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1.1 INTRODUCTION

The focus of this research project is to examine the efficacy of participatory development
communication (PDC) in rural cattle farming projects. It is a comparative study between the
Nguni Cattle Development Project in the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa and the Heifer

Cattle Development Project in the Midlands Province of Zimbabwe.

This study particularly considers the communication initiatives which foster the mutual dialogue

of project stakeholders and the impact it have on poor communities. It is a comparative analysis

that tries to understfcind the dynamics ar :d communication initiatives which
foster the mutual dialogue of project sta mpact it has on poor communities.
The emphasis is on the efforts made to : tion issues and other problems. As
some of the developing countries in the ! , South Africa and Zimbabwe faces

serious developmental challenges. Several r"jJ#pment projects have been initiated by
numerous national, internationz{mf‘?m@d@tvmt H@Pes but there is no available
documentation of the relationship lidkegdty @ragietyiscpldemcktransformation from a state of
poverty to one of dynamic socio-economic growth that marks greater equity and the larger
unfolding of individual’s potential. A review of extant literature calls into question not only the
range of such development initiatives (cattle farming projects) but also their effectiveness. It is
hoped that this study will play a role in enabling communication to be used more effectively for

meeting the many challenges of participatory development communication at grassroots level.

1.2 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

Agriculture is one of the cornerstones of rural development in developing countries. It is
considered the backbone of Africa’s economy whereby about 70% of Africans and roughly 80%
of the continent’s poor live in rural areas and depends mainly on agriculture for their livelihood
(SADC, 2008). In this regard, there are many African countries that include those in the Southern
African countries which have responded to the decentralization and local empowerment
challenges. Moreover, the rural development approach adopted involves farmers in decision

making and this transition marked a decline in African government’s influence in managing and



























































































































































































































“qualitative interviewing begins with the assumption that the perspective of others is meaningful,
knowable, and able to be made explicit”. Data was generated during 14 focused in-depth
interviews (in South Africa and Zimbabwe), both personal and electronic where necessary. To

promote discussion and share as much information as possible (Cooper and Emory, 1995), an

interview schedule with a set of nine semi-structured questions was employed (see Appendix).

Data was obtained in this manner at different communities involved in the Nguni and Heifer
cattle projects which include the coordinators and other stakeholders, and the leader of the
government or community who has been in liaison with the donor group. Gathering data was a
discovery process whereby participants were interviewed such that actions and interactions
concerning pro-poor behaviors (Cooper and Emory, 1995) could be identified. These interviews

were conducted with a fairly open framework that allows for focused conversational two-way
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operations such as description an: sis, frequencies, cross-tabulation and qualitative analysis
were performed using the Statistic Programme in Social Scientists (SPSS). The tables were
then used to interpret various opini s about the cattle development projects. The next part will

discuss validity and reliability of the methods the study employed.

3.10 RELIABILITY AND VALII Y OF INSTRUMENTS
Validity and reliability are the most important criteria for evaluating qualitative and quantitative
instruments. The reliability of research instruments refers to the tendency toward consistency

found in repeated measurements (C mines and Zeller, 1979).

3.10.1 Validity

“Validity is concerned with the soundne ss, of the measuring instrument”
(Leedy, 2001:32). In other words, validity 2 to which an instrument measures
what it purports to be measuring. In order / to the findings of this study, the

researcher incorporated a variety of validity p ough some would argue that validity
8 g

and reliability are not the goals ﬁrﬂﬂgétiyﬁ etlsprejaflﬁsoihfrl_lhiréical discussion regarding

the reliability and validity of a studfpgeitfienngn, 29 Meese ef al., 2002). Qualitative

researchers consider triangulation as one of the basic strategies to enhance internal validity and
reliability (Jones, 1996). The purpose of triangulation is to reduce the likelihood of

misinterpretation by employing various procedures (Stake, 2000).

As a result, important validity pr. :dure employed which is integral to this study design was
triangulation. Merriam (1998:204) fines triangulation as "using multiple investigators, multiple
sources of data, or multiple m 10ds to confirm the emerging findings". The researcher
employed methodological triangulation (Creswell and Miller, 2000) intended to collect three
forms of data such as observatior interviews and reviewing of documents. Consequently, the
research employed multiple sources of data given that interviews were conducted with several
participants (Creswell and Miller, 2000). Using the process of triangulation was done to seek
convergence in the data and to ¢ firm or disconfirm emerging categories and themes (Berg,
2004). As part of this process, e study employs another validity strategy, disconfirming

evidence (Creswell and Miller, 21 0). Themes or categories that emerged within case analysis
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In this regard, majority of the farmers were over 40 years since most of farming activities were

carried out by the elderly or adults.

Marital Status Analysis of respondents

Responses demonstrated that from lIguni Cattle Project (South Africa) 22 (81.48%) of the
respondente were single, 5 (18.52%  ere not married while F~*fer Cattle Project (Zimb~hwe)
respondents showed that 12 (80%) re married and 2 (20%) of the respondents were single

(widowed).

Majority (34) of the respondents (8 5% see Figure 4.3) indicated that they were married this
shows that they were households who take llowed by 5 (11.90%) which were
single and 3 (7.14%) of the respondents we!

Figure 4.3: iwgggem status
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Race Analysis of respondents

With regards to race for Nguni Cat : Project (South Africa) almost all respondents (26; 96.30%)
were black (African) with the exc tion of 1 (3.70%) who prefered not to say. On the other side,
from Heifer Cattle Project (Zimb: ve) all 15 (100%) respondents reported that they were black
(African).
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Figure 4.9: | »spondents' Awareness
« Fthe project
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It is indicated above that the project was n .on of every one since the majority
of respondents became aware of the project and person to person relationships

with exception of few who highlighted to have Su@iormation about the project from media.

Hence, these results identify an iltpmmssqquhquhp esitle PAggets as innovation was never
the community’s initiative but a foreign uj@lithe mdntaccedtzsddocal problems.

Respondents’ evaluation of the project benefits

Respondents were asked to evaluate the impact of the project benefits in regard to cattle
development strategy used. This question wanted to discover the beneficiaries’ belief and test
their loyalty to the project strategy. A total of 14 (51.85%) of the respondents from Nguni Cattle
Project (South Africa) indicated that the project had much impact to their lives, 9 (33.33%)
showed that the project was to them of little impact, and 4 (14.81%) of the respondents indicated
that the project had no impact to their livelihoods. Similarly, 8 (53.33%) of the respondents from
Heifer Cattle Project (Zimbabwe) had indicated that the project had much impact in transforming
their lives, 6 (40%) indicated that the project had little impact in their lives and 1 (6.67%) of the

respondents indicated that the project had no impact to their livelihoods.

However, from both Nguni and I ifer Cattle Projects (see Figure 4.10) 22 (52.38%) of the
respondents indicated that the projects had much impact in their lives and 15 (35.71%) indicated

127






























Figure 4.12: Respondents' view on
pr¢ ect ownership
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It is evident that the tradition of providi cipants in meetings organised by

development programmes would set stan :t the mutual trust and creates a

dependency condition killing the local initiativeugfjJJ#, 2001). As argued by Dagron (2001)
and Mosse (2001), without the m%w%npy ©tsEoatorthgy @eas are deployed to poor
communities with the expectations thdt Mjedg1esnmmunited @illdadically become transformed.
This implies that the majority of t : people in Nguni and Heifer Cattle Development Projects

feel that they do not own the cattle oject, hence development failure cannot be avoided.

Respondents’ view of the meaning of participation in the project

The respondents were asked on their understanding of the term partcipation. It was delibarated to
find out how various farmers could view the extent of participation in identified projects.
Accodingly, for Nguni Cattle Project (South Africa) had 16 (59.26%) respondents which showed
that it means attending meetings followed by 10 (37.04%) respondents who referred to it as
partaking in decisions, sharing benefits and risks with others and involved in group works while
1 (3.70%) indicated as not knowing what it means. Also, Heifer Cattle Project (Zimbabwe) had 6
(40%) of the respondents who referred to it as partaking in decisions, sharing benefits and risks
with others, 5 (33.33%) indicated | group works, 2 (13.33%) had those who said they did not
know and attending meetings had 2 (13.33%) of the respondents.
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After being asked on the understani g of participation in the both cattle projects (South Africa
and Zimbabwe see Figure 4.13), 1§ 12.86%) of the respondents showed that it means attending
of meetings by farmers in the proj : followed by 11 (26.19%) who refer to it as partaking in
decisions, sharing benefits and risks with others. As such, 10 (23.81%) respondents indicated
that participation means involved in group works while 3 (7.14%) of the respondents indicated

th~* they did not know what # means.

Figure 4.13: Respondents' view on
the meanir ; of participation in the
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In this reflection of results, one can note that participation was valued by majority as attending
meeting while the least number of articipants did not know what it meant. With this in mind,
the essence of explaining particip: >n to beneficiaries was not considered by Nguni and Heifer
Cattle Development Projects, hence the beneficiaries were vulnerable to any kind of abuse or

manipulation from donors.

Analysis of farmers view on the community’s role in the project

The respondents were also aske about their roles as community members in the project
activities. Eighteen (18; 66.67%) of the respondents from Nguni Cattle Project (South Africa)
indicated that the community cor ibutes material or labour to the project while 8 (29.63%)
respondents indicated that they w : no identified roles in the community’s participation and 1

(3.70%) respondent did not know e role played by the community to the Nguni Cattle Project.
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