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Executive Summary
In the context of the four-year Participatory Action Research (PAR) project on
Community Management ("MANAGE") funded by the Directorate-General for
International Cooperation (DGIS), Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, a second
international exchange workshop was held in Egmond aan Zee, the Netherlands from
30 September - 4 October 1996. The six PAR team representatives from Colombia,
Guatemala, Cameroon, Kenya, Nepal and Pakistan, the five international advisory
group(IAG) members and four IRC staff members took part. Nearing the end of the
third project year, the research teams have gone through the problem diagnosis phase
with the communities and have started the experimentation phase.
The group exchanged experiences gained in the six country teams and the IAG
provided inputs and feedback. Future steps in the project were discussed based on an
analysis of experiences, the strategy for dissemination of project experiences and
results was examined, and preparations began for a world congress for PAR to be held
in Cartagena, Colombia in 1997.
During the meeting Mr. Orlando Fals-Borda, IAG member from Colombia, expressed
his new-found enthusiasm for the project.
"/ must congratulate you. I have noticed great advancement in your progress of
problem identification and the way you present your ideas. Since the (1994) meeting I
noticed more confidence in using PAR techniques. Compared to other teams learning
PAR you have done a remarkable job in two years. We know this process takes time,
so don V close the project. You may need more time to show results, especially if you
do not limit yourselves to technical solutions to water supply problems, but pursue the
root causes, which are social, economical, political and cultural. "
Apart from highlights from the six countries, presentations were given on six key
issues, which emerged from the research experience so far. They were:
• community selection
• diagnostic process and tools used
• community research teams and capacity building
• national reference groups
• problems identified and agenda setting
• monitoring and reporting
After each presentation, additional comments were made by other country participants
followed by a discussion, after which lessons learned were formulated
At the meeting the mid-term evaluator selected by the funding agency DGIS was
presented to the group as observer to the workshop. Following his presentation
discussions took place in the workshop and in a separate evening session. It was
agreed to do the evaluation as much as possible with participation of the research
teams in the countries. Countries that will be visited are Kenya and Nepal.
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Both the evaluator and some of the IAG members expressed the feeling that more
time may be needed than the year which is left in the project to show real results of
the research and the capacity building process.
At the end of the meeting each PAR team member went home with three key
suggestions selected from the conclusions and lessons learned for discussion with
their home teams, and two questions:
• If you would start a new PAR process, how would you do it differently?
• What are the implications of the lessons learned for the coming years?
It was concluded that each PAR team will provide a two page attachment to their
work plan for 1997 on how they operationalize the results of this workshop
Prior to the official workshop participants listed their expectations and fears with
respect to the expected outcome of the workshop (see Appendix 2).
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Introduction

In his welcoming remarks on behalf of IRC, Mr. Jan Teun Visscher stressed that the
exchange of experience on community management was very opportune. He said that
many governments which are now showing a "hand out, or hand over" water supplies
syndrome, could benefit from the outcome. Mr. Visscher also invited the participants
to share their learning experiences freely without knowing the final destination. He
concluded by saying: "Analysis of mistakes is much more important than
broadcasting successes".
Mr. Visscher then informed the workshop that the Latin American co-ordinator Mrs.
Nora Espejo could not be present because of other assignments.
Project co-ordinator Marc Lammerink introduced Mr. Bertus Haverkort, who has been
contracted by DGIS to do the mid term-evaluation. In the round of introduction of the
participants Mr. Haverkort expressed his appreciation for this chance to listen and talk
with the six country representatives and to present his views. He announced that he
was open for suggestions on countries to visit and recommendations of the
participants.
IAG member John Thompson of the International Institute of Environment and
Development (IIED) was pleased to see from the photo displays on the walls in the
conference room what the country PAR teams and their communities had achieved
sofar. He was looking forward to learning from and not to judge these experiences as
well as to share the IIED experience. He announced that IIED will be launching a
project early next year which will be looking at urban and rural water supply and
sanitation development in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. He said that with this project
local research teams (hopefully including NETWAS) will revisit the 30 communities
which were described in "Drawers of Water" of 1972 (David Bradley), to document
what change has occurred for the communities. He hoped that the lessons from the
PAR Community Management project could feed into this new project.
Marc Lammerink gave a short explanation of the programme (Appendix 1). First, he
explained that each participant would present highlights on developments from
his/her country, followed by one presentation and discussions on six key issues.
Following a question from Mrs. Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend on how the topics were
distributed, Mr. Lammerink explained that these six issues were selected based on the
experiences on these aspects emerging from the PAR process in each country from the
last two years.
In Chapter 1 highlights per country will be described. Chapters 2 - 7 are a reflection of
the presentations and discussions on the six key issues, community selection,
diagnostic process and tools used, community research teams and capacity building,
National Reference Groups, problems identified and agenda setting, and monitoring
and reporting. Conclusions and lessons learned are reported in Chapter 8. The
discussion of dissemination of the action research results is described in Chapter 9.
Chapter 10 lists the agreements reached between the participants.
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Highlights of experiences per country

The representatives from the country PAR-team has been asked to prepare a short
presentation highlighting key achievements of their research programme. In advance
the workshop co-ordinators had planned a schedule in which different major topics
related to the development of the research project had been planned in a logical order.
The presenters were selected according to specific interesting experiences in their
country which the co-ordinators considered worth sharing with the group.
Each presentation is followed by a section with questions and answers for
clarifications.
At the end of the Highlights session John Thompson did a summary on common
themes and emerging issues from the country presentations. The two themes he
identified were: conflicts and the process of participatory action research. Under each
of the themes he saw four key points and issues related to each of the points.
Participants used these issues later in the lessons learned session (p 65 and further).
Colombia
Cecilia started her presentation by saying that she was sad to hear that Norah was not
participating in the workshop and went on to describe the project in the state Valle del
Cauca, in which CINARA (execution agency) has its headquarters. The characteristics
of the participating communities are:
THE PROJECT IN COLOMBIA
COMMUNITY

LOCATION

POPULATION

WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM

•

La Sirena

Peri-urban

3.500

water treatment plant

•

Campoalegre

Peri-urban

2.000

•

Ceylan

Rural

2.300

water supply treatment without
treatment plant
water treatment plant

Outstanding aspects
She identified the following four outstanding aspects from Colombia:
• Institutionalisation of the proj ect;
- The PAR team is inter - institutional, with two people from outside and good
consolidation of lessons learned
- use of two sociology/Community Management students.
• The process of training of Community Research Teams (CRTs) is going on at all
phases and concerns:
- rapid rural appraisal techniques
- prioritisation of problems
- making of a workplace to solve these problems.
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• Spread of lessons learned sofar:
- lessons applied in two other sanitation projects of CINARA.
• The excellent reflection on the PAR process is shown by:
- workshops of the PAR team and CRTs
- continued influencing other programmes
- CRTs interested in widening their scope of work.
Challenges/problems
Cecilia highlighted two problem areas for which the PAR process needs to find
solutions.
• The project is intangible for the communities, as well as for the institution:
- concrete (meaning physical construction) is more interesting for institution
- communities are interested in concrete support for management
- the PAR project is for both groups a slowly moving process
- the political pressure of decentralization is adding pressure to get quick results.
• Conflict management is needed for:
- political factionalism about who will manage the water treatment plants
- vertical forms of leadership which continue to exist
- lack of communication between management of plants and communities.
Work is going on to resolve these conflicts.
Clarifications:
• Grazia: What has the project taken up sofar? Specifically, what people or groups in
the communities do participate? Which organizations are involved?
• Cecilia: In Colombia the organizations are:
- CINARA, the executing agency
- Health Department, State Valle de Cauca
- Municipal Public Services Department, Cali
- Municipal Secretariat Local Government.
• Bunker: Why is institutionalisation important, why is it a good thing? Sometimes it
is better to keep the communities away from government.
Cecilia: In the political situation of decentralization in Colombia it is a good thing.
CINARA can now influence directly the planning of water supply systems
introducing a new innovative way, in which communities manage their water
supply.
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Cameroon
Highlights of some challenging experiences
In the case of Cameroon, the most challenging experience has been to pick up the
PAR process again, after the initial delay and the untimely death of one of the team
members. However, during this diagnosis phase, there were two sets of experiences:
For the Community research team, the major challenge was to mobilise members to be
present at PAR meetings. Consequently we always had the same set of people at
meetings. The major challenge here therefore would be to involve as many people as
possible in the communities.
On the part of the PAR team, the following four main issues offer a challenge for
which solutions were identified.
1. Conflict resolution
Conflicts emerge at two levels:
• between two communities which share a water scheme e.g. Nyen and Mbemi
communities; and Nkouondja and Fosset
• within the community: power struggle amongst and between water committee
members; disagreements between quarters that have water and those that do not
misunderstanding between caretaker and the rest of the community members.
Those conflicts tend to lead to:
- poor communication between communities, amongst community members, and
between water committee members and the rest of the community members
- poor group dynamics
- no clearly defined roles and duties of different interest groups concerned in the
water scheme.
Solution/Strategy
Christine identified the following solutions:
a) Taking time for listening and for systematic discussions in village meetings.
b) Exposure of all groups to the problems, through village walks and plenary
discussions.
c) Use local institutions to participate in meetings and provide back-up support
during discussions. These institutions include the chief, the notables of the
village, and some members of the village council.
Lessons
Among the lessons learned are:
Going through conflicts and helping to resolve them is a necessary step in the PAR
process. The neutrality of the PAR team is a trump card in situations of conflicts in
communities.
2. Capacity building in community members
The issues here are how to:
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• make members to have the habit of consciously analysing their problems;
• judge the different options or possibilities for solving the problems, and therefore
make or take informed decisions.
Strategy
a) Analysis of problem causes and consequences
b) Prioritisation was done through techniques such as:
• pairwise ranking and develop criteria;
• matrix ranking in preference to matrix scoring;
• triangulate with preference ranking and voting.
3. Identification of possible solutions
Process
• Looking for local innovations and indigenous knowledge systems;
• Organise exchange visits;
• Suggest possible solutions through brainstorming;

Difficulties
Too many problems and solutions for each problem were encountered. So the question
was which ones to apply? At the level of the communities it was difficult to explain
the concepts of prioritisation. It was also a time consuming and tasking activity.
Lessons
Christine identified four lessons:
• The research teams need to move at the pace of the community members.
• There is a need for sufficient confidence in the team, for members to open up and
be frank about the true reasons for their problems or misunderstanding and the
causes of these. They turn out to be sceptical about accusing each other in public.
• The PAR approach can generate immediate action, e.g. the Nkouondja people
solved an immediate problem of leakages as result of analysing the causes and
consequences of the problems through the PAR discussions.
• The PAR process serves as an eye-opener and is satisfying, when members tend to
see the results or products of the own conscious mental exercise.

4. Experimentation
In this case the two main issues identified concerned:
• the concept of experimentation- how to get across to the community members,
• how to develop an agenda for it given the numerous problems and possible
solutions?
Strategy
The strategy applied was sitting down with the communities and together have a look
at the causes and effects of the problems they had identified and built them into a
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problem-cause-effect tree, differentiating them into management and technical
problems.

Lessons
The PAR team did triangulation of the problems to assist the process of
pnoritisation. This clearly showed that key issues or root causes in the problems of
community water supply relate to "MANAGEMENT". This automatically highlighted
problems to take actions on.
Clarifications:
• Grazia: Who specifically takes part in the village meeting? Are local institutions
involved? Have you been able to identify different stakeholders within the
community?
• Christine:
* Local research teams (2 or 3 people in each community) are mobilising the
whole community for various meetings. This includes meetings with sub groups
such as women or notables and in some cases like in Batcham community, the
local catholic health centre is always present. The results of these subgroup
discussions are triangulated and brought back into plenary meetings to seek
points of consensus.
* Use of local institutions: we always involve the village chief, whose presence in
meetings lends credibility to the project, the water committee executive, some
village council members, some notables, the community development agents in
the communities, any other extension workers in the village, and some one from
the rural council.
• Bunker: So far, the presentations have only looked at community management
through the eyes of the institution, not the community.

10
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Nepal
There are two PAR communities with existing handpumps: Rangapur and Gajedi in
the plains, and two with piped (gravity) water supply: Lele and Yampa in the hills.
When we talk with communities about a project people think in general that they will
get "big things". Using slides Thapa from Nepal illustrated the following elements in
the process sofar:
• mass gatherings, in hills of men and women;
• water users committee meetings;
• village mapping of existing resources and problems;
• seasonal calendar;
• training in villages;
• community diagnosis in the field;
• female team leader discussing with women;
• Community Research team (CRT) members meeting;
• exchange visit between villages;
• PAR volunteers assisting pair-wise ranking;
• exposure visit to successful other village other programmes (women group building
and managing school near Pokhara);
• the third National Reference Group (NRG) meeting.
Challenges
The challenges which the PAR team are dealing with include:
•
•
•
•

to make people look beyond short term solutions;
to make people think of more alternative solutions;
to make people realise the importance of a good water management committee;
to sustain the community's interest on management, make them feel as owner of
management mechanisms and have strong functional water committees after the
PAR project phases out;
• to ensure continuity of action learning by communities.
Deviations/additions
Thapa mentioned four activities which the PAR team did for which it had not
originally planned:
• Further exploration and consolidation of community diagnosis (since the problems
cited were mainly technical, less management nature).
• Exchange visits among the communities involved in the action research process
('seeing is believing1).
• Observation visit for community members to successful programmes.
• Water quality testing by PAR team in one village.
As example for the outcome sofar of the PAR process an overview was provided of
the problems identified and the solutions adopted by the community in Yampaphant:

11
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Problems Identified and Problem Solution Strategy Adopted by Communities
(Yampaphant)

PSS

Problems

1. Inadequate drinking water supply for
population.
2. Lack of rules/regulations.
3. Lack of trained maintenance
workers.

1. Look for new sources.
2. Train at least 2 persons as maintenance
workers.

Clarifications:
• Orlando: Has your work made some difference?
Thapa: Yes, now the villages involved hold regular meetings.
In one village the sanitation problem was identified following the exposure visit to
another village.
• Grazia:
1. What components of the existing social structure did you identify and approach in
the PAR project?
2. How many people mentioned that the government has to take care of water supply?
Thapa:
a) We use local leaders, existing water committee members or community forest
committee members.
b) Of the 78 households in one of the villages with gravity supply 10 do not want
to pay the monthly fee for operation and maintenance, which was agreed at PAR
meetings. They said "It is a government water project, supported by UNICEF,
so they should pay O&M costs".

12
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Guatemala
The highlights from Guatemala concentrated on positive and negative aspects of the
participatory action research so far. There are three PAR communities in three states:
Apaqua, Aquacatan and Huehuetenango
Positive aspects
Milagros mentioned the following positive aspects:
• community diagnosis was done in four villages
• in 11 communities, analysis and prioritisation of problems were done for men,
woman and children
• techniques and PAR process is applied in other projects (methodology) of Agua del
Pueblo.
Negative aspects
The negative aspects include:
• Disintegration of the Research team, due to institutional problems at Agua del
Pueblo, which experienced a change of director.
• Mistrust or little understanding exist for the project's dimension as a process and
how others could co-operate.
• Very little support is given to community demands as result from the research, we
do not know how to respond to the communities demands.
In this context Milagros raised the question if it would not have been better to do the
action research before a water supply system is constructed and not after, as was the
case for the PAR project.
Clarifications:
• Grazia: Why are you not able to respond to community demands? Is that because
of your alliance with the government, or because of the breakdown of the PAR
team?
Milagros: No, we did anticipate the demands and we realized what the alliance
with the government and IRC meant. I have a different view towards the
community than the organization and how to introduce community management.
The communities have already management skills.

13
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Kenya
The greatest challenge of the Participatory Action Research process in KENYA has
been to get this idea in the perceptions and hands of the people in the communities. It
is a continuous process of Action/Problem/Rethink/Action (see figure next page).
The entry process in the community has included:
• discussion about the PAR project with the water committees;
• public meetings;
• exchange visits between PAR communities;
• training and awareness raising workshops of what Isaack called "bell-ringers",
villagers assisting in communities.
The diagnosis of and identification of the problems emerged out of the exchange
visits, parallel to the community entry process. People were asked what could be
done to immediately improve the water situation in the community they visited.
The bell-ringers were identified in the process and they were brought together in a
training workshop, where they were asked to draw a map of the village from their
youth and what changes they saw had occurred over time. What water ponds had dried
up, what forests cut, what other problems they identified? These maps provided a
broader view of resources management and interrelationships than earlier planned.
Another front where the Kenyan PAR team placed efforts on was the establishment of
the National Reference Group (NRG). They were involved in:
• the community selection process;
• establishing defined roles and responsibilities;
• establishing terms of reference (TOR) for their- work.
Three institutional aspects are important:
• the PAR team is learning while doing;
• the NRG members pay their own travel costs, which showed their interest in the
project;
• the right perspectives, whose problems are we dealing with?
The future of the PAR project includes activities such as:
• reviewing and fine-tuning the problem prioritisation and potential solutions;
• helping the communities setting their agenda for experimentation;
• follow-up earlier activities and agreements.
On co-ordination, Isaack felt that IRC support is conducive and not forced and that the
regional collaboration with Cameroon is useful.
Institutional lapses experienced in the Kenyan PAR process include that stakeholders
find it intangible, invisible and that PAR is an abstract process.

14
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Specific activities
As specific activities the following were mentioned:
• Training workshop facilitated by the PAR team, 10 people from each of the four
villages participated, 5 community members and 5 people with management tasks
in the water committee, such as chairman, secretaries, treasurer. The four chairmen,
four secretaries and four treasurers were asked to discuss between them what they
considered to be their role. They were also asked to discuss what they thought each
other's role was. The community discussed in mixed groups what in their view the
role of the 'officials' was. Results were discussed in a plenary meeting, which
turned out to be a great learning opportunity for all. People appreciated the
complexity of the process.
• Exchange visits and interactions. In one community visited by the PAR team the
community paid 10,000 Kenyan shilling for 6 chicken and rice to feed the visitors,
but they initially felt they had no money to pay 20,000 shilling for the
improvement of their water system. The PAR team was able to make them
understand with the example of the chicken that they could pay for other things as
well. Now, after one year the community is paying for the plot involved in the
water project as part of the PAR process.
• Training of bell-ringers (resource management);
• One member of the team of external evaluators for IRC in general visited one of
the communities involved in the PAR project.

15
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Pakistan
From the PAR project in Northern Pakistan Altaf highlighted a number of problems
during the research process and a considerable number of expected results having been
achieved. The research takes place in two villages of Ghizer district: Pakora and Hasis
and two villages of Skardu: Ghaziabad and Hoto.
Combined meeting men and women: a challenging task in rural Pakistan
Holding combined meetings of men and women to incorporate the women opinion on
common issues of the village was a difficult task from the beginning of the project
because of the traditionally divided roles for males and females in rural Pakistan. First,
the project team decided to hold separate meetings of men and women because of:
• experiences from Aga Khan Rural Support Programme's experiences of having
separate male and female organizations in the community;
• community's (men and women) suggested to hold separate meetings of men and
women;
• our own experience: women were not talking in front of men.
However, holding separate meetings with men and women needed much more time
input from the PAR Team than envisaged.
Various community meetings were organized during different phases of the project
process:
• Separate male and female meetings (in the diagnosis process);
• Male and female combined meetings of CRT members in one (first) community (in
problem prioritisation);
• Males and females combined meetings h two (first & second) communities (during
agenda setting for experimentation);
• Males and females combined meeting in the 3rd community (during analysis of male
and female priorities).
Difficulties faced in these combined meetings included:
• women mobility is limited within the village and is dependent to the permission of
men;
• the ratio of participants, especially women, was low;
• males were dominant in discussions;
• females were reluctant in arguing;
• only old women talked a little in discussions with males;
• the 4th community is still waiting for combined meetings, and is organising separate
meetings.
The question that the PAR team in Pakistan is asking itself is how useful these
combined meetings are for the future of the PAR project.

16
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A challenging community "Hoto" (Experimentation)
Initially, four communities were selected for the PAR project. The fourth community
was replaced with Hoto in the final selection, because the Hoto community was
considered as the most difficult one of the four to accept any change and as such a
challenge for the project team.
The Hoto community was characterised as follows:
• the community was known as rigid and passive in taking initiatives;
• earlier projects implemented by government and NGOs failed because of lack of
management;
• there had been an irrigation water dispute with another community including a court
case;
• the UNICEF supported water supply scheme had been closed for five years;
• the community have lots of problems with the traditional water source in winters.
This 'difficult' community was selected for learning purposes for the agency and for the
communities.
Results of the Participatory Action Research process and impact in Hoto so far
include:
• awareness of the community was raised;
• capacity for taking initiative was increased;
• funds (RS 10,000) arranged from outside and agreed to construct a new water
reservoir;
• experimentation with one of the solutions (construction of a new reservoir) took
place;
• use of spare 4" dia pipe in the village for drinking water supply scheme.
Altaf identified the following difficulties encountered by the PAR team in Pakistan:
• there was no female involvement in site selection of the new water reservoir,
• the decision about the new reservoir was taken too early, without taking into account
the technicalities for construction
• the newly constructed reservoir was technically not fit for the water supply scheme.
The question that the Pakistan PAR team is asking itself from this example is how
they can assist communities properly to avoid such early decisions.
Clarifications:
• On the basis of questions from John, Theresia and Christine on involvement of
women a discussion emerged. Altaf felt that one cannot go against the religious,
tribal culture. Orlando was worried about the danger of transferring a Western
notion on equality between men and women, or even feminism. Rather than
"rushing in change" we should be more respectful to the various cultures and to the
gradual process of PAR. John shared an experience from IIED-work in northern
Pakistan which worked fairly well. Separate meetings of men and women were
organized, but it was assured that the priorities of the women were made known to
and discussed by men, and vice versa. Neutral arbitration facilitates this process.

17
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• Grazia: With reference to the technical standards problem, PAR teams may wish to
promote the involvement of a range of social actors who could help solve the
problems identified by the community. In this sense, the PAR Teams may become
"match-makers" or "providers of options".
Christine: There is a great fear of raising expectations in communities, but yet,
there are possibilities to give relevant information about other actors, who could
support communities.
Altaf: One of the research communities had approached agencies e.g. the Local
Government and Rural Development Department, Aga Khan Rural Support Program
and Social Action Board for technical assistance and for help to solve their problems.
• John observed from the presentations and discussions that the PAR teams have
been acting as "providers of occasions". The next step should be to develop
"providers of options".

18
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Common themes/emerging issues from the six country presentations
John Thompson later in the day identified a number of common themes and issues
from the six country presentations. He briefly introduced them to the group. The two
themes he identified are:
• conflicts, and
• the process of PAR.
Conflicts
Conflicts emerge in four areas:
1. Access to and control of resources
• inter - household (gender) conflicts;
• intra - household (caste, class,...) conflicts;
• inter- community conflicts.
Issues include:
• from "analysis of difference" to deconstructing the 'community
• thinking beyond 'community water supply'
• resource access and control (tenure/poverty)
• rights (private /common property/usufruct)
2. Intervention - PAR Process
• expectations - can exacerbate existing disputes, or create new ones
• values/cultural traditions/power structures
• process — • possible "exposure" of vulnerable groups
Issues include:
• sensitivity to local practices, institutions, knowledge — • build on existing
systems, structures, procedures
• vulnerable are weak, but not powerless
» public discussions may undermine
"weapons of the weak"—• consider alternative approaches
• contract/terms of reference between community and facilitators can reduce
misunderstandings
3. Not "resolution"
^but "management"
• arbitration,
• mitigation, negotiation — • accommodation
4. Relation between Team and the external agency
• team contract... /TOR/Roles and responsibilities

19
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Process
In the area of the PAR process John identified four common elements out of which
issues for consideration emerge:
1. Process versus product approach
A participatory process without tangible products/outcomes/outputs/impacts is of little
interest to either local people or external people or external support staff;
Issue:
Small but tangible products are needed early on in the process —». this builds sense
of achievement/ownership/momentum
2. Actual versus conceived plan
No PAR process is linear, but involves multiple iterations/feedback loops/
adjustments (Process diagram).
Issue:
There is a need for a framework that guides process, but one with as much flexibility
as possible
iresearch as "performance"
3. PAR Volunteers and CRTs
The key factor is the process.
Issue:
Act as "providers of informed options" with help of other actors.
4. Community sharing
• exchange visits
• key learning areas
• it is the process of innovation that is sustainable, not technologies
Issue:
Exchange between communities or Community PAR volunteers offer opportunities
for spread of ideas and innovations.
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Community selection (Cameroon)

How the communities were selected for participation in the action research
programme was illustrated by the presentation from Cameroon by Christine.
The PAR process after 1994 in Cameroon (when she joined) started with adapting to
local circumstances the criteria for selection of communities which were discussed at
the first international workshop in the Netherlands. Cameroon has a French speaking
and an English speaking part with different cultures which had to be taken into
account.
In the first contact with government agencies, non-governmental organizations and
external support agencies the PAR team working from the PAID office in Buea first
explained the project. The National Reference Group was established. This NRG in its
first meeting developed the local criteria for selection of communities. The local
criteria added were:
• the level of community involvement in the water scheme
• the socio-political culture of Cameroon
• the distance of communities from each other.
Initially seven communities were selected for participation in the PAR water project,
in which the PAR team did preliminary studies. On five of them reports were prepared
and three communities were chosen based on their accessibility for the PAR team the
year around.
At the second NRG meeting this selection was criticized for its technology bias, and
it was suggested to add communities which have water supply through wells. The
PAR team visited various communities with wells, but in the end a fourth community
with wells was selected in contact with the Department of Community Development.
On each of the locally developed criteria Christine provided the following details.
1. Level of community involvement
The idea was to include one example for comparison purposes of a demand - driven
water supply, as well as a supply - driven water supply for each language area and
culture.
Advantages for this include:
• it was easier to measure progress;
• it facilitated triangulation;
• involvement of two main cultures: English, French.
2. Distance of communities
Communities can all be reached within a day or two.
Advantage: Research team can save on travelling time and cost.
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3. Official language
• involve English speaking part;
• involve French speaking part.
Advantages include:
• cultural diversity is secured;
• comparative analysis is possible;
• political sensitivities is avoided.
Communities selected
In the end four communities were selected:
Nyen and Mbemi in NW Province;
Nkouondja in West;
Batcham in West;
Bokito in Centre.
The involvement level and range of co-sponsors is shown in the following table:

Nyen and Mbemi
Nkouondja
Batcham

Community-initiated
Community-initiated
Community-participated

Bokito
No community participation
• = Swiss Association for Technical Assistance, now Helvetas

SATA*
SATA
Catholic Village
Health Centre
Government

Clarifications:
• Bunker:
1. Do you think this is a cost effective process to select communities?
2. What is the guarantee that the selected communities will continue to the end?
Christine: There are no firm answers to this. One can only build on a process and find
out and document what is happening. Cost effectiveness is a question of the long term.
How to sustain the interest and involvement of communities is a point of concern.
John: We should remind ourselves that this is not a development project, but a
research project.
Jan Teun: A community dropping out of the participatory action research process
provides a good learning opportunity.
• Grazia: How important have particular individuals (charismatic leaders) been in the
selection process?
Cecilia: Community leaders in the end chose to participate.
Isaack: In Kenya the organizations participating in the NRG have been supporting
the selection process.
• Orlando: If one chooses criteria and impose them on the communities the project
will not work. Were the selection criteria developed in Holland a hindrance or a
problem in your work?
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