Developing the PORP Programme in the ILO.
— Md. Anisur Rahman

“Thank you for telling us that we are not poor!”

— (a village blacksmith in ORAP movement in Zimba&)w

This paper is a personal account of developmetiteoprogramme on
“Participatory Organisations of the Rural Poor” (@) started in
September 1977 at the International Labour Offit®) and liquidated end
of 1990. It complements the more substantial re\ogwhe author in the
Handbook of Action Research (Reason & Bradbury 20@7he particular
trend in Participatory Action Research includingfin which the author

has participated.
a “revolutionary” or a “reformist”?

When Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was assassinated onufbigt 1975 | was

on a summer research assignment at the United mMéafisian Development
Institute in Bangkok, and was ‘exiled’ abroad bessaaf an warrant of arrest
against me for my association with an Europeamjalist alleged to have
been assisting a radical political party in Bangkidto promote a
‘revolution’. | was offered the job of Deputy Direc of the Research
Division of the United Nations Conference for Tradel Development
(UNCTAD), which I turned down for ideological dis&gment with
UNCTAD'’s policy that | assessed to be against ngspmn for self-reliant
development of countries of the south. UNCTAD thenerously gave me a
one-year research grant to help me meet my imnedegd for survival

with my family. Thereafter | joined for a year tReiral Development Group
of the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) as&x while continuing to
look for a longer term opening abroad.

Early in 1977 the Overseas Development Adminisira(ODA) of the
British government called the rural developmentugrof IDS at its London
office for a consultation on the ODA’s programmeass$istance to
developing countries. The Secretary, ODA, was mrch was presented



first to the Chair by the leader of our group ggeson having “imaginative
ideas”. | started talking of supporting programnmedeveloping countries
that would promote organisations of the disadvasdgueople for collective
self-development and social rights action. | cauddl proceed very far. The
Chair stopped me abruptly, saying that | was tagllah‘revolution’. |
claimed that | was not, and that ‘revolutionarigesiy country called me a
‘reformist’. This did not have any effect on thea@hand | had no
opportunity to talk further for the rest of thedission.

This happened even after the Rural Workers’ Orgdiiois Convention 141
and Recommendation 149 of the International Lal@nganisation (ILO)
had been passed in its tripartite Conference irb X@lling for promotion of
“strong and independent organisations of rural wisk.as an effective
means of ensuring [their] participation ...in ecomo and social
development and in the benefits resulting therefrddoviously, the ILO
could not be labeled as a ‘revolutionary’ organgain political-theoretic
term. But a distinction could clearly be made bemthe ‘right wing’ which
the ODA Secretary obviously represented, and theemo
‘liberal’/'‘progressive’ quarters in the ILO who weresponsible for passage
of the above two instruments.

With my writings on and some experience with selfamt grassroots
development | was invited by the ILO — at the atitre of Dharam Ghai the
then Chief of the Rural Employment Policies BrafEMP/RU) of the ILO
in the “progressive” camp of the organisation,dim jthe Office to develop a
programme on “Participatory Organisations of theaRBoor” (PORP) in
his branch. As the then chief of the Employment@&gepent (EMPLOI)

Mrs. Beguin wrote to me while formally inviting nte join the Office, | was
to “put the ILO on the map” in this field. Attractdy this challenging
invitation | joined the ILO, despite strong warnibyg letter from my very
good friend Marc Nerfin, Head of the Nyon-baseeinational Foundation
for Development Alternatives (IFDA), that | woul@ bery frustrated
working in the ILO, a big UN bureaucracy. Bureawgrapart, | had not
been warned of the tough resistance | was to faitervthe Office to
accomplish my assigned mission. And having comen facpurely academic
background | was a total novice in playing the gdhnae | was called upon
to play.

the first challenge — from conventional researsher



| joined the ILO in September 1977, initially supieal by piecemeal
funding outside the Regular Budget. Soon there&ftearam Ghai asked me
to put down my initial thoughts toward developinQ®P. | did so,
proposing in a preliminary way to work to (a) pramparticipatory research
with and by the rural poor themselves, and (b) dauireld projects with
educated-activists to go to the rural poor to prambeir self-reliant
organizations and collective economic and soctabacDharam Ghai
looked excited by the ideas, and put them for disimn in a seminar of
EMP/RU early in 1978. And then the first resistardeom conventional
academic researchers in EMP/Rl¢ame.

| had felt that they had already ganged up agamestand wanted to lift me
up and throw me out of the window if they could. H@/are these persons
who will go to the rural poor and mess up theie§?” “The ILO should not
engage in any adventurism and should only walk elr@harted paths.”
These are the kind of arrows that were shot atAneng my responses to
them, | said: “My students can very well do the kirady on well-charted
paths; | want precisely to try the uncharted”. Ahdre was, indeed, one of
my ex-students there expressing, fully in his sghis deep skepticism
about my ideas.

After the seminar | went to Dharam Ghai's room &nahd him sitting

alone, very dejected. He said, “Anis | am very geril never expected there
would be such vehement resistance to your ideasglied, “ Dharam, if
you want me to build this programme you shouldmake me accountable
to these colleagues — they are not my audienceatdrh said,

“ 1 realize, and you move on — you will have myl &iipport”. What a
courageous visionary Dharam Ghai was, to promissupeort against
almost the full team of his other colleagues inBnanch!

And | moved on to develop PORP, with the suppoitog. Zubeida
Ahmed, my immediate superior in the Branch andBtench chief only, in
uncomfortable co-existence with conventional reseans in the Branch.

the second challenge — to win the trade unionists

But the second challenge that came from withinQfffece, after a while,
was much tougher.



In the beginning PORP sought to promote understgndhrough research
on concrete experiences, some of the basic issudgajuestion of
participation of the rural poor in development. Bubject was obviously
multidisciplinary. Scattered literature on the sabjexisted, but this did not
constitute a coherent base either to guide fielaor to build upon by
way of further research. The subject being intirtyateman, conventional
research methodology that seeks to collect dataugfir detached
observation and questioning was inappropriate ttergtand it. In particular,
the perceptions and understanding of the peoplee&vparticipation was in
guestion were obviously crucially important in dieyeng this
understanding. Furthermore, these perceptions adérstandings were
obviously not static but subject to dynamic proesssf interaction between
people’s reflections and their life’s initiativesdastruggles. Considering all
these, | considered, initially, tltkalogical method of inquiry in which the
people would be drawn into critical reflection bétr own, to be the most
appropriate method of research without precludiagyever, the role of
conventional research methodology to collect okired of data.
Conventional researchers were not as a rule odedntdialogical research
which required a different human relations apprdactie inquiry than was
customary in development research. Hence | stéotéddng for researchers
who would themselves be innovators in research odletogy.

Progress was initially slow, but very enrichingwds myself already
involved in a research partnership between foutegionals — G.V. de
Silva and Ponna Wignaraja from Sri Lanka and Naarylehta from India
besides myself — with the “Bhoomi Sena” (“Land Arfingnovement in
Maharastra province in India in which the cadres @xternal activists
working with the movement had joined us as resepactners. This classic
work (de Silva 1979) was completed after | joinkd ILO, and it gave a
sharp and coherent articulation both of the “basieciples of participation”
(as ascribed by Fals Borda 2001) and also of wizatuglly came to be
known as “participatory research”, whose concepamatulation first came
in clearest terms from the Toronto-based Intermafi@€enter for Adult
Education (Hall 1997). In its initial search fonwvative researchers PORP
was also able to stimulate a social anthropolagigthile — Gonzalo
Falabella - to actually become, temporarily, aatyroor’. In researching on
and with theorrantes,a community of extremely poor rural workers who
moved in a trail across the country in search forkwGonzallo himself
became a&orrante,fully living their life for the period of researchs a
research methodologgharing their dire poverty, moving along their ltrai



search of seasonal farm work that often kept harvaig, and seeking to
understand their life and problems in intense diaés with them as he
moved with them in their trail (Falabella 1982)radical revolutionaries
who claim to have been “declassed” but only meyntékkre was an example
of a researcher getting truly “declassed”, everpnarily, to understand the
depth of the problems of the working class whichnca be understood fully
without living them.

With its own experience in participatory reseafeR) with Bhoomi Sena
PORP zeroed in on PR as its research methodoldgynélevel PORP
aimed to contribute to the theoretical as well @cipcal articulation of
participatory research. At another level it wishedntegrate PR with
collective initiatives of rural workers through anmgsing, the two together to
promotecollectivepraxis —i.e. cycles of reflection and actiomf rural
workers, a process that later was conceptualizéBaicipatory Action
Research” (PAR)While trying to develop its programme with this
perspective PORP faced its second challenge wittierOffice for which |
had not been prepared.

Reports of PORP’s activities and thinking were gaiip to the Deputy
Director-general in charge of the Office’s techhiwvark (DGA/TEC) Mr.
Jain. At one point Mr. Jain, while expressing apg@&on of my conception
and initiatives, wrote in a comment on the filehtipe EDUC (the Rural
Workers’ Education unit in the Office) is in thechire.” Soon thereafter he
told me in a meeting on my work that | had with hthmat while he was
appreciative of the potential of my thinking andriyche would not be able
to support me if | could not get EDUC’s supportisTactually meant the
support of the Workers’ Group (Trade Unions) in th® with which

EDUC was naturally in close liaison. | had not thbuof this before, and
nobody had briefed me about this.

In some of the internal Office files | had obsertied general ‘hostility’
EDUC had toward EMP/RU, expressed in words likehéTural workers

are sick and tired by outside researchers goitigetm to research upon
them”. With such statement | was myself in full pathy. But PORP was
nevertheless seeking to send outside researcheawsstarchwith the people
as well as to promote resealmhthe people, and would EDUC agree? But
as Mr. Jain had clearly warned me, without EDUCigmort PORP as | had
conceived it had no chance of having a home inlie So | had to see the
chief of EDUC, Dennis Hodsdon. | inquired about hand was warned that



he was a very tough trade unionist. | prepared thysentally to have to
look for a job again for my ‘basic needs’ so sotiargoining the ILO.

| phoned Mr. Hodsdon and invited him to lunch witle. He came, and
listened to my conception of PORP, in which | sfezkon participatory
research with rural workers, development of theif-shosen self-reliant
organizations for social rights as well as develeptal action as per ILO
Convention 141 and Recommendation 149 (in theidgadif both of which
Hodsdon had a major hand), and sending “catalyatsithators” to
stimulate and assist rural workers form and devéiep organisations.
Hodsdon listened attentively, and then said, “kagwith participatory
research and with your ideas of self-reliant orgatins of rural workers.
But only recognized trade unions will go to thenptomote and assist such
activities”

| had prepared myself mentally to leave the IL®laldsdon, and hence the
Office, rejected me. So | also could afford to heband tough. And | had
done my home work. | gave him two pieces of meati@w:

(1) “Mr. Hodsdon, you are a seasoned trade unipamt you know more
than | do the history of the trade union movem&ou know that many
trade unions in many countries have emerged aft@nigal period of
mobilizing work with workers by non-trade unionist®.g. lawyers,
educationists, social activists etc. Do you nowhwvie block this path of
extending and enriching the trade union movemekt?"Hodsdon was
silent. | went on to my second point, to show hiysgif fully:

(2) Mr. Hodsdon, | come from Bangladesh, and | krtb/trade unions
there. They are all created by or are linked wihtigal parties, and are as
filthy as the political parties themselves. | woulat touch any of them.”

Mr. Hodsdon remained silent for some more whilee he said slowly:
“Bangladesh is not the only country where thisriget”

| saw that behind his toughness Hodsdon was arshomen. And | knew
that | had a chance. | did not rub it in any furflehook hands with him

saying “see you again”, and we parted.

After this | went to India for the last phase of garticipatory research with
the Bhoomi Sena movement, and learnt that Bhooma $ad created and



registered an Agricultural Workers’ union in tharea, after non-union
movement for about ten years to create politicatepUpon my return to
the Office | put this in my Mission Report and tabko Mr. Hodsdon, and
giving it to him, said “Here is my present to you!”

Dennis Hodsdon was very, very pleased, and saidl“dgae!”

Some months after this the Programme and Budgeirdeaf the Office for
1980-81 took place under the chairmanship of DGAITEMP/RU had
submitted for this hearing a programme-proposgbgmred by me for
inclusion of PORP in the regular budget, and oratteeptance of this
proposal rested the question of PORP — and mysmifiinuing in the ILO.
When this proposal came up for consideration Mn lteked straight at
Mr. Hodsdon and asked, “What does EDUC think of firioposal?” Mr.
Hodsdon replied,

“Normally EDUC would have fought such a proposal édoganising work
with rural workers outside of EDUC. But since Ami&ahman is handling
it, EDUC gives it full support.”

PORP, and I, got a firm seat in the ILO.
PORP salls

Soon thereafter Hodsdon and | joined hands to timeaa major paper on
“Rural Workers’ Organisations and Participationt fsesentation at a
meeting of the ILO’s tripartite Advisory Committea Rural Development.
The paper discussed the principles of participabiorural workers in
development, participatory research by and witalrworkers and
organising work with them without reference to whauarter should assist
them in organising. There was pressure even inmayegmce from important
quarters in the Workers’ Group for putting down éxelusive right of
existing trade unions to do the organising work, bodsdon handled them,
telling them that he knew what | was doing. ThattkBlodsdon’s advocacy
on my behalf the paper got the endorsement ofbekers’ Relations
(REL/TRAV) department in the Office, as it had tefdre it could be
presented to the Advisory Committee. Many congidet to be an
extraordinary sight that EDUC and EMP/RU, the iielabetween them
having never been known to be easy, were join#g@nting a paper on
participation and organisation of rural workerghe Advisory Committee.



In PORP’s own work | was able progressively to aatrwith some very
committed intellectual-activists initially in Indiand the Philippines, through
whom | was able to initiate a set of innovative exments in participatory
research that evolved their own methodologies msatiation with the
concerned grass-roots partners as PR should. Atine time | joined my
colleagues in the Bhoomi Sena study in experimgrntirSri Lanka under a
“change agents programme” launched with UNDP suppod 978), with
cadre “sensitisation” as opposed to the conventiooion of “training”, “of
would-be “animators” to promote grass-roots pgoation of disadvantaged
people. With the notion that field workers cannet‘tvained” to respond
creatively to dynamic grass-root situations but lsarmade sensitive to their
challenge of promoting self-reliant people’s pr@=ss we were able to
evolve a conception and methodology of sensitisingld-be animators by
way of stimulating their own collective reflectiom the challenge of their
call rather than develop class-room type “traimmgdules” and lectures.
(Rahman 2007)

beating the “white elephants” in the field

Meanwhile | participated with Dharam Ghai in a fiweek mission to Nepal
on behalf of the International fund for Agricultu2evelopment (IFAD) to
help it identify projects for support. The missieader of our six member
team was a senior Agricultural Economist from thieinational Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in Washington.iM/khe mission leader
wanted to support big-budget projects of a coneaati nature (“white
elephants” as often referred to), Sartaz Aziz blemtDeputy Secretary-
General of IFDA told Dharam and me aside that he @aunting for the
“real thing” from the two of us. | had heard of tinmovative Small Farmer
Development Programme (SFDP) that FAO had initiziedepal in 1975 to
credit to small farmers against group liability matt any material collateral
and had done my homework reading up materials @ $#DP. Dharam
Ghai and myself visited the SFDP programme in Népahtisfy ourselves
from a first hand look that it was working well. & hest of the Mission with
the Mission leader visited some “white elephantgiich the government
showed them eager to get IFAD support for them.tdlkour Mission
leader that we wished to recommend the SFDP prageaim Nepal for
IFAD support, and he was visibly unhappy.



In the final de-briefing with the Agricultural Misier of the Government of
Nepal our Mission leader said he would recommewvel dif the large
projects he and his other colleagues had seelfr&iD’s consideration for
support, and the minister was naturally very hagen our Mission leader
said, “Your Excellency, we have two gentlemen in mission from the ILO
which as you know wants to help the rural poor. /hthink special
support to poor-oriented projects is not necesgavg can promote
agricultural development, Mr. Rahman will say sdmrgg on this matter.”

| saw that | had to play on a ground that had diydseen prepared against
us. | said:

“Your Excellency, can | talk to you as a Bangladesta Nepalese?”

“Yes, yes, of course”.

“Your Excellency, we in Bangladesh also dress tvpsas you do to attract
a lot of donor funding, and | am sure deep dowyoiar heart this hurts your
patriotism just as it hurts ours. But we have se@noject in your country,
the SFDP, with whiclyou can be a donor a donor of ideas and experience
for development that you can teach to other dewedppountries. And we
have decided ourselves to take this Nepalese @xuerito other countries.”
The Minister’s face shone like the stars and he, sai

“Thank you, thank you so much Mr. Rahman! What faue just said will
give so much encouragement to the dedicated dffistho are working in
this project.”

“Your Excellency, can we recommend expansion &f gfnogramme with
IFAD’s assistance?”

“Yes, yes, of course!”

SFDP got entry into our Mission’s list as projeot 6 for consideration of
IFAD’s support. And IFAD selected only this one fts support.

the third challenge — publishing the people’s poirview



As PORP’s work started becoming known the Societyriternational
Development’s journaDevelopment: Seeds of Change, Village through
Global Orderinvited me to take one of its issues as a guesirezhd put
short versions of some of our research findings (Rahman 1981).
Notwithstanding such recognition outside of PORBsearch | faced stiff
resistance from EDITRAD, the department respondiri@pproving ILO’s
research for publication from the point of view(ifice publication policy,
in publishing a set of full case studies — my thmrdjor struggle in the ILO.

The manuscript — “Grassroots Participation and-&dithnce: experiences of
South and South East Asia” — was submitted ea®216 EDITRAD,
through the Branch and the Department. It came back EDITRAD with

a “no”, saying that it was biased and thereforergiisatisfy the standard of
objectivity in ILO’s publications as, having foll@s the method of
“participatory research”, it presented only thedple’s point of view”

while other points of view existed.

| fought back, and wrote:

“What | have tried to do in a very small way isttg correct the great bias
that exists in all ILO literature where the peolgioint of view is never
represented. | do not accept the claim of objetytivi ILO’s publications
which are all biased — the question is whose di@dltO wishes to
represent.”

My reply went back up the Branch and Departmentssta EDITRAD,
ticked by the respective chiefs without comments tswitness the fight
from the sidelines as sympathetic but non-partiiparties, and
understandably so — how could the Branch and Dejesatt also join in such
devastating attack on the objectivity of all ILObtinations?

And, of course, EDITRAD did not budge. And the i®dfrules of business
ordained that in case of dispute between EDITRAD the responsible
technical department for a proposed publicationcse would go to
DGA/TEC who would appoint a Commission to examime issue.

Next day Mr. Jain called me. Going to his officgalw the manuscript on his
desk. He said, “Anis, | want to see this publist&at | have to handle the
bureaucracy. So | shall appoint a one-man Commmsgiad | shall talk to
the fellow.”



The Commission that Mr. Jain appointed was in grs@n of Mr. Ameer
Ali, the then chief of the Training Department,em®r highly respected
very capable official. The next day Mr. Ameer Alasrat my door:

“Mr. Rahman?”
HYeS?H

“l am Ameer Ali, and your manuscript is with me. NRahman, | did not
know that you existed in this Office. You do notwyo- | shall handle the
matter.”

The recommendation of the Commission was the fofigwit said, first,
that the research method followed in the book beexgicipatory research
whereby viewpoints of the people, meaning herel miogkers, had been
represented, the ILO, an organisation to promaartterests of workers,
cannot but give leadership in this kind of reseanctt cannot abdicate from
this responsibility. However, as the question géotbivity has been raised,
the Commission suggests that the editor add anséaein the preface, to
the effect that in presenting this set of studmesItO is aware that other
points of view exist, and is not taking any sidet, that the ILO considers it
very important that the people’s points of viewkmewn. What a brilliant
resolution of the dispute!

Mr. Jain called me in his office again. The Commais's report was on his
desk. He showed it to me, and said, “Anis, canlxaiwith this?” | said,
“This is very fair, and | have absolutely no prohlevith it. | shall add a
statement along these lines in my preface.”

Thanks to the extraordinary support | got from Wain and Mr. Ameer Ali's
brilliant handling of EDITRAD'’s resistance to itsifplication, the book was
published (Rahman 1983) to announce the ILO irfribwatline of
Participatory Research. And it got the followingiesv in theWorld
Development

“A collection of papers from the ILO’s World Employent Programme, this is
beyond doubt the finest assembly of case studiescaf organizations in
development that has been published in yeavgdrld Developmentl4.5). Book
Notes section, p 675).



a participatory research report that PORP couldnat

Mention should also be made, however, of a pagtoify research whose
results PORP did not even submit to the Officediesader its publication
under the banner of the ILO. PORP invited five $dtleased poor people’s
movements and organizations in different partxdfd to interact with each
other, bilaterally through mutual visits as welladistogether in seminars and
workshops, for joint inquiry and articulation oretBubject of “forest,
ecology and the oppressed”. The final written afiion of their position
was, not unexpectedly, too ‘radical’, rejectingstixig notions of masters of
societies considering forests as a ‘resource’ éwetbpment rather than a
companion of human life to live organically togatheth, and attacking the
social power structures explicitly. Notwithstandimy total personal
sympathy with this position | had to decide, witle agreement of EMP/RU
and EMPLOI, to release this report for indepengertlication (Dasgupta
1986) not even making an acknowledgement to PORPftlt having
initiated and assisted what | regard as one ofrtbst valuable participatory
research processes and of a significant cross-@semlovement scale that
PORP had initiated.

technical cooperation among catalytic agents

Meanwhile Jack Martin had taken over as chief offEM@1. While his
predecessor Mrs. Beguin was cautiously appreciafifV®ORP’s efforts
through her minutes | hardly ever saw her, but Makiin’s door was
always open to his colleagues and he told me opge‘dais | wanted to tell
you that your work is very important to me persbnall hat was, of course,
a big boost to my spirits.

The “change agents programme” in Sri Lanka in veHasinching | had
participated was making impressive progress in ptorg self-reliant
collective action of the rural poor in several &ankan villages, and had
given birth to an NGO called “Participatory Instéuor Development
Alternatives” (PIDA) to expand the work in otheeas in Sri Lanka. PORP
initiated in 1980 a “TCDC” project (“Technical cgeration among
developing countries”) for “cross fertilization” tveeen rural development
initiatives one in each of four countries — Sri kapnBangladesh, India and
the Philippines. In this TCDC project Rafael EdpiDirector of the Rural
Workers Office of the Ministry of Labour of the Rppines government



who was executing an ILO-assisted project to aksisincome rural
workers in the sugar-dominated crop communitidsisrcountry visited
PIDA’s work with two of his staff, and phoned meGeneva from Colombo
to say : “My whole conception of rural developmbat changed, and | am
going to do it in the Philippines”. And he did,wdich | shall return.

“friends, not money”

Early in 1981 the Dutch multi-bilateral Mission e the ILO to discuss
support to ILO’s technical cooperation programnmidgd not so far looked
for multi-bi support for PORP’s activities as mytial focus was more on
research to develop understanding on the problero&participation as
well as to promote the method of participatory agsk, than on developing
field projects. But one day | had a knock on therdbf my office and the
Dutch multi-bi Mission team was there to see meeyl$aid they had heard
of PORP and were very interested to know more aibods | was
explaining the philosophy and experiences of PQRiRé¢m their curiosity
increased and they kept asking me questions afestipns to the point of
irritating me. | told them:

“Look, | have not sought any help from you, arair very busy. You take
this study of Bhoomi Sena and read it. | want tbyteu that if a grass-root
movement like this take any help from me | shadl feery honoured. If after
reading of them you do not feel the same way, d@ame back to me.”

The Dutch Mission left with the Bhoomi Sena studg aeturned after a
week, to say: “No further questions. How can wehelu?” | said, “I am
looking for friends, not money.” They said, “Youllsnave both friends and
money”. Thereafter | developed a few project idéasndia and Malaysia
and later in the Philippines, for small scale suppath Dutch funds to
assist grass-roots groups for economic and soaiaperation. Of these the
Philippine project named “Sarilakas” (meaning “sslength”, a concept
that Rabindranath Tagore had also introducedtmd-sakti — see Rahman
2006a) executed by Rafael Espiritu and his colleagurned out as
outstanding. To this | shall return.

PORP’s work was getting known to other agencigabénUN system which
were also moving toward including a people’s pg#ton content in some
of their activities, and an Inter-agency Panel engte’s Participation was
constituted in 1981 with ILO being given the ch&lharam Ghai wanted me
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to chair this Panel, but | declined, saying thaar a bit frightened at the
thought of so many UN agencies landing on the nooak to promote their
participation, and to chair this Panel will alskda lot of my time away
from the task of developing PORP”. Dharam Ghai,dakieemely nice man
that he was, did not push me further. He chairedP#inel himself, with
considerable workload already as Branch chief aitld fvs own research,
only requesting me to be present in the Panel'dingeto give my thoughts
and advice to it.

Meanwhile, with small Dutch multi-bi assistance FORelped Rafael
Espiritu and his team in the Philippines to ingiaiddle of 1981 animation
work to promote poor rural workers’ self-organisiagd collective
economic and social action in fobarangaygvillages). From out of this
initiative, reported in detail elsewhere (Rahma@3)9was born in October
1982 a new NGO by the name of PROCESS Foundatemi¢patory
Research, Organisation of Communities and educétioard Struggle for
Self-reliance), following the footsteps of the “dg& agents programme” in
Sri Lanka developing into PIDA.

Project SARILAKAS was evaluated in July 1982 joynbtly PORP (myself)
and a Dutch Government Official, W. J. Veenstra. Weenstra told me
when he landed in one of the barangays under tH&ISXKAS project, that
his office had resisted his spending seven dayssibthis tiny, less than
40,000 US $ worth project while typical Dutch Gaweient assisted multi-
bilateral projects were worth millions of dollaes)d that Veenstra finally
got approval for the mission saying that he wamteske “what Anis was up
to with his big talks of people’s self-reliance.hd following concluding
words in Veenstra’s contribution to the report @alaation of

SARILAKAS are self-expressive:

“There is very definite trend towards self-devela@mniin the two areas [where the
four project barangays were located]. Independegdrasations are operating in
all the barangays visited, and these have genuinitigted a variety of activities.
In my view experience in the Philippines has showat it is possible with very
modest resources to organise activities which tdyréenefit the poor and
deprived in rural areas.

It was exactly for this reason that the NetherlaBdsernment decided to support
the SARILAKAS project as part of the ILO Participat Organisations of the
rural Poor Programme.” (Rahman 1983: p 43)



And PROCESS thereafter kept growing to become avew years the
largest non-church-based NGO in the Philippimaaning also th&arilakas
quarterly bulletin on community development. Ashiael announced to me
from Colombo after visiting PIDA’s work in Sri Laakn PORP’s TCDC
project, Rafael Espiritu, indeed, “did it!

And in the same year (1982) PIDA in Sri Lanka whig$pired the initiation
of SARILAKAS in the Philippines via the TCDC tow PIDA of Espiritu
and his colleagues that PORP organized, got trermdtive Nobel Award of

the Right Livelihood Foundationfér developing exemplary processes of self-
reliant, participatory development among the pooAsia” (Award citation:

http://www.rightlivelihood.org/recip/pida.htm ). EMPLOI proudly sent a minute
to the Director-General saying that the ILO had khand to the initiation
of the work that grew into PIDA.

PORP in Latin America

In the meanwhile Orlando Fals Borda had contactedifter reading the
Bhoomi Sena study and we had met in a Conferentpiibljana in 1980.
the affinity of our thinking generated a processlote collaboration in
taking Participatory Action Research forward thas lsontinued since then.
With Borda PORP developed a project of participatesearch to be
undertaken in three Latin American countries — @dd@, Mexico and
Nicaragua — under the title “Participatory reseamlihe knowledge
component of people’s countervailing power” for ienpentation under his
overall coordination. The project resulted in exé&mpparticipatory
research work particularly in Nicaragua in the oegof El Rigado (Fals
Borda 1985).

Meanwhile Orlando invited me to present a keyneaieep on the “Theory
and Practice of Participatory Action Research’hat Tenth World Congress
of Sociology held in Mexico in Aaugust 1982. Thavg me an opportunity,
by way of thepraxis— action-reflection-action rhythm — of PORP itsédf
(a) theoretically place participatory action resbawithin the discourse on
social transformation, and (b) review the questibmalidity of such
research from the point of view of the concern bjeativity of research
(Rahman 1982; 2007). While never considered aswalutionary”, as | had
told the Secretary of the ODA in London in 198Wds particularly struck
by the following reaction to my paper from Paul &z the then editor of
the Marxist journal thdonthly Reviewin a letter to me in 1984:



“Reading it was an exciting experience for menticates, | think,
the direction in which revolutionary thought ancaptice must move.
| was reminded throughout of nothing so much asttheses on
Feuerbach,” the true distillation of Marx’s thought

Although not a Marxist | was all for releasing treativity of the working
class for which | considered participatory actiesgarch to be a very
essential and important method. And | knew thdtaox revolutionary
parties would not be very comfortable with thiswgmint. My trip to

Mexico was combined with participation in a semihald near Mexico of
the coordinators of the participatory researchesdlombia, Mexico and
Nicaragua that Orlando had initiated for PORP. &Hanet Malena de
Montis who had facilitated the Nicaraguan particgpg research initiative. |
asked her how she would explain that participatesgarch was permitted
in “socialist” Nicaragua while in socialist courgsi research is done by the
“Party” and not by the people. Malena replied thatre was no Leninist
“Party” in Nicaragua where the Sandinista revolutieas a popular
movementather than a Party-led revoluticand in this movement the
people often went ahead of the revolutionary iattlials. She added that a
Party was in the process of formation, but pro-peagellectuals were
eager to see that this did not shift the balangqeouwfer against the people.
And, of course, an Action Research theorist ofsta¢ure of Paul Oquist was
in a top position in the revolutionary governmeélte potential of
participatory research in Nicaragua, therefore, nigh. The sad experience
of how PORP missed fulfilling this potential “by arth” as it were will be
recounted in due course.

Meanwhile Dennis Hodsdon of EDUC was following firegress of PORP
with positive interest. In March 1983 EDUC hosted ter-regional
Workers’ Education Symposium of national and Inéional Trade Unions
where he invited me to present PORP’s field expeds in a paper on
“Some Educational Approaches in Rural Workers’ §gtes.” A
comparative review in thEommunity Development JourndaB82, No. 3)
of research on participation under ILO’s PORP, USRRland FAO gave a
clear edge to PORP. These achievements, alonghativaluation of the
Philippine SARILAKAS project, caught the attentiohDGA/TEC, who
called and gave me the important task of prepam@ffice Policy Paper
on the ILO’s Role in Promoting People’s Participatin Rural
Development.



a sadly missed opportunity

While | was preparing myself for this task, a ur@gqpportunity came for
me, and for the ILO, from Nicaragua. Following tteticipatory research
work in El Rigado under the project coordinated by Fals Borda and
facilitated on the ground by Malena de Montis, dl laaletter from the
President of UNAG - the “Union of National Agricultsts and Ganadores”,
a national organization of agriculturists and eat#lisers in Nicaragua, to
help this organisation develop and execute a malttrogramme of
participatory research in Nicaragu@eceiving an invitation of such a
moment, to help Nicaragua to be the first socialsintry to launch a
national programme of participatory research, | edrmately phoned Willem
Veenstra at the Hague to ask if the Dutch Governmwenld be interested in
funding such a programme. Veenstra discussed wltbagues in his
Ministry and came back to say that a Dutch Prdgentification Mission
would be going to Managua late in March, and thatould go there at the
same time we could together develop the programmdeleat Dutch multi-bi
funding of it through PORP would be ensured. | hadticket to fly to
Managua on March 28 1983.

Then came unexpected resistance from within thee@fMr. Jain called me
a few days before | was to fly to Managua, with FEVP (Employers’
Relations) chief sitting with him. UNAG had beemsbky the Government
of Nicaragua to sit in the Employers’ bench in th®’s Governing Body,
and the Employers’ Group had questioned its crealsrib sit in this bench
as UNAG was not an “employers’ organisation”. Th®’ls Governing
Body had in response to this objection constitaté€iredentials’ Committee
to look into the credentials of UNAG to sit in tRenployers’ bench. If at
this stage the Office developed collaboration WtWAG this would,
according to REL/EMP, compromise the task of thedéntials’
Committee!

Mr. Jain wanted to save the intended project. Hhedsne to check with
UNAG if the project could be officially signed bgmme government agency
in Nicaragua while UNAG could handle the actualaten with which the
ILO would not deal. | cabled accordingly to UNAGytlgot back the reply
that the Nicaraguan government opposed this iddaansidered UNAG to
be the most competent agency to execute this prgfeerhaps the



Nicaraguan government also saw “the game”!). | teacncel my mission
to Managua.

Utterly frustrated, | wrote a minute to Mr. Jairyse how the ILO was
missing a great opportunity to promote particippt@search nationwide in
a socialist country, to help develop “socialismhaat human face”. Mr. Jain
also saw the point, and forwarded my minute toQirector-General,
writing himself also that the ILO was “missing apportunity”. The file
ended there - the Director-General, of course,thadLO’s Governing
Body to satisfy.

The Dutch Mission went to Managua as planned. é&tsektked by e-mail the
date of their Mission with Willem Veenstra whileitumg this account,
Willem wrote to me (on 14.11.06‘the Nicaraguans were very receptive of
PORP type of approaches at the time”

| wonder, if my mission would have materializece #ssertion of people
power through participatory research would havegianiel Ortega — and
the Nicaraguan revolution — victory against the @€asin the 1990 election!

Policy Paper on Office work on participation

Upon recovering from this sad failure to “do it"Nicaragua | engaged
myself to prepare an “Issues Paper” preliminarheoOffice Policy Paper
on “The ILO’s role in Promoting People’s Particijeat in Rural
Development that DGA/TEC had wanted from me. Msfiwhich was
very carefully examined and endorsed by Dennis Hodswas discussed in
an in-house meeting chaired by Mr. Jain in May 198& final Policy
Paper was issued by DGA/TEC to all Departmentsn&ras and other units
of the Office on 23.3. 84. Following this, a docurhgtled “Guidelines for
ILO Activity for the Promotion of People’s Partiapon in Rural
Development” prepared by me operationalising thecgples outlined in the
Policy Paper and signed by Mr. Jain was issued.4®2. These Guidelines
called for sensitisation at various levels of tHéd@ in the participatory
principle, seeking participatory expertise in impknting Office
programmes, collaboration with NGOs doing partitopgawork — a

principle admitted for the first time as an ILO ggl-, the promotion of self-
reliance of poverty groups with small-scale grob@sed funding in order
not to make them dependent on external fundingnptmn of participatory
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structures of such groups, emphasis on autonomyawer of assisted
groups, catalytic organising work by committed adéss who would make
themselves progressively redundant, linking upasfipipatory
organisations of the poor, and participation evadmeof Office projects
with the base groups/organisations.

Christmas as a saving grace!

But of course it is not possible to transform tideblogy” of all officials by
“guidelines”. For reasons that need not be disalibsee, the Regional
Office of the ILO in Latin America was particularlyeactionary” in its
attitude to popular initiatives. Orlando Fals Bod#veloped a technical
cooperation project with a popular movement in @udo to assist their
economic and social activities, which the RegiddHice opposed rather
strongly as “subversive”. It was just before Chmas of 1984, and Jack
Martin with his inimitable humour submitted the teatto DGA/TEC,
saying:

“Mr. Jain, if it were not for the fact that we ava Christmas eve, | would have made the
following sarcasting remarks on the note of thei®ea Office on this proposal...that the
Regional Office has not read or understood thec®ffolicy Paper on “the ILO’s role in
Promoting People’s Participation in rural Developtie.. But since this is Christmas
eve, | shall refrain from making these remarksliy@sk you that you approve this

project”
And there came Mr. Jain’s reply after the Officepened in January:

“I am happy that Christmas saved us from such auries between colleagues in the
Office! | have examined the project proposal, amdagproving it. And | hope that the
Regional Office will keep in view the Office Poli®aper on The ILO’s Role in
Promoting People’s Participation in rural Developin@ examining project proposals.”

“Bureaucrat goes to the roots”

Having articulated a theoretical basis of my wonkRarticipation (in the
Mexico Congress paper) and a significant experidase in participatory
research and technical cooperation to promoteqggaatory initiatives, |
could now go on developing field projects for bp#Hrticipatory research
and technical co-operation and organizing TCDC-typehanges for mutual
stimulation and cross-fertilization for participati promotion. And the
possibility of attracting donor funding was moranh could handle or



would want to take. But | was feeling that | wassely running out of “field
sense” and had started repeating myself. So | netedieead on the “grass’
again myself. | was also tormented for being avaaysb long from my own
country. While the cause of my ‘exile’ had by thdissolved, | was now
stuck abroad for education of my daughters - | dadit torture them by
returning to my country uprooting them from thaithsoling in a system
completely different from that in Bangladesh, anelytalso put their own
feet down in this respect. So | had to stay someergears abroad to see
their education through.

How could | walk on the “grass” again working ireth.O in Geneva? It
would be unrealistic to ask the Office to let metgany country as and
when it pleased me. | could ask for leave with@ldis to do so, but PORP
also had to continue under someone of my statureafuld be absent for
extended periods. | hit upon the following soluttormy problem:

| would take 4 months leave without salary from@iéce every year for a
few years to be in my country, and during these feonths | would invite
some intellectual-activist from different countri®sturn every year to come
and take my position in the Office taking my sgland write about their
field work and ideas and thereby enrich the POR&gprmme.

| sounded some colleagues in the Office aboutideia, and everyone said
that this was an absurd proposal for a UN bureayd@which the Office
would never agree. And if at all the Office gave leve without salary for
four months a year it would not agree to give mehstommand as | was
thinking of proposing over the funds | would the¢ease: the money would
go to the central kitty to be spent according toiglens of the Office. |
nevertheless raised the proposal with Dharam Gidhidack Martin. They
said that they would agree if PERSONNEL agreed. RRRSONNEL in all
bureaucracies was notoriously known as the stacustodian of Office
procedures. Before making the proposal in writingeht to the chief of
PERSONNEL.

And the chief of PERSONNEL was now the same Mr. Am&li, who
represented the one-man Commission to resolveispeteé | had with
EDITRAD. Listening to my proposal Mr. Ameer Ali eaemed:“This is the
most exhilarating proposal | have heard in thisi€ffor years!” And
thanks to Mr. Ali who appreciated imaginative idesasmuch my
extraordinary proposal was approved.



As reported in the PresdHe Daily Gulf TimesOct 2, 1985), the
“Bureaucrat went to the roots”, taking special kavthout pay for four
months September-December first in 1984. And whddcctake the helm of
PORP at the ILO for these first four months thata@uo Fals Borda?
Orlando came at my invitation, and wrote a synthes$the results of the
participatory research project he had coordinatedalombia, Mexico and
Nicaragua that contains such valuable guidelinesviok with popular
groups to promote their participation (Fals Bor883).

In Bangladesh | myself visited works of two NGOghe villages — BRAC
and Proshika. Reflecting upon their works | gaventmy views (Rahman
1993: pp 62-73). And upon returning to the Officbmitted to it a “Non-
Mission Report” in order to share my field expegemith colleagues in the
Office.

sounding Africa

So far PORP had not worked in Africa, and my cglless in the ILO had
warned me that Africans are very “nationalistictiamould not easily take
“foreign ideas” for their development. Dharam GlaakKenyan national, had
also appeared rather cautious about the idea ofFP@Rding Africa. In
July-August 1985 | took a low-key mission to Zamldanbabwe, Tanzania
and Kenya to visit government and non-governmeeaheigs to explore
possible interest in PORP’s ideas. And PORP waspgihin Julius Nyrere’s
Tanzania.

| was in the office of Mr. Keenja, Principal Seamst of the Rural
Development Ministry in, in a one-day mission imZania, presenting to
him PORP’s ideas and experiences. After hearindoma while Mr,
Keenza intensely grasped my elbow and said, “Mhrkan, we have a
project here to promote village development thropgbple’s participation
which is rotting in the seminar room of intelledgiaCan you help us take
this project from the seminar room to the field?”

The project was “Planning Rural Development at\tiiage Level”

(PRDVL) , a UNICEF-UNDP-ILO (EMP/RU outside of POR#&ssisted
government project launched in 1984 to initiaté-saestaining development
based on villagers’ own resources. The projectrideen the field in more
than one year of its life, spending money in acadesmminars of research
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scholars. At my suggestion Mr. Keenja wrote to ERIPffor assistance of
PORP in this project. Subsequent development sfioject is recounted in
due course.

treatise on the Animator

In 1985 Fall | went again to Bangladesh on four-therspecial leave
without pay and brought to take my place in the IR@fessor Susanta
Tilkaratna of the University of Colombo who wasnlecting as the
coordinator of PIDA in Sri Lanka. | asked him tokoat all PORP
documents to date and use these materials to avtiesatise on “The
Animator in Participatory Rural Development.” Oristivork (Tilakaratna
1987), to which | added “windows” to show the “@&l here is Orlando Fals
Borda:

“I like it not only for its contents but also fasipresentation. The idea of
Windows is tops, and the drawings really help #eding. This is combining
levels 1 and 2 according to previous literaturd,tasd to do in the Historia
Doble de la Costa...So you can understand howeaelasm with this publication
which gives me an impetus to our intellectual aratpcal challenge.” (letter

dated October 9, 1987)

And from Norman Uphoff from the Cornell UniversiBural Participation
Programme: “this publication was the best philoscglly grounded
statement of the social methodology of bottom-upettgment promoted by
animators/catalysts.” (letter dated Nov 15, 1987).

And with this work on the animator, as Professan34oyo submitted later
in an assessment of the impact of PORP’s work ncAf PORP sought to
“put into practice the concept of PAR by institgfia training dimension
and as such offering a disciplinary approach to siubject. One feels that
after such an attempt a new sub-set form of ingo@y been legitimated.”
(Moyo 1990: p 14)

an extraordinary gesture by PERSONNEL
And upon return from Bangladesh | presented andtien-mission

Report” to the Office (Rahman 1993: pp 95-117)adidition to positive
feedbacks that | received upon it from colleaguethé Office this gesture



on my part evoked an altogether extraordinary adipp PERSONNEL that
belies any notion one may have of the rigidity & Dureaucracies.

The education grant for children that UN officiglst in view of the high
cost of education in international schools was ceduor me by half in view
of my being absent for four months on leave withealary. Why half? |
protested, submitting that | was being on suchddav one-third of the
concerned years. PERSONNEL replied that the rytdiegto the
proportion of the school-year (September to Agh8t an official would be
on such leave. | protested, saying that the rule wvdair, as | gave two-third
of my time to the Office so that | should get tvrd of the educational
allowance, and as my daughters had to go to tlkeenational School and |
had to pay for this for the whole school year. Tieputy Chief of
PERSONNEL Mr. Bourgeois asked me to see him. |Ilsiamy and he asked
for the “Non-mission Reports” | had submitted te tffice for the two
years. Then he submitted a memo through his ctiieh(Jean-Pierre Petit-
Pierre) to the Director-General proposing that, in viewnof dedication to
my country which | had served during my period opaid leave, as well as
to the Office whom | fed with my insights from theld even though | was
not required to do so, | be givéul educational allowance by an exception
to the service rulesSuch exception had to be agreed by the Direcoerl
who also had to report the matter to the Govergiody. The Director-
general approved this and the decision was dulgrteg to the Governing
Body. _Again, how wrong was my friend Marc Nerfin who hadlvised me
not to join the ILO fearing its bureaucracy woutifle me!

summing up by Mr. Jain of insights from PORP’s work

Meanwhile, my “non-Mission report” for 1985 presagtmy field notes on
grass-roots work of NGOs with the rural poor in Bladesh and my
reflections thereupon had been sent by Jack Mart@®ABINET through
DGA/TEC early in February 1986. The Director-Geheegponded
positively, and drew attention to the need forigjarg the ILO’s role in this
area. In end July 1986 Mr. Jain summed up in a twotke Director-General
the insights obtained from “some pioneering workhis field” within the
Office that was showing the limitation of the “gorenent-employer-worker
mechanism” to which the ILO had so far given emgghas improving the
conditions of the rural poor. Most of such categofryural workers did not
have any employer at all and had problems withllaathorities, with the
legal and land tenure systems, the rural moneyeleodthe trading



middlemen. These groups needed collective actiompoove their lives and
needed external animators to promote this withoediting a relation of
dependence. The development of PROCESS from this ity Sarilakas
project in the Philippines, and of PIDA from théh&nge agents
programme” were examples of such catalytic agertbetspromoted the
development of rural workers’ organisations, whisdre organisations of
the “trade-union type” for both pressure-group daslelopment work
satisfying the principles of ILO’s Convention 14ddaRecommendation 149
although not trade unions themselves. Hence theng€&led to work both
with trade unions and “voluntary bodies” like NG&wd also seek to bring
these two quarters together, to improve the cambtof a great bulk of the
rural poor.

| could not myself have summarized more cogentyléisson for the ILO
that PORP’s work indicated. Such a summary coulg bave come from a
visionary at a high policy level of the ILO that Miain was.

visit by chief of EDITRAD!

And about this time | had another unexpected wisgany office — the new
Chief of EDITRAD, Ms. Josephine Karavasil, who haklen over upon
retirement of the previous chief. Ms. Karavasildatvn very informally,
saying that she had come to say how much she ar@bheagues in
EDITRAD enjoyed reading the materials coming fro@RP! Quite some
change from the intense struggle | had with EDITR#@publish PORP’s
first collection of people’s point of view!

The third term of my unpaid leave — Fall 1986 - \gagn to Dr. Yunus
running the Grammen Bank in Bangladesh. Dr. Yurame; but was unable
to stay for more than a month-and-a-half that wassary eventful.

“thank you for telling us that we are not poor!”

Meanwhile | had read about the outstanding work i Organisation of
Rural Association for Progress (ORAP) in Matabeldlarovince in
Zimbabwe was doing by way of collective developmeffdrt by villagers
mobilizing themselves through clusters of famik¢willage levels to village
and inter-village organisations federating at tighést level into ORAP. |
wrote to ORAP early in 1986 simply for an exchaof@éterature, sending
some PORP literature and asking for theirs. Inyrépglot a letter from



Sithembiso Nyoni, the poet-philosopher-guide of GRAaying that they
had not expected such literature from a UN buresaycrand asking when |
would visit them. Subsequently ORAP invited me tesgnt a paper in a
public seminar they were holding with their donmré\pril 1987, giving the
title of my paper as “The concept of Community Rgyation through
family to attack the vicious circles of hunger ggaverty.” | wrote to them
saying that | could not go to their seminar asltii® was not a donor of
ORAP. In reply Nyoni wrote that they considered th® to be their most
important donor — donor of ideas that they werdéiggfrom PORP
documents. When | showed this letter to Jack Mdmirsaid, “Anis, you
should go — the Department will pay.”

| wrote the paper that ORAP asked me to write,nwthrust in it was to
attack ORAP for thinking of “the vicious circle btinger and poverty”.
Who said that they were poor? They had just bdxemdied from
domination, and the way they were moving forwamdtigh their
imaginative initiatives was extraordinary, with thole world wanting to
learn from them. With the mental richness that thagt why should they
hold themselves back by thinking that they wererpdde paper was
translated into Sindebele language by them, andaasled from the dais
after giving my presentation streams of villagstsdents, NGO personnel,
etc. queued up to shake hands with me and to gay,have hit us very
hard, but we have appreciated it.” And at nigh¢fte had our dinner in the
camp on the field and was strolling outside indhek a village blacksmith
came to me and, talking proudly of his involvemen®DRAP’s activities,
slapped me heavily on my back and said severaktifi@ Mr. Rahman,
thank you so much for telling us that we are nairplo

| felt as if | had lifted a heavy burden from hiwsilders and he could now
breathe freely. Upon returning to Geneva | toldwife: “I have got my
Nobel Prize”!

And from then on | stopped using the word “poor’sal to talk of the
human being notwithstanding one’s economic stasus &im/her ‘God’ has
transferred his/her creative powers fa Michelangelo’s famous painting of
the “Creation of Adam”-, a power that cannot bprapriated by any
oppressor.

“from the seminar room to the field”



Meanwhile, following the request of Mr. Keenja fsistance in taking
Tanzania’s PRCVL project “from the seminar roonthe field” PORP sent
Tilakaratna to Tanzania. In the style of sensiisabf animators in Sri
Lanka’s “Change agents’ Programme” Tilakaratna itisad fourteen
animators to work in fourteen villages of Dodomstdct in Tanzania to
promote people collective self-reliant developmaitiatives. Numerous
people’s groups — men’s and women'’s - resultedlipp@ash or buffaloes
as collective savings to move on toward a patlotiéctive self-
development. As | visited the project in 1987 one Matoke came to see
me, introducing himself as head of the researdhoééhe CCM party. He
said that the coordinator of the PRDVL project baeén summoned by the
Party to explain what he was doing by way of mamly villagers outside
the cooperatives ordained by party. When he exgthand recounted what
was happening, Julius Nyrere who was present teiecommended the
work saying that promoting people’s participatibng was what the Party
wanted to do but had failed to do. Mr. Matoke weereafter assigned by the
Party to investigate on the ground what was hamyggeini the project, and
after investigating this he had come to thank nekthe ILO for what was
we had done.

As | attended a large inter-group mass meetinguifiage under the project
the chairman of the village cooperative said thatdsk had been to
mobilize the villagers for self-reliant developmeliit he had failed to do so
and this project had done it, and that he wouldiestithat ILO did not take
away the project. Cutting short of other fulfillipgrsonal details, here are
extracts from an assessment of this effort by BeafeSam Moyo:

“A very specific and specially regarded way in whEMPRU had
attempted to influence policy in Tanzania had kbeough the
PRDVL, based on PORP’s iitiatives in participatory
development...Policy makers judge this initiativdn&ve been so
successful at its pilot phase, such that there existed financial and
manpower constraints to its wider institutionalisatin the face of
encouraging governmental support. Numerous rurfilesaployment
and income-generating groups had been initiate@lanzania through
the PORP methodology...there has been regionairgednational
dissemination of the projects’ activities in wor&ph, and it appears
that newly developed concepts of “participatoryegsion
services”[i.e., animation-facilitation work — prestauthor], resulting



from the PRDVL could have wider African applicatighloyo, op
cit., pp 25-26).

pure technical cooperation untainted by money!

PORP’s experiences with participatory researchrteal cooperation with
national groups to promote grassroots collectivanemic and social action
and people’s self-reviews, and conceptualizatiah@uidelines presented in
Fals Borda and Tilakaratna’s synthesising worksewesed to develop
“Conception of a programme of training for the padion of participatory
rural development”, suggesting approaches to ‘ingin
(“sensitization”/capacitation/self-clarificationrtbugh collective reflection)
of external and internal animators and trainersngeves oainimators, and
also to developing facilitating personnel from tiieler public to promote
people’s participatory processes. This conceptagyepwas sent out to a
wide mailing list of NGOs. Salutary response intigalar from The African
Centre for Human and Cultural Development (ACHCD{ihana, which
wrote to me in 1988 that they had initiated a yleag training programme
following the approaches in this paper. | submittad letter proudly to the
Department as an example of “pure technical codperay the ILO
untainted by moneéy

toward grassroots solidarity in Africa

Subsequently, PORP organized in July and Augus® 188 regional
workshops of trainers of NGOs in Africa — one inl®&wayo, Zimbabwe
hosted by ORAP which | attended myself and anath&urkina Faso
hosted by the “Six S” movement attended for PORPIippe Egger who
had joined PORP in 1982 to give me a hand. In thes&shops the
methodology of “no lectures-only-collective-selfadysis” and to stand up
and assert themselves was followed with particparto had been used to
lecture-kind training programmes. By way of an asasgent of the Bulawayo
workshop, Professor Sam Moyo wrote in his “ImpddEbIPRU Research
in Africa (op.cit p 16)”, that

“What is significant about the workshop participahposition was
that they held a shared world view of the partitgrg development
based on Freirian “conscientisation” or “animationprinciples,
within a particular southern African politico-higtcal experience.
The workshop, thus, presented a challenge to thigcjpants to



further an evolving need for “very strong Africaolislarity across
nations” and the need for “networking among grassioworkers, in
order to break the existing communication barrisesthat they need
not go through proxies” in development. The workshas,
therefore, able to instill the participants’ ownlfseonfidence in
articulating and being in control of their own diest.”

And William Tengey Director of ACHCD in Ghana whtiemnded both the
workshops wrote to the chief of EMP/RU (then SaRadwan as Dharam
Ghai had left on August 1987) that “these two wbdgss were, in my
opinion, some of the most valuable and worthwhigetings | have attended
in my 20 years or so working with grassroot orgatns) and non-
government organisations”.

So Africa also responded, contrary to initial wags | had received from
some colleagues.

people’s self-reviews

Meanwhile PORP had been advocating and promotilfigesgews (self-
evaluations) of grassroots groups of their own egpee in collective effort
as part of the conception pfaxis (cycle of action and reflection) in
participatory research. Self-review processes inyiée Philippines, Sri
Lanka, Colombia, Burkina Faso, Senegal, RwandaMaddwere initiated,
the latter four in francophone African countriesisied by Philippe Egger.
After the fall of Berlin Wall PORP was also ableindiate people’s self-
reviews in two villages and with a gypsy commumityHungary. The
people’s self-review process was particularly ihghgl in one of these
villages where so-called “socialism” had erodedtthditional culture of
community self-deliberation of the villagedsiven by suspicion and fear
that authoritarian “socialism” had brought to thesm,that it was some effort
for the animator there to get the villagers totggether again for collective
deliberation. (Biro & Szuhay 1990).

“you have given a lecture, Sir!”

With all such fulfilling works, the greatest lessimn me came in a workshop
of trainers of grass-roots development agencie®oth and South-east Asia
that PORP organised in August 1988 in TagaytayPthiéppines. In typical
PORP style the participants had been invited te taler the workshop



notwithstanding big names like Anisur Rahman andKgiratna being
present there from whom, it was announced, “thaerelgvbe no lectures.”
But toward the end of the ten-day workshop theigagnts got stuck with
one particular question, and | thought | knew “dmswer”. After | finished
my longish “I know it” kind of intervention that veaotally contrary to the
PORP culture that | had been preaching, up wentéainel of one participant
from Thailand*All this is very nice, Sir, but you have givenezture!” |
walked down to him and handed to him the umbrella$ carrying because
of the rain outside, and said, “I have slipped & peat me with this
umbrella.”

As one animator from the SARILAKAS project had emeritten to me,

“In this work you have to constantly fight your emes, and the
greatest enemy is yourself!”

EDITRAD releasing copyright of collection of PORRapers

Early in 1990 | submitted a collection of my paper&DITRAD for
clearance for publication either by the ILO or loyautside publisher. In
sharp contrast to EDITRAD’s tough negative attitedelier, Mrs. Karavasil
in her review commended, first, PORP’s ideas haewey the years become
“extremely influential in development practice”.eésbommented on the
political sensitivity of my writings which might mde to the liking of some
of the ILO’s constituents, in that they challengaisting power structures,
in both “liberal” and “socialist” states, that pent people controlling their
own destiny. However, citing this not as a reaswrtlie ILO itself to

decline to publish “what would be a stimulating ansjpiring collection”,
Mrs. Karavasil cited the ILO’s budgetary constrampublish this
collection, releasing the copyright of the papersgublication by an outside
publisher. Deft positive handling of a rather sewsiquestion.

The collection was published by ZED Books (Rahm@@3), explicitly

acknowledging the ILO’s PORP programme as the soofenost of the
papers therein.

the demise of PORP



Dharam Ghai left the ILO in 1987 to become head NRISD; Jack Martin
left EMPLOI in 1988; Dennis Hodsdon retired in 198&. Jain and the
Director-General both in 1989. The Fall of BerliralMn 1989 signaled
change in the “political-economy” environment i tvorld with the
emergence of a uni-polar globe with no rival sodablogy. PORP had
been born, and nourished, in an environment otbeair“liberal”’ to
“progressive” forces seeking to promote people’#heeng without falling
into totalitarian traps that were being offeredhia name of people’s
“liberation”. As the totalitarian threat dissolveatle ILO gradually relapsed
into working more with governments than with nonsgmment agencies,
and more on labour standards to promote workeghtsiin traditional
tripartite frameworks. EDUC and REL/TRAV were nodger as warm to
PORP. And the new hierarchy above PORP hardly gtateda or cared to
understand its message. EMPLOI itself was reorganunder the new name
“Employment Policy” and EMP/RU disappeared as athaThe
Programme and Budget proposals for the bienniuni-B29that were being
framed did not show a place for PORP. As a perntaof@nial | could

retain my job somewhere in the Office in the heauditars or in the field, but
without a ‘mission’.

Feeling lonely and not wanted any more | took esstirement at the end of
1990, and Dharam Ghai organized a very warm faldaieme at the
UNRISD.

Looking back at one of the most fulfilling phasésny career, | was lucky
to have the support and assistance of some exinaoitg dedicated
personalities within the ILO to be able to keepntling. This belies all
notions of a UN bureaucracy to consist only of daucrats’.

The credit for what PORP was able to do in a paldgicphase of world
history goes, first, to Dharam Ghai, the imaginafwo-“poor” chief of
EMP/RU who conceived this programme and invitedtongarent it;
thereafter to Dennis Hodsdon the tough but homadetunionist who had
the power to knock PORP out in the very first rotud gave it such solid
support; to Jack Martin, a humanist with such warartd wit; to Mr. Jain,
a man of vision combined with brilliance in handlibureaucracies trained
in the highest tradition of Indian Civil Service; Ameer Ali, also from the
same tradition, with open arms to support imagueaitieas; to Mrs. Ahmed
who guided me to find my way through the corridofshe bureaucracy
with my background as a simple university teactePhilippe Egger who
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worked as my right hand in the Office and carri€@RP’s message to the
Francophone countries; to Mrs. Karavasil who haddburage and
commitment to release for publication sensitiveanats bearing the name
of the ILO. And my secretaries Lynda Pond and Evétalph were so
involved with my work that they kept correcting rastly my English but
also my substantial lapses with “do you really wiangay this?”, and offered
to type any material from me free of cost evenrdfteould return to my
country if | would mail these to them.

The spirit of PORP was reborn in 2002 in the nati@ontext in Bangladesh
with the creation of “Research Initiatives, Banglald” (RIB) with
Participatory Action Research and search for aedgntation of “Creative
Initiatives of the disadvantaged in Bangladesht\was of its major niches
(vide “Dream seven”, RIB 2002 pp 23-2, RIB websitew.rib-
bangladesh.organd Rahman 2006,), funded by the Netherlandsrgowent
in whom one gets “both friends and money” and rnterference. | invite all
to follow the work of RIB.
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