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Background 
 
This e-mail conference has been organised by the DFID Aquatic Resources Management 
(ARM) Programme, S E Asia. It forms part of a wider process of consultation including links 
with other donors, with government and non-government partners and participatory livelihood 
assessments with vulnerable groups who benefit from aquatic resources. The objective is to 
provide a forum for professionals who have been involved in aquatic resources management 
in the context of poor peoples’ livelihoods, to share experiences, reflect on approaches and 
contribute to their development. Participants can submit poster presentations (2-pagers) and 
contribute to the discussions (via the conference website) organised around 5 key issues, set 
out in this discussion paper. After 4 weeks online the contributed posters and discussions will 
be edited into a document assessing approaches to aquatic resources management, which 
benefit livelihoods of poor people. This will be downloadable from the website. 

 
 
In view of its commitment to poverty eradication, an implicit principle for DFID is that 
activities should be designed to maximise livelihood benefits for the poor. It is the aim of this 
resource document to introduce some of the issues and raise questions to promote debate for 
the e-mail conference. (See also the definitions and interpretations of some commonly used 
terms and poster presentations). 

 

 
Issue 1: The role of aquatic  resources in the livelihoods of poor people 

Box 1: What does aquatic resources management for sustainable livelihoods of poor people mean? 
 

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets and activities required for a means to make a living. A livelihood is 
sustainable when it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance its capabilities and 
assets both now and in the future, while not undermining the natural resource base. A livelihoods framework encourages 
a broad and systematic view of the factors that cause poverty 
— whether these are shocks and adverse trends, poorly functioning institutions and policies or a basic lack of assets — 
and to investigate the relations between them. 

 
Aquatic resources management refers to the management and conservation of the aquatic resource base in the context 
of aquaculture, the concentration and capture of wild fish, as well as foraging for other aquatic resources such as crabs, 
prawns, snails, insects, aquatic plants, etc. The term is used here to emphasize the broad and flexible approach to 
improved management that is most relevant to poor people. 

 
The importance of livelihoods thinking here is that it places aquatic resources management in the context of poverty i.e., 
it is not restricted to technology or to forms of aquaculture but includes access to natural stocks of fish and other 
aquatic organisms and relates to policy, institutions and processes that support and make attractive livelihood 
strategies involving aquatic resources. 

 
The focus is on what matters to peoples’ lives, understanding the differences between people and supporting them in 
identifying and addressing their priorities, their strategies and their ability to adapt. Such “micro level” activity should 
inform the development of policy and an effective enabling environment so that macro level structures and processes 
enable and support people to build upon their own strengths and respond flexibly to changes in their situation. See more 
information on the DFID livelihood approach livelihoods@dfid.gov.uk 

 



Setting the scene - aquatic resources provide livelihood options for many men and women in 
rural areas of the developing world. The concentration and capture of wild fish is recognised 
as important to many rural livelihoods, especially those of poor people. Foraging for aquatic 
resources such as crabs, prawns, snails, insects, aquatic plants, etc. in paddies and other water 
bodies is increasingly highlighted as an important livelihood component. Aquaculture also 
plays an important role in low-income countries, which produce over 75% of world 
aquaculture production generating valuable foods, income and employment in support of the 
development of disadvantaged regions. 
 
The role of aquatic resources in rural livelihoods is characterised 
by diversity — of resources, environments (see Box 2), resource 
users and the ways in which they exploit resources and incorporate 
them into their livelihoods. Aquatic resources management tends 
to be one component of often complex and dynamic livelihood 
systems. Poorer rural households with landholdings tend to 
diversify their livelihoods as a survival strategy; they not only farm 
but work off-farm; and commonly fish and forage for aquatic and 
forest resources. Those with too little land to be self-sufficient in 
food depend increasingly on sharecropping, agricultural wage 
labour, fishing, non-timber forest products, non-agricultural labour 
in both urban and rural areas, and remittances from migrant family 
members. 
 
Much rural aquaculture production, fishing and foraging remains invisible to researchers and 
rural development specialists, because production data from such dispersed and small-scale 
activities are difficult to collect; and do not bappear in official statistics; and the produce is 
commonly consumed or traded only locally. General statistics contain little information about 
the role of aquatic resources in poor peoples’ livelihoods. The contribution of inland fisheries 
is certainly greater than that reported. According to FAO estimates, for the world as a whole, 
actual harvests of inland fisheries resources may be twice those reported. 
 
In Cambodia for example, according to http://www.FAO.org, the figures for the freshwater 
fish catch over the last 10 years were as follows: 
 
Table 1: Cambodian Fisheries Statistics (MT, all fishing) 
Year 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 
Freshwater 
fish 

64,654 65,755 56,015 71,481 81,372 77,431 75,280 72,600 81,200 72,440 84,434 

 
These seemingly suggest a fluctuating catch level between 65,000—85,000 MI, although a 
general increase over time. In fact, according to many observers, annual catches in Cambodia 
may actually range between 280,000—445,000 MT, making it perhaps the 4th largest inland 
fishery in the world with a monetary value at the landing stage of US$100-200 million, rising 
to as much as US$250-500 million in the market. It has been estimated that even family 
fisheries and foraging in rice fields in Cambodia amount to 160,000—250,000 MT annually 
or three times the nationally quoted figure for all fish production. If this is the case people, 
who, by virtue of their culture describe themselves as rice farmers, may even derive more 
benefit from non-rice rice-field products. 
 
In this context, some questions immediately arise: 
 

Box 2: Aquatic resource diversity 
 
Temperate/Tropical 
Inland Coastal 
Riverine Estuaries 
Rivers Bays 
Floodplains Lagoons 
Irrigation Channels Coral Reefs 
Lacustrine Mangroves 
Lakes Mudflats 
Reservoirs Ponds 
Ponds 
 



Question 1.1. What level/type of statistical information is useful? Should this also be at a 
more micro-level and disaggregated in relation to socio-economic status/gender? 

Question 1.2. Who should/could collect the necessary information on which to base 
informed decisions about the role of aquatic resources in poor peoples’ 
livelihoods? How? 

Question 1.3. How does/can such information affect policies related to agriculture 
(especially rice production, pesticide usage), water management (such as 
damming, irrigation, flood control), aquatic resources management, extension 
approaches? 

 

 
What more general evidence is available about the role of aquatic resources in the livelihoods 
of poorer groups? To many working in the field, the role of aquatic resources in poor peoples 
livelihoods is self-evident. However, to policy makers who need hard evidence on which to 
formulate policy or base resource allocation decisions, such evidence is vital. It can play a 
role in supporting more pro-poor policy making, increasing the accountability of public 
decision making, assist with planning and legislation and improving the institutional context 
of decision-making. It has recently been suggested that much greater emphasis on advocacy 
(outside the sub-sector) is required to raise awareness of the role for aquatic resources 
management in rural development and to raise the stakes for institutional change. 
 
Hard evidence from relevant programmes (especially with wider than ‘single village’ context) 
should be assembled to properly illustrate the case for poverty alleviation. 
Question 2.1. What is the contribution of aquatic resources to rural livelihoods of the 
poor? 
 
What information, evidence, and understanding do conference participants have of the role of 
aquatic resources in peoples’ livelihoods? Here we ask you to contribute over the course of 
the conference your experiences from baseline and monitoring surveys, other studies and 
participatory appraisals and general situation analyses that demonstrate the role of fish, frogs, 
crabs, prawns, insects, plants, etc. to the livelihoods of poor people, from the geographical 
areas in which you work. 
 
Below are some examples from materials already to hand of groups of poor people that 
depend on aquatic resources to a large degree for their livelihoods: 
 
A. Fishing and foraging for aquatic resources 
 
The vital role of small-scale yet widespread systems such as rice field fish production and the 
collection of aquatic resources from paddies and nearby wetlands, in terms of family 
nutrition, food security and income generation is now emerging from work by AIT, DFID, 
MRC, UNICEF and many others. The role and importance of such resources will vary with 
the relative integrity of the environment, population density, rural/urban environments and the 
availability of other sources of aquatic resources and food. 
 
In many areas the wild fishery remains a key factor in rural livelihood. In S. E. Asia these 
include Kula Rong Hai in Roi-et and Srisaket provinces in N. E. Thailand and the floodplain 
of the Mun river further downstream the Mekong and Vain Co floodplains in Cambodia and 
the Plain of Reeds in southern Vietnam. 
 
However, some writers have argued that it is important not to overemphasise the importance 
of the wild fishery. For example, in N. E. Thailand (Demaine et al., 1999), in the central part 
of the Mekong delta (Sinh, 1995), in the upland areas of N Vietnam (Little, Tuan and Innes 
Taylor, 1997), Savannakhet province in Laos (Haylor and Lawrence, 1998) and in Prey Veng 
province in Cambodia (Nandeesha et al. 1998), wild fisheries have declined, often over 

Issue 2: Evidence for the role of aquatic resources in poor peoples’ livelihoods 
 



several decades, as a result of increased pressure from population growth and silting up of 
wild fish habitats due to upland forest clearance, and the emergence of an epizootic ulcerative 
syndrome, which affects wild fish. The landless “poor” probably do more small-scale 
commercial fishing than many other groups and the decline sometimes may be because fish 
are being exploited for cash where few other livelihood options exist. 
 
The importance of wild fish production to ‘rice farmers in the southern part of N. E. 
Thailand’ 
was evaluated by AIT Outreach (1998a) via a trap pond survey in Sisaket and Roi-et of farm 
families of around 5 persons (with little hired help), with around 4.5 ha of land mainly 
engaged with rain-fed rice farming, some vegetable and fruit production and with earnings 
from livestock averaging nearly 3/4 of average annual income. Most farmers fish their rice 
paddies and other nearby water bodies mainly by hook and rod or with cast nets, catching 
100-200 kg per year of mainly snakehead (Channa striata), catfish (Clarias batrachus) and 
climbing perch (Anabas testudineus). In addition, most farm families had several trap ponds 
in low lying land in rice fields, often 3 m deep with most around l00m2. The catch from these 
sources represented about 11% of annual cash income from about 100 fishing occasions per 
year. All farmers ‘sold’ one or more trap ponds to catching teams for harvest. 
 
AIT Outreach interviewed “ fish catching teams which earn a favourable daily income in 
N. E. 
Thailand” travelling around the area buying the right to pump trap ponds dry during the time 
of the rice harvest (November-February). Most fishing teams were composed of male farmers 
who catch fish for 2 months. The team own or rent a vehicle (pick up or two-wheeled tractor), 
a pump and usually dip nets (representing maybe a total US$4000 in capital outlays). Teams 
estimate the value of the catch, the volume of water to pump and negotiate a price with the 
trap pond owner. Depending on size, ponds are usually pumped and the fish caught over a 
few hours. Costs include fuel for the vehicle and pump and the negotiated cost of the fish. 
Profit depends on the skill of the team in estimating the catch, negotiating skills and 
competition from other teams. Losses are sometimes incurred, but 35% profit is common, 
usually shared amongst the team at the end of the day. Estimated daily income by catching 
team members is favourable compared to the unskilled labour market, the work is often closer 
to home and includes food and cigarettes and some fish. Trap ponds are more productive 
when there are good early rains and more catching teams operate in such years. Trap ponds in 
N. E. Thailand are still important to rural livelihoods and household nutrition, though 
productivity is thought to be declining. 500-700 people may be involved with the fishery in 
Srisaket. 
 
The role of aquatic resources in poor peoples livelihoods is not limited to freshwater 
environments, but should include brackish and coastal contexts. According to Don MacIntosh 
(pers corn.), in Thai Binh Province in the Red River delta Vietnamese coastal dwellers are 
the main beneficiaries from the boom in aquaculture associated with 
reforestation/afforestation of mangrove sea defences. 
These include fishermen/aquatic seed collectors, aquaculture producers/workers (pond 
operators and clam farmers) and seafood dealers. Some of the poorest people are those that go 
out daily to collect crab seed, clams and other species, which they sell to the pond operators 
or to dealers. Hand collecting of crab seed from the mangroves is a popular activity for many 
poor people. Collectors tend to be women and children earning some additional income for 
their household. People can earn about VND 30,000 (USD 2.20) from one collecting trip, but 
this can increase to VND 100,000 to 200,000 in the peak season (July to September). There is 
a perception among the local people that there is up to ten times the number of crab seed now 
than was available in 1996, with the majority being found in the mangrove plantation. 
 
B. Aquaculture 
 
Examples of aquaculture carried out by poor people include small ponds near homesteads, 
rice paddies and ponds and depressions in paddies. In many rural areas of S.E. Asia the 
poorest households, even the so-called landless, have a homestead plot where house 



construction requires land excavation to create a platform for dwellings that is higher than the 
flood (Demaine, 1998; MRC, 1999). This excavation creates a depression, which can be 
easily deepened into a pond. Although in the first instance such ponds may have multiple-
uses, where the catch of wild fish per unit of effort begins to decline, farmers often seek 
aquaculture as means to secure their main source of animal protein. Rice farmers, even in 
rain-fed paddies, stock and raise fish in rice fields and associated ponds. 
In Vietnam fish culture is traditional among some ethnic groups (e.g. Tai and Muong) 
and appears to have spread to others (Little, Tuan and Innes Taylor, 1997). In Cao Bang, a 
northern province of Vietnam near the border with China, few wild fish exist and few are 
available in the market. However, according to Little and Tuan (1999) a local variety of 
common carp is a staple part of the diet and trade in the fish and their seed are a key 
component of local livelihoods. Rice farmers in Northern Vietnam culture local common 
carp in rice fields using indigenous techniques. Small adult fish kept in small ponds near 
households are transferred to fallow rice fields and encouraged to spawn on leafy substrates. 
They then grow into fry and fingerlings in the same rice fields into which rice is later 
transplanted and are cultured further, either concurrently or in rotation with rice, to produce 
table fish mainly for household consumption (see indigenous common carp culture poster). 
 
In Savannakhet province in Laos rain-fed rice farmers have increased fish production 
through aquaculture in pond/paddy systems by 200-300% resulting in income changes, 
which have been identified and measured for households. Access to the technology for the 
poorest (wealth ranking as classified by peers) with no access to savings has been achieved 
through substituting their labour for financial investments. The Livestock & Fisheries 
Department supported access to seed, which remains a key constraint that is currently being 
addressed (see nursing network poster). 
 
In rural areas of central Laos small-scale, pond-based aquaculture is often used at the 
subsistence level as a live well/larder. Farmer families keep fish in the pond to be used when 
the family has no time to capture wild fish, or as a source of cash to purchase alternative 
animal protein sources from the market. A good example of this is during rice planting. 
Having fish available when they are most needed makes it “worth” the time, money, and 
effort spent, regardless of the level of production or market value of the product. 
 
N E Thai household farming systems are dominated by rice farming in lowland areas, rice and 
cassava in mini-watershed areas and cassava and sugarcane in upland areas. According to 
Asian Institute of Technology/Aquaculture Outreach Programme in N. E. Thailand, in 1989 
over 6% of households farmed fish , mainly in ponds owned by individual farm 
households (1-2 m deep and 0.1 ha; commonly holding water for as long as 11 months). Fish 
farming in the region tended to be conducted by those households with relatively larger 
numbers of permanently resident members (average 6.5 people and 4.1 labour force) and a 
larger resource base. Most kept around 30 chickens, owned buffalo, though few cattle, and 
raised pigs. Average land holding was 8ha (more than twice the land holding of non-fish 
farmers). Aquaculture constituted only a minor part of household economy. 
 
In the Red River Delta in Northern Vietnam, 70% of households have ponds and stock 
them with fish (Little & Tuan, 1999). ‘Vuon-Ao-Chuong’ (garden-pond-livestock) or VAC 
farming systems have evolved with intensification, double cropping of rice and reduced rice-
fish options (see poster on VAC systems). 
 
In Cambodia, according to the NGO’s SCALE (S E Asia Outreach Cambodia) and Padek 
(Partnership for Development in Kampuchea) (Nandeesha et al. 1998), Rice farmers in 
Kandal and Prey Veng provinces are raising fish in paddies and seasonal ponds. In 
Kandal families typical owning 1.5 ha of rice paddy (holding water for 162 days) produce 38 
kg of fish annually using cow manure and rice bran. In Prey Veng families typically owning 
2.25 ha are producing only just over lton/ha of paddy annually, but harvest 60-100 kg of fish 
in ponds of several hundred square meters that hold water for 7-9 months, fertilised with pig 
manure and fed rice bran, duck weed and termites. Flooding is common but nearly two thirds 



of farmers interviewed were satisfied with their production. Women (3 8%) and children 
(17%) carry out 55% of the work related to aquaculture and men 45%. 

 
Setting the scene — in the past aquaculture systems (rarely aquatic resources management 
systems) and the way in which they are promoted have often tended to favour wealthier 
farmers. The focus has been on technologies (often ones which aim to maximise production) 
commonly generated on research stations (where it is difficult to take account of the “end-
users”’ objectives, vulnerability, assets, access to services/markets/etc. or the flexible and 
diverse livelihood strategies employed). A number of successful aquatic resource-use systems 
and low-input systems for rural aquaculture may be widely applicable to poor people, 
including wild fish refuges, improved trap pond designs, local fry nursing, fish rearing in 
different rice agro-ecosystems, small-scale pond management, etc. However, technology can 
only be appropriate for poor people in the context of their access to assets and 
favourable policies, institutions and processes that support and make attractive, 
livelihood strategies involving aquatic resources. 
 
One apparently successful example is fry nursing and the operation of a nursing network (see 
the poster presentation on this issue), which provide opportunities to address key constraints 
not only to aquaculture (i.e. the lack of available fish seed) but also constraints to more 
diverse livelihoods (e.g. the lack of management capacity amongst potential practitioners and 
the lack of institutional capacity to support development). This is a powerful example where 
aquaculture represents a useful entry point for rural development, and emphasises the 
importance of process rather than technology. 
 
The Asia-Pacific Fishery Commission Ad Hoc Working Group of “Experts” in Rural 
Aquaculture meeting in October 1999 concluded that generic technologies for rural 
aquaculture do exist (FAO, 1999). These include both land-based and water-based systems. 
However, if we are to move from “generic technologies” to “attractive livelihood strategies 
involving aquatic resources”, it would be useful to consider experience of processes rather 
than technologies that have demonstrated benefit to poor people. 
 
Question 3.1.  
What is the experience/knowledge of conference participants about 

technologies/processes that 
benefit poor people?* 
 
Some suggestions of what the contents of these contributions may include: 
 

Issue 3: Technologies & processes, which enhance poor peoples’ 
Management of aquatic resources 

 

Box 3: Suggested structure for Doster presentations 
Narrative summary 
A clear description of the activity written for a general audience, e.g. background, methodology, and 
conclusions. 
The basics of implementation - the process 
A bulleted, step-by-step description of activities involved with implementation. 
Key benefits 
A bulleted list of generic benefits with brief explanations. Examples might include: 
• Poverty focus (available to landless, very low investment, builds social capital) 
• Robust technology (low investment, low risk, quick return, easily copied, adopted or adapted, easy to train trainers) 
• Few barriers to entry... 
• Etc.... 
Evidence of impact on the poor 
Description of specific evidence of how the poor have benefited. 
Notes/comments 
Any notes or additional considerations that may need to be included, i.e. assumptions, unexpected spin-off benefits negative 
outcomes etc. These should be e-mailed to: rebeccac@fisheries.go.th for posting on the web site 
 
 



 
 
*{Please note that short discussion pieces contributed to the e-mail conference are limited to 
200 words. To share “case-studies’ of specific experiences related to aquatic resources 
management and rural livelihoods, it is proposed to develop electronic 2-page “poster 
session” type presentations that can be browsed by participants}. 
 

 
Setting the scene — the traditional means of communication through extension services has 
tended to focus on information transfer from researchers to farmers. Perhaps another reason 
why aquatic resources management systems have been ignored and aquaculture systems have 
often tended to favour wealthier farmers has been a lack of investment in communication 
processes. Improving dialogue might help to identify issues relevant to poorer resource-users. 
Organisations involved with traditional aquaculture extension include NGOs, which work in 
relatively restricted areas, as well as government departments, which have a wider geographic 
coverage, often down to district level. In many places however there is little or no effective 
aquaculture extension support. The Mekong River Commission Rural Extension for 
Aquaculture Development Project in the Mekong Delta, for example has highlighted a 
number of constraints to the existing extension system: these included insufficient training, 
blanket messages, top-down transfer of technology and low operational budget (e.g. 24,445 
households/extensionist; US$0.06 /household/year) (Zsigmond Jeney, pers. comm.). 
 
In general, the ratio of extension staff to farmers, and to geographical area, is often very low. 
Many posts remain unfilled, wages and staff morale tend to be low. Officers at all levels 
commonly report that their work concentrates on farmers that are ‘economically capable’ (of 
operating the aquaculture, rarely aquatic resource management, system advocated by 
scientists/researchers). 
 
The traditional system for learning is formal research (often conducted on research stations). 
However, research into technologies carried out in isolation from their proposed end-users 
with only limited resources allocated to simply transferring these technologies, provides very 
limited scope to enhance the capacity of poor people to manage their aquatic resources within 
the context of their livelihoods. The links between research and development in the context 
of extension is vital. There is a voluminous literature in agricultural development, and 
increasingly in relation to aquaculture, of how to bridge the gap between research agencies 
and the conventional extension service. Perhaps national resources should be targeted more at 
the research-extension-farmer continuum rather than building centralised research stations, so 
that the translation of research results is not a passive process, with research products stored 
‘on the shelf for subsequent selection by target institutions. 
 
Access to extension messages involves consideration of different types of extension media 
for the different stakeholders. E.g. dances, songs, drama and different types of media (video 
and audiocassettes, posters and leaflets), access to TV and radio receivers, literacy levels and 
language. 
 
In many places there has perhaps been little institutional pressure (e.g. incentive structures), 
to work on behalf of, or with poor farmers but there may be scope for increasing international 
and regional pressure as regional organisations move towards a more pro-poor agenda. The 
Asian Institute of Technology’s Aqua Outreach program has had such a focus for over 10 
years, while the Governing Council of the Network of Aquaculture Centres in Asia (NACA) 
is now embarking on a regional approach involving mutual learning amongst its 14 members 
in S. & S. E. and E. Asia. 
 
The consideration of communication and learning processes is much wider than traditional 
extension, with many facets related to the roles of: 

• end-users, extensionists and researchers and dialogue amongst these groups 

Issue 4: Learning and communication processes, which enhance the capability of poor 
people to manage their resources 

 



• processes used to generate and evaluate recommendations, resources allocated to these 
processes, perceptions about knowledge, and wide-ranging stakeholder interests. 

See also box 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is now more than 10 years on from when these suggestions were originally made to change 
the way things are done in agriculture in general. What can be said about best practice in 
aquaculture and aquatic resources in particular? 
 
Question 4.1. What is the experience/knowledge of conference participants about 

learning and communication processes which enhance the capability of poor 
people to manage their resources? 

 
Setting the scene — the framework within which people operate is arguably the most 
important aspect that determines which livelihood strategies are most attractive to them. 
Institutions, organisations, polices and legislation operate at all levels, from the household to 
the international arena, and in all spheres, from the most private to the most public. They 
effectively determine: 
• access (to skills, knowledge, good health; to networks, formal groups or informal 

relationships of trust; to aquatic and other natural resources; to transport, shelter, 
communications; financial resources; to livelihood strategies and to decision-making 
bodies and sources of influence); 

• the terms of exchange between different types of resources; and 
• returns (economic and otherwise) to any given livelihood strategy. 
 
In addition, they have a direct impact upon whether people are able to achieve a feeling of 
inclusion and well-being. Because culture is included in this area, they also account for other 
‘unexplained’ differences in the ‘way things are done’ in different societies. 
One of the main problems faced by the poor is that the processes (policies, legislation, 
institutions, culture and power relations) that frame their livelihoods systematically restrict 
them and their opportunities for advancement. This may be a deliberate outcome driven by 
prevailing governance arrangements, which fail to recognize the legitimate interests of the 
poor, or the result of evolutionary processes in which the poor have played little part. This is a 

Issue 5: Institutions, organizations, policies, and legislation that shape aquatic resources 
management  for  poor people. 

 

Box 4: How participatory? 
The publications Farmer First (Chambers, 1989) and Beyond Farmer First (Scoones & Thompson, 1994) distinguished 
the “participatory approach” from the conventional paradigm of “transfer of technology”, the broad aim of participation 
being to increase the involvement of socially and economically marginalized people in decision making over their own 
lives. A key message was that the apparent failure of development to improve the lives of poor people is related to the 
absence of involvement of those “undergoing” development. It presented evidence that new research methods and 
approaches could serve as powerful tools for meeting farmers’ needs and could serve especially well, those who manage 
complex, diverse and risk-prone agriculture. The main messages were that we should: 

Hear and act upon the knowledge and needs of diverse groups varying in gender, age, socio-economic status and 
capability. 
Find ways in which the poor, vulnerable, female, excluded can be strengthened in their endeavours to enhance their 
own knowledge (and influence the research agendas of formal support services). 
Evolve from the process, which emerged to transfer technology to farmers, to one based on participation with 
behavioural changes from all the key social actors, the development and application of new methods, and types of 
interaction (reflecting changed power relations). e.g. farmers (from recipients) to observers, analysts, experimenters, 
monitors and evaluators, extension workers (from conveyers) to convenors, facilitators, catalysts and consultants, 
formal researchers (from definer of problem and solution) to recipient, facilitator, consultant and co-researcher 

Where appropriate, change institutions from hindrance to facilitation of participation (e.g. reversals from top-down 
hierarchies with supply-driven orders, targets and supervision, to bottom-up articulation of needs with demand drawn 
search and supply with lateral sharing, involving networks alliances lateral links, interactive learning environments and 
organisational strategies, which permit scaling up, and spread. 

 



characteristic of social exclusion and is one of the reasons that it is so important that 
governments adopt pro-poor polices. 
 
Apart from the organizations concerned with research and extension, institutions, 
organisations, polices and legislation that shape aquatic resources management for poor 
people include: improving efficacy of organizations that make and enforce legislation, 
existence of credit organizations, of local aquatic resource management organizations (of 
government, commercial enterprises, civil society, NGOs), national water use policies, 
policies on decentralization of resource management (relationships between various policies 
and the sustainability of resource use are complex and sometimes quite significant), the rule 
of law in general, local conventions on use, ownership, inheritance and power relations 
(including within households). 
 
Question 5.1. What are participants’ experiences of: 

• Building structures that represent the poor (e.g. to help people to draw down 
services, increase local information flows, exert influence) 

• Promoting reform within structures that make policy and provide services to the 
poor (e.g. extending scope or facilitating change) 

• Providing support to the establishment or expansion of scope of private sector 
organizations (e.g. supporting the establishment of markets, through start up 
finance or information, training) 

• Supporting joint-forums for decision-making and action (e.g. problem oriented 
or more sustainable systems to manage common property) 

• Supporting participatory processes of policy formulation 
• Creating/strengthening links between the poor and policy makers 
• Assisting in the planning, drafting and implementation of legislation 

 
 
 
 
 


