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Prologue

Writing and reading this booklet was both like mgtan old tree and like weaving a tapestry. By s@wvent,
perhaps lightning, a big storm, the need to constuoad, or in this case an anniversary thatquéat tree has
been commanded to give up its life. It now hasaecits inner history to farmers (men and women and
children) who will cut it to pieces, but who usedshelter in its shade and who shared their seaiiighe tree
when they were still young. Now, these people Hawget the tree out of the way, using parts abitffrewood
while keeping the better parts for making of funnit that may last for the next generations.

The first strokes of the axe cut through wood oty yesterday and the very recent past. And stofi¢he first
cracks and rings relate to things that happenealtogesterday and the last few years. They retagwénts that
everyone still has in clear memory. As one contsnisecut deeper in the tree there are layers wiarie
forgotten and that tell stories not anymore wellenstood and that can only be re-constructed franttickness
of the rings and from related stories with otheetr. Even further inside there is a point whereoote through
the centre of the tree and one gets again clogbeteecent past and back to the rings of todayeWthe tree is
finally cut then all rings are visible. For thosbawan read the rings they clearly tell their &®6f recurring
droughts, of repeating periods with good rainsyshg how branches coming out today started manysyago
at another place as where they come out now. Téygeshand size of the rings tells what happenedricpéar
periods and they can sketch to some extent whahagpen in the future. The tree is mute while #adqs, and

speaking with a tree is a matter of listening t@istrange but true form of participation.

The same happens indeed when one writes such éebookien years Heifer Nederland and related ptsje
intending to recount the history and expecting éave a tapestry with lessons for the future. Thégtries
remain hidden in the minds and images of people lived when that tree was growing. Telling thatrgtoeeds
to be preceded by listening, the true spirit otipgration. And whatever one does by analyzing respand by
listening to the ‘real’ stakeholders, the story cafy be a series of impressions, strung in a tiwatiwas woven
as it came while it even could have come in otkegusnces as well.

At the end of this booklet we will see that thergtbecomes two dimensional indeed, not only a sefecords
strung parallel, but a tapestry. And in weavinglaage a tapestry is made of ‘warp’ and ‘woofs’. Twarp’ in
this booklet is the traditional livestock developrhesork on animal feeding, animal breeding, aniarad family
health, family life and the like. The ‘woofs’ areoss cutting issues like erosion, changing commyuifé,
biodiversity, globalization, emerging diseases eitdate change. The warp and woof together malkpestry
of the kind that professional jargon calls a matvith columns and rows, reducing it to indepenbecitossing
lines while the tapestry of life is a matter of mamany interactions.

Our tapestry is a ‘real’ story, based on our ovealrexperiences in the field, with ‘real’ storiek‘real’
stakeholders in the field. But what are the ‘rstdries and ‘real’ stakeholders? All that is Isfté use this
booklet as a tapestry in the hall of (livestockyelepment where we continue to learn about thegeses we
are in. We hope that this booklet triggers moreiesao continue weaving the fabric of the tapebiryearning
and facing the future.

(based on an essay from Aldo Leopold (1949)'A S@odnty Almanac’)

NOTE:
This draft version is to provide background onlttefer story and vision, to trigger
discussion and amendments during the learning efehtly 2009, celebrating 10 years
Heifer Nederland. Comments and suggestions willdesl to prepare a final version.

Hans Schiere Joep Van Mierlo
La Ventana Stichting Heifer Nederland
Bovenweg 30, 6721HX, Bennekom; Kade 23; 4703 GA Roosendaal;
The Netherlands The Netherlands
info@laventana.nandwww.laventana.nl info@heifer.nlandwww.heifer.nl




Foreword

Livestock plays a crucial role in society by praugl food security, income, manure and other
by-products, saving, social and cultural relati@edf-esteem, wealth and the like. At the
same time, livestock keeping is also blamed forynseyative effect on society and the
environment. Moreover, traditional ways of keeplingstock change rapidly; old values
disappear and traditional skills are forgotten (eNesometimes rediscovered!). In addition,
the world changes due to developments such aslglimigamarkets, climate uncertainties, use
of biotechnology, the internet, shifting politidzdlances between West, East, North and
South, monetary crises and the like. A special @spfeall this change is the concern about
‘sustainability’, in terms of physical aspects (egpource exhaustion, erosion, urbanization),
social issues (e.g. changing community life, sigfpopulation structures and social
attitudes), technical issues (e.g. appropriaten@lclyy) and economics (short and long term
income). In business jargon this is captured, anaihgrs in concepts like ‘people, planet,
profit’ even when business may make different cagithan development organizations like
Heifer.

This booklet is about experiences and expectatiohigestock development in general and
about those of Heifer's work in particular. It iscut changes and choices experienced by
Heifer farmers, office staff, donors and other saurpgrs, but it is NOT only about Heifer
itself. The booklet is about livestock developmigat it is NOT only about livestock itself.
The booklet is about Heifer Nederland but NOT aadtput Heifer Nederland itself. Still, the
booklet uses special Heifer experiences and exjpaasavith livestock development, it does
highlight hopes and fears especially by Heiferfstef basic concern, however, is about
general lessons valid for everyone working in ralelopment. Indeed the booklet was
conceived primarily as a report on the past 10s/eHeifer Nederland. But it became
increasingly apparent that it might also usefutiglude a narrative of other experiences,
focusing on those of Heifer Nederland with its Brik its sister organizations (e.g. Heifer
International, Send a Cow, Béthar), but also inlgdxperiences of many others. We know
too well that Heifer is only one of the playerdimternational rural) development.

The first reason to use Heifer examples was theastdpy colleagues and donors (small and
large ones) who wanted to better know the speeXperiences of Heifer projects. A second
reason was that one of the authors (JvM, the faudidector of Heifer Nederland) decided to
go for other pastures at the time that this boakbet conceived and written. Much of his
thinking went into this publication as a sort ofe¢favell! His departure coincides with the
celebration of 10 years Heifer Nederland and wikkaaning event for friends of Heifer that
focuses on “Dairy and Development: Dilemmas of WdplBg”. The third reason to write this
booklet focusing on Heifer experiences and expectatwas the need, as said before, to
collate, evaluate and disseminate experiencesdadicalled TMF-program: Dairy
Development Program: Linking grass roots dairy faisnwith the dairy food chain (co-
financed by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affaird)he TMF projects are the cases at the
heart of this publication in Ch. 3. Those casemfAdbania, Ghana and Cameroon are
supplemented with cases from other countries agadnizations to make the total information
more useful.

Heifer International via its unique formula of ‘&g the gift’ is part of the changing scene
of livestock development since its inception in 494hich was triggered by Dan West'’s civil
service during the Spanish civil war (Ch. 1). Helfederland likes to use this opportunity to
contribute to the discussions on the changes anidehtowards sustainable change well into



the century that just started (Ch. 2). It likep#ss on the gift of the past into the present
century by reporting its experiences and expectataver the past 10 years while looking
towards the future (Ch. 3). In that process it &ad will have to make balanced choices, e.g.
between a focus on work for food-security and/ernficome generation, between work for
women or for men, for short- or long term change e like (Ch. 4). The combination of
these goals in the title ‘Livestock for Livelihooekpresses that livestock development and
the Heifer methods are not goals on themselvesieans towards the larger vision.

We do stand at the threshold of a new era, giveentedevelopments in the awareness on the
role of livestock in climate change, animal welfarlanging resource prices (oil and water
availability), financial crises, globalization, gre movements, internet and political
emancipation of thus far poorer countries and pE@And we do know that life looks quite
different for a Western African subsistence farthan for a Western European farmer even
if they both face great changes and choices. éstart of Heifer Nederland in 1999, through
the collated experiences by the founder-directdri®arlier work with Heifer Cameroon in
1992 and the larger Heifer network, it became obwithat experiences from one country
could be transferred to other regions, not as blogdut as a frame work to be tailored to
local circumstances. As such Heifer Nederland sssfady transferred some of the
Cameroon experiences to Heifer Albania and latek ba Heifer Ghana programs. We now
hope that experiences such as reported in thisléockn serve also for other regions. The
booklet uses materials from Heifer workshops amdjf@ss reports, and the ‘rhythm’ of this
publication thus developed over the past 17 yeam before the formal inception of Heifer
Nederland. We do hope that it will help weave #ygestry, or even set the music in the
development orchestra where we work with farmets@league-organizations for the
wellbeing of small farmers, in the true tradition'fassing on the gift’.
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A project story from Heifer Albania

The project on integrated dairy farms in Albangrtgd in 1998) and it introduced a new mentalitfaron
families in the area. Farmers understood that & Wwapossible to generate income without changiegathy
they worked, and also that they needed to stark vagether. Farmers together had a look on thewurces to
decide on activities to be undertaken. They did based on trainings and technical assistance &oearlier
project which was in fact started by a Dutch Gowsgnt funded dairy training and capacity buildinggram
and run by the Dutch Farmco-consultants Probleme weny, but handled stepwise, bringing in the idea
establish a Farmer Association “Myzeqgeja”. Oneheffirst challenges that farmers faced was to chanejr

own mentality about working together as a grougo decause farmers had very bad experiences with
‘collective work’ during communist time. But traigs, meetings, exchange visits and time helpetidoge
that, and more farmers became keen when they sabetiefits. Another issue was improvement of sielte
and feeding of the cows. Farmers modified theblstgwith their own resources, and the new stadiiesvell
ventilated with proper lighting, pens, water- ardding troughs minimizing feed loss in the staBled then,
change in animal feeding, how to make this happtm? much forage is needed? Where to find it? What
plant? How much land do we have? Where to find s2&dhat to work the land with? How to transport an
preserve feeds for annual feeding of cows? Howodid(great) grand parents do this? These were shie
guestions farmers discussed to find solutions,gradually most of them reached their objective.dslasn
calculations some of them decided to rent addititamal to satisfy their needs. They provided neagsseeds
but the plants were intensive and needed irrigatitaifer assisted the Association by providing aewgaump
to guarantee water supply and to irrigate the plhdnd. Also, the farmers adopted a traditionahioe of
conserving vegetables into a mini silage systerisharofitable for smallholders.

The results of these changes in small farms werg/nMilk yield increased as farmers started to5f#90-
6000 Its of milk per cow and as calving intervatsl dreeding practices improved, thus increasinglyam
income. They are getting high milk yields from tt@vs but also more profit. They gradually increasechber
of animals in their farms, as they now know hovbétter manage the animals while animals are healtky
continuously increasing income of families.

One of farmers, Mariana Kristo, member of Myzecgzja:
“I cannot forget what was changed in my family, iseabefore 7 years my family had one cow with a low
productivity, hardly providing for the needs of damily of 6 members. | now have 12 Holstein cowss i
modern shed with an average production of 5800sliper cow per lactation. This is especially due to
improving the feeding of cows. Actually, from owndfarm, we satisfy the needs of animals for rogghand
40% of the concentrate feed, everything within ptatele costs. In this aspect, except for the larcbwn and
rent, an important influence has been the util@atbf machines as a group. Today our Farmer Assiocidas
a tractor, tools for ploughing and milling, grasstting and maize silage, baling machine for hay andilk
cooling tank’
Today the “Myzeqeja” association has a shop wheeg sell inputs and where they have a Milk Collacti
Point. Other Associations are copying this modgl this is like a dream come true.




1. Passing the gift, an introduction
Are we improving the past or preparing for the fetu
Stevie Smith

1.1. Voices of people and animals

As one of us (JvM) was invited to assist in daieyelopment of Albania some 10 years ago
he wanted to share experiences from his earliek wodairy development of Cameroon. In a
way, he wanted to pass the gift of his previouskwioto a new country. However, the new
Albanian partners felt that they lived in a spec@lintry with special problems. And they
were right of course, because each country hasvitsproblems and opportunities. Indeed,
many development efforts went wrong because theg Wased on straightforward ‘transfer
of technology’ from other countries, also in theeaf Heifer programs. In some of these
cases imported cows died and farmers had to payiltheven if they were imported on
favorable loan conditions. Large scale mechaniphatisns from industrialized countries did
not fit remote conditions of tropical countriesganizational concepts did not suit local
hierarchies, money ended up where it was not meaga and too often good intentions had
an opposite result. Last but not least, traditidomakds and/or methods of food preparation
disappeared. And a narrow focus on only milk y@iénimal health forgot to pay attention to
marketing and farmer’s organizations. Still, farmean learn from each other and countries
can learn from other countries, provided their eigmees are well interpreted and modified to
suit local conditions. That is what the Albaniamtpars found out, and that is where the start
of this booklet lies.

The essence of this booklet is to report experieacel expectations gathered in and around
so-called Heifer-livestock development programs #na known for their motto dpassing

on the gift'(fig 1.1). In this type of programs the Heifer angaation gives a farm family an
animal, for example a heifer (= pregnant young ¢@my that is how the organization got its
name. ldeally the family takes good care of thatahso that it can pass an offspring to
another member of that community (Box 1.1). In othierds, a (positive) experience is
passed on to future benefit for others: an expeeai the past is passed on towards an
expectation of the future.

Fig. 1.1. The meaning of the word Heifer a'(-:C(;ridm(me dictionary (left); a ‘He.ifer-heifer’ beinssed on’ at
a farm in Ghana (centre), and a rabbit of a Hedfeject in South America (right)

The initial focus of the programs was on heifersnsure food security for subsistence

farmers through funding by individual donors. Bueptime the program focus and funding

was expanded and altered, including:

- work with a variation of (productive animal) spesiranging from heifers and earth
worms via goats and rabbits to trees, honey bed/®machickens;

- more integrated approaches, shifting from a naffamus on livestock development
to also for example capacity building and commudgyelopment.



- food security approaches developed into incomergéng approaches now reaching
into (micro-)enterprise and producer organizatiemedlopment.

Not only the choice of animals and developmentagpbut also the funding is diversifying. It

is more and more coming from sources that includparate programs for social corporate
responsibility, and by government (the work withr 3iIF programs) as well as from NGO's.
However, the program still hinges strongly on supfpom individuals and this booklet is

also meant to inform those parties about our prograxperiences and expectations, changes
and choices.

Changes and/or choices are central notions irbthoklet and this introduction dwells briefly
on terminology but that sort of ‘theoretical baakgnd’ will further be left for what it is. We
think that we are part of a process that makesasge continuously with specific cross-
cutting challenges as worked it out in the tapesteyaphor of Ch.4. This booklet reports
experiences and expectations with ‘changes andesiabver the past 10 years, set against
experiences of others, focusing on what we cam ligam the past about the future.

Box 1.1. Heifer, its programs and partners sumredriz

A US farmer named Dan West was handing out ratdmsilk to hungry children during the Spanish Civilar
when it hit him thatthese children don’t need a cup, they need a cowNest, who was serving as a Churg
of the Brethren relief worker, was forced to deaid® would receive the limited rations and who vat.
This kind of aid, he knew, would never be enoughc@®the cup or the bag of milk powder would besfieid
the aid had finished. So West returned home to fdeifiers for Relief, dedicated to ending hungempemently
by providing families with livestock and training ghat they “could be spared the indignity of degirg on
others to feed their children.” In 1944, the fskipment of 17 heifers left Pennsylvania for Pu&imo going
to families whose malnourished children had nevendasted milk.

The choice was for heifers because those are yoowg that haven'’t yet given birth. That makes tiseited
not only for being a continued source of milk, blgo for supplying a continued source of livelihobaleed
each family receiving a heifer agrees to ‘passhengift’ and donate the female offspring or appiater
equivalent to another family. In that way the giffood should be never-ending. This simple idegiving
families a source of food rather than short-terliefeaught on and continued for over 65 years.&sdrand
needs change, and eventually other and bigger amgywere initiated by the organization that was named
Heifer International. Different animal species wareorporated like goats and chickens, while livetd
became the next issue after the initial narrow $omo milk for food securityAs a learning organization
listening to farmers, technical possibilities, nawand markets it was obvious dairy cows were haags the
solution to local problems. As a result, the techhinput projects became more community developmen
programs, and nowadays even micro enterprise ara and urban development programs are part of the
Heifer intervention.

Besides Heifer International also other [sistegamizations were started, like Heifer NederlandféfeSouth
Africa, Send a Cow (UK) and Béthar (Ireland). Iregteof multiplying the effect of one central Heifer
institution, the option of multiplying effects bydentralizing growth was thus opened up. Since 194
Heifer network has reached over 9 million peoplenmre than 125 countries. Some 8 independent ration
organizations are (further) developed.

Heifer Nederland itself was established as a fotiodgJuly £, 1999) and non-profit NGO in Putte, a small
town in the southern province of Noord Brabant.elits colleague organizations the Heifer Nederliaralso
devoted to sustainable small holder animal hushapidijects as entry point for community developriant
Africa and Central Europe. It provides trainingektock, planting material and other resourcestp poor
families to become self-reliant. Animals fundedHbsifer are in our holistic vision to provide mikkggs,
draught power, organic manure and other benefits as saving accounts and educational value fang/ou
people. For families involved in our programs timay imply improved nutrition, education for childrehealth
care, improved housing and health care, as wah@ncipation of weaker groups such as women and poo
families. Literally a new way of life.

>
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1.2. What's in a name; cows and rabbits

A heifer is what one calls in English a young ctwttis about to give a calf for the first time.
It can also be a young cow that has already giweh for the first time and that thus produces
milk for the first time. At least, this is the méag of the word heifer in the dictionary, even if
the exact meaning differs depending on farmerstioadand/or form of English spoken. This
explanation of the word Heifer is by all means geodugh to represent the first theme of this
booklet, i.e. ‘the passing of a gift’. Differencasd similarities in farming systems and
interpretations of words and concepts is a secoah¢, reflecting continuous change of
farming systems as well as the approach to devedopridVe stress that what is useful in one
place may be bad practice elsewhere, but alseipariences from one place may be a
mirror for a place somewhere else. Thus, we needntinuously adjust our approaches to
suit local conditions, based on experiences frasawehere. A third theme is that development
entails more than only milk and/or money. Developtrence the early stages starts to
acquire more holistic notions of commodity ar@mmunity, of physical ansbcial aspects, of
farm andhigher level work. In modern business jargon thaserbalanced approach to
different aspects is known with notions of ‘peoginet and profit’. A heifer in that sense
refers to not only a young cow and milk, but taabination of values and animals as
expressed among others in box 1.2. And ‘Heifedrsorganization of people with flexible
approaches rather than rigid attention to singkdsyo

Fig 1.2. Heifer Nederland’s relation with Heifetémational on a plaque in the Roosendaal offiett)(lits
support packages that include rabbits, goats dmt aictivities (centre), and Heifer’'s work advertison milk
cartons (in this case ‘organic buttermilk’) as admm form of collaboration with a Dutch Dairy Coogtive in

fund raising (right)

Box 1.2. Khamdenu and holistic notions of livestaeid development

The Hindu tradition uses the word Khamdenu forwa,da which the Khamdenu is seen as an animal to be
worshipped and representing the gods, providing fmowell as many other services like manure, gayin
power and security. That holistic vision is a fay rom the reductionist single focus on animalptoduce
either milk, eggs, meat etc., with so-called byejurcts being a nuisance rather than a blessing oPtrat
reductionist tradition from so-called developed mvies has been embraced in many so-called devejopi
countries even if change is on the way. Still, rdgductionist approaches influenced the way institg have
been set up and the way in which generations desiis (=leaders) have been trained.

Holistic approaches imply that for example cowsase used for development of communities, water
resources and/or biodiversity, rather than for anlik as a commodity. Indeed, if well done, graas be
planted in such a way that water-reservoirs aiide@f And if well done a milk-collection schemerche
designed to also serve community rather than ewividuals. This shift in mindset is the essencewof
‘changes and choices’.

Much of the single focus on only milk (or meat g&ventually goes at the expense of natural or numa
resources. That was clear, among others, in theetgmuntry of Heifer Nederland where a single foonsigh
production led to pollution of water resourcesiroman tropical places where having [too] many aifm
became a goal in itself leading to overgrazing amdion.
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1.3. Heifer Nederland and TMF.

Words mean different things to different peoplee THeifer organization’ itself also means
many different ‘things’ to different people, depermglon who we ask and on who we are. For
government officials the Heifer organization is elvdefined NGO with statutory laws and all
that. But people that donate money may see Hesfarwaay to ‘pass their gifts’ (time, money,
animals), trusting that ‘their money is well spestmewhere by somebody’, and especially to
the poorer sections of society. For a farm fantigttreceives a gift’ for the first time the
Heifer organization may be ‘an angel of God’, aodHleifer staff members the organization
may be a way to make a living while contributirgsjpively to poverty alleviation. Heifer
Nederland likes to see itself as a movement cangisf different people, from within Heifer
(farmers, project leaders, office people), and faartside (schoolchildren, fathers, mothers,
donors, business people, politicians and so orgh $eople are called ‘stakeholders’ in
development jargon, and they range from small fasrt@ebusiness men, from animists to
Muslim’s and Christians, from men to women via dreh, from producers to consumers, from
administrators to advisers in the field and so wth s0 on. They all hope to contribute towards
a greater good, whether of an individual or of mownity.

Formally speaking Heifer Nederland is a foundatiottn a board, management team, staff
and volunteers. It relates with foreign partneesam informal network of eight independent
NGO'’s and their 40+ country programs. Project hidagee often farmer groups who initiate,
plan and execute their own project plans, assisyetie country program staff. From its start
Heifer Nederland supported 21 projects in 13 coestand a total of 8.906 families directly.
Multiplier effects calculated by other sister orgations vary from 4,8 to about 10 times. The
total cumulative project budget has so far beerdg8llion, collected by our own fund

raising and from individuals, from the private sgand from donors like the Dutch ministry
of Foreign Affairs and non-government organizations

Box 1.3. A cycle tour to Africa and a ‘young olddy

An elderly lady, still young at heart had a daughtho wanted to raise money
for some good purpose while cycling from the Ndtras to Africa with her
boyfriend. The problem was that while she could fsponsors for the tour she
could not find organizations to accepted her mofiég young-old lady told
about this during a cup of coffee or so to onesofHiS), and the link with the
Heifer programs was easily made, a phone call thi¢hother one of us (JvM).
The result was a sponsored ride through severaitdes, advertised and
described by a Dutch newspaper (Friesch Dagbldawjt paper was particularly
sympathetic to the event because it is read irskamnel, the home country of the
Friesian cows. Many farmers there still feel pndeh their animals and they are
supportive of such activities. The tour ended aithift of cows in a Cameroon
project, just one of the ways to support the Heiferk.

One special funding over the past few years has mived from TMF, a special program
of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs and a angon for (translated): ‘Thematic Co
Financing’. The TMF funded three special projectsoh are also used as a basis for this
booklet, i.e. in Albania, Cameroon and Ghana (GhOgher projects of Heifer Nederland are
run mainly in Central Europe and Africa, e.g. irbahia, Romania, Bosnia, Burkina, Ghana,
Cameroon, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Mozambique andabwe. Heifer Nederland also
works with different groups in the Netherlands @noject partners (Dorcas, Agrinas, Oxfam-
Novib); funders (DGIS, Rabobank Foundation, DOB riaation and technical partners (ETC,
Agromisa, Agriterra, SNV). Heifer Nederland is mesnbf PARTOS and Agri-ProFocus
Dutch Development platforms, and also of the lakeifer family of which Heifer
International (US) and ‘Send a Cow’ (UK) are besbkn. Some of these partners have their
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own country offices, some use the offices of |lqEaitners, and some country offices are
independent national organizations or a combinatfaal the above all with the aim to
increase efficiency and effectiveness while avgdiaplication of work and maintaining the
diversity.

1.4. Heifer values and concerns, commodity or commity.

The choice between animal production for commuoitgommaodity is perhaps the major
issue reflected in current Heifer values. Animaldarction for community refers to inclusion
of social functions, income, nature / diversity aasllience as part of development. Animal
production for commaodity considers only the milkgah and/or eggs. Modern jargon calls the
community approach more holistic, the term thdem$ Heifer’s vision for development.
Animals and farmers do not just provide milk andaiméney also ‘produce’ social values,
networks, educational values, healthy village &ifel so on. Heifer’s holistic thinking on
values is expressed in its’ ‘cornerstones’ (boX &&n if the original focus was narrowly on
‘heifers and milk for survival’. This again showsat many things changed since the Heifer-
approach was conceived some 65 years ago. Thaalrfgicus on emergency situations is
continuously being replaced with newer concerns @Jleven if the first focus remains very
valid. Indeed, Heifer has to adapt to changespiicuously translate, cornerstones into good
daily practices. Most recently this implies a shifattention from a focus on production alone
to income generation, also processing and marketwventually including aspects of training
for enterprise development (Fig 1.3).

Box 1.3 Cornerstones that make Heifer Unique

Heifer's Cornerstones for Just and Sustainable IDprent are used for more than 65 years, lightiegvway
for people who are on the road to self-reliancen€wstones stimulate group wisdom and personajtitsj and
they keep people's hearts, minds and actions badafacused and productive. Together the cornegstéorm
the acronym PASSING (ON THE) GIFTS as follows:
Passing on the Gift
Accountability
Sharing and Caring
Sustainability and Self-Reliance
Improved Animal Management
Nutrition and Income
Gender and Family Focus
Genuine Need and Justice
Improving the Environment
Full Participation
Training and Education
Spirituality

Fig 1.3 The emphasis of Heifer work shifted over yeears from single focus on production to a madarced
attention to the whole chain with attention for gwotion and processing (based on Better Future shahs).
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1.5 Livestock and changing values, choices for thaure.

A final observation of this chapter concerns indéregy linguistic notions on ‘values and
livestock’ from around the world. For example, tr@inal root of the English word ‘cattle’
is related with ‘wealth’ via the word ‘capital’ witthe Latin word ‘caput’ (heads of cattle).
Indeed, in many countries and countries it was idened a sign of wealth to have lots of
animals. The Spanish and Latin Americans use thd Yganado’ for cattle, which is related
to the word ‘ganar’ (=to gain). The other word these is also from latin origin: ‘pecuario’
stemming from the latin word ‘pecus’ which meamsptuck’ and referring to sheep or goats
from which the wool or hair was plucked. A lot plucking’ implied a lot of money! Also
Chinese and Japanese words for cattle and moneglated with each other, and the
Javanese word ‘RajaKaya’ (rich king) is the samasasl for cattle (rejeki in Malay), and the
German word ‘Vieh’ is related via old Scandinawaords ‘fiu’ to (again) the Anglo-Saxon
word ‘fellow’, that is someone who receives ‘monelhe same relation is found in Slavic
and African languages and the name Béthar of Heife@rtner in Ireland fits this tradition
even if interpretations differ (box 1.4).

What has happened that animals used to be relatedvealth, but not anymore? Why and
how does Heifer still think that livestock can deesvealth in the face of growing evidence
from around the world that livestock also can hasteerse effects. What can one learn from
this confusing variation where livestock developingan be good as well as bad, depending
on who looks at it and how? What we can learnHerfuture, based on what we experienced
in the past projects? In other words, how to pasarml modify the gift of the past towards the
future? And what is the future given all the comselike climate change, population increase,
newly animal diseases, urbanization, genetic-emging, fuel price increases, large scale
migration an, and the like? Chapter 2 delves furiit® the matter of values, Ch 3 gives cases
of livestock development from Heifer and other potg, and Ch 4 discusses cross cutting
issues based on what we call the ‘tapestry-metaiodre followed by Ch.5 with concluding
comments.

Box 1.4. Béthar, animals and wealth in Ireland

Bothar in Irish means ‘the way of the cow’, probafitbm the notion that a path became an importantigh
passage to be called a road (and to get taxesifydine moment a cow could still pass another cdvictv was
standing perpendicularly on the path. Bothar furties expression in the sense of ‘the way forwandl ‘may
the road rise with you’ (Go n-éiri on béthar le@j}hers say that the use of the term Béthar hides fit do with
the way forward, and according to them. ‘Go néirbathar leat’ is better understood as meaningabgou
walk the road, it would rise to meet your foot, abtlike a conveyor belt making your journey easi¢ner
than making hills rise in front of you!

Etymology can be guess-work, but the word Bothauige old coming from ‘bou itro’ in proto celtioéd back
again to ‘gwo itro’ in proto indo-european, all mézg the same thing: ‘cow way’. What interests imere is
that it has maintained its meaning through thewrég, although the modern Irish term seems to hastéts
obvious meaning. ‘B6’ indeed means cow but ‘thamwvrmeans ‘over’.

Make of it what you will! What | do know is thatws would have been the early road makers, a conymonl
beaten path of an animal becomes an easily trablersaad. In Ireland, many of the twisty old roadee this
attribute to exactly that. Over mountains, sheapromake little paths which | was well used to abiid in the
countryside. Interestingly, ‘Bealach na B6 Finrethe Gaelic term for the Milky Way, meaning theWééthe
White Cow. Hmmm, milk or cow, which came first. &&ewe have etymology’s astronomical version of the
chicken and egg quandary! (all based on an e-mellange with Kevin O'Leary).

Understanding the good and bad of animals for fesraed/or communities differs not much
from understanding of what plants or trees or peopltractors or highways can do. Of course
there are differences, but they should not preusritom seeing similarities. We think that
lessons and arguments in this document can anddsgowvell beyond a standard report on
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the Heifer programs. By choosing this form we ampéss on the gift that we received by
working with so many people in so many places dades of development. We look forward
to work with them in the future and to learn franem by getting their to the arguments and
cases in this booklet. Do not spare us.
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A story from Guatemala
a case from Heifer-International -

Dofia Antolina Serech Lopez (48) had three smaltictn in Chivarabal village in the Tecpan municityah
Guatemala. Her native language is Kaqchiquel, batred learned Spanish to communicate with ingtitat
and get assistance for her group. Dofia Antolineiig active in her community. In November 2003, she
organized a group of eight village women to paptte in the FUDI Dairy Goat Project which is spaesoby
Heifer International and the Integral Developmeotifidation (FUDI). She had received two goats frben t
project and since then she raised three offspangale and two females. She had participated ssipg on
the gift’ once and is ready to pass-on anothempofig. She is waiting for a family close to her dese she is s
attached to her animals that she does not want theym far away; she wants to see them grow. Eglayyshe
provides her children with milk from her goats. Sises goat manure to enrich the soil in her sqgasien.
Also, with her husband’s support she has beentalpack processed goat manure in sacks to sdikin t
community for US$4 a sack. She has planted tr&esaliso (llamo) and palo the pito that grow quycahd
provide excellent feed for her animals. When tkedrmature she uses the wood for cooking fires.
Dofa Antolina has a veterinary kit and has leatm®a to vaccinate the animals. Her group receivedkthso
everyone could benefit. The prices for the mediereemuch lower when compared with the products abl
clinics. Dofia Antolina set up a revolving fund lwihe money that every project participant paysup new
medicine when needed. She learned to treat comifness in goats and give recommendations when angéu
gets sick. She also learned to use herbs and hemmedies. When she doesn’t know what to do, shauttsns
with the technician in charge of the project. Witk recommendations she had been able to deal with
infections, assist in births and care for newbommsddition to Dofia Antolina’s work on the goabjact she
also directs two other important group activiti®sie produces homemade jelly using local fruitshsag
elderberry, apple and peach, to sell in area stetggrmarkets and coffee shops. The other prpjediuces
gulipiles, handmade traditional blouses, for salaénlocal market. She shares her knowledge aneriexe
with the other group members and facilitates tragrin her native language. Dofia Antolina and tleeigrare
working on integrated production to diversify faynihcome and make the more sustainable. Under Dof

|=)

Antolina’s leadership the membership has doublest. dthselfish sharing and devotion to the commusign
example for many of the Chivarabal women.
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2. Visions and criteria of the future
It is easy to get lost if one has no direction drerve to go
Ancient saying

2.1. Change and confusion, in development.

Development implies change and uncertainty, sonestifor the better, sometimes for the
worse. But both definitions are uncertain as welbatcomes of development being uncertain
(box 2.1). To say it in farmers language, from egoant cow one usually does not know
whether the calf will be heifer or bull, and by pilimg a crop one never knows whether it will
rain in time. In the language of project plannerse will never know beforehand what the
outcome will be, in spite of long reports and s&sdiThe effects of what we do with livestock,
crops, people, nature and projects depend on xédhnal factors and on decisions taken by
ourselves. Initial choices give direction but siges are part of the game and even the project
can affect itself via the outside world. Heifer Gawon experienced this when it initially
focused on production and social issues, leaviog@uic issues such as marketing aside
under the pretext that its projects were food sgcariented. The initial success of that
project, the growing organization and increasinmber of projects in the same area resulted
in flooding of the (local) markets. That reducetes for these products, killing both the
market and the project impact. More such complcetiare discussed in Ch 4, here we first
concentrate on definitions and choices in develagme

Box. 2.1. Development, definitions, choices andiedént ‘cultures’.

Development for some people has only positive ctatians. For them, development is a form of ‘exj@ms
with automatic progress where people get more adogsroduction methods and technologies and stinghe
process people are expected to become more ‘@dlilizvhatever the latter term may imply. For others
however, development is associated with a kindhioiking in which it is important that ‘unused’ resoes start
‘to be put to use’. Natural forests and rivers that vision- are resources that have to be devdlopbe
‘useful’
Several definitions of development are possibledtt
and differences between them can run very dedpeto t
point where partners do not anymore understand each
other. To add to the earlier ones, for some people
development is necessarily associated with ‘mock an
bigger’. Others refer to development as to‘refinatra
culture and thinking'. Heifer International distuighes
eight orientations in development (see also fig):2.
- modernization
- community development,
- integrated rural development
- basic-needs approach
- rights-based approach
- advocacy approach
- sustainable development
- food sovereignty and access to resources,
A holistic view of development combines several
objectives in ‘an integrated way’, as in ‘peoplinet
and profit’. And in that respect Heifer uses fivays of
looking at individuals, groups and communities, fixe
aspects of wholeness: physical, mental, spiricgdjal
and ecological. Indeed, some of those aspecthare t
basis of project evaluations as in the TMF cases of
chapter 3.
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This chapter is about changes and choices in dewednt. The uncertainty of such choices is
complicated by issues that are also well known @iféd# experiences, e.g.

- choices have trade offs, everything has advantaggslisadvantages (fig 2.1) such as:
*high yields can lead to low prices for farmers butheap food for urban people,
*high use of inputs can lead to high yields bubats pollution and even marginalization
of rural areas
*reduced run-off from a watershed through protettiseasures can result in less water
downstream for irrigation
* work with rural poor can go at the ‘expense’ ank for the wealthy and vice versa, it
can even antagonize relations in thus far apparéehceful’ communities.

* more efficient organizations and more highly gma&ted farming systems tend to be less
flexible (resilient)

- uncertainty about internal and external factorsgtiver or not occasioned by projects
themselves. Short term success can be long telanefdii projects do not adjust to the
changes that they cause. In weavers’ languagecelobithe warp depends on the
woof and vice versa (see Ch 4).

- last but not least, predictions are difficult, gggarding prices and trends, regarding
politics, the weather, family health and soon. Asdsaid by an Australian farmer in a
region with very unreliable rainfalthe biggest risk at my farm is the health of me wif
and children.

Fig. 2.1. Ancient Asian wisdom about trade-offpmessing that every gain has its loss and viceavdiise
Hindi writing on the left say thabhe has to lose something to gain somethifige Chinese characters on the
right tell about “a man who finds a horse, not kimmywvhether that is a good or a bad thing in lifEhe man

has a mare that runs away (bad luck) but the nedwens and brings back a ‘stallion’ (good luck) e€®on then
goes out to train the stallion but he falls off tierse and breaks a leg (bad luck). After that absmaaks out
somewhere in the country and the son does nottedeth the army (good luck) and so on and so on.

Farmers, development agencies, teachers and bsisemesto think and chose in ways based
on past experience. But drastic change of mindssbmetimes required when times change.
Such mindset changes are called paradigm shift®oaadxample is where development
agents and even farmers have to grasp that livesowt only to produce meat or milk but
also to generate soil fertility and/or communifg liAnother is that manure can be a resource
rather than a waste-product. In fact, sometimeg khew it but they were taught to discard
their old ways. Still another mindset change isshit from giving loans for animal
production alone towards promotion of holistic famgnsystems. In Heifer projects that can
include work with key-hole gardens, agro-forestagl efficient stoves and human health
(HIV/AIDS services). Indeed, decades ago Heifer enth@ switch from livestock production
as a goal towards livestock as practical tool fadrdtic community development. Also in the
work for big (inter)national donors it used to l@se when proposing projects on livestock
development until the attention shifted to propgginojects for rural development in which
animals might play a role.
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2.2. Experiences and expectations

Each choice has its own advantages and disadvanigéggood and its bad sides. That is real
life and to illustrate that from Heifer practice wew narrate a set of good and bad
experiences and expectations based on notes bgaimein Albania

*Positive experiences with Heifer:

- The main principle of Heifer work is passing oranimals, knowledge, training and
inputs. This makes initial beneficiary familiesartonors for neighbouring families.
Next to helping in development of individual snfelins, Heifer helps even more
families if the projects are community oriented

- Work with communities, not individuals. Farmers dfé@rfrom cooperation, buying
and selling together, creating harmony in the comityuand in families.

*Negative experiences with Heifer:

- We often work with very poor farmers and sometithes needs are more than we
can serve with our livestock focused approach.

- Lack of infrastructure in poor regions where prdgare implemented.

*The differences between Heifer and other projezssthey are and as we like them to be:

- Heifer provides real investment in individual faiesl through donation of animals, not
only by providing education and training.

- Heifer combines support in the form of animalsplits with trainings / technical
assistance for a considerable time period.

- Heifer encourages small farms to achieve developarah sustainability through
better utilization of their own resources

*A desired change in the present day Heifer proggamould be:

- more focus on the increase of product value in kstalle farms through quality

improvement, storage, processing, packaging anketiag.
*Important changes for livestock and rural devel@omin past and future are:

- livestock in our conditions tends to be charactedliby extensive but low yields, but
‘change is in the air’,

- trends of the future may be less rural populatfamily farms specialized in one
direction or even into agro tourism (whether weelikor not). Also, sheep and goat
products may be more demanded in the market.

Any of these points come back in Ch. 4 and the roaallenge in writing this booklet is
perhaps to explain the uniqueness of Heifer, eveernvwHeifer does what many others do and
even if Heifer does not claim to have a perfecttsoh for everyone.

2.3. Changes and choices

Everything seems to change nowadays and the waxckkfchallenges as well as opportunities.
Choices are to be made but confusion reigns on witldtappen and on how to prepare for the
future. Apart from political uncertainty and morgtarises we have are global issues like
climate change, there are farmers that see wellsinyy government officials that have to design
programs to control hitherto unknown diseases whibee than 50% of the global population
will soon live in cities (fig 2.2). Challenges, ¢ige and choice a plenty indeed!

Development programs themselves cause changdefdretter and/or for the worse. Projects
may even succumb to their own success as withftee quoted case of Heifer Cameroon in the
stage where it produced too much milk and whereeprdropped. And we also will often
mention the case of the home country of Heifer Madd where for a few decades too much
fertilizer and concentrates was used [successftdiyiicrease production, but resulting in too
much environmental stress. And last but not ldasjuote a very nasty and perhaps
controversial one: medical help causes more pdogarvive, forcing farmers to learn and
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choose on whether and how to change their wayeo{fig 2.3). In addition, consumption levels
are expected to increase and together this imiflegsmore trees need to be cut to provide crop
land, often stretching the environment beyond ciéypéiog 2.4).

Figure 2.2. Climate change (extreme drought) chglls farmers around the globe (left), oil pricestfhate widely
(centre) and urban livestock can be a last resovival strategy of the poor (right; Kyrgistan). Rjaof these
changes are often seen to be a threat for [snaaifydrs but may they offer unexpected opportunisemetimes a

matter of changing our mindsets.

Change occurs from one season or year to anothiea)do from one place to another. No two
farmers are the same, and importantly, change nzayfest itself differently at different levels

of farm and region, while trade offs occur wheltgeaefit in one place may be a cost somewhere
else. Typical trade-offs in a Heifer project atagie level are shown in table 2.1 where farmers
compared the good and bad things of cottage primgeard selling on community level. The

gist of all this will come back throughout this Iiktet but we now first arrange choices in a
manner to help prediction and to show that confusen be turned into simplicity.

Fig. 2.3. Examples of learning by Heifer groupsaods other ways of life, regarding notions of quste (top)
and on chain development (bottom), based on BEtiemre workshops with the TMF projects.

2.4. Evolution of farming systems, understandingasige.

A time-line is a good way to show change over tasen the simplified process of farming
system development in Fig 2.4. The essence ofdkesin those diagrams is that people tend to
reproduce and/or consume more as time proceedshantthey tend to crowd their place. People
thus need to change their way of life and thinkihgjr way of farming and their way of
consumption. Many development scenarios exist laeygl are stressed in several parts of this
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booklet. But this particular diagram only showsibasages in development for better
understanding and at the risk of oversimplification

- family ‘A’ of column | has surplus food, but it stg into two or more families, implying
in column Il that trees are cut, more crops arevgramplying shifts in biodiversity,
losing traditional plants and ways to keep the atsnand to manage the community.

- the families B and B of column Il also expand, with two children eashaaconservative
estimate. This leads to even more pressure on taack tree felling, more cows, but also
to greater possibility for ‘specialization’ in whicsome of the families can chose to do
jobs that are less preferred by the other one.

- families C in column Il multiply also, and they snahose to leave farms and/or to
import resources. Governments and development @#ons can chose to actively
support use of more inputs and/or more efficiengsvaf farming. They can however,
also chose between monoculture and/or mixed farnarigce the need for more food.

- families D in column IV leave the countryside, thetgrt small business or they start
using land from families that left to town. Speation of agricultural activities or a
move to ‘mega’-farms is one policy choice for gaoweent and business, integration of
activities is another choice (environmental preagon, agro-tourism, cottage based
processing, etc.), while small scale farming igalfchoice for the poor, often shifting
from cows to smaller species like goats or chickens

Advantages Disadvantages
Financial sustainability
Requires little capital Prices are not stable
Increased income Farmers do not invest to make attractive products

Less risk; Does not attract taxes

Social sustainability

Affordable by all classes Less specialisation by farmers
Creates family and community employment Products cannot reach the large market
Availability of products during ceremonies

Builds self-esteem
Has less environmental pollution

Technical feasibility

Simple technology Inputs not readily available, e.g. culture, rennet
Availability of materials in the local market Poor storage facilities
No access to utilities in the community (e.g. gleity)
Poor quality control and standardisation of product
Difficult transport

Table 2.1. Advantages and disadvantages of copameessing/selling on local scale (workshop Camerdan. 28
/Feb 2° 07). Note use of three sets of criteria; econepsiecial- and technical feasibility

Fig 2.4. One simplified scenario of change of famgnsystems in time. Stage one has one farm family
splitting into [at least] two, subsequently intdthird column) and 8 of which some move to the.digrms
become smaller, producing less excess food fas;ilegrade and/or rely more on use of inputspeess

that appears hard to be stopped, implying choicgrohlems and opportunities (see also fig 4.4).
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The development scenarios sketched here are realigtsimplified, that cannot be said

enough. And exceptions to these simplifications/primat more scenarios are possible (fig

2.5). Such exceptions prove our point that chang#ies choice, for farmers, consumers,
politicians, business, teachers and research, tBgllprinciple of overcrowding is recognized
over ages and around the world, e.g. by the Ruggianomist Chayanov almost one century
ago for the farming systems that he knew in thatp@sarist regime:

'[...] itis by no means everywhere that peasaninfacan have [...]Jan abundance of meadow
[for grazing]. In the North of Russia, only in Vgida gubernya are there settlements where
there is more than a desyatina of meadow to eashadima of arable. In other places, due to the
pressure on the land, meadows have to be plowedesadgetting transferred to the arable [...]'

Fig 2.5. Two development scenarios based on faroterige, with eroded hills in the southern Andes of
Peru, say beyond stage D in figure 2.4 where ekterggazing with livestock has probably played & pa
the final collapse of the eco-system (left) andNtexchakos region in Kenya near Nairobi where fasaerd
their relatives in the city chose to combine fortmsgards terracing in which livestock played a piesirole

(right)

Indeed, many factors are at play and simplificatan be both helpful and misleading while
problems also represent opportunities. Choicerie aeentral notion, for example:

- many young people do not want (=chose) to workhenfarmevenif there would be
enough land. They chose to move to cities hopingpétter work, only a few chose to
come back and work for their communities.

- some places still have no shortage of land, e.4frica, regions of Latin America and
even in Asia, but one can argue that this is aenafttime rather than of principle.
Farmers there can, in principle chose to changarédieir systems collapse and Heifer
might facilitate such choices.

- population pressure can stimulate innovation ihetogy and farmer organization,
possibly even leading to higher productivity. Gowaents and farmers can take crucial
decisions (choices) in this respect (Fig. 2.5).

- people move to cities but they maintain linkagethwhe countryside, e.g where people
from the cities in Kenya remitted funds back tartheme villages in Machakos, among
others to assist the regeneration of the landsibet farmed too intensively (Fig 2.5).

2.5 Simplicity and order in change, more examples.

The main topic of this chapter is to understanchgkeaand variation between farming systems,
implying stress on making choices. The issue hete understand how existing experiences in
development can help to make ‘informed choice&gwnotion in the workshops in the three
Heifer-TMF projects over the past years. And ong waunderstand choices in change of
farming systems is to make ‘trajectories of charagein fig 2.4. The point here is that change
can be understood in spite of, or thanks to singgliion. A additional simplified example of
change is given in table 2.2, illustrating changdairy systems spaceat increasing distance
from a city, suggesting that:
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- farmers near cities have cows primarily to selkmsihce they have good access to
feeds and veterinarians to manage high yieldingsgcow
- farmers at some distance from the city have cowvi toixed farming systems, incl.
use of manure and draught. Distance to the citygmts good access to feed and
medicines, and crossbreds with medium levels adyeton are preferred over high
yielders that can only be maintained near the city
- farmers at still greater distance from the cityénbots of land, they cannot easily sell
milk, they can better raise calves and meat whié&ing cheese or butter from the
milk. The keeping of high yielding cows is here paactical.
These explanations of change help to understangrdeesses in development but their basic
understanding is not new. An old example of thigsrapch to understand change was already
described in Germany some 150 years ago by praf¥ssoTh nen who calculated costs and
benefits according to the distance from the citpr&modern illustrations of such ‘stages in
development’ are available (Fig. 2.6) and Heifselit uses the notion of ‘stages’ by making a
difference between projects for food security, meogeneration and enterprise development.
And farmers themselves also know this kind of cesibecause since ages since they do not start
an intensive dairy distant from the city if the plypchain is not functioning well! Important to
note here is that distance to the market as showabie 2.2 can be physical but also socio-
economic. For example, a distance of five kilometer a poor farmer living near the city may
be more difficult to bridge than a distance of H0rketers for a wealthy farmer more ‘distant’
from the city. Another important point is to stréisat change is not always positive, and that
stages of development are not always improvememthé&r, we already did stress that general
patterns exist but that many scenarios are posaitaldhat individual exceptions exist, i.e.
choice is part of the process.

distance to the city

<3 km 3-10 10-30 km beyond 50km

cost of concentrate 12 15 18 not available

price of milk 18 15 12 not marketable

milk yield at peak > 20 Around 20 around 10 5to 10

ratio concentrate/ grass High High / medium Low wemw

type of keeping Stall-feeding Stall / grazing gragi stall grazing / herding

environmental problem Dung disposal damage tpsrddvergrazing

public health hazard Flies / parasites Flies / sitea

main production goal(s)  Cash / milk Income / milk ilknfor home/ tradition / calves /
dung /income income / milk for home

Resources from other  Lactating cow, Lactating cows, Dry cows Dry cows

zones grains breeding stock

Resources to other zones Dry cows Dry cows calaewgting Calves, lactating cows
cows

Table 2.2. The effect of distance to the city omfs, functions, interrelationships and problemdairy
production systems, based on real life cases froonal Nakuru (Kenya). Prices are in Ksh/kg andntiagn
assumption is that 1 kg of concentrate feed yigl8skg of milk, i.e. in the first column it makesda of sense to
feed concentrate for milk, while it makes no sefosehe distant conditiodmportantly : people from the city
still support their relatives in the country sidelahe city tends to be supplied with calves frosaa beyond 50
km, i.e. relations exist between urban and ruvalsiock systems.

2.6. Stages in development, changes and choicedgpgsors and farmers.

The first notion about ‘passing on the gift’ ematge the Spanish Civil War, now more than
70 years ago. The first actual shipment with 17engiwent to Puerto Rico, some 65 years
ago, only a few years after the first ideas emergetial reasons for Heifer International to
start ‘passing the gift’ were that needy rural camities would have assured milk supply, to
be less dependent on milk [powder] from elsewhBut.eventually the early ‘reductionist’
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approach of Heifer with focus on milk productiordaechnical aspects shifted into more
holistic approaches. From assured food securihoied to provision of better incomes, from
food to livelihood, i.e. from commodity to commundnd from emphasis on milk-production
alone it started to address aspects like farm slifigaition, manure, draught, processing and
marketing. Remember that Heifer Nederland in teapect distinguishes three stages: food
security, income generation and small enterprigeh evith its own development priorities.

Fig. 2.6. Stages in development, with trade offg, kelping of the poor seems to go against retomns
individual farms.

Heifer changed its mindset and choices as timeptames changed. The need for change in
choice of mindset was also reflected in the argumeha Dutch professor in animal breeding
who challenged farmers and students alike on why Kept animals in the first place. His
point was that if farmers wanted to make a livingyt must be aware of the choices they
make, in this particular case in terms of animakbling. The professor challenged an
otherwise rich tradition in which animals were anprimarily bred for traditional notions of
beauty. At least, such aspects of beauty had dtartbecome predominant to aspects of
utility (fig 2.7). His particular case referredttee famous Friesian dairy cows where at that
time, as an epitome of ‘traditional thinking’ a tkaspot on the white leg could be reason to
cull an otherwise good animal. Farmers had gotteckdn a notion that an ‘in their eyes’
beautiful and well balanced cow would sort of auttically give a lot of milk. By doing so
these Friesian farmers lost a competitive edge Auggricans that had been breeding dairy
cows for milk only, albeit that those animals wbigger and not necessarily more efficient
overall. Other examples of such ‘tradition-in-nedebeing-challenged’ in the Netherlands
was the case of the famous Texel sheep that wetetbmproduce animals with big foreheads
that looked massive (implying lots of mutton). Trede-off implied in those big heads was
difficult birth of the lambs, as many farmers foumat after some time.

Participation for proper choices in developmentliegthat farmers need to be challenged by
professors regarding their traditional practices,tbat also professors need to be challenged
by farmers. Indeed, too often the farmers’ praagsaacorrectly opposed by professors (fig
2.7). Still, also many cases exist where farmexsdggsors and even business and politicians
worked together to pass the gift by modifying ittydical example of such collaboration was,
also in Europe, where farmers, development agamdsven business worked together to
revive a traditional system like the Dehesa inlbeian Peninsula (Box 2.2). A deeper case
of participation is where farmers ‘talk’ with thesoil, their plants and their animals, to see
what is possible and what cannot be done. The tatking’ here is clearly metaphoric,
implying communication in its broadest sense.

24



Fig 2.7. Participation should be part of life infdoand South. On the left the Dutch professorlehging
farmers about their breeding policy. In the ceatgroup of Dutch farmers who organized their owaalgt
groups to argue about methods to earn a livelivalaite better managing the nutrients on the farme Tight
hand picture shows a forest / grassland ecology@thesa) in the Iberian Peninsula where traditisystems
of keeping cows and pigs were revived to provide heelihood for the rural community.

Fig 2.8. Cases of farmer initiatives such as aargant with local chickens in the Philippines (leét Dutch
farmer that developed a better way to spread maardre) and the Dutch extension system thatsstantise
farmers experiences in their advisory servicehfyigrhe left and centre pictures are about casesav
government officials opposed promising change pseddy farmers, the right hand picture is aboutostsoin
change by farmers embraced and used by the extesesivice.

2.7.Livestock development, choosing criteria, directsoand mindsets.
The professor was right that traditional notionseiauty’ do not always translate in better
survival. But farmers too were right in insistirigat they could indeed keep animalso for
beauty, social satisfaction and the like. Partiwgrain our view is a matter of exchange and
debate, not just of reversing the information flivam professors to farmers into a direction
from farmers to professors. Participation is a eratf challenging mindsets. As one Heifer
field officer says:
groups like Heifer have a function in coming uphwiew ideas, in providing choice also
beyond dairy heifers. They [still] have a role atilitating with provision of cows and
funds but their work now shifts towards facilitatjacnetworking and leading in choices.

Choices on goals and ways of livestock keeping ne@a value systems and mindsets. As
said before, such choices imply trade-offs, i.ehaice for beautiful cows may imply choice
against high yields, and choice for high yieldimgnaals may imply that some farmers are left
out of development because they cannot fulfillekra demands made by those high yielding
animals. Choices by Heifer also have to be madetather or not to use cane rats or dairy
goats, local- or hybrid chickens, or on importing&c breeds versus work with local breeds.
Much depends on the criteria and mindsets sepnojact. And to complicate matters, one
may have to chose combinations of criteria, takmg account that different farmers and
policy makers have different priorities and mindset
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Box 2.2 Traditional systems revived: mixed pig proiibn in the Dehesa of Spain

The ‘Iberian’ pig and the interaction of commergabduction with local ‘Dehesa’ farming have shaped
mixed system typical of regions in southwesterniispad neighboring Portugal. The semi-arid climéiey
soil fertility, prevalence of oak and cork trees aystem drivers, combined with low population dtérs
traditional pastoralism and poor infrastructuree Therian pig retained some ‘wild’ traits, as ipesific
adaptability to difficult environments, the distiive taste of its meat and its active behavior. @hienal can
roam freely and feed on natural resources, likeggeand acorns of cork trees. It drinks from pomatssireams,
receiving minimal care and no feed supplementsleathe manure is neither collected nor processddefhin
the field. The institutions that support this tygdicrop-livestock system are the regional goverriiand the
system helped the region to develop in an ‘endogg&neay, implementing conservation policies towards
sustainable exploitation of its natural ecosystantfions. A modern variant of the system is to Oriwe
Iberian pigs semi-intensively and to introduce g into the cork oak grazing for the last 3 martibfore
slaughter in October-January. The system benéfited the ‘environmentally friendly’ origin of itsrpducts.
Producers learned to improve their label for quatieat, to partially justify their high price. Lited market
opportunity, scarce promotion outside the natidrtatlers, and relatively high prices so far prevénte
intensified production. The success of this systié@mot so much result from planning that aimeckatization
of specific goals but it was attained almost ‘aeaidlly’. Local producers and governments havetomeasily
abandoned a traditional activity in favor of modspecialization and for realizing the importanerof this
system in sustainable natural resources manageir@atmay represent a success because it waddeé,ar
at least not pressured into change for ‘the sakieeélopment’.

Combination of criteria are important but the pesblis that an infinite number of criteria is
possible. And if one wants to measure everythieq tihere is no end to bookkeeping and no
start to cow-milking. One way to make life easgeta categorize such criteria, e.g. using
categories of human-, social- and natural capatahriation on notions of people, planet and
profit. Heifer Nederland itself uses several ‘conations of criteria for progress’ in its log-
frames and reports, e.g.:

- Cameroon: access to a sustainable market; appt@pnitk handling and preservation,
training of farmers for sales promotion; strengtheamagerial capacity of the dairy
cooperatives; farmers training for improved zerazgrg as well as micro-enterprise
development; HIV/AIDS issues and gender equity, aahsocial / natural capital, etc

- Ghana: number of difficult calf births, yield peywe, price of milk, income from milk,
waste management, gender equity and children righgact on community, animal
shelters, access to basic education, community apil self-reliance

- Albania: contributions of association to memberssibess plans made for farmers,
number of cows per farm, increase in knowledgeappdication of what has been
learnt, exchange visits, % of women involved inisiean making, number of farmers
directly selling milk to the factory.

The endless number of criteria is an additionadoeao use participatory approaches in
which different players in the game together makaaes on the most relevant criteria of that
particular place and time. Multi-stakeholder preassare part of the game, development
jargon to say that ‘politics is part of the gamegss cynically perhaps, participatory processes
can help clarify choice by challenging and by chieg$= constructing) a common goal.
Earlier on we showed typical choices (=orientatifam)Heifer at different levels, e.g. on farm
level between cane rats and/or goats, local chicken/or hybrids, on community level
between commodity and/or community, between foadiisey and/or small enterprise
development, between reactive or proactive attguderards sustainability and so on. Larger
(international) groups tend to more work on chomesh as on urban and/or rural
development, greenhouse gas problems and/or gatiemal product. All these choices occur
to some extent at all levels and combinations assiple even if priorities differ. Choices and
orientations towards development depend on thektd#ers and the situation but in a
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general form they can be shown on scales and c@uliimo ‘vision quadrants’ as in fig 2.9
and as further elaborated in Ch 4.

Fig 2.9. Different choices between orientations anadsets in development. Left a series of scatesiiding
also typical Heifer choices. Some of these oriémiatare used to form a vision quadrant that relaid-eifer
work even if modifications are invited (centre)dan the right a diagram from literature reflectittgpices
regarding issues of people, planet and profit (éf/gre ‘people’ are still missing).

Farming systems change, reasons to keep anim#ds logtween people, places and times,
and different mindsets imply different choices timatheir turn result in divergent farming
styles and development scenarios. The messagesaftipter on change is thus a message of
choice that can make a difference. Chapter 3 itirs$ choices in the cases of the Heifer-
TMF projects in Albania, Ghana and Cameroon, coetbivith experiences from other

places in the world and generally at a higher lefeegions and countries. After that we

return in Ch 4 to issues of choice for developnagproaches, weaving standard practices in
livestock development into a tapestry with futuress-cutting issues such as poverty,

climate, biodiversity, etc.
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A story from Nepal
(from Heifer International)

When Heifer International started working with wamia Nepal, the women were quick to identify thehe
market for goat meat. Considered a delicacy, gesttrsells at a very good price in Nepal and a afigatrong
demand for male goats during Hindu festivals likesBain. Eighteen of the 23 Heifer Nepal projectslive
goats. It is also important that most of the memloéithese groups are women. Since December 2003857

goats given through Heifer International have help&14 Nepali families. Goats are cheaper to bay an
occupy less space than cattle. Goats can be fedeavariety of forage. They do not need specialiyrfulated
feed and can eat kitchen leftovers to meet theitady requirements. In addition, they can be btesteen to
eight months and with a 150 day reproduction cytbley are quick to produce income. This makes goat
attractive to small-scale farmers. Many goat faimisepal breed female goats three times in twosjeaeking
it possible for a single female goat to produceesgw nine goats in two years. Adult male goatssate at
about 18 months, when they yield at least 20 kdaws (44.09 Ib) of meat. Male kids are sold justraft
weaning.
Goat projects have been highly successful andestémom the field are very encouraging. The stdri@anga

Devi Khanal’s struggle, determination and persavegds one of many. Despite being dissuaded by her

husband and family, she never gave up. Ganga'sandshvho originally was against his wife’s effohed
even dragged her away from group meetings. Shedmgdittle knowledge of animal management and
agriculture. She could not read and write or spediont of others. She did not know about propatrition
and how it affected well-being. Their mud thatched and the animal shed were very unclean anepkkShe
had to live with insufficiency, agony and anguikhwas very frustrating but she continuously lookedways
to come out of this painful life. When she met w@men group of members of Heifer Nepal project in
Gitanagar and learned about their activities, sas wspired to form a group.

In August of 2000 the Women’s Coordination Comneifta local NGO working with Heifer Nepal, helped h
to establish a group named “Nari Uthan Women Graigpisisting of 20 Tharu and Brahmin women. She
became president of the group. The group startddgaioney, initially with NPR 20 per month anddat
increased to NPR 50 per month. With the fear adfatpn from the family she kept quiet and did regtHer

family members know about the group activitiestfer first two months. In 2001 Ganga Devi Khanakreed

two goats along with training on the Heifer Intefoaal Cornerstones, group management and livestodk

fodder management. A new hope for a prosperousvife kindled. This gave her strength to work har8&e

earned NPR 35,000.00 (About US$466) from the gd¥e of this income was used to improve her family
living conditions, to provide enough nutritious tband to pay for her children’s education. With NPR

14,000.00, Ganga bought a buffalo which givesesditmilk a day. She earns NPR 14 per liter fronstde of

excess milk. Use of manure compost has increasefettility of her fields and increased the yiefdcoops and

vegetables. At present Ganga has a buffalo, a coiige goats. She has also been able to constrechcrete
house, a toilet and an improved shed for her agin@énga first passed on two goats. Later, thetgtigh
being a donor encouraged her to pass on one margg®Devi Khanal proudly shares her success stolies
suddenly her eyes fill with tears and her voicekelso seeing her husband serve tea for the guegisighther
tears with one hand she marked “It is so satisfyingee him helping out and supporting me in e\:émgt| do.
All the pride, wealth and respect | have earnedyatte because of the goats. | vow to do my pahdhying as
many people as | can.”

[}
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3. Experiences by Heifer and others.
We used to be angry with this farmer because he tasgay that he was happy with
8 liters a day when we were telling him that heustigroduce 16 liters so that we
could meet our targets
Philippine Livestock officer
3.1. The real work in the real world
Heifer International works with sister organizasaround the world but this booklet is
primarily about our Heifer Nederland projects inn@al Europe and Africa, with specific
attention to cases from the TMF project and witthe@xperiences from elsewhere. The
Heifer Nederland emphasis is on endogenous deveoprftombining ideas from inside and
outside the community where we work), aiming toaelepg farmer groups into autonomous
organizations as partners in sustainable local coniiies. Support for that work in terms of
economic, organizational and social guidance cdnoes specialized mostly local expertise
and if useful also from (inter)national sourcesrdimated by Heifer. The specific TMF
projects reported in this chapter combine ongoiongkvin Cameroon and Albania with work
in a new dairy project of Ghana, all coordinatedHgyfer-Nederland. By combining and
exchanging experiences a new project can thus ibémeh experiences of the older projects,
also a from of endogenous development in which b@drand new ideas continue to be tested
in practice. Not all Heifer-projects went well (b8x1) but we feel that the TMF projects are
examples to be proud of, fitting well in the traalit of most Heifer projects. This chapter first
summarizes background, goals and progress of ¢urMR project with 1,2 million euro co-
financing and totaling a 2.2 million euro. It theescribes experiences of these three Heifer-
TMF projects in a snapshot manner, together witkr@sting experiences from elsewhere.

Box. 3.1. Heifer International and the Fulani: léag to understand?

Every inexperienced outsider would most likely &&st@ a project related to milk cows in Westernidsfrfirst
and foremost with the people who know most aboutscahe Fulani. And indeed, “the Fulani belongedhi®
first target group of people who we thought of watlr project [in the seventies]” says Dr. Henry kdjia the
country director of Heifer Cameroon. But disappmiant followed quickly. The Fulani were interested im
their way. They simply took the new crossbred cows aridipm with the others in their herd. What happened
was predictable: the cows died. How could an imgahrpurebred animal tolerate grazing with nativesmn
the bush, wandering around, exposure to unknowasiies! Heifer had, some thirty years ago underatti
socio-cultural factors. “We assumed that 5 of maws were as good as 50 of theirs in terms of dugnd that
would convince the Fulani,” admitted the directbH®l. But it was not enough. How could it be! Hoauld a
people with such a tight bond, established ovectruries, taheir cows, simply replace these cows and
keeping systems not suited for local ecologiesautiire? The relationship between Fulani and ttatle is
not predominantly economic but socio-cultural! Haya large herd is the pride of a Fulani so howdan
argument with the objective of owning fewer anin@dsvince them? Besides, the Fulani may have lkafiec
for centuries, but keeping an exotic milk cow dedwa fundamentally differefifestyleand mindset. The
Fulani were crossbreeding their animals not to pcednore but to sell these animals for slaughtee. X-bred
calves grow and mature more quickly, i.e. at 18 tmethey can reach the weight of a local cow of fgars.
That was an advantage that Fulani soon figuredHtiet.was helpless against this behavior, and naneme
how to handle it. It was a project as many at tina and the start of a learning process that lastistoday. A
more holistic approach including attention to stamic issues would have been necessary to statdiplogue
with the Fulani. But at that time there was no onthe staff with sociological training.

3.2. The Heifer-TMF-projects in a nutshell
The TMF funding of recent years helped to re-aspeggect results thus far and to re-design
the agenda, among others based on experiences sp@tial TMF projects in:
- Cameroon, a long standing project collaboratindpWigifer since 35 years of which
the last 10 years with Heifer Nederland. This Sr8atille Dairy Development includes
13 Dairy Cooperative Societies, 400 farm familied 400-500 dairy cows. The last
project round with thirteen new farmer groups bailtprevious project experiences. It
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knew how to function as a group and how to produik but they could not well
cope with issues of marketing which was dominatedchimldleman and monopoly.

- Albania, an Integrated Dairy Development Projeat|uding some six farmers
association with about 400 families with 800-90@ylaows. Here the market was not
the biggest problem and farmers had a good idéé#fefent [though separate] aspects
of dairy production. Due to their history in a eative system, however, farmers did
not well know how to function in associations, heitdid they well know how to
combine the knowledge that they had on parts afydarming.

Ghana with the ‘Ghana Southern Dairy Project’ 8tatted from scratch in 2006,
focusing on small scale development dairy farm#) W80 families and a planning of
about 144 dairy cows. The project consists of s motivated farmer groups with
little experience in dairy production nor marketimgr in working as farmer
associations.
As in other Heifer projects these projects werenked by farmers who organized themselves
into associations. They decided that they wanteoypce more than for their own subsistence,
and they are willing to take on the challenge ofkatoriented milk production. Heifer
Nederland with support of TMF started a series oftrstakeholder processes including local
and international organizations such as Brotie Welt, SIRDEP, SNV and Agriterra, local
and national government, research centers andt@rdegtor. The main goal was to establish
sustainable socio-economic development with béttelihood of the families that participate
in the three projects. This was to be achievedutjinancreased self-reliance based on
improved productivity of small scale dairy, illusting a change of priorities over time as
discussed in Ch 2. In the process, all stakeholdgesther develop practical manuals to assist
(future) farmer groups in strengthening their ecomoposition in the food-chain for the local
market. Indeed, change of project orientation arvidies is needed as development
proceeds (Fig 3.1). This process started aboueasyago when farmers indicated to Heifer
they wanted more than only milk for subsistenceyonheir market then showed openings for
smallholders as consumers more and more were gilinake (local) dairy products. In
multi-stakeholder processes it was decided thatgmals were to be achieved with a market-
oriented approach supporting farmers in terms aketang and economics as well as with
agricultural technology and machineries. Exampfesioh activities are the strengthening of
local farmer associations, collective purchasesalds, improved breeding programs,
cultivation of good forage, appropriate shed cartdion, joint investments and financing.
Farmers are also regularly visited by adviser®céll Heifer and/or government organizations
while experienced farmers are made advisers. Irapbis the tailor-made approach in which
each project has its own sub-goals and progresganiog.

Fig. 3.1. Changing priorities in training as prajemphasis shifts from emphasis on ‘preparatioruchpase’
(=input supply) via ‘farming’ (=production) and &nsformation’ (=processing) to marketing & salessdal
Better Future Workshops in the context of the TM&jgcts. Note that changes here reflect the dismos®n

evolution of farming systems in Ch 2.
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The three TMF-projects discussed here represgme@ad core of Heifer Nederland projects
over the recent years. They did serve as pilotsiéafer to ‘modify the gift’, i.e. to find new
directions in a period of over a decade where Hsifted from a focus on food security via
income generation to also include small enterpieseelopment. As said before, in their early
stages the Heifer programs focused on food seonhtle income generation and small
enterprise development were even taboo. The ntakiekolder TMF workshops helped

Heifer Nederland to re-assess their backstoppidgeachange program while Albania and
Cameroon learned from each others’ strong and \weatts. Those experiences together were
used to set up the new dairy program in Ghana wihict could avoid several pitfalls, a
special case of ‘passing the gift’.

3.2.1. Cameroun

Heifer Cameroon started in 1974 with an import aféican Holsteins (Box 3.1). It was a
joint effort with the Cameroon Government to seethibr high producing animals could
thrive in the favorable climate and topographyra Cameroon Highlands, with gentle rolling
hills at about 1200 m. altitude, average rainfékloout 2000 mm per annum, a relatively
short dry season of 3-4 months and an average tatape of about 25 degrees Celsius. From
the government research centre where the puretemdsstationed they were distributed to
smallholder subsistence farmers under the Heifeirig Loan’ or ‘Passing on the Gift’
principle. This program worked out well in termsfobd security and from 1974 to 1990 the
program slowly expanded by using the same apprdaalas mainly financed by Heifer
International (USA) which in the early nineties wérough a financial dip. The good thing
about such crises can be that organizations hareatsess themselves. Heifer did exactly
that and it included progressive insights in itpraach. From working with individuals
without a specified time period it moved to workmgh social units of informal groups, and
later on with more organized and formal groupsldb moved to a system with a specified
time period of financial aid (three years) plus tyears of technical follow-up.

Around that time an alumnus of the PTC+ OenketthenNetherlands invited his former tutor
to the program area. That tutor (Mr. Tolsma) wa€ameroon for a consultancy on a dairy
factory, Saplait, a private sector initiative wheimed at reconstituting milk powder into
products mainly for the consumers in the capitahativisit started an initiative in 1993 when
a Cameroon business man was willing to invest chraanage a dairy processing unit,
Sotramilk, built with technical support of Dutchlunteers from PTC+ Oenkerk, Friesland-
Food and others. Financial support came from FMi©OgKdedit, Rabobank Foundation,
Wilde Ganzen and others. Heifer Cameroon itselfdpdrallel dairy development project
dealing with farmers: the producer side. That coration produced, at least in theory, a
complete and rather ideal picture. The Sotramakriestarted to build up the factory with all
normal hurdles of such a process (financiers that dff at the last minute, governmental
procedures to be followed, competition from othairglindustries, etc.). Parallel and in
dialogue with Sotramilk the Heifer Cameroon shiftisddairy development policy from
support to subsistence dairy farming to more mawkiented producers. As discussed in the
previous paragraph the wishes of farmers and ofisdket went pretty well parallel

Quality, quantity and continuity of production wehe main challenges to start with. Quality
seemed an easy issue to organize since Heifelreaslya established channels for training
and follow-up by its own staff, governmental exiensstaff and private veterinarians.
Quality control, the Heifer way, had always beppraciated by farmers and clients. The
guantity issue was addressed by scaling up theqmagnore animals were placed through
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the program. Initially a cross breeding program waias introduced but both the process and
the impact were not satisfactory on medium termalpropriate dairy bulls (>50% exotic)
could be found in the country while the averageydeow was already some 50-75% exotic,
local zebu crisscrossed with Jersey and with Hiolstieom the original import in 1973. This
mix was tolerant enough to local climate and diesabkut they produced only between 6-8
I/day in about 250 days lactation with inter-catyiimes of some 12-14 months. Evaluations
were done and new imports backed-up by a spe@aliong program maintaining a purebred
breeding line, appeared to be a useful alterna@eatinuity of the milk flow was considered
to be especially difficult in the dry season, asdach an appropriate extension package was
designed. With the help of so-called ‘model farmignsas shown that dry season milk could
be profitable, provided farmers were committedrepare dry season feed via hay making
using Brachiaria pastures, planting of Guatemadagrfeed from agro-forestry and on-farm
prepared concentrate feed.

Figure 3.2. Production, processing and finishedipect, the story from Cameroon with ‘ladies prettyah in the
picture’.

Milk collection at the factory increased in abowefyears from 70 liters on the first day of
operation in 1995 to about 2000 liters in the peakods by only collecting morning milk.
And in 2007-2008 the factory went bankrupt mainlg do management issues and other
more complex (inter)national issues such as connpetidonor-investor-business relations,
etcetera. At the same time, dairy farmers asslsgddeifer Cameroon built up their dairy
farming in the area. About 1000 farmers now hadamaore dairy cows and they too were
interested in dairy. Sales to the factory becariidests wile average milk yield across the
farms rose to an average of 15 l/cow/day over 388 @f lactation with some 4000 - 5000 |
per lactation. Farmers understood that they netmldiversify their market so as not to be
completely dependent on milk sales only via thédigc From there on the TMF dairy
development program was initiated in 2004/05 widimyoals to.

- improve marketing strategies of dairy productsrtovigle alternative and sustainable

milk-outlets for raw and/or cottage based procesksay products,
- improve technical knowledge, skills, managementcdap, knowledge and awareness
on socio-cultural aspects (gender, HIV/AIDS, enniment, etc.) for all stakeholders,

- improve (re)productive qualities of animals and tbgpective husbandry systems

- increase herd size to achieve self-sustaining mewhie generating farms.
Typically, this set of goals represented a stemffood security to enterprise development,
again a case where changing farmers’ needs combiitieslith yet a(nother) new donor
fashion, this time on market chain work.

As a result, by mid 2009 some 365 farm familiesdarectly supported by the program. Many

of these farms had cows already because the prgeted capacity for high production.
Each of these farmers is also member of one olb dbrmal producer organizations and four
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Common Initiative Groups. And in addition to anlg&009 import of 70 Holstein Frisian
cows from Kenya some 33 local purchases (inclubiegding bulls) from the built up dairy
herd resulted in some 100 extra placements. Oéflsesne 58 cows were already passed to
new families through the living loan ceremoniesisttPassing on the Gift'. Notably, in this
final stage of the project our focus was on cagduiilding and not so much anymore on
capital investment and/or cattle loan schemes.

Most participating farmers now show in practicetiadir newly acquired skills in terms of
animal management, integration of cropping witlestock keeping, record keeping and the
home processing of yoghurt and cheese. Also, comanit and responsibility towards the
communities increased. For example, 250 farmergedgparticipated in activities such as
exchange visits and at least five meetings of tuperatives while accountability within the
cooperative improved substantially. An unexpece=ailt was that we had a new private
sector initiative, the ‘Cameroon Dairy Industry became operational in the program area,
offering a good market for the milk, especially foe Santa farmers. A number of farmers
purchased more heifers with earnings from their avilk sales to satisfy demand by the
plant.

More interesting is perhaps that such a rathemieahdairy development program resulted in
broader social impact, as confirmed by an extegmaluation mandated by the co-financer
Brot fur die Welt. And indeed, this project had aframpact in the villages, permitting parents
to pay school fees for children at primary, secopdad higher education, or even for
education of their children abroad. All this incsed self-confidence as explicitly mentioned
by 308 farm families that now also regularly drimkk and milk products, in turn reducing
the number of hospital visits. Surprisingly somenfdamilies indicate that the project even
reduced alcohol consumption to be replaced by tisglb and milk products, i.e. even some
heavy drinkers now spend more time in farming. Mg, cultivation practices now include
soil improvement, integration of crops and livegtamrop-rotation, use of crop residues and
agro-forestry, indirectly improving soil fertilitgnd the vegetable harvest.

Concluding on the Cameroon case, all goes to stffgssalso Heifer programs adjust to the
needs of the time and the place. Also, typical étdiffestock programs have impact beyond
only technical and economic aspects of farming.yTheve broader socio-cultural effects on
their communities, implying that:
- development is long term process where one shealth land adapt continuously
- market issues need to be taken serious, for battelpocessing and selling via a
dairy factory but even when doing subsistence faghi
- both individual and group approaches are possibMhich group approaches have
advantages for community development and individipgiroaches tend towards
aspects of entrepreneurship
- projects with an initially technical focus can alsgpact on other aspects such as
socio-economic-, environmental-, empowerment- abgr issues

3.2.2. Albania

This country faced many problems after the gretipal and economical changes of 1991
that were caused by the switch from a communidrakred system to a liberalized market.
At that time some farmers received a cow and 1e2anes of land from cooperative farms
after which they started to manage those animalpitieall difficulties. But skills and
knowledge of running akspects of an integrated farm together was o#teking by families
that were used to attend to only one specific piattie farming system under the communist
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regime. And to add to these problems we had th& 1i9%s after collapse of the notorious
pyramid schemes. The resulting uncertainty aggeaviite matter and some of the progress
was swept away by heavy national unrest. In thateca the Integrated Dairy Development
Project (IDDP) started in the lowland areas of wesiAlbania in 1998. The region’s
Mediterranean climate and its good soils had atipeseffect on development of agriculture
and particularly of livestock. The project was Hdw up of an earlier Dutch Government
sponsored dairy training program. Heifer was ird/te act as partner by the implementer
(Farmco) of the earlier projects. Farmco understhatiimproved management of producer
organizations and improved animal husbandry s&liime would not improve the dairy sector
in Albania. Breeding stations were destroyed dutitggriots in 1997 but even before that,
breeding schemes had dwindled, leaving a mixe@maitidairy herd with relatively low
genetic potential. New breeding material was nesgsand Heifer got involved on issues of
the breeding stock, technical parts and re-orgéinizaf producer organizations.

One of us (JvM), then Heifer Nederland’s direct@d just worked for the Heifer Cameroon
Dairy Program. And this is where he saw clear linith the Cameroon experience and where
he wanted to start using some of those lessoriAlbania program. As said in the
introduction he met much disbelief and even rest#a“How can something learned in

Africa help our Albanian program and vice vers&till, eventually the experiences with
cooperative producer organization in Cameroon ltelpe Albania project move forward.

And the diversity of outlet possibilities in Albam markets made Heifer realize how to move
forward on the Cameroon market. From there on & Albanian program was started in
2005/06. It worked with about 460 farmers’ familiaghe Gorre, Lumthi and Kemishtaj
villages of Lushnja community, in the Poshnje, Kluend Donofros villages of the Berati
community, and in the Fushe and Strum villagefeffieri region. The objective was to
develop small integrated dairy farms and at the sfahe project some 90% of farm families
had only one to two cows of local breed with lowlgis. Some 10% of the farmers could
afford two to three cows on their farm and only ®%uld keep more than three. Management
and hygiene was poor while also inbreeding oftea avaroblem, i.e. these local cows could
not produce more than 2500 liters per lactation.

Figure 3.3. Changing ways of livestock keeping Ihahia, with healthy calves from better rearingapices
(left), new shed and feeder design with not onlyskéin Friesians (center) and new fodder productigsiems

(right)

Since the beginning of the IDDP project in 1998ne®b30 purebred Holstein heifers with a
high yield potential were distributed to farms, @opanied by training and follow-up
programs. Through the ‘Passing of the Gift’ an @480 heifers were already donated to
other families, thus creating new opportunitiegrease the number of ‘quality’ cows for
each farm. At present, only 10% of farmers havetortero cows, 12% have two to three,
70% have three to four and some 8% have more tharcdws per farm. At the same time
farmers started to see that a focus on numberattdé @lone was not enough. More was to be
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done by themselves assisted by the project, etgrims of work on animal housing, feeding,
development of farmers’ knowledge, milking hygietrading and so on. In addition, farmers
faced chaotic markets and it took much individdgadréto solve the difficulties.

Implementing the project in this area and distitnubf pure Holstein cows with high yields
of some 6000-6500 l/lactation under Albanian (fadneenditions increased farmers’ interest
to develop their farms and to make them more @bl and productive. As they used to ask:
“Why can’t we use the farms to satisfy not only éamily needs but to also create income for
our well-being and our children’s education?”. Tlago would ask: “Why do we have to
work abroad?” Reasons were sought in the limitetfeagmented farm land, low cow
numbers, deterioration of soils, lack of informatiampossibility to get loans due to high
rates and short repayment periods, poor farm- aagla@mental management, lack of proper
government policies for small private farms, la¢ladequate infrastructure including
irrigation system, roads and access to marketswad part of the problem, but their own
management improvement proved enough reason tdistawith issues the farmers could
solve themselves, instead of waiting for someogse & come and solve their problems.

Farmers did encounter many difficulties indeeddideast some of them got started. They
increased the number of Holstein cows on their &aamd they improved shelters and farm
management. Still, they were not fully satisfiedcs the low incomes did not meet family
expenses. Working together they understood thet¢wasfon only more animals and/or more
selling of milk was not enough for sustainable depment. In that context the TMF Dairy
Development Program had three objectives:

- to strengthen producer organization and marketiagagement capacity,

- to further improve farm management,

- toincrease economic viability of income generafaugns and farm efficiency.
These three objectives were to address differailpms faced by the farmers, such as low
levels of farmers’ knowledge on cooperative orgatan, high prices of agricultural inputs
and services, sub-optimal agric services resultirgyb-optimal productivity, lack of proper
mechanization, low selling price through lack ofyaccessible markets, lack of information
on agricultural development on national level, carket demands and on price fluctuations

Challenges were followed with success, at leasbme areas and based on hard work. Main
achievements included:
- increased number of animals per farm and increg®ednes from farms.
- increased farmer’s knowledge in farm managemeiny fiaod chain and business
plan development.
- strengthening of associations of which currenthg fare already formalized
- establishment of agro-shops for supply of agrigaltinputs at prices lower than in the
general market (e.g. concentrated feed, seedtizrand other equipments).
- availability of inputs and distribution facilitiegear farms to reduce transport costs
- starting of a mini-park of mechanical equipmentsach group that can do custom
work for processing, harvesting and silage makivigle also supplying collectively
owned pumps for lands that lack irrigation systems.
- establishment of milk collection points and orgawiznilk sales to milk factories with
a (quantity and quality-based) premium of 25% efphice. Some 9.000 Euro was
invested to reconstruct and rent a facility, toghase a 1075 liter cooling tank with 20
Kw generator and milk scanner all with TMF assistarnThree Farmer Associations
now have their milk collection points for organizedk sales.
- effective division of work within the family.
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- breeding and organized sale of pure breed Holsiiers.
- aquarterly bulletin by “Myzeqgeja” association wittiormation on local and national
agriculture development, markets, produce pricelsaativities of associations.
- organized training for farmers in required fields improved farm management
capacities and continuous technical assistance.
Fulfillment of these objectives brought positiveange and farmers’ groups can now set out
to face remaining problems and new challenges.li$his long but it includes issues such as
small and fragmented land areas with legal aséqisoperty and cooperation; continuing
need for more knowledge on technical and busiressges, lack of credit facilities for
agriculture, organization of farmers’ capacity togsalobbying and advocacy, supporting
state policies for small farmers, and last butleast, the farmers’ mentality on cooperation,
including aspects of legislation

Box 3.2 Heifer, high yielding cows, stages of depshent and experiences from India

One day in the spring of 2009 and in the procegs@aring this booklet, the two of us (HS and Jwidye
cutting wood in a forest of an estate near Pute home town of Heifer Nederland. While doing soweze
wondering why Heifer seems to be rather succegsintroducing and managing high yielding dairy cow
Many such introductions to small farm conditionsdeo fail more often than not around the world.

Clear reasons were hard to give and we agree@idmteifer has had its own failures. But we figltieat
some reasons for relatively high rates of succeghtrbe the scale of the programs, the definitibthe
‘target’-group and the involvement of the farmesdratiators of their development. To start witle tlst point,
import of animals is only done if a community altgdor some time has shown commitment to make the
program a success. They have to make the necessggrations in terms of for example fodder plaptshed
construction and community organization before etestarts a process of introducing high producimighals.
This usually takes 1-1,5 years (or two plantingss@a!). Second, and in terms of the ‘target grgapery ugly
terminology by the way, and Heifer calls them pars) the choice of project goals and animals dependhe
local conditions. Heifer would consider real hesfenly if suitable for that situation, and it wowlark on
rabbits or goats if they were more suitable. Silitghs a point of discussion with the communiti@sgive and
take, looking back and forth to their problem as@and potential solutions given their environmenie
point is here again is that in Heifer’s integratégion the distribution of any kind of animal isr@eans to a goa|
such as community development. It is not a goébglf as it tends to be in specialized animalsettgyment
project. Last but not least the issue of scaleate and time (to use complicated terminology)féigirojects
tend to cover rather small and manageable areasnahunity level, perhaps selectively spread ovwegion.
By being spread over a rather small scale in sgamedo not have to meet national goals and theywttheir
very nature rather ‘tailor made’. In addition, Haiprojects are not of the ‘hit and run’ type. the past the
projects had no end, but even after reconsidehagdpen-ended approach they still consist of rirsggperiod
and a follow up period, including redefinition ad@s and means in the process as applied in the gigjEcts.
Agreeing on a clear exit and entry strategy, woitk\motivated people, as well as defining everysnele,
expectation and responsibilities are crucial factorthe Heifer work.

3.2.3. Ghana

The ‘Smallholder Pilot Dairy Project’ was Heifer &ta’s first dairy cattle project. And with
its 2007/2008 import of 140 in-calf Jersey heifieosn South Africa it is part of the latest in a
series of attempts dating from 1943 to establigitiexnilk cattle in Ghana. Local cattle
typically produce about one or two liters of mil&rglay. Present TMF project farmers report
already yields of some nine liters a day in thstfiactation, with newly trained farmers and
freshly imported cattle: i.e. well within expectats during the adaptation period. The
strategic context for this project can be seen feoiew facts on the dairy situation in Ghana
as a whole. While the country’s per capita incomasing, the average milk and meat
consumption is very low at around 10-20 liters arlkilograms per person per year. The
greatest source of animal protein is fish, oftelsad or dried. The estimated number of
cattle per 100 persons declined from 8.8 in 1983.9an 2000 while imports of dried milk
powder continue to increase. The formal milk sefdapermarkets, restaurants) is dominated
by multinational importers. Still, the Ghana Goveent fully endorses and supports this
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program e.g. by waiving import tariffs and by pmivig six extension agents as project
supervisors. One of them said:
“We [Ghanains] are not livestock people but rigltwm Heifer Ghana is the organization
best placed to introduce high yielding dairy catteehe country’s smallholders.”
And to further back the Ghana team it was madegddhte TMF program, to learn from the
Albania and Cameroon programs, to facilitate imgatation and to validate lessons learnt.
Goals of the resulting Heifer-TMF in Ghana wereesal; including in this case:
improved income and nutrition of farmers by promglanimals and improvement of
knowledge and skills for dairy farming systems anaduction
selection of 288 families of which 180 familieseeve a first gift of cows and of
which 108 families receive animals by passing angtft.
initiation of a dairy animal health system via adit fund for small equipments and
medicines for trained Community Livestock Workers
develop a marketing strategy for dairy producesbtalling milk cooling tanks where
necessary to access a sustainable milk market

Progress after initial work is counted in severaba. For example some 170 farm families in
six communities around Accra were trained in déaryning. Of these some 136 farmers
received Jersey cows from two imports from Southcafin 2007/08. About 60 repayments
of the living loan scheme are scheduled beforgtbgct ends in December 2010. Cows
thrive and they produce reasonably well while stiltheir adaptation period with 12-15 l/day
at the peak of the first lactation. Some 70% of thak is sold and the rest consumed by the
families themselves or by their neighbors. By givmilk initially free of charge to neighbors
it is expected that demand and market for milk imdirease on long term. The initial idea was
to also include goats after having placed the Bedth of cows but in meetings with several
stakeholders it was decided that Heifer Ghanafagilis on dairy cows until marketing of
cow milk and related products is better establisisdting up of the cow-milk scheme is
considered to be a big enough task already. Tpigesented, by the way, a shift from focus
on food security to income generation and smaémpnise development.

Fig.3.4. Milk production and processing in Ghandahwheese made ‘fresh for you!’

While writing this booklet (mid 2009) more than 1f&@mers have been selected to take part
in this project based on several selection critét@w farmers are in different stages of
preparation for arrival of a third batch of cowsrfr South Africa, planned for second half of
20009. Initial medicines and semen have also begered for the animals. In line with its
integrated approach the project gives also atteriidd1V/AIDS training of trainers. People
that are selected will train even more people eabmmunities in this respect while also
work is done on use of environmentally friendly kers/stoves. The relatively small scale of
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the milk production in these communities thus fad ¢ghe high cost of cooling tanks made us
decide to use of fridges till production is highoagh to justify use of bulk cooling tanks.

The results of an external mid-term evaluation wedeback to the groups in participatory
workshops of which the most important outputs were:
urgency for more capacity building on issues ofdaer Organization sustainability
importance to establish an agro-vet and animal $eg for this project
need to start crossbreeding with local breeds
milk production is more important than milk prodegsfor now, i.e., such efforts
should focus on production and processing shouldfbé& other stakeholders
the need for data collection systems for farmeis simple format
discussions between producers and large milk-psocés had unclear results.
experiences from Albania and Cameroon will be usetlversify milk outlets
breeding- and marketing committees have been esdtabl
All the trainings and workshops also covered toples HIV/AIDS, milk-collection, milk-
conservation, -processing and hygiene. A worksH@eweral days was organized to support
veterinarians in the community while 84 farmersevieained in artificial insemination and
animal health.

Indeed, many changes are noteworthy, also beyantethnical focus of the project. For
example, the quality of schooling changed and ciidvent from public to private schools
because school fees and transport-expenses cabenpaid. The attitude to fresh and
processed milk-consumption is changed and peophe ¢o farms to buy milk and yoghurt.
The income from that is used for household experass permitting dairy families to sell
other farm-produce only when market prices areglaiall. All family members participate

on an equal footing and in some families even dearglare ‘allowed’ to use money earned
with the milk sales. The farm and its regular ineopermits families to assure the children of
good food, also one of the topics included in thieresion messages. This extension package
also permits mention of other issues in commurhgalth’, e.g. discussion on contraceptives
has become more public. Different endogenous mestre better understood and valued,
like use of tree leaves as animal feed, and farmers trained in use of crop residues like
maize straw while also intercropping for animaldead soil protection. Much cooperation is
now taking place between farmers. Farmers that teshdve problems with calving of cows
are assisted by farmers that had experience. Tileettee care for the animals is remarkable,
e.g. farmers alert each other when a cow is grazimgye it should not be grazing. Last but
not least, disappointment on a problem with a peis&ctor processing plant (Nanee
Enterprise) made farmers more pro-active. They pmwess milk at home and they
collaborate to find more reliable companies td thelir milk. The cooperatives now own
milk-collection and simple cooling facilities theatges so as to better manage the storage of
milk. Village people now also are aware that farsraliver clean and safe milk off farm.

3.3. Change and choice in other projects and counés

Heifer Nederland is not the only livestock devel@minagency and TMF projects are not the
only activity of Heifer Nederland. Therefore we didersperse the text with cases on
livestock development by Heifer Nederland, but ddgats sister organizations. We now
sketch some further examples of agricultural dgymlent, outside the Heifer work, not

strictly in dairy development and perhaps on sonaigher scales of regions and countries.
All these examples also illustrate issues of chargechoice, they illustrate the role of policy
makers, project people and individual farmers, thieg stretch the Heifer experiences in
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livestock to areas beyond livestock only. They ashbberately include some cases from so-
called ‘developed’ parts of the world to show tfaalure and success occurs everywhere.

3.3.1. Livestock and crops in the ‘dustbowls’ of t US-plains, Australia and China.

Severe wind erosion from 1931 to 1939 devastatedéehtral US plains, an event that was
eventually named the ‘Dust Bowl'. One cause washsive rangeland had been cultivated
with tillage methods from the more humid US regidnsaddition, booming wheat markets
combined with unusually good rains and agricultamachanization to accelerate cultivation,
thus exposing large areas of potentially erodibie 8 drought from 1930-40 triggered wind
erosion of excessively tilled land, producing tbast bowl’. A special committee in a 1936
report to President Roosevelt recommended draséioge, i.e. in terms of this Heifer booklet
the committee noted that their ‘living loan’ (tha&l§ was running out and that they should
modify their ‘passing of the gift!. In the next apter we will call this a cross-cutting issue, or
a ‘woof’ in weaving language and the point is ttolatst bowl’ farm practices did not conform
to the conditions of the Great Plains. What is gmodne place is not necessarily good
somewhere else. The committee concluded that newirfg practices to reduce run-off and
increase water storage in the soil were criticalgocultural sustainability in such regions of
limited annual precipitation. A new Soil Erosionr8ee called for other farming practices
and mindsets, with diversified crop and animal picitbn. New management practices were
developed and land policies were revised to reviarders for using contour plowing and
strip cropping conservation practices. Wheat mamtice evolved into new forms of mixed
farming with wheat-fallow and wheat-sorghum-fallovepping sequences that used
precipitation stored as soil water during fallowintgorove crop establishment. The practice of
retaining crop residues on the soil surface duii@igw increased precipitation storage about
20%, improving yields and permitting limited gragirUltimately this resulted in different
relations between people, crops, livestock andtile as well as in different mindsets on
agriculture

A very similar thing happened in Southern Australidly some 25 years ago, some 10 years
after the [failed] Cameroun efforts to introducéférs to the Fulani community. Quite similar
lessons were learnt in Australia too where farnf@ugad that in some areas they lost almost
40 kg of topsaoil per kilo of wheat harvested. Angstdstorms in China today testify that there
too similar lessons continue to be learned the haryl even if there the cause was
overgrazing more than wrong cropping. Change mayeaeled for systems that use too little
inputs, often in poor conditions, as well as integss that use too much, often in wealthy
conditions. Change for the better can take pladead but not without choices and new
mindsets. It also occurs more often than not aftech human suffering, great damage to the
ecology and covering a process of a decade if mohmmore. Instant change cannot be
expected, and prevention is better than cure,dasoins such as of Dust Bowls in the US and
Australia continue to sound in modern notions afsayvation agriculture, even if they can be
based on indigenous knowledge of farmers (box 3.3)

3.3.2. Changes in mixed farming to regenerate soisd communities in Kenya.

An interesting case of change specifically in migeab livestock farming towards greater
sustainability is told regarding the Kenyan farmgygtem of Machakos (fig 2.5). As the story
goes, that system was at the verge of collapsp@srtunities to integrate crops and livestock
were neglected and as the contribution of livestodkousehold income was limited. A
traditional form of mixed farming was pursued, iyiph uncontrolled grazing without
‘modifying the gift while passing it’, thus degradi ‘the living loan’ of soils and culture as
the system moved from one phase of developmenaimdther (fig 2.4 and 4.4). The changes
were noted, however, by local leaders and hardcelsavere made. A combination of local
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leadership helped by remittances and other sugyont locals that had moved to cities an
alternative development was brought about: ‘thewg#s changed while passing it’. One
[mindset] change was to establish individual tite$éand, visualized in demarcation and
enclosure of grazing areas as well as changesdiaganindsets about ‘free’ grazing. After
this, some farmers recovered the grazing areasotode grazing, timber and fuel. They now
use multipurpose animals, they do not aim at fatunity, they even accept seasonal weight
loses of their livestock, but they aim at hjgtoduction on an area basis, a more holistic
approach. Higher stocking rates can now be maiathirsing crop residues, i.e. higher
population led to reduced grazing land areas, agda the role of cattle, and replacement of
livestock by crops as the main source of cash. gdjent of their ‘passing of their cultural
gift’ was key to sustainability. ‘Drivers’ like shiages of land in parts of the district,
combined with a national economic recession, resiptsand creative local leadership, high
costs of education and other expenses for raiiidren, led to voluntary family planning. In
general, where land is scarce, fodder productiorove combined with soil conservation and
stall feeding. Range improvement is done by uskuples, fences, bush and indigenous tree
management and so on. Change took place, notpafiteling ecological and social disaster
and taking several years rather than a quick hitran project over a few years only.

Box 3.3. The ‘inheritable’ farm and beyond narrostions of participation.

One Ethiopian PhD student expressed the notionhaite and mindset in simple farmer terms whenaines
(JBS) discussed his thesis in the beautiful Sweidiaim of Uppsala. It was almost mid-summer, theetwhthe
year that it does not really get dark in that p@the world. While having a beer on the bankshef$mall river
cutting through that town we talked about farming sustainability. He then got going on a notiohimthesis
on what ‘his’ farmers call the ‘inheritable farmg. farm that can be inherited by the next gemanaeven if it
may not be the same farm as what the farmer himgwedfited from his father, his wife or his pareimt$aw. It
reminded me of a farmer in the North of Groningen,area in ‘the North’ of the Netherlands who gaitlile
smoking a cigar’ that he had always learnt fromgdaieents (and at school!) that one should leavéattme to
the next generation in better shape than what adegbtten it oneself.

Such notions of choice and mindset were mentionethapter 2 and they are the basis of the discus#in
chapter 4, juxtaposing notions of reactive vergusaztive (we'll act if something goes wrong versus
‘prevention is better than cure’), or even moreamantly the notion of control versus participatapplied to
attitude to nature. The ‘control’ mindset has Idr@gn cherished especially after the ‘enlightenmierfurope
now more than 200 years ago. It thinks in term'sarfitrolling nature’ as opposed to ‘participatioittwnature’
in which due attention is paid to what is poss#olel what not. Participation is not only a socialgass among
project planners and farmers. It also refers tméas and consumers understanding each other, arsdiltand
the biosphere! Listening needs no words, it caa bwtter of learning to observe.

3.3.3. Nutrient management in The Netherlands

The combination of cheap fertilizers and cheap feszhnology focus on single ‘commodities’
and high demand for animal products combined iatgd scale pollution and nutrient loading
in Western Europe during the 70ies and 80ies ofastecentury. The problems are repeated
around the world, in developing and developed awesitin the ‘North’ and in the ‘South’. But
the case of what happened in Dutch dairy has besniomed several times in this booklet
because it is a good example and it is from theehoountry of Heifer Nederland. Much
research and development there in the sixties enehsies of the last century went into a single
focus on increased yields. It was a context ofp@steuphoria and orientation on technical
possibilities to ‘fight’ hunger, and using orientats of development as ‘modernization’ of the
country-side. Fertilizers and concentrate feedewery cheap indeed, partly by market forces
and partly by deliberate choice of policy makers.aresult the animal manure started to be
seen as a ‘waste rather than resource’ and it wapdd on fields, into the ditches and into the
atmosphere. Dairy was a case in point but thetstuavas (and is!) worse in ‘conventional’
intensive pig and poultry systems, in cropping ase of chemicals, but also in general society
where consumption patterns continue to imply |dtwaste.
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Considerable change in Dutch dairy was effectededdnot without hardship for farmers, their
families and communities. But change was effectel tuial, error, systematic work and even
with innovations by farmers that were not alwayprapiated by ‘professors’. Nutrient flows on
dairy farms were analyzed based on use of systagrains, mathematical formulas and some
common sense. As a result, remedies were suggesiael field of feeding by rebalancing
protein / energy ratios in the feed, by improvedreta management and re-cycling of nutrients,
new ways of fodder production as well through tolegjislation [often lacking attention to
tailor-made approaches], and by changing the miadgdarmers and R&D. The technical
result was a significant reduction of nitrogen4fexer use, from over 500 to even much less
than 200 kg nitrogen / year in at least one decAdether change was a new ‘understanding’
(=participation) between producers and consumetghMnore can be said about all this but
whatever the social impact, an almost hostile aphese between farmers and consumers has
now changed into much more mutual understandingagpdeciation (Fig 3.5). Having said

that, consumers might still further change theinasets to even better express their choices for
sustainability by ‘voting through buying’.

Figure 3.5. Delayed flights in China due to dustists caused by inappropriate management of grdants
(left), farmers markets in front of the USDA buitdiin Washington (center) and an ‘open-day’ on oig]
Dutch dairy farms where general public comes ti gisd see the production of food. Participatioa keyword
here too.

3.3.4. Dairy chain development around the world.

Milk-production increasingly implies milk-sellingxcept in places where the milk is [still]
used only for home consumption or as a sacred pecia gift to be passed without money.
Heifer’s start was indeed on milk for food securityslowly shifted to also include income
generation and small enterprise development andkbw what will be next. Many good
stories from around the world can be told on honntxs managed to get and/or lose their
market share. They range from the case of Dutechdes that had to establish quality control
in the latter part of the focentury, via Indian farmers in the sixties of #8%' century that
refused to sell milk, via Heifer groups of today at special case of choice and policy in Brasil
to include small farmer as well as about (certhig)business(es) helping to create food
scares while complaining about small farmers tloahat produce ‘quality’.

The story of the Dutch farmers traces back to tieeppevious century when they started to
mix their renowned butter, among others with notténfats, losing their profitable markets
and needing to re-establish their position by figinback in terms of quality. The story is too
long to be told but the message is one of qudhtyners mindsets and leadership. Those
ingredients are also central in the milk-strikedairy farmers in Gujarat in Western India,
now some half a century ago. They used to sell mikonsumers in Mumbay but when
consumers were not prepared to pay reasonablesphedarmers with their leader decided
on a ‘milk-strike’ ultimately resulting in a an imgssive milk collection and distribution
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scheme well known under the name ‘operation flodtle scheme has changed considerably
over the last decade and it was criticized frorhdefl right on different aspects. Still, it

serves as a powerful example of an organizatidoetproud of, based to a considerable extent
on trust of farmers in their organization on issokgquality control and assured payments. All
this could serve as motivation for the Heifer potgediscussed in this booklet, each with its
own failures and achievements. Each of these @agkmany more serve as example where
choice and leadership were crucial to succeed.

The final example here of choice is the delibepatiecy of ‘inclusive development’ in at least
some dairy cooperatives of Brazil, to a lesserreatgr degree supported by national policies.
The point is that government and company policyelteliberately and of course with
varying degrees of success support smaller fartodrse part of that development. Milk
collection schemes are set up in which the quafityilk delivered by individual farmers via
communal collection points is managed by self-adrdf farmers themselves, focusing on
simple measurements and social ‘control’. Intengsis that even some large multinationals
start to recognize their responsibility to smathfiedevelopment via ‘milk production [for
community]” as part of their ‘corporate social respibility’, often very much distrusted by
many farmers and consumers. ‘Shrill’ in these dgwelents is the notion by certain large
companies which stress that efficient and cleatk'production [for commodity]’ can only

be done by large specialized farms because smaiefa do not known how to produce
‘clean’ milk. Even more ‘shrill’ this sounds, knowg that at least two major food-safety
scams of the past few years were caused by largpamoy interest at headquarter level [resp.
in Brazil and China] where ‘clean milk’ from farnsawas adulterated at factory level. In
China that even caused fatalities, in all caseaused much hardship to farmers due to
collapsing markets!

Fig. 3.6. A lady who is ‘quality-champion’ in Minderais of Brasil. She does hand-milking while hgva
milk tank to ensure that the milk is cooled, ateradf getting the priorities right in investingrfquality (left).
To the right a communal collection point in the samagion of ‘inclusive’ development where ‘highgrstin

large dairy companies were behind a large aduiteracheme.

3.4. Concluding the cases on change and choice.

Many interesting stories can be told indeed on gj@od successes in dairy for community as
for commodity. And Heifer’s initial focus on foo@aurity has come to shift into milk for
income generation as well as for small enterpresgeibpment, actually tending away from
community to commodity, or not, eventually? Still all Heifer cases the emphasis continued
to be on ‘community’ rather than ‘commodity’. Comhtions of the two may be needed, but
the cases told here show clearly that too much asiplon commodity alone seems to always
caused problems. Too much milk in a Heifer Camease was a success that killed itself, too
much emphasis on community under the collectivéesysn Albania implied collapse of the
social system, too much success in selling buteaterDutch dairy farmers complacent, too
much mono-cropping of cotton caused environmensalstier in the US and too much tree
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felling and large scale operations in Australiaseadust-storms and environmental disaster not
greatly different from what happened in the USalfiy too much short term company interest
caused food scams due to adulteration in spitécefquality control systems. Milk alone can
only be means to a higher goal, standard approdoltfeeding and fertility may be easy to
administrate but they are not sustainable if nikdreed to other cross-cutting issues of social,
ecological and economic nature. Passing the giitlofing loan is a dynamic process,
balancing clear choices as elaborated in the rieagiter on ‘warps and woofs’
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A case from Cameroon

Nain Grace Yuh is a 40 years old mother of eiglitioén. She got married at the age of 18 to YuhxAteler a
local coffee farmer. The names here may soundtsidmrs as if this story is from China, but theecissituated
in NW province Cameroon indeed (so much for histbat repeats itself .. ). Nain Grace Yuh is

member of — Fundong Dairy Farmers Marketing Codpar&ociety and she hails from a polygamous home
wherein she had not the luxury of being educatedste remarks, it was hardly for financial reastingjas not
sent to school because my father thought only boght to school, while girls were property to begmed for
marriage. | still nursed hopes of schooling somellalymy father dashed my hopes to the ground.eAagfe of
12, a Reverend Sister Emma opted to sponsor myagoindut my father was adamant. | was left with sole
option of accompanying my mother to the farm, at time, my presence was empty and my future veak'bl

Grace heard about Heifer International CameroofQétheroon) through a friend who attended an Heife
training. Interested in Heifer assistance he gateniaformation and the group applied for assistahtesfer’s

assistance started with trainings on pasture éstabént, followed by tree domestication, zero grgzairy
cattle management, and other training. FinallyQdbheroon selected competent farmers, in-calf reffixced
and Grace was a beneficiary of a pregnant heiferas the dawn of a new day for Grace and the tefias felt
in her family and community. She stopped moldingks and working on peoples farms and started difyéng

her activities to enable her earn income in a neorestructive manner. Grace sayseceived a heifer and
fortunately it was pregnant and calved a bull tveetlays after. Things started changing, we had rtiae
enough milk to drink at home, and previously mils\a delicacy! | used manure from my stable for crop
farming and gardening. The use of manure improwedarm output in both quantity and quality. Frohren,
harvest jumped and income increased while my fafi@éigted on some of the yields till the next harseason.”
The nutritional status of Grace’s family changéytnow eat meat or fish, and Grace stopped beggidghe
became giver.Now we afford to eat meat and fish about 8 timewath. We eat vegetables about thrice a week
I no longer buy oil in liters, | buy in tins of 90BCFA (€13.8) each, and | even share oil with osh&ho do not
have enough in the neighborhood”

Grace concludes that she has discovered the réastre frequent illnesses that plagued her familgr to
Hl/Cameroon assistanc8.he health of my family improved greatly, we dit pat well thenToday, Grace has
five cows, she sells manure, fresh milk, yoghud &xe cream. She generates 60% of income fromivestock
related products. Thanks to income raised fromdharsified activities she invested in trainingha children.
The project has empowered her financially and edeah opportunity to bring up her children. Withiacrease
in income Grace has been investing her proceedsustainable manner to secure a future. The higicemme,

had an impact on her social status. Practicing geequity has also been working positive chang&rate’s
family.
Grace sizes these changes by sayihge Gender sensitization from Hl/Cameroon impmbvelations between
my husband and I, our accountability and respecefxh other. For example, we now decide togethenaw
we use proceeds from the sale of cows or coffednaridists me to handle the money. We agreed o aipe
account for our son and we plan to open one fordaughters too. My husband no longer drinks a tat helps
with project work such as cleaning the stable, pimg grass and clearing the farms we work. Unlilefore |
am enjoying my marriage”

Grace climbed the social ladder thanks to the rizdtend financial benefits of the project. Todag $hno
longer the beggar and once shabby looking womas h@h understood the concept of sustainabilityheedied
to the call to end slash and burn. She also stéatedg her agro-forestry trainings seriously, pilag 700 trees
in her farm. Her older children mastered the d&ind chain and Grace is sure that in her abserchvibstock
business will continue. Indeed, her family memtzard community felt the effects of Grace’s involveria the

project. Grace now thinks of constructing anotheude and she expresses her joy of passing onftheygi
saying ‘l experienced the change this livestock brougimydife. | know what it means to be in misery afg w
only happy to pass on this gift to bring hope toeotiives, before HI/Cameroon ever came to chdwd been
the first person in my group to pass on my’gifassing on the gift for Grace has not been lidhiteanimals, as

she has passed on knowledge acquired through gar@nings to community members.
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4. Cross cutting issues, towards informed choices.

Technical input projects became community developor@éented programs,
today micro enterprise and rural- as well as urldavelopment are also Heifer interventions, sotidaext?
Based on a Heifer-report.

4.1. From stories and tales to strategy and choices

Livestock development faces many challenges, thiabown without reading this booklet.

But is it really livestock or even agricultural agepment that counts or is it all about better
human life in better ecologies, economics and siesi2 What visions of life do we have and
what kind of choices and strategies need be madedoyidual farmers, advisers, project
officers, teachers, researchers and policy makénst can those individuals learn from the
Heifer experiences in working for a sustainablefe? What lessons can they draw from
developments elsewhere in agriculture and sociétyPthey learn from experiences [in 10-
years Heifer] as reported in this booklet, juskltke Albania team could learn from
experiences in Africa and Western Europe some afsyego? What can be learnt from all
these experiences to answer questions such as gosed the Learning Event of Jul{f3his
year at the occasion of 10 years Heifer Nederlaitid thve challenging title “dilemma’s of up-
scaling”? What difference does it make to know wkethe economy is going down, whether
climate gets hotter and markets become more urgieddie or whether more people are likely
to live in cities rather than in the country side?

This chapter uses what we call the ‘tapestry-maellustrate how traditional lines of work
are affected by all kind of what we call ‘crosstog’ issues. It then lists major choices while
a few are selected for more elaborate discussitinegpro’s and contra’s in different choices.
By doing so it aims to trigger discussion duringl after the learning event of 10 years Heifer
Nederland, for its next 10 years and for anyone lglivestock] development. While

coming up with some comments to suggest directibeEtion we are almost certain that
some people will stand up and say that we have Eialp misunderstood the issues at hand
and that we have a too rosy picture of the futuigle we paint the gloom]. Others will say
that we have deleted important arguments or thiagjshmay be true in general but not in
specific cases. Indeed, we continue to learn, tbggaate in the ‘learning event’, and we
know that what is good in one place may be bad sdraee else. If this chapter helps to
trigger useful debate and better understandinggtachieved its goal.

4.2. Weaving a tapestry, a tale of ‘warps’ and ‘wois’.

Our case studies and stories thus far are presasatedorganized and incomplete stamp-
collection, with lots of loose ends and a strange ohpractice and theory. They are a rather
random list of changes and choices from Heifer@thér projects. They are a collection of
experiences from around the world of traditionaless in livestock keeping such as feeding,
breeding, family- and community organization basedotions of ‘living loan’ and ‘passing
the gift’. All that is, however, intertwined withem concerns on how to cope with the so-
called cross-cutting issues such as the need fdt @othe value chain, food security, climate
change and the like (Box 4.1). While showing thesanges and differences between
livestock projects, however, we also note similesibetween past and present and between
one place or project and another. History tendepeat itself and experiences of the past can
be lessons for ‘informed choice’ towards the futasan the Cameroon-Albania exchange.

Crosscutting issues combine with traditional liee&tissues as if weaving a tapestry with
traditional aspects of [livestock] development agical threads, the ‘warp’ in weavers’
language (Fig 4.1). The cross cutting issues addhizontal threads, in weavers language
the ‘woof’, newly emerging concerns in the tapeskigr example, work on the warps of milk
production for livelihood eventually requires atien for ‘woof’ issues like biodiversity and
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ozone layers as well as marketing chain. Some stodscutting issues are caused by work on
livestock development itself, as in the [Heifersea of marketing that needs be organized due
to success in terms of production. Other crossayttisues emerge independently of livestock
development, for example where population presswew,technologies, disease and
urbanization cause shifts in project prioritiesotldll of these are threats, some are actually
good reason to continue work with smaller farmerg.(biodiversity, social issues, fuel use),
and others already have led to interesting chaRige 4.2).

Box 4.2. Trends that are cause and/or effect adrigls in] agricultural development

Participants of a course on livestock and the enwirent (the Philippines) were asked to mentiondsen
development that affect priorities set in livest@ekgrams. Many of these trends represent crossgussues,
some of which are caused by livestock keepingfitsad others are due to causes beyond outsidediesA
first brainstorm yielded a long and unorganizetidiscrosscutting issues as follows:
biodiversity decrease, water and oil scarcity, urtzation, food security, people-nature (wildlife)
interaction, marginalization, intensification, aréinwelfare, industrialization of animal production,
population increase, ageing, labor shortage andagepation of countryside, climate unpredictability,
pollution, social stress, emerging diseases, GM@bkgene technology, political problems, a trenéab
green/healthy; more awareness about role of biaditag social policy, the need for ethics in R&D;
organic/fair trade, food safety concerns, depopalabf country sides, local food supply, sociaést in
cities, increased popularity of pet animals, inged incidence of diabetes, issues of food safety an
security (with ISO, GAP and HACCP).
This long list of trends and challenges is cleartpo big stack of problems to work with. The nebep,
therefore, was to split the concerns over diffetemtls, often called micro-, meso- and macro-legehe here
in a slightly different manner; e.g. pertainingaoal farm level, regional and (inter)national leae follows:
local farm level issues: our ‘problem and our ‘faul
changes of local micro-climate or biodiversity daexcessive cutting of trees, local soil eroslonal
smell / pollution, declining soil fertility, degrady community life, etc.
regional issues due to local dynamics that argpoalslem but not our ‘fault’
land price, overgrazing, polluted lakes, constarctioads and buildings,
(inter)national issues, threatening and/or promisivut not to be blamed on individual farmers
introduction of GMO'’s, disparity, side-effects tietWTO, changes in global climate, emerging disgas
oil and clean water getting scarce, urbanization

D

Fig 4.1. Weaving of cloth in the ‘North’ and ‘Southight top and bottom). Vertical linesvarp) of the tapestry
to the left are traditional heifer foci, e.g. covieed & animal health, etc. Horizontal linegof are emerging
concerns in policy setting for sustainable [livetfodevelopment, e.g. climate change, biodiversity,
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Figure 4.2. A mix of breakthroughs offering probkeend opportunities for farming, from propaganddoogpl
government giving priority to ecological protectionChina (left), via sexing of semen and via rural
communities that go organic, both in Brazil (certve pictures) to ‘rediscovery’ of cross-breedinighwv

Montbéliard for robust rather than very high yielgdsa Dutch Government experiment station (right).

4.3. '‘Warps’ and ‘woofs’ in livestock developmentchanges and choices

Many ‘old guard’ technicians and even new-fashioaeademics within Heifer and other
development sectors tend to focus on only onefewavertical threads of the warp, e.g. cows,
feed, animal health or even social aspects sugerder issues and community development.
The challenge is, however, to relate work on thgpwath work on the woof. Indeed, many
‘old guard’ technicians know very well what to do the warp, provided the woof does not
change. They know everything of particular warpshsas feed or breed or community
activity until a new woof upsets their daily praetiand professional routine. Indeed, changes
in the woof may affect the basic values and paradim [livestock] development. For
example, public awareness about erosion due tgmang requires livestock systems that
shift from grazing into stall-feeding. And notioabout health risks require urban livestock
keepers to modify their keeping systems. Complabtaut green-house gas emissions from
livestock are less tangible for individual farmeasd often beyond reach of what they can do,
even if also Heifer programs do work on these issless of local biodiversity may not be an
immediate concern of individual farmers, but it dtenremedied by simple measures on farm.

The new concerns of the woof can be caused dirbgtlivestock development itself, e.qg.
‘swine’ fever, pollution, erosion due to overgragjor marginalization of small farmers due
to fast and large scale industrialization. New @ns can, however, also be caused by factors
rather unrelated with livestock development (HIdlifical instability, global economic
uncertainty, etc.). This is the point where Chp8aks of changes and choices in [livestock]
farming, e.g. some such woof-changes implied indihgram on farming system evolution of
fig 2.4 are here made clearer in Fig 4.3:

- in stage | farmers need to do all livestock angh@ctivities by themselves, with or
without family members, while tasks in column Ihdae shared between neighbors, In
stage Il farmers may chose to specialize, incrgatia efficiency with a trade off,
perhaps, in the sense of less flexibility (highltegrated systems find it hard to adjust
since a change in one part implies a change elseyyhe

- from stage Il to Ill a community may have a chdicgut up fences, to start stall-
feeding or to do away with the herd due to figldased by animals that damage
gardens and crops, even if everyone’s mindset fse@ngrazing as traditional right.

- from stage Il to IV the government or developmagéncy may chose to actively start
livestock ‘improvement’ programs in terms of breggland higher input use, it may
also chose to promote mixed farming, marketingdafeal value and the like.

Indeed, from one stage to another one has sevgtiahs, and many choices are made rather
unconsciously rather than after considerable aedtiste (multi-stakeholder) processes. We
already mentioned that notions of ‘developmentesagre tricky if they imply that farmers
and society pass helplessly from one to anothgesteom underdeveloped to over developed
( ). The point here is again that several choicestlagid combinations are available at
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each transition rather than single pathways. Saenaan include combinations of organic
and conventional farming, short and long chainsgdpction for community and commaodity,
etc. Farmers and development agents alike havieoecscenarios based on their visions.
Choices are problem and opportunity, part and pafdeansition, and different for farmers,
Heifer officers, community leaders and/or governtradficials. Choices reflected in the
guadrants of Fig 2.8 are thus back in our talethag will be the mainstay in the rest of this
chapter. The difference between the drawing inrdiaag2.4 and 4.3 is not only that we
‘artistically’ included some trees, we also added\was on the bottom with general trends and
trade offs implied in the transitions (as also donig 2.6). That is also what policy makers
at international level do (right hand diagram aj.F.3) when for example they describe
scenarios from pure extensive grazing to highlgnstfied systems. Much remains uncertain
in those debates but Heifer can actually chooggabteof these debates rather than to stand
and wait, even if it may focus on trade-offs a@lo@ther than at global level.

Fig. 4.3 The ‘evolution-model’ of chapter 2 revéslt more artistically with trees and houses, antemersistent
by including arrows that show changes and choicagmalerlying processes. On the left hand straieyices
for farmers, politicians and consumers that shiftrf the ' to the 2° and next columns, e.g. from extensive and
subsistence to more use of inputs and market iatiegr On the right a sketch by FAO with choices on
transition from extensive to intensive in termgogen house gases and input use (see text)

In terms of change and choice we stress that begsdevelopment in the Heifer mindset is a
means to a goal and not a goal in itself. We dl®ss that the basics of these choices are
similar for work with rabbits, chickens, crops,dsts and the like, i.e. similar diagrams could
be made for shifts from small to large livesto@ating it for example with issues such as
food security and income. For example, Heifer-Nkaher learned that a choice for livestock
development with focus on milk and families alos@ot enough anymore as one passes from
left to right in the evolution diagram. In figured4 at the risk of making mistakes we ventured
to sketch trade offs in few such transitions imgtdiscussion rather than anything else. Much
work has been done on this kind of choices but nmote will be needed and it is often
farmers themselves with their mental models thptwa the gist of such discussions quite
well, to be tested and challenged by the profesmatsvice versa.

The dialogue in the Heifer-TMF projects alreadypeel clarify more choices, deciding that
economic thinking should start from food securaydl, but cost / benefit calculations and
marketing aspects should be combined, in a hobtproach, with attention to matters of
resilience, risk diversion, self-esteem and relogaf environment. Also, each context and
target group is different, each to be addressedt@ilor-made approach with its own
appropriate interventions and associated trade ld#ger Nederland not to intervene, for
example, with micro enterprise development packag&srget groups that are still in the
food-security stage. Also, we know that not evegymncapable and keen to do everything
and specialization has advantages. For examplegf@eam farmers insisted on having their
own processing unit / plant for over a decade. iAdtenulti-stakeholder study of the dairy
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food chain, however, they started to understand wial would take to be successful in

dairy processing. Based on that the group, likeymdhers, decided to stick what they were
good at: production of milk. They let the rest theys who were good in processing and
marketing. Knowing and appreciating what it takes® something helped these farmers take
informed decisions rather than sticking to unréalidreams.

Figure 4.4. The choices and policy quadrant of tdrad revisited, implying changing priorities amdde-offs
depending on the prevalent issues (woof) in livelstievelopment. Note: this diagram aims to trigigdate,
reflects choices relevant in [Heifer] livestock grams.

4.4. The tapestry, knots and loose ends.

Long lists of warps and woofs can be made to remtesither specific livestock- and/or cross-
cutting issues. Each can be subdivided and stuhets own but farmers and advisers should
know what to do when their familiar warp is comldneith a coarse woof that has not yet
been used so far. The warp can become too finthéowoof or vice versa. Climate change,
emerging diseases and need for biodiversity are exsscutting woofs that require new
approaches in which traditional breeding, feedingammunity oriented approaches need to
be revised. ‘Informed choice’ implies that we tédéssons from the future, but the next decade
is likely to show a lot of change that we still baw get prepared for.

Old and new warps like poverty alleviation, markéegration, shifting sources of funding,
new political balances and the like indeed posdages and choices for groups like Heifer
Nederland. One such challenge is embedded in thstign asked by the Heifer Agri-
ProFocus learning event of July 20@88emma’s of scaling ufbox 4.3). Should we scale up
in the first place, should only the ‘promising’ fiaers be scaled up, what happens with the
weaker ones if all farmers want to scale up, whatlae implications of scaling up for the
ecological footprint and so on. Specific questionssuch choices in [livestock] development
for the future are addressed towards the end stctiapter. Here we fist mention a short-list
of Heifer-Nederland choices in the past 10 yeanplying choices on how to pass or gift into
the next generation:

- regarding the choice conventional or organic fagnimot much has been done by
Heifer Nederland on conventional farming, at lesstin terms of high input use. The
programs aimed primarily for mixed and integratadrfing based on recycling of
nutrients. But a question here could be on whettegfer-Nederland should promote
organic farming using the models of western Eutape the US, or should it work
towards the design of intermediate forms that pesmine use of inputs, focusing on
fair trade rather than on non use of external isiput

- Heifer Nederland shifted its role from project leatb project facilitator over the past
years. Should we focus on exit-strategy or on ool partnership, an issue brought
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up in the series of Heifer-TMF project meetingse Thoice so far is towards
continued partnership, but what are new roles efdspective partners in that case?

- So far we stress production for community rathantbommodity. Can and/or should
Heifer-Nederland shift and embrace the work ondasgale and longer chains
implied in the shift to marketing; should it str@rgembrace notions of local food or
which combinations should be explored?

- ‘participation’ has been interpreted as ‘mutualligmgying and listening’. Could that
eventually also include reversed flows of inforroatfrom [thus far] recipient
countries to [thus far] donor countries where miamgners and rural communities are
also soon to feel the brunt of world market vagarie

Box 4.4. Dilemmas of scaling up: an announcemeat @élebration!

At the occasion of Heifer-Nederland’s 10 years aarsary it organized together with Agri-ProFocisoa
called ‘learning-event’ on the 2nd of July 2009aTbvent aims to bringing together Heifer delegetjo
including farmers from Ghana, Cameroon and Albgmiafessionals from the (Dutch) dairy industry and
members of Agri-ProFocus. The discussions duriegetrent focus on issues of people, planet, profitiry
development with the common theme difémmas in scaling-upThe underlying question is whether scaling
up is the (only) way to achieve more impact or[aoenbinations of] other scenarios possible?

The background is that groups such as Heifer Naddrthave been effectively supporting development by
integrated development projects for many yearsh$wojects include work on animal husbandry antahi
strengthening of farmer organizations while comignéndogenous and exogenous practices. Aspectasuch
gender, HIV/AIDS and environmental sustainabiligvh also been included. Production for the makehie
of the options for further development in dairy bumplies a daily quantitative and qualitativeoduct flow
from farm to factory. One challenge lies in coniregthe scale needed for efficient processing withscale of
smallholder dairy farming. What works well for bathd what are the scales, products and development
objective that we have in mind. Which role do farrmeganizations play in the context of differentrga
farming scenarios? What are the motives for farrteechoose or refuse to get involved in scaling-Ap@
what is the role of NGOs and the private sectdhis decision?

4.5.Changes, choices and visions, glimpses of théufe

Many examples of change and choice are already kriimwn within and from outside
agriculture (Box 4.5 and Fig 4.5/4.7). ‘Informecbate’ is possible indeed, at least to some
extent and the future needs not be re-inventedether. A selection of examples with related
arguments are listed further down, in additionhtose of Ch.3, to trigger new ideas on
choices for Heifer Nederland and its partners. @agor choice for Heifer is perhaps whether
it wants to be leader or follower, especially omfaand local levels, accepting that it cannot
do much to global woofs such as ozone holes, cirohange and bank-crashes. But the
‘mother of all choices’ is the choice for ‘VISIOMhich in turn determines the choice for
technological and administrative approaches. Clsdimevision were arranged in the so-
called vision quadrants of chapter 2 and the laftchdiagram of fig. 4.6 elaborates on those
by choosing position for Heifer mainly in the battdeft quarter. It specifies the different
farmer categories of food security, income genenaéind small enterprise in the three circles
at the bottom left. Those positions are set agaitstge body of ‘mainstream thought’
predominantly in the top right, using question nsaridicating the names of farmers,
development agencies and policy makers that evergan identify for him/herself.
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Box 4.4. System change within and outside agricejtoases from around the world

Farming an society faced [self-inflicted] woofsatmmillennia, e.g. Lebanese cedar woods were dstéatdor
the construction of Salomon’s temple, deforestatibNorthern Africa took place when that region waed as
‘grain-store’ for the Roman empire, and the Sunmeeimpires collapsed probably due to wrong irrigatio
practices (among others). Farming in the home cywitHeifer Nederland faces environmental probleins
to high input use (as mentioned many times), kad dle to farming with too little use of inputspirevious
centuries leading to ‘deserts’ in the low count(ieg 4.5). At the same time, creative farmers emgsumers
managed to reverse bad developments. Some of dppseaches are controversial for some of the Heifer
supporters such as use of herbicide to save fuktlaprotect soil organic matter and soil structarethe use of
biotech to develop crops that can tolerate problefhpending droughts due to climate change. Othses
simple and straight approaches to do things diffidyevithout invoking all kind of technological tks. Some
examples are:

- much large scale farming in for example the US Brail was based on annual cropping, mostly with
plowing and weeding. Work is now going on to firet@nnial grain crops with use of biotechnology to
establish new grain types for permanent soil cowvgreserve local soils. Not uncontroversial isrélated
work with no-till farming to limit soil tillage, tgreserve soil organic matter at to reduce the aiofstel.

- greenhouse cultivation is a notorious consumeossif ‘energy’ in temperate countries where a fdute
is needed to keep them on temperature. Thanksvia (r@-)design they can now ‘produce’ energy i@ th
Netherlands and the ‘production’ of energy as altjpia) goal of the business is helping to enste t
sustainability of that sector.

- sewage and farm waste processing of the past adezlliased on aerobic processes that cost eneigy,
anaerobic processes (basically the biogas proaessine-tuned to produce energy on even large soal
processes that fare better with less water, thassaving water at the same time. Also, use oflenmsdale
and more decentralized waste management systensaeamesources, and a notable change of mindset is
the case of a Dutch waste management companydhatalls itself ‘resource-manager’ due to the large
amount of [sophisticated] recycling that it does,

- a major beer company from Western Europe has dtttase local sorghum in a West African country as
raw material for brewing process instead of impbtiarley. The different taste was slowly introducad
case of adapting consumer-habits for sustainapégywell as setting an example for shorter focarzh
and local production, among others to reduce dofstssil fuel and transport.

- urbanization with more than 50% of the global pagioh in cities has pushed farming away from cities
and it delinked producers and consumers while f@rghg the food chain and increasing expenses for
transport & quality control (fig..). Urban agricuit is a growing movement of consumers and produoef
find new and less massive food production systevith, potential to dramatically reduce the footpraft
food; and eventually leading into new avenues &sigh of new green cities such as in China.

- the International Rice Research Institute now stifocus from aiming at maximum yield under most
favorable conditions to designing crops and cropgiystems that go for yield stability even in adeer
conditions of pending climate change. Also, thet@enused to focus on grain alone but they shifted
‘holistic’ work on combinations of grain for humaasd straw for animal feed.

- re-invention of famers knowledge and skills (inadigas knowledge) in combination with the challenge o
professors (exogenous knowledge) is leading to @iamapproaches in the design of the ‘mix’, i.e.
endogenous knowledge, a leading principle of warkieifer Nederland.

- a Dutch organic crop farmer is working on the prdain of lupines to be processed into meat-reptacer
That is not a new concept in itself but it refleatgreater move to be taken serious by Heifertimggts
priorities in [livestock] farm development.

(=]

Figure 4.5 Agricultural problems and solutions ardthe world. On the right, believe it or not, déifieation
near the village of Kootwijk (the Netherlands) daeexcessive logging, bad cropping practices aratgrazing,
a left over from the times before the introductadriertilizers some 100 years ago. In the centduced stubble
grazing in South West Australia to avoid dust stogimce the eighties, and to the left experimemtatiith new

housing systems for poultry in the UK subsidizedagothers by Tesco and McDonald (right).
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Choices for vision also imply choice for approacteegechnical and socio-economic work, as
well as for administration and organization. Thsisllustrated in the right hand quadrant of fig
4.6 that modifies but reflects the values of thieHand one. The effect of vision on method
can be seen, for example, in the case where aechmivariation and spontaneous growth
needs a looser form of administration than chaicaufiformity. And choice for development
of large farmers implies a different approach &darservices, to chain development and to
technology dissemination.

Fig 4.6 Two quadrants representing choices on misdmd development approaches on the left, and
technology-fitting to the right (fig 2.3b) The righand one was designed during a training coursieein
Philippines based on unpublished IFPRI-work.

4.6. Choices on cross-cutting issues, a sample.

People of Heifer and other organizations face ‘gbtifat were un-thought of some 10 years
ago. They have to adjust their warp practices edliiey and breeding to the realities of new
woofs, whether a need to regenerate biodiversitgapture carbon, to develop organic and
urban agriculture, to face the challenge of greasb@as emissions by livestock (box 4.3), all
combined with the Millennium Development Goals aodn. A long list of old and new
notions are around the corner indeed, but a fevhare discussed rather briefly and in rather
random order, hoping that professors challengedesrand vice versa.

Box 4.3. Livestock’s long Shadow and Heifer (basadsimon Penny)

Livestock’s long shadow is a report by the FAO tivas shown how some three years ago livestockaa h

severe effects on the environment, among otheebiting at least three kind of greenhouse gasebon

dioxide, nitrous oxides and methane. Heifer Nedetland its partners have started to take this &fnd

challenges very serious, but not everything caddsee quickly. Heifer Nederland has always focuseavork

on integrated farming, thus implying reduced wasté increased efficiency of the farming system. Bhidgsh

partner if Heifer Nederland has done a specialystudthe environmental effects of livestock, aridrg it in a

holistic manner by addressing issues of livestoak @ops they state that:

All techniques taught by Send a Cow have been dpeedl to work in harmony with the environment. Tyl

traditional techniques have been modernized to taslplies better cope with extended periods of dgrawand

farmers are encouraged to change traditional pesthat work against nature in favor of takingngre

sustainable alternatives. Send a Cow courses iad¢hathing in Sustainable farming techniques:

- Composting of animal manure to improve soil streetand rejuvenate tired land, resulting in improeem
and diversification of crops

- Building of keyhole gardens and bag gardens, teglas that encourage the micro-climates necessary fo
year-round production of vegetables

- Use of animal urine and manure to produce natstigides and plant food natural resource managemnen

- introduction of agro-forestry practices, such asglanting of a sustainable source of fast-growiags for
firewood, building materials and animal fodder

- Building of fuel-efficient stoves, significantly decing the amount of wood required for cooking

grow their own”. More needs to be done but environment is partpandel of Heifer's holistic approaches.
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4.6.1. Small or large animals, pests or pets?

Apart from all other issues such as methane gasseons from ruminants the main point is
that rabbits, goats or sheep can be used of fandiserather than larger animals like cows.
A range of even other smaller animals are everablaij such as the cane rat, iguanas,
poultry and fish. In the Heifer experience cowsased mainly for groups that aim for
income or small enterprise development. But a stdit small animals may eventually imply
a shift to large animals. The ultimate choice oifétefor small and/or large may not lie in
where to use which animal but in how long and inclvlway to support enterprise
development, and to which extent to work with teenest of the poor that might be better off
by providing labor opportunity on larger farms.dther words, to what extent do Heifer and
its sister organizations decide to be relief ancetigpment oriented? It is a terrible choice
between the rich that help themselves and the thabwill always be with us. Heifer solved
that, for the time being, by distinguishing thrgpds of farmers, for food security, for
income and for small enterprise. Will that choieséto be redefined eventually into choices
between groups that have a ‘reductionist’ view gncalture versus those go for multiple
goals? Or are other choices and distinctions releaad possible.

Fig 4.7. Three more cases of [small-scale] chaagéseeds’ of what might come and as mirrors oftwight
be considered for a sustainable Heifer future.hBoléft, a Dutch organic crop farmer growing lugine seek
alternatives for meat with beehives in front (tabbout diversity), in the centre a regenerated leayuks from the
Philippines that has recently been terraced wighstircalled SALT-method, and to the right a burfchadive
flowers growing in a meadow of a commercial Dutaimfer who is self-proclaimed ‘guardian of biodivf's

4.6.2. Holistic approaches, goats for dairy or foHIV and what is the problem?
Easiest may be to stick to ‘animals as focus’ @jamng and future programs but times change
and the same Heifer gift simply cannot be passeim@ver. Putting irony aside, is there a
point to change business or should we stick tacove ‘warps’ as one EU-official once said
[sarcastically]:
we need a good epidemic to justify more work agstinck [that was a few years before
the Asian bird-flue and the Mexican pig-influenza].
The question on goats for dairy or for HIV standisthe broader question posed earlier in this
booklet, i.e. what are our values and what is thed gf livestock development. Specific
approaches may be needed to reach the poor, andtbéise approaches are out of reach of
large and rigid institutionalized organizationstBood cases of pro-poor work are available
(box 4.4.) and Heifer clearly chose to take andtialiapproach originally focusing on
livestock for the poor. Could or should priorities shifted within that choice? A group of
villages in the Himalayan foothills asked that disesa few decades ago when they saw the
erosion in their area, and when the women notibatiwater became a scarce commodity.
Main reasons for that erosion were in the freeiggaand free firewood collection as in the
Machakos case mentioned earlier. The people ressssd¢he priorities and issues in their
communities, being water scarcity rather than nusibéanimals. Based on that, and helped
by outsiders the community decided to restore awldp their water-catchment systems,

53



banning grazing animals but using fodder prograntsstall feeding systems. Similar projects
are effectuated around the world, and results oo such a project, also in India are given
in table 4.1. They show that water levels in théssactually increase as crops and livestock
are recombined in a manner to suit the main gdhérahan either crop or animal commodity
alone.

Characteristic Before After
Monsoon Winter summer monsoon Winter summer
Water level in wells (height of water column in ters)
6 45 0.6 10.5 8.4 1.5
Crop yields (kg/ha)
Cotton 560 880
Groundnut 1000 1400
Wheat 1000 2800
Pulses 400 400 600 840

Table 4.1. Water levels measured from the bottoth®fvell, in a watershed management project imaladhere
livestock management was geared to also produdeemental services, a case where proper mixesestbck
and crops can become a source rather than a siméitef.

Box 4.4. ProPoor and decentralized approach to geanant of poultry health

Through a 20 year old Government-NGO cooperati@amgiadesh transformed its operations from cenedliz
service delivery to a decentralized model thatleao/accination services, promotional messagesliardse
surveillance to poorer poultry rearers in the razabaireas of the country. Some 19,900 poultry vators
across Bangladesh stand as gate-keepers protpotiitgy rearers from diseases today. The cost inigbe
‘Disease protected’ is just 1 Taka, bringing beitteome, nutrition, employment and empowerment. The
special cooperation between Bangladesh's Departohdmiestock Services and the non-governmental
organization (BRAC) overcomes service delivery tations through alternative animal health delivery
channels. Poultry vaccinators reach out to womentiorearers with vaccination services, extensimssages
covering different aspects of poultry rearing anovjile disease surveillance. Some of the remarkaisialts:

- The value of a decentralized service delivery mederein about 19,900 trained women vaccinators,
provide services to all 25 districts of Banglad#siough 1,260 BRAC branches, reaching out to over
2.47 million women poultry rearers.

- Marked reduction in poultry mortality from an avgesof 40% to 15%, resulting in an increase in
average annual income from sales from TK 400 ta?BK9. This also resulted in increase in family
consumption of eggs from 43 to 186 and meat fradritd 16.7 chicken per year.

- A cost-benefit analysis of doorstep poultry vactaraservice shows that with an average vaccination
of 500 birds per month, working on an average bb@rs per day, an average supplementary income
of 1,500 TK is guaranteed which even goes up t&JO0 in some areas.

- sustainability of women poultry vaccinators wheraimual dropout rate is around 2% only and
attendance in monthly refresher training is moentB0%.

4.6.3. Poverty and biodiversity; the steak or thersake?

One senior Heifer official stated one day that mahypur’ small farmers are too poor to be
bothered about issues like biodiversity. Howeuee,argument can be reversed, showing that
large enterprises tend to be the ones that apphomudtures and standard conditions, while in
many instances ‘smaller farmers are potentiallyeoguardians of biodiversity That is a
statement by a specialist in integrated pest managewho wanted to say that that small
farmers are in principle more directly dependert eloser to nature, thus being keener to
work with nature rather than against nature. Smédieners tend to have local food patterns,
they can work lands that are too variable for laggerprises, they cannot even support
modern and demanding animal species, but they eandoe community oriented than large
enterprises. In other words, government can clospdnd money for support of biodiversity
programs that intend to ‘repair’ damage by standaethods of farming, it can also preserve
and/or generate diversity by not unnecessarily malging small farmers.
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The snake or steak argument is more complicatedebeitant and interesting in this respect.
It juxtaposes the choice for standard food patteiitts a choice for food variation. The steak
is associated with mass-consumption of a uniforodpet and the snake is ‘symbol’ for a
food pattern that does not only go for steaks tad for ‘snake’ if that is what is available,
[assuming nature management that aims to consativerrithan to even exhaust what is left
over from biodiversity]. Ecologies that produceetsity via a mix of organisms (animalsd
plants) can produce more than via monoculturecbnsumers should be prepared to eat it all
and pay for it, in one way or another. Can we pseptihat this is the essence of work with
regional products as taken up by Heifer groups sisdn Carlibaba, Romania?

4.6.4. Short or long chains, modern or old-fashior¥

Much recent Heifer work with the TMF-program seaksew balance between the ‘warp’ of
working with animals and the need to address isstit® ‘woof’ such as the need for chain
development. Can or should local farmers competanahwith international markets? What
is their niche, also in countries where many corexsrprefer to buy milk in dry powdered or
condensed form that can be stored well? Can lacaldrs capture a niche in urban markets
and/or should they go for local markets? Are shbdins a matter of the past or a matter of
the future, are small farmers [not] capable of padg clean milk and are the large chains
more efficient. The earlier mentioned cases of &mproducing clean milk that was that was
adulterated at headquarter level suggest thatdbams are no guarantee for success. Even
more, larger food-networks tend to imply vastlyajes footprints (Fig 4.9) due to more
standardization, more demanding customers (largerswarket chains), better packaging,
refrigeration and the like. Is there one way ofndpor do we have several ways ‘to skin a
cat’. Heifer looks forward to face these questiand challenges in the next ten years.

Figure 4.8. The certified packaging of a local proet for the local market in Minas Gerais (Bratlthe left, a
goat farm in the Philippines that managed to capauniche on the supermarket shelves (centre) and a
newspaper article on a food-scandal with adultdratik in Brazil (right).

Figure 4.9. The carbon footprint of large food-netks, here exaggerated but showing the point tad fs
sometime carried around the globe in a wasteful way
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The case of some Heifer people in Eastern Africa
My name is Alice Wagulti. | am approximately 65 yeald and married with Eridad Waguti who is 71 gea
old. He recently had an accident, his waist is bro&nd he cannot move. | have 2 children, Samuaxalof 45
who lives in Kampala and Elia Hissary of 34 whd $ities with me. Samu’s son Emmanuel (20) and his
daughter Mogugua (16) also live in my homesteadigd is married with Theresa Abo (19) who has 3
children: Margareth of 7, Jennifer of 2,5 and Be&xi of 8 months.
Since Eridad fell sick he can no longer help inlbesehold. Last year a storm destroyed the rotifeohouse
and this has still not been prepared. Alice ruesvthole household now. She has great sorrow osdreSamu
who lives in Kampala and never visits his paretsa is more helpful and he helps whenever possiiee in
a while he gets a temporary job. From the monelyuys agricultural equipment and seed but unforelpdte
does not often have a job. He dreams to startvasshiop. Emmanuel stopped school because of lack gf
money. He wants to build up something himself,Hmiheeds assistance to set it up. His wife Thesteggped
school in senior 3 when she was 16 and got mardedfirst child was born when she was 12 yearstten
she stayed in school and her mother looked afeectiid. This was no longer possible after the sdazhild,
when she married. Theresa still hopes that sheestart school and become a nurse.
My family grows crops for subsistence. We eat whatproduce on the land. We grow maize, groundnut
beans, cassava and sweet potatoes. The daily presists of cassava and sweet potatoes. We onlyrhaséat
Christmas. The crops are not producing well. Thédkebanana trees have a disease. Our food produsti
often not sufficient. Elia and Emmanuel tries téphéut when he does not find a job he sometimés ge
frustrated and loses his energy.
| am member of the Hadubi group. We already diot adgether. We have a lot of support from eacleiothhe
group activities also brought some extra incomé sbufar this was only minimal. It is great that guoup was
selected by SACU. Everything will; change now. llget a milk cow. I'll have milk which will supplaent
my daily meals and | can sell the surplus. Thid giite me money to buy sugar and other food. lizeghat it
is a lot of work. Luckily, | have land, so | carogr the feed for the cow. I'll be able to pay mygiéor for
plowing the land. Maybe | can buy a plough mysatéf. And | can pay school fees and have the house
repaired. | like the idea of Passing on the Giffit$ perfectly in the way we work as a group.

Iz
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5. Concluding comments

“Introduction of simple water harvesting techniquesh as the capturing of rain water, the

building of wells and the digging of trenches, laglgardens are the best thing | have learnt”

says “There is good drainage underneath whilstamIthave fertile soil. Now | can grow
enough food throughout the dry season and usingrabpesticides means there is not a single

hole in these vegetables! Many people round heseat able to grow vegetables so | am

showing them how they too can
Suma Makabele a Tanzanian Heifer farmer.

Heifer is but one of many [livestock] developmegeracies in the world but it uses specific
approaches of ‘passing the gift’ and ‘living loamgiile being grass-root based and hinging
strongly on farmers interest. Without proven insétgy farmers and their communities the
Heifer will not consider shipments of animals tere success of its programs. And when
cows are not suitable it chooses to work with gaaitisbits or other activities as applicable.
From having started mainly on ‘distribution’ of fess to provide food-security for the people
in the projects where it works, the Heifer prograave now shifted towards aspects of
income generation and even small enterprise dexedop

Not only the focus of the work is changing, bubalse challenges that are met. Traditional
work used to focus on livestock development prastike feeding, breeding and community
organizations to make sure the cow would produ¢bddamilies liking, within well known
situations, within conditions of predictable raarsd so on. Life becomes complicated when
these contexts change and where things that wenerkbecome uncertain. These cross-
cutting issues are called ‘woofs’ in weavers’ laage and changing ‘woofs’ can be due to
internal factors within livestock development ifselg. farmers becoming successful in
producing milk for the family want to also startleg), hence a need for processing and
marketing. Also external factors beyond livestoek@lopment and beyond the local scale can
have a large effect on the woof. Examples are newlgrging diseases, urbanization, oil- and
water scarcity, new concerns about food security-aafety as well as climate change and
bank crashes.

Heifer has long recognized that the old mold os%ag a heifer for food security’ had to be
modified. It also started to work with other aninspkcies and even with tree growing or
other cropping practices beyond livestock alonatThiand was part of its holistic approach
in which livestock was ‘means to an end’ rathenthdgoal in itself'. The notion of ‘passing
the gift’ has thus always been a dynamic one hstdertain to continue to be so. Indeed, the
gift should change over time as it is passed from generation to another. The gift should
also change as it is applied from one region tdtersuch as from Cameroon to Albania or
vice versa, or from what used to be called devalpmto what used to be called developed.
Other typical examples of Heifer’s choice for dynainterpretations of ‘passing the gift’ are
that after the initial stages of their work thegrggd to distinguish between poor farm families
that are in primary need for food security, mediumes that can have livestock to generate
income or even more enterprising farmers that shaiin small businesses. In a metaphoric
sense, this booklet aims to pass the gift of 10sy@e@rk by Heifer Nederland towards a
future where much will be different, but for whitlie lessons from the past can help to shape
‘informed decision!

The future is uncertain but its contours can bécsiegl and Heifer-Nederland uses it§'10
anniversary to re-asses its way of working, just It used special TMF funding for three
special cases to learn from the past for the fututerms of market chain development. More
change is certainly around the corner, e.g. climhtange may require that farmers have to
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seek cropping patterns combined with livestock seand keeping systems that can cope
with uncertain rainfall. Headquarters and fieldfstaay have to seek newer procedures that
are more flexible to allow and invite change ratian to think in fixed and rigid log-frames.
Policy makers may have to release funds and sgelkateons that promote farming systems
and to design food chains that provide safe foadiaimal use of resources. Teaching and
research can play a role in preparing for the tutather than to improve on the past. Indeed,
the changes and choices regarding sustainable elmaqgire —above all- a re-orientation of
our visions.

Many choices are ahead, but also many exampldsamige that is already taking place.
Design of new farming systems implies participaiwdmll stakeholders, by listening to each
other as well as by challenging each other. Theréutnay require re-invention of the past
such as the use of mixed systems, agro-forestogegsing for added value or re-cognizing
the value of traditional breeds (whether or notrassbreds). The use of participatory
approaches itself is a re-discovery of traditiamegdotiation, and slow food re-invents, re-
juvenates and re-creates traditional local fooditi@ns. Completely new breakthroughs are
also possible and hard choices are ahead [for sofe] on whether and how biotech and
other modern approaches has a place in all thikele still a need and/or place for large
scale meat consumption or should we leapfrog argtrggghtaway into consumption of plant
protein? Are we to follow the fashion of large feweébs where food travels many miles or do
we have a niche in terms of local production faaloconsumption? Do we promote livestock
systems that cost water (from 300 to more than 1i@8@ of water per liter of milk) or can

we design mixed systems where proper design helgsrterate / capture water. Are our
Heifer farmers too poor to be bothered by notionsiadiversity or do they need it more than
others and are they the perfect custodians. Sieellgo for large farms or should WOT
MODIFEY_ our gift in that sense while continuing to chopsienarily for small farmers while
the others can help themselves? How to addreggdbal trend, and what about the
dilemmas in up-scaling. Heifer Nederland is happgelebrate its first 10 years with its
donors and its partners. It wonders how we wilklback after the next 10 years, perhaps
smiling at the very questions of whether small farsrhave no role to play in biodiversity, on
whether livestock can be kept in specialized maradrwhether it is a matter of community
or commodity, of whether Heifer should follow oate Maybe all those issues have then been
solved and we smile back, not understanding thabwed it a natural thing to go for
standard solutions, for 300-1000 liter of water lger milk, that we even had a difference
between milk for community or for commodity, and@oand so on

Thanks for being with us in the past and in thereit
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Feedback from ‘developing’ to ‘developed’ countries
A case from Heifer International
Ann Starbard stands in the pasture overlooking t@@hgrook Farm in Sterling, Massachusetts. Goatllof
sizes and colors browse the bushes and leave®dretss and lie in the shade chewing their cudo@t gumps
up, puts her front feet on Ann’s shoulder and loloésin the eye. “For me, goats have a way of redustress
from the outside world, “ says Ann. “They seem talerstand the simplicity of life and share thatwibu
when you look into their eyes.” Ann reflects thaéss part of a larger circle of goat farmers tie@ich around
the world.
Ann was introduced to goats while working for Heilieternational. With a degree in animal sciencesf
Pennsylvania State University she was in chargeqfiiring goats and organizing animal shipments for
Heifer's Northeast Region. In the late 1980’s sisited goat farms, observed many management systachs
developed a strong affection and appreciation fats)
In 1998, Ann and her husband Eric decided to gofuit-time farming, beginning with 40 cows, setiithe
milk wholesale. Feeling the financial pains of aafirdairy farm, Ann worked on the farm and helpeit Eend
the cows and fields in the morning and evening.Kirog for a way to increase profitability for théarm, Ann
seized the opportunity to develop a goat cheesedss The 100-acre Crystal Brook Farm providedleal
setting. So Ann an Eric purchased a herd of 40sgaadl cheese making equipment, and embarked on bfee
journey. The equipment that came with the goatsider a vacuum-bucket milking system, six milkingrsls,
a 150-gallon bulk tank an 80-gallon pasteurizer stathless steel buckets. In time, effective mansege
strategies were developed. The goat cheese estepved to be the most profitable component géiat
Brook Farm so Ann and Eric sold the cow herd. I8&@¢the Starbards invested $18,000 to build a moder
milking parlor, including a concrete milking platfo, an articulated headlock and a pipeline millsggtem.
The goat cheese business began with 70 percem: @idcome being derived from sales to a wholesale
distributor. Now 75 percent of the income is dediim direct sales at farmers markets. Ann usésmiik
from her own herd o produce the goat cheese. fhiges the freshness, purity and quality or chpesgucts.
The concept of eating locally-produced foods hksriastrong hold in the region, opening up additiona
opportunities in urban farmer’s markets.
Ann currently milks 65 dairy goats of mixed breeflaanans, Alpines and LaManchas. Each goat pro@ince
average of one gallon of milk daily and each gapooduces one pound of fresh cheese. Ann usebdhis
ratio to estimate production costs and profit anthaike adjustments to herd husbandry. “Goats’ @uipu
terms of milk and reproduction versus their bodyglteamazes me!” Ann exclaims.
The herd is bred in the fall and all goats areda# in the winter for seven to eight weeks. Cuathg breeding
is done with natural service. The does kid in isiteter and milk for 10 months.
The herd receives four to five pounds of home-grgvass/legume hay daily. They have free accessasonal
browse using a rotational browsing system. Annevels the fresh herbaceous material available ibritvese
area is the best source of nutrition for the gody. favorite part of the day is listening to theajs chew
bramble leaves, fresh grass, or winter hay. | tioihtpe thousands of people around the world whoyethis
same experience. The goats are magical animalkfaatiblessed to have them.” In addition, the ga@at fed
one to three pound of a feed concentrate per déyeueive free choice salt and mineral/vitamin tub.
Ann has learned to use nutrition and exercisedaae birthing difficulties. “The most important paf
pregnancy health is animal weight,” Ann says. “Hoes need to be in top shape at breeding time eyidak a
healthy weight during early pregnancy to minimizghing problems. Exercise and browsing late itte t
season is important.” The mature goats are housad open barn. Kids are raised with CAE (Caprinis
Encephalitis) prevention program. “I am proud of small farm enterprise,” Ann states. “Heifer Imtational
gave me my love of goats and now | am able to dogaats back to Heifer. The satisfaction comesingin
partnership with the goats, watching a young ctnijdhe cheese and wanting more, and hearing réisehe
quality product from a market customer.”

>

59



Epilogue

The tree has been cut, or should we say that wenteid and pruned a whole bunch of rather young,tcdes

different kinds, all standing in old traditions. Whmaking choices in that process we sat downalked
around to ponder and to wonder on what we shouddcanld do. We ‘read’ the rings, we saw the strigguthe
outer and the inner parts each telling their ovaniss.

Some stems and branches we chose to leave stardinmg to be the structure of the new bush. Ciger

stems we chose to prune because they were maiigraight enough to serve as timber, to make tiunai

roofs and other parts of the new house. Let uditatlre-organization. Some odd pieces were toghoo be
chopped nicely, with too many nodes. We left thbat,we may still decide to use them for firewooither for
cooking, for heating and/or to stare in their flaméhen we make choices on the next steps. Theutad b
beautiful ones of those odd ones really wroughtwiides, however, may eventually be chosen to sexve
material for pieces of art. They may come to remiaaf the past as ‘pieces de resistance’, toinemdbered
and to be polished up by elderly for the next gatien. The thinner ones we may chose to use ap aad/or
‘woof’ in ‘tapestries’ of twigs as the Dutch watesvks used to depend on such ‘mats’ to avoid dilesks. Or
they can make ‘tapestries’ as in the houses of raifgr people around the world that use a woveag tw
structure plastered with mud and often even withiralayer of a dung-urine mixture to keep the feodkean
and the walls neat. We may also chose to use theethones as materials for baskets, or as cuttmge
planted and to root and grow fast.
Planting thin twigs as cuttings could be a jumptatdthe new bush but not the heart. Trees plafrted
cuttings lack a tap-root for drought resistance @eep searching for nutrients. And trees grown fooitings
are clones of the past. So they serve for the ltieieg but they are not really new. For renewal ves take
even smaller twigs and buds to graft or inoculat@ew stems for new combinations.

The real heart of the new forest is to be growmftbe new generation of seeds we now have to gatsthe
nursery, that harbors the past but in completefedint forms to face the future. After some time will see
which ones are promising enough to be planted, thi¢hr taproots to form the new bush which we hage

grow into a forest.

[Heifer] people and animals and crops will havedéek new shoots to prune and cultivate, with otifamew

shapes. Other people will be needed to bring thendar watering (our old and new supporters), ovjzle
shade or to help ensure that the forest will gnowhatever other way. We thank everyone for whay tiave
done thus far and on behalf of Heifer we hope thidflycontinue to play their role
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