenge will be even greater
than in Anstrafia. Perhaps standardisadon in other contexts will nor be
the most imporeant or pressing objective of participatory monitoring.
It shradd Be stressed shat the less immediately-relevant the informa-
tiom, the mor: likely it is thar those collecting the data will lose [nterest
over time. Requiring farmers to collecr information that is not direcely
refevane to them may require a more commercial approach to partici-
patory monitoring {as discussed wunder poinc 3.

How can we deal with baseline data,
and the general [ack thercof?

Many donors demand that baseline data is used against which to mea-
sure the impact of one or the other inrervention. Likewist, to assess the
full extent of environmental degradation or repeneration, many scien-
tists urge for the collection of reference data. Fluwever, identifying the
point in time andfor the conditon against which the current situation
should be compared s a recurrent problem the world over. Trying o
cstablish a realistic starting point often proves fraidess if basing it on
existing data, or prohibitively expensive if commissioning a baseline
survey, [rons and Wallker say that chere is little thae can be done about
it
“the alternative is to adopt mcuitoring procedures which side-step
the need for g baseline, meanwhile indicating the direcion of
chanpe — buprovement or decliie — against either the previous mea-
surerght oF 4 desfred condition”,




11y Brazil, the NGOs are using the first vear of monitoring data as cheir
‘baseline’, plus some supplementary dava they can collect through the
little that has been documented about local biophysical and socio-cco-
nomic conditions. They simply cannot afford more, yet are worried
that the funding agencies will find this unacceptable. This has clear
implications for funding agencies and the scientific commumnity alike. Tt
requiires the developmernt of approaches that are not dependent on the
vse of baseline data, vr the provision of sufficient funding and tme to
enable this to take place,

How are monitoring data used —
what are the information feedback loops?

Tt cannot be stressed epough how important it is ¢ koow exactly who
the end-user{s) of the mformation will be and how the Information is
tor reach them. This determines the entire framework for the methodol-
ogy: the indicators, the methads, the timing, the reporting and analysis
stvle, the costs, etc., This has been particularly clear in the Brazil wark
discussed in this paper {see Box 9). 1n the first stage of identifying indi-
cators, soplisticated suggestions were made by farmers and academics
alike. When the reality of who was acmally going to wse the-informa-
tion sutfaced, indicarors were thrown out en masse, i favour of nthers
that are more finely toned to the anticipated end-users (LED/CTA/
STR-Araponga 1997). .
In spite of this, few participatory monitoring approaches invest suf-
ficienr time in the planning stages, identifying and clarifying the end-
users and wses. Much enerey is spent refining monitoring methads and
developing sophisticated techniques, withoat thinking about the trans-
lation of the data into practical application. One example of this
comes from the USA (Bosch et al. 1996}
“The Nevade Rangeland Monitoring Handbook (1234) wmply
describes monitoring methads and technigues, as well as providing
definitions of terms used in range condition assessment, Unfortt-
nately, little or no space ks devoted to explating what to do with the
data, or bow to interpret it once it bas been collected. The result is
that very little monitoving is today carried out in the vangelands of
this area.”
A ceneral challenge and objective for {uture research is the applicarion
and invegration of information from participatory monitoring intc a
participatory developmenc process. Wichont sutficient feedbacl from
monitoring into development processes, the moenieonng process
hecomes an end in itself, rather than a means to sustain the participa-
tion of stakeholders and improve the development process and the
local environment.
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Annex

Case studies of
participatory monitoring

Participatory Rural Appraisal (Case studies 1-5)
Oral testimony {Case studies 6-7)
Ecological methods (Case studies 8-10)
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Case Study 1

Participatory monitoring of sustainable agriculture,
Paraiba and Minas Gerais, Brazil

Unit of EIIlﬂI",FF:'iE: varies per lndicator as some relate to individual actritics and others o callec-
tive efforts. Pacaiba: mdividoal and community level; Minas Gerais: individuzl, community and
marnicipal level. Boch: group and individual discussions and exercises.

Seqnence of methods:

There is no fixed set of methods as each indicator has s own (combination off methods. Also, the
methods tond to be more complementary than scquential. Methods beitg used to date include: par-
tcipatoey maps of the community and the monicipabivy to assess the spread of various innavations,
models of individual properdies ro assess land management changes, individual questionnaires flled
in by members af seed bunk committees, a wooden frame and stick to assvss rovegetacion races, var-
lus forms (with diagrams and scales o cank impacts of corrain measares) for proup-based assess-
ments, crirical incident analysis ro assess institutional velationships.

Process:

The stages of developing a monitoring methodology together in both areas are:

» prioritising which of che different feld activices of the partnership would be cvaluated

o identifying abjectives of cach activity per stakehalder group

& merging the objectives of the staleholdec groups to creatc a common underseynding of the pare-
nership :

o prioridsiog which ehjectives would be nwmitored (about 2 to 4 per activiey)

idenrifying the indicators for each prioritised objective {abouc 2 to 4 per abjective)

s sclecring a feasible, celiable method for collecting and registering the data, thar could be managed
by facmers and union represencatives

» dentifying when and how often measurements would take place

o identifying whe waould be involved in daca collection, eallatian, and analysis

e clarifying with whom the final information waould be shared and for whar purpeose {and rufining
inclicarorsimethods to be mare fne-tuned to the end-users)

# Implementing the ‘monitecing calendar

# incerim assessment of che viability and value of the methods and indicators

# use uf the informarion for Baemer discussion, planning, and donor accouneahility.

Most indicators are measured only once or twice a year.

Indicators:
In Paratba, 24 indicators are being maonitored to date, 1elated to four key actividies (contour plant-
ing, [PM for banana weewll, community sced banlks and nitragen-fi xing forage experimencaticon).
In Minas Gerais, four key aciivitics are being monitored, with work proceeding oo developing
indicaters and methods for a fifth activicy in bee-keeping:
# Agroforestry: percentage of soil covered, diversity of production, costs incurred, producticsn.
s Minaral Saft {for cattle): number of mettings of each mineral salt group, number of parlicipants
at edeh meeting, nember of farmers who make and use salt, number of farmers who have started
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using salr as a resalt of coneact with the group, number of farmers who only vse sait (and do not
adopt another of the other livestock related improvements), state of hide of cattle cadng salt.

o Tradifiosaf Maize Varicties: nurmber of fields with craditional varietics and the varieies oo them,
the number and cype ol farmer [besides those participating in the experimentation Gelds) who are
planring traditional variedes, the number of farmers who are subseituting the wse of chemical
npuls with alternative practices that have the same posicive effecr, annual production.

» ‘Biodigital’ flocal medical ditygnosis and berbal treatmest): anmber of people wha have seen spe-
cialist and whe return {for follow-up, number of people scen per specialists, number of diseases
per petson treated with *biodigital® per year

Comments:

Four stakcholder proups are involved: farmers [male and female); representatives of the Ruoral
Worlzer’s Union [who are often also farmersh staff of a local NGOy aeademics from the Department
of Sails of a nearby university {only 0. Minas Grrais). No one Buew anything abour systematic mon-
itoring before the callaboration started. The colleceive skill building has heen a valuable process,
bringing ehe pariners closer cogeeher in understanding why each is invalverd and whar each expects
o get: otir of the collaboration. A challenge that remains is bow w exterd the monitoring approach
e ol areas of the work, wihont overbordeniog abready heary worldloads.

Sources: Guifl of al, 19964, 1996k, 1997, Guift and Neto 1996, 1997, Griit and Sidersky 1096
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Case Study 2

Participatory monitoring of village-level soil and
water conservation programmes, [ndia

Unit of analysis: Farmer (Stages 1 and 2} and village subgroup (Srage 3)

Sequence of metheds:

1 Paper map of farmers' ficld, capied from a ground map, of eonditions prior o soil and water
treacments: ‘Bebore’

2 Paper map of a farmers’ feld showing the conservation treatments carricd our: *After’,

3 Group meeting: ‘Before’ and “After’ maps and indicators are aggregated ar the watershed curlet
group level by extension volunceers (EVs) and consalidated amongse the group members.

Process:
Villaze institutions oominate village Vs who are trained and rake responsibilicy for the programme:.
Presentation of findings in watershed ontlet groups leads to a discussion of alternacive technologics
and sdaptation to local conditivns.

Key implementation indicators, such as gullies which have been partially or fully filled and
reclaimed, are recarded pa the ‘After’ map. Comparisons are made of erop growth and praducrivity
levels in the Farmers’ treated and untreated fields (as well as those of oeighbours).

{omments:

The approach can be linked easilv to planning and management ackivitics, but appears m depend
heavily on the ability of the BV, Monitoring becomes an intersalised process for the community:
they start collesting information because they need it eo inform their famning acoivieies.

Sovrce: Shab et al. 1993
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Case Study 3

Towards more sustainable soil fertility management,
Southern Mali

Uit of analysis: I'amm houssholds

Sequence of methods:

1. Diagnosing and analysing farmers’ strategies:
Mapping natueal resoneces v graups of men and women from the village

ii. Analysing the diversity in soil fertilicy management:

« assessing farmers’ criteria of diversity {e.g. good management and secio-cconomic indicators)

o selection of key criteria, Tarm classilicarion and selection of ‘test® farms for farm-level discussions.

iii. ¥isualising farmers” soil fertility management practices. l"iIII'.It:].'b from each class draw resource
Row models to:

«  avalyse present stravegies and lintkages hetween farm enterprises and off-Farm activities

» identify improvements adapted to fammers’ conditions and strategies

iv. Motivating other farmers through villape mectings held to present visnalisations, exchange ideas
om technelomies and discuss che implications af improvemencs. '

2. Planning of systems adapted improvements:

« Farmer worlishops, exchange visits and demenstrations of new” technologics

« choice of methads 10 imprave management and drawing of planning nzap by “test’ facmers

Implementation of activitics, At their demand, “test® and other facmers ace assisted in implement-
ing the ‘new’ technigues.

s

4, Fraluation of planned aclivities, otte year zfter Phase 2. Individual evaluations by ‘test’ farmers
using the original planoing map [comparing planning with execution, visualisarion af Aows effec-
tively implemented, comparing diagnostic map with improvements), discussion in a general vil-
lage meeting,

Process:

The participatory action-rescarch appreach is designed to gnide farmers n impraving seil fectibity
management: practices. Tnitial mapping acrivities are differentiared by gender Faomer criteria for
assessing the diversity of soil management practices are assessed separately by chree groups of farm-
ers: older men, vounger men and women. This classification iz suggested by researchers bur ultimare
definition is by villagers, The outceanes, however, are poaled in a list of leey criteria,

Indicators:

Farmers® critera for differentiating soil fertilicy management centre on: crep residue recycliog and
crop-livestock injepracion. Differences in che criceria listed by older men, women, and younger men
were minor Socio-cconemic differences wnderpin diversity in sotl fertilivy practices. Access 1a pro-
ducrive resources (such as acrive household members, cattle and carts) plays a major role in manag-
ing sail ferilicy, Knowledge, courape, household organisation and decision-making structures influ-
ence the way farmers manage soll fertilicy, Physical factors also play a roles farmers with little fallow
land, low quality spil or erosion-sensitive soil pue more emplasis on manure produciion to maintain
seal Terility,

|
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Comments: .

Farmiers participate in coflecting data and analysing che divarsity in soil feclilicy management prac-
tices. The pracess s said to be quick, participatory and relatively casy. Farm classification is made by
farmers and based on their own criteria. Farmers felt the resonrce flow models helped them o peis
oritise and keep records of changes but felt that more houschold members needed to be trained in
the mapping technigque. This would reduce the reliance on one person and could promotes greater
discussion within and benween households, Further wark is needed to develop susiainability paca-
meters amd more attention given to inter- and intra- honschold organisation as detcrminants of deci-
sion making processes. The paper suggests chat co maincain che incerese ol the researchers, “flrere & o
need 10 ftrther saprreade the parficipatory metbuds to allase for quantification and statistical misbvsis
seritbronet spcvificing farmer participation™,

Sovrce: Defoer et al, 1995, 1995
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Case Study 4

Participatory insect analysis, South East Asia

Unit of analysis: Farmers

Sequence of methods:

1. Transeet walk wich a4 group of farmers throogh a fickd

2. Observation of crops and drawing of individueal plants, including: the plane, bencficial insects,
pusts, neuteal insects {those which are neither pests nor beneficial) and diseases.

Process:

The tasle is to traim farmees in applying integrated nscct management in cheir own fiekls, This
requires them to develop skills in: assessment, transecis, ohservation, drawing and quantification of
inscct incidence. Farmers ace often initaliy slow and unsure of deawing, But with repeated transect
walks, they gain confidence and improve their drawing and analytical skills. Crops are usually
inspeeted weekly, as insect umbers change quickly. This allows farmers to create a regular habit of
field observation and demonstrates the evolution of the ecosystem over the Cropping sedsor.

Indicators:

Beneath eacl plant drawing, the farmers prepare & table showing the number of beneficiary nsects
by type, the number of pests by type, the numbee of newtral inseces and the number of diseased
plants for each known disease.

Comments:

Previcus waork SUZECsts that farmers may not hawve ehe skills necessary to wlenofy insects, d[S[illgLLiSh
between the different types of insect (beneficial or harmful], ot know the appropriate spray o nse.
This approach develops the skills that a farmer needs to monitor the kinds of animals that are in
their felds: identification skills by careful obscrvation and drawing, analytical skills by considering
and discnssing the complexity of ceusystem interactions, their judgement by responding to questions
afeer presenting findings and critically asscssing other farmers’ analysis, their nnderstanding of pest-
natural enemy eeladonships by asking and ansecrng questions in poer groups, by building che
capacity of individual Farmers, they can decide whether or not to apply pesticides to their own field.

Bonrce: Masnpan 1997
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Case Study 5

Farmer participatory procedures for managing and
moenitoring sustainable farming systems, Philippines

Unit of analysis: Village group (Scages 1 and 2) and houschold (Stages 3 and 4)

Sequence of methods:

1. Maturz rezeurces map

. Village transect of natural resource cvjres and products harvested.

. Product flow diagram showing the amouat and frequency of flove of farm-gencraced hinlogical
materials between enterprises and patoral resotces types.

Maonitornyg diagram, conststs of 3 rransect with a mateix undemeath it for recording inpus,
labour, primary farm produce and by-products {for subsistenc: and commercial nse) for each nat-
ural regaurTce type,

Process: _

When the manitoring Jisgram is completed, it is displayed in a contral place, visible ta all houschold
memhers during the period of monttoring, Recording can be daily or on 8 moce ad hoc hasis.
Agruregate figores can be used, ’

PR

=

Indicators:

Selection of appropriate indicarors and even knowing where to start was nora simple task. 4 wark-
ings set of “sustainabilicy’ indicators was developed: ecanomic effiviency, bio-resource recycling,
specics diversity and natural resonrce capaciey Tr was cecounised thar some vital paraseters of social
and institutonal nature are exceemely hard to measwe and were therefore excluded. Ultimately,
selection of appropriate indicarors was pragmatic, recognising e cennol do erenthing”,

Cormments: .

Impact aggessment must be buile o the expérimental process. The dvnamism, of agricultueal sys-
tems suggests that sustainabilicy inay not be characrerised by sealble utpuats, stable inpurs and stable
incomne as originally perceived. Sustainability indicarors need to be Improved, hut it is difficult o
define indicalocs that can be compared over time and used to compare betwesn farming systems.

Sowrce: Lighifoot et al. 1993
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Case Study 6

Oral evidence in historical environmental impact assessment:
soil conservation in Lesotho in the 1930s and 1940s

Unit of analysis: Key informants

Sequence of methods:
This approach focuses on key informant interviews. Each informant supeested additional infar-
matcs, providing a snowballing appeoach o interviewing,

Process:

Age, mencal lucidity and leopth of residence ar the site were Inpurtant Factors in Informmand: selection.
Only two ol the nine informants were women, as the papulation of aduly women in the location had
noC geown up in thal area but moved there on marrage. Thus, most women's menory of the loca-
tion’s landscape begins on the dare of their marriage. This helped ro establish specific dates of when
fearures ohd o did not exist, bue for continuity of changes, men were able to provide a longer time
PECEpective.

¥ndicators:

Oral testimony revealed that soff erosion was ot a defined conwepr i Lesorho in the 19308 huc
farmers Lad technologies (e rrass field boundaries) e treac porentially erosive spots. But i
response to colonial cancern about soil conservacion in the 1230s, contour banks were installed.
The Basorho were not passive reciplents of soil conservation rechnulogy. Oral testimony shows they
made observations, experiments and modifications of the contour system that was mposed on
them. For example, one informant described how by changing the location of the contour banks in
bis field, be made “plocs’ chat weree of a size and shape that he conld work with, and climinated che
problem of water being concentrated in the same location year after yvar. Howevel, the removat,
redacation and reshaping of conmour banks had to be dune in secret because of the authoritarian
nature of fhe colonial administearion. Fields which were clearly visible 10 a visiting official were left
untouched, but in those ficlds which were obscurcd from view by topugraphy, contour banks were
madified or climinated, The British adminiseratoes acknowledged chis ‘wilful destruction” of con-
tour banks in their Annual Reports, but nover cupsidered thae such action could be the result of 2
coherent programme of monitonng aud mitigaton.

Conunents:

(Oral westimony is based upon the perceptions of local residents, [ts success or failure will depend
upon whether peaple agree to participate fully and rell researchers thelr abservarions. Acouss to
inlarmaton becomes synonymouns wich rappoet and trost, The elderly informants” revanstruction of
the 19305 highlighted the existence of an indigenous monitoring and evaluation process, Oral testi-
momy rovealed that what was seen as resistance was, in fact, 2 rational atrempt to carrect or prevent
the negative impacts of an imported soil conservarion technology on the landscape.

Enrrce: Showeers and Malobleha 19492
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Case Study 7

Talking back: the role of oral testimony in participatory
development, the Sahel

Unit of analysis: Tndividual infarmant ' 3

Sequence of mechods:

L. Becgreled soomi seroctwesd intervizws nsing o questionnaive ar “checllist of thames” o explore toa-
ditional environmental Jwowiedge and chronicle envicommental change, Informants included
clderly farmners, pastoralisis and refugees

2. Translaee and transcribe the intervieys

3. Recrarn the eviience

Process: :

300 interviews counpleted in 12 |ocations In six bahelian countries, generating 609 hours of tape.
Interviewers were all local en the incervies area or flucne in the loeal language, The most successful
interviewers had a natural curiosity and interest in the respandents, The time allocated to the agenal
ntTViews in each country was about a month, A three-day training programme preceded the inget-
views, involving a review of the questionnaive, ole play and 4 *pilot incerview and tanscription.

Indicarors:

The rapes indicate thar change is recorded everywhere, There is cledr agreement about the reasons
for environmental degradation and the pace bumans and animals have played in it lower rainfall,
inappropriate develapment, and population growth leading to pressure on marginal areas.

Comments:

The paper suggests that many oral testimony projects get sorck afeer the collectian phase. Whae to
do wilh the tapes and irauscripts? How 1o interpret chem? How to publish them? How o retumm 3
them ko che informants? These things need to be considercd carefully ar the beginning af the project. '
Emipliasis was placed on returning information to the communicy. One of the immediate and signifi-
cant benefits of the project was that it farced projeer warkers, even chose boen and raised in the con-
muniey, to respect rradittonal knowledge, The peoject showed that oral testimony takes time, and
requires a [ofiger-torm time investment thao for which many mgnitoriag and evaluation projects
may be preparcd or equipped. Inevitahly oral testimany provides individual responses, prejudices
and interpretation that can both delight and infurizie, lead to new questions and answers and new
puzzles and potendal solutdans.

Srrarce: Crass 1993
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Case Study 8§

Community inventory of natural resources, Fast Kalimantan
bd ¥ »

Unit of analysis: Individual Farmer

Sequenie of methods:
Selb-recorded inventories of all troe resonrees (including, 5 specics of ratian, 1 species of bamboe,

various species of honey trees, and 18 specics of fruit trees ar plants) within each of the farmers’
ficlds.

Process:

Tn response to an ndustrial plantadonoansmigration project that was causing the clearance of the
Dayak farmers’ rattan pardens, farmers eonducted an inventory af their resources to seek compen-
sation for thejr 1osses. The number of clumps, trees or plans of cach tesouree was coanted in cach
field. Each resource was then quancified in the units by which it was sold in the Jocal marke.

Indicaiors:

Although the approach was designed w male an inventory of resources, the daea recorded for each

resowree would serve ag nseful indicarors within a maonicoring process:

« Ratran, mumber of clumps and dey weight (kilograms) per clump per year

« Bamboo, number of clumps and harvestalle shoots per clump per year

« Honey crees: number of trees, nmunber of bee hives per wree and number of lures af haney per bee
hive pet yeat

» Frut trees: number of trecs/plants apd number of fruitbunches of fruitkilograms per year

Comments:

This inventory was conducted by one community on its own inftiative. The communicy did not
develop a sampling design. Instead, mndividual farmers conducted a 100% epumeration of all the
resaurces in each of their gardens. Harvest quantities were estimated by Jocal farmers, using their
knawledge of past harvests, The accuracy of these estimates could noe be verified and becanse the
assossmment 15 based o the judgements made by local farmers, the valuation may not be considered
sufficiently scientific’ by the government officials Mtom wham compensation is heing soughe. If this
approach were to be adapted to a monitoring procuss, the farmers themselves could recned the acoo-
al producrivity of each of the trews and plancs thronghout the year increasing the rigour of the
approach.

Sonrcer Siockdale and Awnbrase 1994
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Case Study 9

Engaging local hunters in wildlife surveys, Zambia

Unit of analysis: Hunter kev informants

Sequence of methods:
Self-recorded wildlife surveys by huncers.

Process:

Dresigned with lecal hunvers in 1988-89, this expertment was carricd forward on the hunters® own ini-
ciatives sinee 1990 and was revived farmally in 1993, The toreain is divided inta blocks and cach blocl
meludes or is separated by known topographical features, such as steams, saltlicks or warerholes.
The blocks enable the hunrers’ movements and direcrions phrs animal dispersal to be recorded.
HFuoeers keep records of the wildlife sighted, together with decails of theic imes and acrivicies when in
the ficld, Hunters are encauraged to make 10 or more trips each month bot they decide lor themselves
the dates, rimes and places to visit during each foray, Other residenes leep jourmnals of events, acrivicies
arul rainfall, thus breadening che: framework for subsequent amalbysis and incerpretarion.

Inchcators:
Divect wildlife counts, niunber of encounters, number of stalles, thme speni; searching, hiding, seall:-
ing, fullewing, butchering, peeparing and carcying meat.

Comments:

Althougl titne-based, racher than line- or grea- based, as is the case wirth more standard wildlife
rangects, these surveys provide reliable and vseful information sboue specics abundance and
hunters interacrions, Variations in councs berween individuals are related o skill {moee expericnced
buntees cownt more game), age, lacation (thuse hunting furcher frean settlements counr more
wildlife) and weapon used. Althoush not providing all che erireria for standard census proceduires,
the merhod does provide socio-cconomic informalion on time nvestment in hunting and cheir allo-
caciorn of honting time in the field. By grounding wildlife coonts in loeal lives and Evelihoods, 2 nore
vomplete picture of cotumbnity-based resource management is developed, Marenver, the incorpora-
tion of data an resource stocks rogecher with char of its users allows a more “realistic’ interpretarion
of orends than is obtained when wildlife counts alont are considered.

This method is low cost, emphasises local skills and knowledge and allows frequent assessments
of the smxaller, a5 well as the larges animals. Small anjmals are difficnlr o censos with standard cco-
lngical inethads, yut these species dominate local consumption. Thus, the method involves bunters
i recording and monitoring che resources on which they rely, Empleving local huoters w census
wildlife einphasises local pacticipation, skills, trust and koowledze — all atteibuces thar are critical in
developing constructive relationships bevween wildlifc management agencies and local communi-
vie, “This approach puts che rheloric of comnuinity-hased natural resource management inte prag-
tice: the method devalves responsibilicy from wildlife agendies and cmpowers Incal people to moni-
tor the wildlife upon which they depend. However, it requires wildlife apencies to acknowledge the
role al bushmeat in local livefihoods. The methed is developed in Case Study 10 to invalve Tocal
pevple in the analysis of the wildlife data which, in chis case stady, is completed by oursiders,

Somerce: Marks 1994 1908
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Case Study 10

Participatory methods for quora setting in CAMPFIRE areas,
Zimbabwe

Unit of analysis: Rucal Development Council {District level councils or commieeecs)

Sequence of mechods:

An annual Facilitated workshop brings together the key stalcholders in setting quores for wildlife
offtalec: Department of Nacional Parks and Wild Life Management (DNPACWLM), CAMPFIRE
ward wildlife comrmieeers, villagers who have participated in ground eeunting exercise, problem ani-
mal reporters, raditional and political leaders and safari operators, The wodkshap is facilitated by
Worldwide Fund fur Nature (WWE) and Safard Club Toternacional and s timed to follew a three day
around connting cxercise which is alse held annually with local commaunities and with support from
WWIL Other data compiled from stakeholdders includes: teophy quality analysis, aerial survey analy-
sis and guota and location analysis. Internctive exervises sre used to explain technical methods o the
pacticipants.

Process:

The ohjective of the worekshop is o cxamine all available information on sport hunring and to rec-
ommend to DNPECWLM CAMPFIRE unit a quota for the Rurg! District Council. The workshop
buging with a veview af the grovnd counting exercise. This is fellowed by graup work on four ropics:
crophy quality, agrial surveys, grownd connts and quata weends. *Games” arc used to develap the par-
ticipancs' understanding of the vopics. For each topic, all available data is examined by the partici-
pants for trends, such as changes in trophy quality, changes in animal populations nhserved from the
air or from che pround epe. The final part of the worksho examines the available trend infermation
on each species and uses this to adjust the existing huneing queota.

Indicators:

Thc mdicatoer “wildlife population” is -u_-.hme:Ll nsing several different methodologies: aerial surveys
graund councs and trophy quality. In addition, a subjective assessment of changes in animal num-
bers is provided by safari operators. As shown in Table 1, for cach indicator, a species is classificd as:
showing a populatian lncrease 4}, showing a population decrease (v), showing a stable populacion
{ =) or information not available {x).

Cominents:

Cuota setting workshops have been held annvally i some areas since 1992, The methnds used have
evolved from ward and village level mapping and estimation of populations o the corrent approsch
where quoras are modificd on the basis of available rend information, Participaars are informed
well in advance so they can prepare relevant infortation. The wockshops are designed to invalve
the parricipants in all aspecrs of the process, from data extraction to analysis and presentation. They
are characrerised by 2 high level of interest and where the indicators show a decline in popularien,
participants are quick to reduce ehe vffrake. For most species, the recommended 19587 quata have
not changed since 1996 indicating general agrecment between the stakeholders chat the current [evel
of affeske is sacisfactory. Carcful facilitation is required to sequwe and balane (he participation of all
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stakehalders during the workshop. This apprars an elegant approach that is accessible o all pactici-

Sotircer based an discussions with fvan Band and Russell Taylor, WWF Harare and project dacse-

Table 1. Golowe North Bural Distriet Council {Area 1) Quota Setting Workshop, a
summary of the key indicators and the suggested quota for 1997

See bext fur details of symbols and the guoka sctring process,

Sprecies 1596 Acrial Ground  Trophy Safart equested
quuta SUrVey counting  quality operators quiita
" rends trends treuds  asscssmeznt  for 1997

Male elephant 7 <ren W < v 7
Adale bhuffala 20 - e - R 20
Lion T X » x > 3
I.eopard 3 X X o A 6
bahle i s A ® A 2
Eland 1 X v X ot 1
[Kudu 7 X s Ea s 7
Bushbuck o ¥ ot = W T
Warerbych 4 x o - s Lt o 4
Reedbuck 2 X N X T 2
Fobra 2 X s <ta s 2
Tipala 44 ® Wy N vy 24
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