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Prologue 

 
Writing and reading this booklet was both like cutting an old tree and like weaving a tapestry. By some event, 

perhaps lightning, a big storm, the need to construct a road, or in this case an anniversary that particular tree has 
been commanded to give up its life. It now has to cede its inner history to farmers (men and women and 

children) who will cut it to pieces, but who used to shelter in its shade and who shared their secrets with the tree 
when they were still young. Now, these people have to get the tree out of the way, using parts of it for firewood 

while keeping the better parts for making of furniture that may last for the next generations. 
The first strokes of the axe cut through wood of today, yesterday and the very recent past. And stories of the first 
cracks and rings relate to things that happened today, yesterday and the last few years. They relate to events that 

everyone still has in clear memory. As one continues to cut deeper in the tree there are layers which were 
forgotten and that tell stories not anymore well understood and that can only be re-constructed from the thickness 
of the rings and from related stories with other trees. Even further inside there is a point where one cuts through 
the centre of the tree and one gets again closer to the recent past and back to the rings of today. When the tree is 
finally cut then all rings are visible. For those who can read the rings they clearly tell their stories of recurring 

droughts, of repeating periods with good rains, showing how branches coming out today started many years ago 
at another place as where they come out now. The shape and size of the rings tells what happened in particular 
periods and they can sketch to some extent what can happen in the future. The tree is mute while it speaks, and 

speaking with a tree is a matter of listening to it, a strange but true form of participation. 
The same happens indeed when one writes such a booklet on ten years Heifer Nederland and related projects, 
intending to recount the history and expecting to weave a tapestry with lessons for the future. The real stories 

remain hidden in the minds and images of people who lived when that tree was growing. Telling that story needs 
to be preceded by listening, the true spirit of participation. And whatever one does by analyzing reports and by 

listening to the ‘real’ stakeholders, the story can only be a series of impressions, strung in a cord that was woven 
as it came while it even could have come in other sequences as well.  

At the end of this booklet we will see that the story becomes two dimensional indeed, not only a series of cords 
strung parallel, but a tapestry. And in weaving language a tapestry is made of ‘warp’ and ‘woofs’. The ‘warp’ in 
this booklet is the traditional livestock development work on animal feeding, animal breeding, animal and family 

health, family life and the like. The ‘woofs’ are cross cutting issues like erosion, changing community life, 
biodiversity, globalization, emerging diseases and climate change. The warp and woof together make a tapestry 
of the kind that professional jargon calls a matrix with columns and rows,  reducing it to independently crossing 

lines while the tapestry of life is a matter of many, many interactions.  
Our tapestry is a ‘real’ story, based on our own ‘real’ experiences in the field, with ‘real’ stories of ‘real’ 

stakeholders in the field. But what are the ‘real’ stories and ‘real’ stakeholders? All that is left is to use this 
booklet as a tapestry in the hall of (livestock) development where we continue to learn about the processes we 

are in. We hope that this booklet triggers more stories to continue weaving the fabric of the tapestry by learning 
and facing the future. 

(based on an essay from Aldo Leopold (1949)‘A Sand County Almanac’) 
 
 
 

NOTE: 
This draft version is to provide background on the Heifer story and vision, to trigger 

discussion and amendments during the learning event of July 2009, celebrating 10 years 
Heifer Nederland. Comments and suggestions will be used to prepare a final version. 
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Foreword 
 
Livestock plays a crucial role in society by providing food security, income, manure and other 
by-products, saving, social and cultural relations, self-esteem, wealth and the like. At the 
same time, livestock keeping is also blamed for many negative effect on society and the 
environment. Moreover, traditional ways of keeping livestock change rapidly; old values 
disappear and traditional skills are forgotten (even if sometimes rediscovered!). In addition, 
the world changes due to developments such as globalizing markets, climate uncertainties, use 
of biotechnology, the internet, shifting political balances between West, East, North and 
South, monetary crises and the like. A special aspect of all this change is the concern about 
‘sustainability’, in terms of physical aspects (e.g. resource exhaustion, erosion, urbanization), 
social issues (e.g. changing community life, shifting population structures and social 
attitudes), technical issues (e.g. appropriate technology) and economics (short and long term 
income). In business jargon this is captured, among others in concepts like ‘people, planet, 
profit’ even when business may make different choices than development organizations like 
Heifer.  
 
This booklet is about experiences and expectations in livestock development in general and 
about those of Heifer’s work in particular. It is about changes and choices experienced by 
Heifer farmers, office staff, donors and other supporters, but it is NOT only about Heifer 
itself. The booklet is about livestock development but it is NOT only about livestock itself. 
The booklet is about Heifer Nederland but NOT only about Heifer Nederland itself. Still, the 
booklet uses special Heifer experiences and expectations with livestock development, it does 
highlight hopes and fears especially by Heifer staff. Its basic concern, however, is about 
general lessons valid for everyone working in rural development. Indeed the booklet was 
conceived primarily as a report on the past 10 years of Heifer Nederland. But it became 
increasingly apparent that it might also usefully include a narrative of other experiences, 
focusing on those of Heifer Nederland with its links to its sister organizations (e.g. Heifer 
International, Send a Cow, Bóthar), but also including experiences of many others. We know 
too well that Heifer is only one of the players in (international rural) development. 
 
The first reason to use Heifer examples was the request by colleagues and donors (small and 
large ones) who wanted to better know the specific experiences of Heifer projects. A second 
reason was that one of the authors (JvM, the founder director of Heifer Nederland) decided to 
go for other pastures at the time that this booklet was conceived and written. Much of his 
thinking went into this publication as a sort of fare-well! His departure coincides with the 
celebration of 10 years Heifer Nederland and with a learning event for friends of Heifer that 
focuses on “Dairy and Development: Dilemmas of Up Scaling”. The third reason to write this 
booklet focusing on Heifer experiences and expectations was the need, as said before, to 
collate, evaluate and disseminate experiences of the so-called TMF-program: Dairy 
Development Program: Linking grass roots dairy farmers with the dairy food chain (co-
financed by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs). The TMF projects are the cases at the 
heart of this publication in Ch. 3. Those cases from Albania, Ghana and Cameroon are 
supplemented with cases from other countries and organizations to make the total information 
more useful.  
 
Heifer International via its unique formula of ‘passing the gift’ is part of the changing scene 
of livestock development since its inception in 1944, which was triggered by Dan West’s civil 
service during the Spanish civil war (Ch. 1). Heifer Nederland likes to use this opportunity to 
contribute to the discussions on the changes and choices towards sustainable change well into 
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the century that just started (Ch. 2). It likes to pass on the gift of the past into the present 
century by reporting its experiences and expectations over the past 10 years while looking 
towards the future (Ch. 3). In that process it had and will have to make balanced choices, e.g. 
between a focus on work for food-security and/or for income generation, between work for 
women or for men, for short- or long term change and the like (Ch. 4). The combination of 
these goals in the title ‘Livestock for Livelihood’ expresses that livestock development and 
the Heifer methods are not goals on themselves but means towards the larger vision. 
 
We do stand at the threshold of a new era, given recent developments in the awareness on the 
role of livestock in climate change, animal welfare, changing resource prices (oil and water 
availability), financial crises, globalization, green movements, internet and political 
emancipation of thus far poorer countries and peoples. And we do know that life looks quite 
different for a Western African subsistence farmer than for a Western European farmer even 
if they both face great changes and choices.  At the start of Heifer Nederland in 1999, through 
the collated experiences by the founder-director of his earlier work with Heifer Cameroon in 
1992 and the larger Heifer network, it became obvious that experiences from one country 
could be transferred to other regions, not as blueprint, but as a frame work to be tailored to 
local circumstances. As such Heifer Nederland successfully transferred some of the 
Cameroon experiences to Heifer Albania and later back to Heifer Ghana programs. We now 
hope that experiences such as reported in this booklet can serve also for other regions. The 
booklet uses materials from Heifer workshops and progress reports, and the ‘rhythm’ of this 
publication thus developed over the past 17 years from before the formal inception of Heifer 
Nederland. We do hope that it will help weave the tapestry, or even set the music in the 
development orchestra where we work with farmers and colleague-organizations for the 
wellbeing of small farmers, in the true tradition of ‘passing on the gift’.  
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“Thematische Mede Financiering”, a Dutch acronym for Thematic Co-Financing, and 
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program is named the Dairy Development Program: Linking grass roots dairy farmers with 
the dairy food chain and is co-financed by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well as 
other partners like Brot für Die Welt (Germany) and Heifer International (USA). A first round 
of TMF-workshops in the dairy projects of Heifer was coordinated by Annette van der Laak 
and her colleagues of Better Future. That resulted in a mass of information (available on 
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René and Neeltje). Other field staff also provided materials, e.g., John Heloo from Ghana and 
Henry Njakoi from Cameroon, with their respective staff. At a very early stage we received 
comments on the outline from Karen Verhoosel of Wageningen International, Roy Keijzer of 
Agromisa, Katrien van ’t Hooft of ETC and John Belt of the KIT. The special help received 
from Dilip Bhandari of Heifer International needs be mentioned together with the patient help 
of the typist Judith van der Harg. Last but not least we must acknowledge that we used the 
layout as in the Heifer book on goats by Sinn Rudenbay (2007), with [some of their] human 
interest stories between the chapters.   
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A project story from Heifer Albania 
 
 

The project on integrated dairy farms in Albania started in 1998) and it introduced a new mentality to farm 
families in the area. Farmers understood that it was impossible to generate income without changing the way 

they worked, and also that they needed to start work together. Farmers together had a look on their resources to 
decide on activities to be undertaken. They did that based on trainings and technical assistance from an earlier 
project which was in fact started by a Dutch Government funded dairy training and capacity building program 
and run by the Dutch Farmco-consultants Problems were many, but handled stepwise, bringing in the idea to 
establish a Farmer Association “Myzeqeja”. One of the first challenges that farmers faced was to change their 

own mentality about working together as a group, also because farmers had very bad experiences with 
‘collective work’ during communist time. But trainings, meetings, exchange visits and time helped to change 
that, and more farmers became keen when they saw the benefits. Another issue was improvement of shelters 

and feeding of the cows. Farmers modified their stables with their own resources, and the new stables are well 
ventilated with proper lighting, pens, water- and feeding troughs minimizing feed loss in the stable. And then, 
change in animal feeding, how to make this happen? How much forage is needed? Where to find it? What to 
plant? How much land do we have? Where to find seeds? What to work the land with? How to transport and 

preserve feeds for annual feeding of cows? How did our (great) grand parents do this? These were some of the 
questions farmers discussed to find solutions, and gradually most of them reached their objective. Based on 

calculations some of them decided to rent additional land to satisfy their needs. They provided necessary seeds 
but the plants were intensive and needed irrigation. Heifer assisted the Association by providing a water pump 

to guarantee water supply and to irrigate the planted land. Also, the farmers adopted a traditional method of 
conserving vegetables into a mini silage system that is profitable for smallholders.  

 
The results of these changes in small farms were many. Milk yield increased as farmers started to get 5000-
6000 lts of milk per cow and as calving intervals and breeding practices improved, thus increasing family 

income. They are getting high milk yields from the cows but also more profit. They gradually increased number 
of animals in their farms, as they now know how to better manage the animals while animals are healthy and 

continuously increasing income of families.  
 

One of farmers, Mariana Kristo, member of Myzeqeja said:  
“ I cannot forget what was changed in my family, because before 7 years my family had one cow with a low 
productivity, hardly providing for the needs of our family of 6 members. I now have 12 Holstein cows in a 

modern shed with an average production of 5800 liters per cow per lactation. This is especially due to 
improving the feeding of cows. Actually, from our own farm, we satisfy the needs of animals for roughage and 
40% of the concentrate feed, everything within acceptable costs. In this aspect, except for the land we own and 
rent, an important influence has been the utilization of machines as a group. Today our Farmer Association has 

a tractor, tools for ploughing and milling, grass cutting and maize silage, baling machine for hay and a milk 
cooling tank.”  

Today the “Myzeqeja” association has a shop where they sell inputs and where they have a Milk Collection 
Point. Other Associations are copying this model,  all this is like a dream come true. 
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1. Passing the gift, an introduction 
Are we improving the past or preparing for the future 

Stevie Smith 
 
1.1. Voices of people and animals 
As one of us (JvM) was invited to assist in dairy development of Albania some 10 years ago 
he wanted to share experiences from his earlier work in dairy development of Cameroon. In a 
way, he wanted to pass the gift of his previous work into a new country. However, the new 
Albanian partners felt that they lived in a special country with special problems. And they 
were right of course, because each country has its own problems and opportunities. Indeed, 
many development efforts went wrong because they were based on straightforward ‘transfer 
of technology’ from other countries, also in the case of Heifer programs. In some of these 
cases imported cows died and farmers had to pay the bill, even if they were imported on 
favorable loan conditions. Large scale mechanized solutions from industrialized countries did 
not fit remote conditions of tropical countries, organizational concepts did not suit local 
hierarchies, money ended up where it was not meant to go and too often good intentions had 
an opposite result. Last but not least, traditional breeds and/or methods of food preparation 
disappeared. And a narrow focus on only milk yield or animal health forgot to pay attention to 
marketing and farmer’s organizations. Still, farmers can learn from each other and countries 
can learn from other countries, provided their experiences are well interpreted and modified to 
suit local conditions. That is what the Albanian partners found out, and that is where the start 
of this booklet lies. 
 
The essence of this booklet is to report experiences and expectations gathered in and around 
so-called Heifer-livestock development programs that are known for their motto of ‘passing 
on the gift’ (fig 1.1). In this type of programs the Heifer organization gives a farm family an 
animal, for example a heifer (= pregnant young cow), and that is how the organization got its 
name. Ideally the family takes good care of that animal so that it can pass an offspring to 
another member of that community (Box 1.1). In other words, a (positive) experience is 
passed on to future benefit for others: an experience of the past is passed on towards an 
expectation of the future.  
 

   
Fig. 1.1. The meaning of the word Heifer according to the dictionary (left); a ‘Heifer-heifer’ being ‘passed on’ at 

a farm in Ghana (centre), and a rabbit of a Heifer project in South America (right) 
 
The initial focus of the programs was on heifers to ensure food security for subsistence 
farmers through funding by individual donors. But over time the program focus and funding 
was expanded and altered, including:  
- work with a variation of  (productive animal) species ranging from heifers and earth 

worms via goats and rabbits to trees, honey bees and/or chickens;  
- more integrated approaches, shifting from a narrow focus on livestock development 

to also for example capacity building and community development.  
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- food security approaches developed into income generating approaches now reaching 
into (micro-)enterprise and producer organization development. 

 
Not only the choice of animals and development topics, but also the funding is diversifying. It 
is more and more coming from sources that include corporate programs for social corporate 
responsibility, and by government (the work with our TMF programs) as well as from NGO’s. 
However, the program still hinges strongly on support from individuals and this booklet is 
also meant to inform those parties about our programs, experiences and expectations, changes 
and choices.  
 
Changes and/or  choices are central notions in this booklet and this introduction dwells briefly 
on terminology but that sort of ‘theoretical background’ will further be left for what it is. We 
think that we are part of a process that makes us change continuously with specific cross-
cutting challenges as worked it out in the tapestry metaphor of Ch.4. This booklet reports 
experiences and expectations with ‘changes and choices’ over the past 10 years, set against 
experiences of others, focusing on what we can learn from the past about the future. 
 
Box 1.1. Heifer, its programs and partners summarized. 
A US farmer named Dan West was handing out rations of milk to hungry children during the Spanish Civil War 
when it hit him that “these children don’t need a cup, they need a cow!” West, who was serving as a Church 
of the Brethren relief worker, was forced to decide who would receive the limited rations and who wouldn’t. 
This kind of aid, he knew, would never be enough. Once the cup or the bag of milk powder would be finished 
the aid had finished. So West returned home to form Heifers for Relief, dedicated to ending hunger permanently 
by providing families with livestock and training so that they “could be spared the indignity of depending on 
others to feed their children.” In 1944, the first shipment of 17 heifers left Pennsylvania for Puerto Rico going 
to families whose malnourished children had never even tasted milk.  
The choice was for heifers because those are young cows that haven’t yet given birth. That makes them suited 
not only for being a continued source of milk, but also for supplying a continued source of livelihood. Indeed 
each family receiving a heifer agrees to ‘pass on the gift’ and donate the female offspring or appropriate 
equivalent to another family. In that way the gift of food should be never-ending.  This simple idea of giving 
families a source of food rather than short-term relief caught on and continued for over 65 years. Times and 
needs change, and eventually other and bigger programs were initiated by the organization that was now named 
Heifer International. Different animal species were incorporated like goats and chickens, while livelihood 
became the next issue after the initial narrow focus on milk for food security. As a learning organization 
listening to farmers, technical possibilities, nature and markets it was obvious dairy cows were not always the 
solution to local problems. As a result, the technical input projects became more community development 
programs, and nowadays even micro enterprise and rural and urban development programs are part of the 
Heifer intervention.  
Besides Heifer International also other [sister] organizations were started, like Heifer Nederland, Heifer South 
Africa, Send a Cow (UK) and Bóthar (Ireland). Instead of multiplying the effect of one central Heifer 
institution, the option of multiplying effects by decentralizing growth was thus opened up. Since 1944, the 
Heifer network has reached over 9 million people in more than 125 countries. Some 8 independent national 
organizations are (further) developed. 
Heifer Nederland itself was established as a foundation (July 1st, 1999) and non-profit NGO in Putte, a small 
town in the southern province of Noord Brabant. Like its colleague organizations the Heifer Nederland is also 
devoted to sustainable small holder animal husbandry projects as entry point for community development in 
Africa and Central Europe. It provides training, livestock, planting material and other resources to help poor 
families to become self-reliant. Animals funded by Heifer are in our holistic vision to provide milk, eggs, 
draught power, organic manure and other benefits such as saving accounts and educational value for young 
people. For families involved in our programs this may imply improved nutrition, education for children, health 
care, improved housing and health care, as well as emancipation of weaker groups such as women and poor 
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 cow that is about to give a calf for the first time. 
It can also be a young cow that has already given birth for the first time and that thus produces 
milk for the first time. At least, this is the meaning of the word heifer in the dictionary, even if 
the exact meaning differs depending on farmers tradition and/or form of English spoken. This 
explanation of the word Heifer is by all means good enough to represent the first theme of this 
booklet, i.e. ‘the passing of a gift’. Differences and similarities in farming systems and 
interpretations of words and concepts is a second theme, reflecting continuous change of 
farming systems as well as the approach to development. We stress that what is useful in one 
place may be bad practice elsewhere, but also that experiences from one place may be a 
mirror for a place somewhere else. Thus, we need to continuously adjust our approaches to 
suit local conditions, based on experiences from elsewhere. A third theme is that development 
entails more than only milk and/or money. Development since the early stages starts to 
acquire more holistic notions of commodity and community, of physical and social aspects, of 
farm and higher level work. In modern business jargon this more balanced approach to 
different aspects is known with notions of ‘people, planet and profit’. A heifer in that sense 
refers to not only a young cow and milk, but to a combination of values and animals as 
expressed among others in box 1.2. And ‘Heifer’ is an organization of people with flexible 
approaches rather than rigid attention to single goals.  
 

Fig 1.2. Heifer Nederland’s relation with Heifer International on a plaque in the Roosendaal office (left), its 
support packages that include rabbits, goats and other activities (centre), and Heifer’s work advertised on milk 
cartons (in this case ‘organic buttermilk’) as a modern form of collaboration with a Dutch Dairy Cooperative in 

fund raising (right) 
 
Box 1.2. Khamdenu and holistic notions of livestock and development 
The Hindu tradition uses the word Khamdenu for a cow, in which the Khamdenu is seen as an animal to be 
worshipped and representing the gods, providing food as well as many other services like manure, savings, 
power and security. That holistic vision is a far cry from the reductionist single focus on animals to produce 
either milk, eggs, meat etc., with so-called by-products being a nuisance rather than a blessing. Part of that 
reductionist tradition from so-called developed countries has been embraced in many so-called developing 
countries even if change is on the way. Still, the reductionist approaches influenced the way institutions have 
been set up and the way in which generations of students (=leaders) have been trained.  
Holistic approaches imply that for example cows are also used for development of communities, water 
resources and/or biodiversity, rather than for only milk as a commodity. Indeed, if well done, grass can be 
planted in such a way that water-reservoirs are refilled. And if well done a milk-collection scheme can be 
designed to also serve community rather than only individuals. This shift in mindset is the essence of our 
‘changes and choices’.  
Much of the single focus on only milk (or meat etc.) eventually goes at the expense of natural or human 
resources. That was clear, among others, in the home country of Heifer Nederland where a single focus on high 
production led to pollution of water resources, or in man tropical places where having [too] many animals 
became a goal in itself leading to overgrazing and erosion.  
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1.3. Heifer Nederland and TMF. 
Words mean different things to different people. The ‘Heifer organization’ itself also means 
many different ‘things’ to different people, depending on who we ask and on who we are. For 
government officials the Heifer organization is a well defined NGO with statutory laws and all 
that. But people that donate money may see Heifer as a way to ‘pass their gifts’ (time, money, 
animals), trusting  that ‘their money is well spent, somewhere by somebody’, and especially to 
the poorer sections of society. For a farm family that ‘receives a gift’ for the first time the 
Heifer organization may be ‘an angel of God’, and for Heifer staff members the organization 
may be  a way to make a living while contributing positively to poverty alleviation.  Heifer 
Nederland likes to see itself as a movement consisting of different people, from within Heifer 
(farmers, project leaders, office people), and from outside (schoolchildren, fathers, mothers, 
donors, business people, politicians and so on). Such people are called ‘stakeholders’ in 
development jargon, and they range from small farmers to business men, from animists to 
Muslim’s and Christians, from men to women via children, from producers to consumers, from 
administrators to advisers in the field and so on and so on. They all hope to contribute towards 
a greater good, whether of an individual or of a community.  
 
Formally speaking Heifer Nederland is a foundation with a board, management team, staff 
and volunteers. It relates with foreign partners via an informal network of eight independent 
NGO’s and their 40+ country programs. Project holders are often farmer groups who initiate, 
plan and execute their own project plans, assisted by the country program staff. From its start 
Heifer Nederland supported 21 projects in 13 countries and a total of 8.906 families directly. 
Multiplier effects calculated by other sister organizations vary from 4,8 to about 10 times. The 
total cumulative project budget has so far been € 9,9 million, collected by our own fund 
raising and from individuals, from the private sector and from donors like the Dutch ministry 
of Foreign Affairs and non-government organizations.  
 

Box 1.3. A cycle tour to Africa and a ‘young old’ lady 
An elderly lady, still young at heart had a daughter who wanted to raise money 
for some good purpose while cycling from the Netherlands to Africa with her 
boyfriend. The problem was that while she could find sponsors for the tour she 
could not find organizations to accepted her money. The young-old lady told 
about this during a cup of coffee or so to one of us (HS), and the link with the 
Heifer programs was easily made, a phone call with the other one of us (JvM). 
The result was a sponsored ride through several countries, advertised and 
described by a Dutch newspaper (Friesch Dagblad). That paper was particularly 
sympathetic to the event because it is read in Friesland, the home country of the 
Friesian cows. Many farmers there still feel pride with their animals and they are 
supportive of such activities. The tour ended with a gift of cows in a Cameroon 
project, just one of the ways to support the Heifer work.  

 
One special funding over the past few years has been received from TMF, a special program 
of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs and a acronym for (translated): ‘Thematic Co 
Financing’. The TMF funded three special projects which are also used as a basis for this 
booklet, i.e. in Albania, Cameroon and Ghana (Ch. 3). Other projects of Heifer Nederland are 
run mainly in Central Europe and Africa, e.g. in Albania, Romania, Bosnia, Burkina, Ghana, 
Cameroon, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Mozambique and Zimbabwe. Heifer Nederland also 
works with different groups in the Netherlands and project partners (Dorcas, Agrinas, Oxfam-
Novib); funders (DGIS, Rabobank Foundation, DOB Foundation and technical partners (ETC, 
Agromisa, Agriterra, SNV). Heifer Nederland is member of  PARTOS and Agri-ProFocus 
Dutch Development platforms, and also of the larger Heifer family of which Heifer 
International (US) and ‘Send a Cow’ (UK) are best known. Some of these partners have their 
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own country offices, some use the offices of local partners, and some country offices are 
independent national organizations or a combination of all the above all with the aim to 
increase efficiency and effectiveness while avoiding duplication of work and maintaining the 
diversity.  
 
1.4. Heifer values and concerns, commodity or community. 
The choice between animal production for community or commodity is perhaps the major 
issue reflected in current Heifer values. Animal production for community refers to inclusion 
of social functions, income, nature / diversity and resilience as part of development. Animal 
production for commodity considers only the milk, meat and/or eggs. Modern jargon calls the 
community approach more holistic, the term that reflects Heifer’s vision for development. 
Animals and farmers do not just provide milk and meat, they also ‘produce’ social values, 
networks, educational values, healthy village life and so on. Heifer’s holistic thinking on 
values is expressed in its’ ‘cornerstones’ (box 1.3) even if the original focus was narrowly on 
‘heifers and milk for survival’. This again shows that many things changed since the Heifer-
approach was conceived some 65 years ago. The original focus on emergency situations is 
continuously being replaced with newer concerns (Ch. 4) even if the first focus remains very 
valid. Indeed, Heifer has to adapt to changes, to continuously translate, cornerstones into good 
daily practices. Most recently this implies a shift in attention from a focus on production alone 
to income generation, also processing and marketing, eventually 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 Development are used for more than 65 years, lighting the way 
for people who are on the road to self-reliance. Cornerstones stimulate group wisdom and personal insights, and 
they keep people's hearts, minds and actions balanced, focused and productive. Together the cornerstones form 
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 the years from single focus on production to a more balanced 
attention to the whole chain with attention for production and processing (based on Better Future workshops). 
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1.5 Livestock and changing values, choices for the future. 
A final observation of this chapter concerns interesting linguistic notions on ‘values and 
livestock’ from around the world. For example, the original root of the English word ‘cattle’ 
is related with ‘wealth’ via the word ‘capital’ with the Latin word ‘caput’ (heads of cattle). 
Indeed, in many countries and countries it was considered a sign of wealth to have lots of 
animals. The Spanish and Latin Americans use the word ‘ganado’ for cattle, which is related 
to the word ‘ganar’ (=to gain). The other word they use is also from latin origin: ‘pecuario’ 
stemming from the latin word ‘pecus’ which means ‘to pluck’ and referring to sheep or goats 
from which the wool or hair was plucked. A lot of ‘plucking’ implied a lot of money! Also 
Chinese and Japanese words for cattle and money are related with each other, and the 
Javanese word ‘RajaKaya’ (rich king) is the same as used for cattle (rejeki in Malay), and the 
German word ‘Vieh’ is related via old Scandinavian words ‘fiu’ to (again) the Anglo-Saxon 
word ‘fellow’, that is someone who receives ‘money’. The same relation is found in Slavic 
and African languages and the name Bóthar of Heifer’s partner in Ireland fits this tradition 
even if interpretations differ (box 1.4). 
 
What has happened that animals used to be related with wealth, but not anymore? Why and 
how does Heifer still think that livestock can create wealth in the face of growing evidence 
from around the world that livestock also can have adverse effects. What can one learn from 
this confusing variation where livestock development can be good as well as bad, depending 
on who looks at it and how? What we can learn for the future, based on what we experienced 
in the past projects? In other words, how to pass on and modify the gift of the past towards the 
future? And what is the future given all the concerns like climate change, population increase, 
newly animal diseases, urbanization, genetic-engineering, fuel price increases, large scale 
migration an, and the like? Chapter 2 delves further into the matter of values, Ch 3 gives cases 
of livestock development from Heifer and other projects, and Ch 4 discusses cross cutting 
issues based on what we call the ‘tapestry-metaphor’, to be followed by Ch.5 with concluding 
comments.  
 
Box 1.4. Bóthar, animals and wealth in Ireland 
Bóthar in Irish means ‘the way of the cow’, probably from the notion that a path became an important enough 
passage to be called a road (and to get taxes from it) the moment a cow could still pass another cow which was 
standing perpendicularly on the path. Bóthar further has expression in the sense of ‘the way forward’ and ‘may 
the road rise with you’ (Go n-éirí on bóthar leat). Others say that the use of the term Bóthar has little to do with 
the way forward, and according to them. ‘Go néirí an bóthar leat’ is better understood as meaning that as you 
walk the road, it would rise to meet your foot, almost like a conveyor belt making your journey easier rather 
than making hills rise in front of you!  
Etymology can be guess-work, but the word Bóthar is quite old coming from ‘bou itro’ in proto celtic and back 
again to ‘gwo itro’ in proto indo-european, all meaning the same thing: ‘cow way’. What interests me there is 
that it has maintained its meaning through the centuries, although the modern Irish term seems to have lost its 
obvious meaning. ‘Bó’ indeed means cow but ‘thar’ now means ‘over’. 
Make of it what you will! What I do know is that cows would have been the early road makers, a commonly 
beaten path of an animal becomes an easily traversable road. In Ireland, many of the twisty old roads owe this 
attribute to exactly that. Over mountains, sheep often make little paths which I was well used to as a child in the 
countryside. Interestingly, ‘Bealach na Bó Finne’ is the Gaelic term for the Milky Way, meaning the Way of the 
White Cow. Hmmm, milk or cow, which came first. Seems we have etymology’s astronomical version of the 
chicken and egg quandary! (all based on an e-mail exchange with Kevin O'Leary). 
 
Understanding the good and bad of animals for farmers and/or communities differs not much 
from understanding of what plants or trees or people or tractors or highways can do. Of course 
there are differences, but they should not prevent us from seeing similarities. We think that 
lessons and arguments in this document can and should go well beyond a standard report on 
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the Heifer programs. By choosing this form we aim to pass on the gift that we received by 
working with so many people in so many places and stages of development. We look forward 
to work with them in the future and to learn from them 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 - 

Doña Antolina Serech López (48) had three small children in Chivarabal village in the Tecpán municipality in 
Guatemala. Her native language is Kaqchiquel, but she had learned Spanish to communicate with institutions 

and get assistance for her group. Doña Antolina is very active in her community. In November 2003, she 
organized a group of eight village women to participate in the FUDI Dairy Goat Project which is sponsored by 
Heifer International and the Integral Development Foundation (FUDI). She had received two goats from the 
project and since then she raised three offspring, a male and two females. She had participated in ‘passing on 

the gift’ once and is ready to pass-on another offspring. She is waiting for a family close to her because she is so 
attached to her animals that she does not want them to go far away; she wants to see them grow. Every day she 
provides her children with milk from her goats. She uses goat manure to enrich the soil in her squash garden. 

Also, with her husband’s support she has been able to pack processed goat manure in sacks to sell in the 
community for US$4 a sack. She has planted trees like aliso (Ilamo) and palo the pito that grow quickly and 

provide excellent feed for her animals. When the trees mature she uses the wood for cooking fires. 
Doña Antolina has a veterinary kit and has learned how to vaccinate the animals. Her group received the kit so 
everyone could benefit. The prices for the medicine are much lower when compared with the products sold at 
clinics.  Doña Antolina set up a revolving fund with the money that every project participant pays to buy new 

medicine when needed. She learned to treat common illness in goats and give recommendations when an animal 
gets sick. She also learned to use herbs and home remedies. When she doesn’t know what to do, she consults 

with the technician in charge of the project. With his recommendations she had been able to deal with 
infections, assist in births and care for newborns. In addition to Doña Antolina’s work on the goat project she 

also directs two other important group activities. One produces homemade jelly using local fruits, such as 
elderberry, apple and peach, to sell in area stores, supermarkets and coffee shops. The other project produces 
güipiles, handmade traditional blouses, for sale in the local market. She shares her knowledge and experience 
with the other group members and facilitates training in her native language. Doña Antolina and the group are 

working on integrated production to diversify family income and make the more sustainable. Under Doña 
Antolina’s leadership the membership has doubled. Her unselfish sharing and devotion to the community is an 

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 on where to go 

Ancient saying 
 
2.1. Change and confusion, in development. 
Development implies change and uncertainty, sometimes for the better, sometimes for the 
worse. But both definitions are uncertain as well as outcomes of development being uncertain 
(box 2.1). To say it in farmers language, from a pregnant cow one usually does not know 
whether the calf will be heifer or bull, and by planting a crop one never knows whether it will 
rain in time. In the language of project planners, one will never know beforehand what the 
outcome will be, in spite of long reports and studies. The effects of what we do with livestock, 
crops, people, nature and projects depend on both external factors and on decisions taken by 
ourselves. Initial choices give direction but surprises are part of the game and even the project 
can affect itself via the outside world. Heifer Cameroon experienced this when it initially 
focused on production and social issues, leaving economic issues such as marketing aside 
under the pretext that its projects were food security oriented. The initial success of that 
project, the growing organization and increasing number of projects in the same area resulted 
in flooding of the (local) markets. That reduced prices for these products, killing both the 
market and the project impact. More such complications are discussed in Ch 4, here we first 
concentrate on definitions and choices in development. 
 
 
Box. 2.1. Development, definitions, choices and different ‘cultures’. 
Development for some people has only positive connotations. For them, development is a form of ‘expansion’ 
with automatic progress where people get more access to production methods and technologies and so on. In the 
process people are expected to become more ‘civilized’, whatever the latter term may imply. For others, 
however, development is associated with a kind of thinking in which it is important that ‘unused’ resources start 
‘to be put to use’. Natural forests and rivers –in that vision- are resources that have to be developed to be 
‘useful’��
Several definitions of development are possible indeed, 
and differences between them can run very deep to the 
point where partners do not anymore understand each 
other. To add to the earlier ones, for some people 
development is necessarily associated with ‘more and 
bigger’. Others refer to development as to‘refinement of 
culture and thinking’. Heifer International distinguishes 
eight orientations in development (see also fig. 2.9): 

- 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 ‘people, planet 
and profit’. And in that respect Heifer uses five ways of 
looking at individuals, groups and communities, i.e. five 
aspects of wholeness: physical, mental, spiritual, social 
and ecological. Indeed, some of those aspects are the 
basis of project evaluations as in the TMF cases of 
chapter 3.   
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This chapter is about changes and choices in development. The uncertainty of such choices is 
complicated by issues that are also well known in Heifer experiences, e.g. 

- choices have trade offs, everything has advantages and disadvantages (fig 2.1) such as:  
*high yields can lead to low prices for farmers but to cheap food for urban people, 
*high use of inputs can lead to high yields but also to pollution and even marginalization 
of rural areas 
*reduced run-off from a watershed through protection measures can result in less water 
downstream for irrigation 
* work with rural poor can go at the ‘expense’ of work for the wealthy and vice versa, it 
can even antagonize relations in thus far apparently ‘peaceful’ communities. 
* more efficient organizations and more highly integrated farming systems tend to be less 
flexible (resilient)  

- uncertainty about internal and external factors, whether or not occasioned by projects 
themselves. Short term success can be long term failure if projects do not adjust to the 
changes that they cause. In weavers’ language: choice of the warp depends on the 
woof and vice versa (see Ch 4). 

- last but not least, predictions are difficult, e.g. regarding prices and trends, regarding 
politics, the weather, family health and soon. And as said by an Australian farmer in a 
region with very unreliable rainfall: the biggest risk at my farm is the health of my wife 
and children. 

Fig. 2.1. Ancient Asian wisdom about trade-offs, expressing that every gain has its loss and vice versa. The 
Hindi writing on the left say that ‘one has to lose something to gain something’. The Chinese characters on the 
right tell about “a man who finds a horse, not knowing whether that is a good or a bad thing in life”. The man 

has a mare that runs away (bad luck) but the mare returns and brings back a ‘stallion’ (good luck). The son then 
goes out to train the stallion but he falls off the horse and breaks a leg (bad luck). After that a war breaks out 

somewhere in the country and the son does not need to join the army (good luck) and so on and so on. 
 
Farmers, development agencies, teachers and business tend to think and chose in ways based 
on past experience. But drastic change of mindset is sometimes required when times change. 
Such mindset changes are called paradigm shifts and one example is where development 
agents and even farmers have to grasp that livestock is not only to produce meat or milk but 
also to generate soil fertility and/or community life. Another is that manure can be a resource 
rather than a waste-product. In fact, sometimes they knew it but they were taught to discard 
their old ways. Still another mindset change is the shift from giving loans for animal 
production alone towards promotion of holistic farming systems. In Heifer projects that can 
include work with key-hole gardens, agro-forestry, fuel efficient stoves and human health 
(HIV/AIDS services). Indeed, decades ago Heifer made the switch from livestock production 
as a goal towards livestock as practical tool for holistic community development. Also in the 
work for big (inter)national donors it used to be easy when proposing projects on livestock 
development until the attention shifted to proposing projects 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 disadvantages, its good and its bad sides. That is real 
life and to illustrate that from Heifer practice we now narrate a set of good and bad 
experiences and expectations based on notes by the team in Albania 
*Positive experiences with Heifer: 

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

- Work with communities, not individuals. Farmers benefit from cooperation, buying 
and selling together, creating harmony in the community and in families. 

*Negative experiences with Heifer: 
- We often work with very poor farmers and sometimes their needs are more than we 

can serve with our livestock focused approach.  
- Lack of infrastructure in poor regions where projects are implemented.  

*The differences between Heifer and other projects, as they are and as we like them to be: 
- Heifer provides real investment in individual families through donation of animals, not 

only by providing education and training. 
- Heifer combines support in the form of animals / inputs with trainings / technical 

assistance for a considerable time period. 
- Heifer encourages small farms to achieve development and sustainability through 

better utilization of their own resources 
*A desired change in the present day Heifer programs would be: 

- more focus on the increase of product value in small scale farms through quality 
improvement, storage, processing, packaging and marketing. 

*Important changes for livestock and rural development in past and future are: 
- livestock in our conditions tends to be characterized by extensive but low yields, but 

‘change is in the air’,   
- trends of the future may be less rural population, family farms specialized in one 

direction or even into agro tourism (whether we like it or not). Also, sheep and goat 
products may be more demanded in the market. 

Any of these points come back in Ch. 4 and the main challenge in writing this booklet is 
perhaps to explain the uniqueness of Heifer, even when Heifer does what many others do and 
even if Heifer does not claim to have a perfect solution for everyone.  
 
2.3. Changes and choices 
Everything seems to change nowadays and the world faces challenges as well as opportunities. 
Choices are to be made but confusion reigns on what will happen and on how to prepare for the 
future. Apart from political uncertainty and monetary crises we have are global issues like 
climate change, there are farmers that see wells run dry, government officials that have to design 
programs to control hitherto unknown diseases while more than 50% of the global population 
will soon live in cities (fig 2.2). Challenges, change and choice a plenty indeed! 
 
Development programs themselves cause change, for the better and/or for the worse. Projects 
may even succumb to their own success as with the often quoted case of Heifer Cameroon in the 
stage where it produced too much milk and where prices dropped. And we also will often 
mention the case of the home country of Heifer Nederland where for a few decades too much 
fertilizer and concentrates was used [successfully] to increase production, but resulting in too 
much environmental stress. And last but not least, to quote a very nasty and perhaps 
controversial one: medical help causes more people to survive, forcing farmers to learn and 



 20 

choose on whether and how to change their way of life (fig 2.3). In addition, consumption levels 
are expected to increase and together this implies that more trees need to be cut to provide crop 
land, often stretching the environment beyond capacity (fig 2.4).  
 

Figure 2.2. Climate change (extreme drought) challenges farmers around the globe (left), oil prices fluctuate widely  
(centre) and urban livestock can be a last resort survival strategy of the poor (right; Kyrgistan). Many of these 

changes are often seen to be a threat for [small] farmers but may they offer unexpected opportunities, sometimes a 
matter of changing our mindsets. 

 
Change occurs from one season or year to another, but also from one place to another. No two 
farmers are the same, and importantly, change may manifest itself differently at different levels 
of farm and region, while trade offs occur where a benefit in one place may be a cost somewhere 
else. Typical trade-offs in a Heifer project at village level are shown in table 2.1 where farmers 
compared the good and bad things of cottage processing and selling on community level. The 
gist of all this will come back throughout this booklet but we now first arrange choices in a 
manner to help prediction and to show that confusion can be turned into simplicity.  
 

 
 

 
Fig. 2.3. Examples of learning by Heifer groups towards other ways of life, regarding notions of cost price (top) 

and on chain development (bottom), based on Better Future workshops with the TMF projects. 
 
2.4. Evolution of farming systems, understanding change. 
A time-line is a good way to show change over time as in the simplified process of farming 
system development in Fig 2.4. The essence of the boxes in those diagrams is that people tend to 
reproduce and/or consume more as time proceeds, and that they tend to crowd their place. People 
thus need to change their way of life and thinking, their way of farming and their way of 
consumption. Many development scenarios exist and they are stressed in several parts of this 
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booklet. But this particular diagram only shows basic stages in development for better 
understanding and at the risk of oversimplification: 

- family ‘A’ of column I has surplus food, but it splits into two or more families, implying 
in column II that trees are cut, more crops are grown, implying shifts in biodiversity, 
losing traditional plants and ways to keep the animals and to manage the community. 

- the families B1 and B2 of column II also expand, with two children each as a conservative 
estimate. This leads to even more pressure on land, more tree felling, more cows, but also 
to greater possibility for ‘specialization’ in which some of the families can chose to do 
jobs that are less preferred by the other one.  

- families C in column III multiply also, and they may chose to leave farms and/or to 
import resources. Governments and development organizations can chose to actively 
support use of more inputs and/or more efficient ways of farming. They can however, 
also chose between monoculture and/or mixed farming to face the need for more food. 

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

 
Advantages Disadvantages 

Financial sustainability 
Requires little capital 

Increased income 
Less risk; Does not attract taxes 

Prices are not stable 
Farmers do not invest to make attractive products 

Social sustainability 
Affordable by all classes 

Creates family and community employment 
Availability of products during ceremonies 

Builds self-esteem 
Has less environmental pollution 

Less specialisation by farmers 
Products cannot reach the large market 

Technical feasibility 
Simple technology 

Availability of materials in the local market 
Inputs not readily available, e.g. culture, rennet 

Poor storage facilities 
No access to utilities in the community (e.g. electricity) 

Poor quality control and standardisation of products 
Difficult transport 

Table 2.1. Advantages and disadvantages of cottage processing/selling on local scale (workshop Cameroon; Jan. 29th 
/Feb 2nd, 07). Note use of three sets of criteria; economic-, social- and technical feasibility 

 

 
Fig 2.4. One simplified scenario of change of farming systems in time. Stage one has one farm family 

splitting into [at least] two, subsequently into 4 (third column) and 8 of which some move to the city. Farms 
become smaller, producing less excess food for cities, degrade and/or rely more on use of inputs, a process 

that appears hard to be stopped, implying choice on problems and opportunities (see also fig 4.4). 
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The development scenarios sketched here are realistic but simplified, that cannot be said 
enough. And exceptions to these simplifications prove that more scenarios are possible (fig 
2.5). Such exceptions prove our point that change implies choice, for farmers, consumers, 
politicians, business, teachers and research. Still, the principle of overcrowding is recognized 
over ages and around the world, e.g. by the Russian economist Chayanov almost one century 
ago for the farming systems that he knew in the [post] Csarist regime: 
'[...] it is by no means everywhere that peasant farms can have […]an abundance of meadow 
[for grazing]. In the North of Russia, only in Vologda gubernya are there settlements where 
there is more than a desyatina of meadow to each desyatina of arable. In other places, due to the 
pressure on the land, meadows have to be plowed and feed getting transferred to the arable [...]'  
 

  
Fig 2.5. Two development scenarios based on farmers choice, with eroded hills in the southern Andes of 
Peru, say beyond stage D in figure 2.4 where extensive grazing with livestock has probably played a part in 
the final collapse of the eco-system (left) and the Machakos region in Kenya near Nairobi where farmers and 
their relatives in the city chose to combine forces towards terracing in which livestock played a positive role 
(right) 
 

Indeed, many factors are at play and simplification can be both helpful and misleading while 
problems also represent opportunities. Choice is here a central notion, for example: 

- many young people do not want (=chose) to work on the farm even if there would be 
enough land. They chose to move to cities hoping for better work, only a few chose to 
come back and work for their communities.  

- some places still have no shortage of land, e.g. in Africa, regions of Latin America and 
even in Asia, but one can argue that this is a matter of time rather than of principle. 
Farmers there can, in principle chose to change before their systems collapse and Heifer 
might facilitate such choices.  

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

- people move to cities but they maintain linkages with the countryside, e.g where people 
from the cities in Kenya remitted funds back to their home villages in Machakos, among 
others to assist the regeneration of the lands that were farmed too intensively (Fig 2.5). 

 
2.5 Simplicity and order in change, more examples. 
The main topic of this chapter is to understand change and variation between farming systems, 
implying stress on making choices. The issue here is to understand how existing experiences in 
development can help to make ‘informed choices’, a key notion in the workshops in the three 
Heifer-TMF projects over the past years. And one way to understand choices in change of 
farming systems is to make ‘trajectories of change’ as in fig 2.4. The point here is that change 
can be understood in spite of, or thanks to simplification. A additional simplified example of 
change is given in table 2.2, illustrating change in dairy systems in space at increasing distance 
from a city, suggesting that:  



 23 

- farmers near cities have cows primarily to sell milk since they have good access to 
feeds and veterinarians to manage high yielding cows, 

- farmers at some distance from the city have cows to fit mixed farming systems, incl. 
use of manure and draught. Distance to the city prevents good access to feed and 
medicines, and crossbreds with medium levels of production are preferred over high 
yielders that can only be maintained near the city 

- farmers at still greater distance from the city have lots of land, they cannot easily sell 
milk, they can better raise calves and meat while making cheese or butter from the 
milk. The keeping of high yielding cows is here not practical. 

These explanations of change help to understand the processes in development but their basic 
understanding is not new. An old example of this approach to understand change was already 
described in Germany some 150 years ago by professor Von Th� nen who calculated costs and 
benefits according to the distance from the city. More modern illustrations of such ‘stages in 
development’ are available (Fig. 2.6) and Heifer itself uses the notion of ‘stages’ by making a 
difference between projects for food security, income generation and enterprise development. 
And farmers themselves also know this kind of choices because since ages since they do not start 
an intensive dairy distant from the city if the supply chain is not functioning well! Important to 
note here is that distance to the market as shown in table 2.2 can be physical but also socio-
economic. For example, a distance of five kilometers for a poor farmer living near the city may 
be more difficult to bridge than a distance of 50 kilometers for a wealthy farmer more ‘distant’ 
from the city. Another important point is to stress that change is not always positive, and that 
stages of development are not always improvement. Further, we already did stress that general 
patterns exist but that many scenarios are possible and that 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 5 to 10 
ratio concentrate/ grass High High / medium Low very low 
type of keeping Stall-feeding Stall / grazing grazing / stall grazing / herding 
environmental problem Dung disposal … damage to crops Overgrazing 
public health hazard Flies / parasites Flies / parasites … … 
main production goal(s) Cash / milk Income / milk milk for home/ 

dung / income 
tradition / calves / 
income / milk for home 

Resources from other 
zones 

Lactating cow, 
grains 

Lactating cows, 
breeding stock 

Dry cows Dry cows 

Resources to other zones Dry cows Dry cows calves, lactating 
cows 

Calves, lactating cows 

Table 2.2. The effect of distance to the city on forms, functions, interrelationships and problems in dairy 
production systems, based on real life cases from around Nakuru (Kenya). Prices are in Ksh/kg and the main 

assumption is that 1 kg of concentrate feed yields 1.5 kg of milk, i.e. in the first column it makes a lot of sense to 
feed concentrate for milk, while it makes no sense for the distant condition. Importantly : people from the city 

still support their relatives in the country side and the city tends to be supplied with calves from areas beyond 50 
km, i.e. relations exist between urban and rural livestock systems. 

 
2.6. Stages in development, changes and choices, professors and farmers. 
The first notion about ‘passing on the gift’ emerged in the Spanish Civil War, now more than 
70 years ago. The first actual shipment with 17 heifers went to Puerto Rico, some 65 years 
ago, only a few years after the first ideas emerged. Initial reasons for Heifer International to 
start ‘passing the gift’ were that needy rural communities would have assured milk supply, to 
be less dependent on milk [powder] from elsewhere. But eventually the early ‘reductionist’ 
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approach of Heifer with focus on milk production and technical aspects shifted into more 
holistic approaches. From assured food security it moved to provision of better incomes, from 
food to livelihood, i.e. from commodity to community and from emphasis on milk-production 
alone it started to address aspects like farm diversification, manure, draught, processing and 
marketing. Remember that Heifer Nederland in that respect distinguishes three stages: food 
security, income generation and small enterprise, each with its own development priorities.  

 
Fig. 2.6. Stages in development, with trade offs, e.g. helping of the poor seems to go against returns on 

individual farms.  
 
Heifer changed its mindset and choices as time and places changed. The need for change in 
choice of mindset was also reflected in the arguments of a Dutch professor in animal breeding 
who challenged farmers and students alike on why they kept animals in the first place. His 
point was that if farmers wanted to make a living they must be aware of the choices they 
make, in this particular case in terms of animal breeding. The professor challenged an 
otherwise rich tradition in which animals were almost primarily bred for traditional notions of 
beauty. At least, such aspects of beauty had started to become predominant to aspects of 
utility (fig 2.7). His particular case referred to the famous Friesian dairy cows where at that 
time, as an epitome of ‘traditional thinking’ a black spot on the white leg could be reason to 
cull an otherwise good animal. Farmers had gotten stuck in a notion that an ‘in their eyes’ 
beautiful and well balanced cow would sort of automatically give a lot of milk. By doing so 
these Friesian farmers lost a competitive edge over Americans that had been breeding dairy 
cows for milk only, albeit that those animals were bigger and not necessarily more efficient 
overall. Other examples of such ‘tradition-in-need-of-being-challenged’ in the Netherlands 
was the case of the famous Texel sheep that were bred to produce animals with big foreheads 
that looked massive (implying lots of mutton). The trade-off implied in those big heads was 
difficult birth of the lambs, as many farmers found out after some time.  
 
Participation for proper choices in development implies that farmers need to be challenged by 
professors regarding their traditional practices, but that also professors need to be challenged 
by farmers. Indeed, too often the farmers’ practice is incorrectly opposed by professors (fig 
2.7). Still, also many cases exist where farmers, professors and even business and politicians 
worked together to pass the gift by modifying it. A typical example of such collaboration was, 
also in Europe,  where farmers, development agents and even business worked together to 
revive a traditional system like the Dehesa in the Iberian Peninsula (Box 2.2). A deeper case 
of participation is where farmers ‘talk’ with their soil, their plants and their animals, to see 
what is possible and what cannot be done. The term ‘talking’ here is clearly metaphoric, 
implying communication in its broadest sense. 
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Fig 2.7. Participation should be part of life in North and South. On the left the Dutch professor challenging 
farmers about their breeding policy. In the centre a group of Dutch farmers who organized their own study 

groups to argue about methods to earn a livelihood while better managing the nutrients on the farm. The right 
hand picture shows a forest / grassland ecology (the Dehesa) in the Iberian Peninsula where traditional systems 

of keeping cows and pigs were revived to provide new livelihood for the rural community. 
 

   
Fig 2.8. Cases of farmer initiatives such as a restaurant with local chickens in the Philippines (left), a Dutch 

farmer that developed a better way to spread manure (centre) and the Dutch extension system that starts to use 
farmers experiences in their advisory services (right). The left and centre pictures are about cases where 

government officials opposed promising change proposed by farmers, the right hand picture is about choices in 
change by farmers embraced and used by the extension service. 

 
2.7. Livestock development, choosing criteria, directions and mindsets. 
The professor was right that traditional notions of ‘beauty’ do not always translate in better 
survival. But farmers too were right in insisting that they could indeed keep animals also for 
beauty, social satisfaction and the like. Participation in our view is a matter of exchange and 
debate, not just of reversing the information flow from professors to farmers into a direction 
from farmers to professors. Participation is a matter of challenging mindsets. As one Heifer 
field officer says:  

groups like Heifer have a function in coming up with new ideas, in providing choice also 
beyond dairy heifers. They [still] have a role in facilitating with provision of cows and 
funds but their work now shifts towards facilitation, networking and leading in choices. 

 
Choices on goals and ways of livestock keeping depend on value systems and mindsets. As 
said before, such choices imply trade-offs, i.e., a choice for beautiful cows may imply choice 
against high yields, and choice for high yielding animals may imply that some farmers are left 
out of development because they cannot fulfill the extra demands made by those high yielding 
animals. Choices by Heifer also have to be made on whether or not to use cane rats or dairy 
goats, local- or hybrid chickens, or on importing exotic breeds versus work with local breeds. 
Much depends on the criteria and mindsets set in a project. And to complicate matters, one 
may have to chose combinations of criteria, taking into account that different farmers and 
policy makers have different priorities and mindsets.  
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Box 2.2 Traditional systems revived: mixed pig production in the Dehesa of Spain  
The ‘Iberian’ pig and the interaction of commercial production with local ‘Dehesa’ farming have shaped a 
mixed system typical of regions in southwestern Spain and neighboring Portugal. The semi-arid climate, low 
soil fertility, prevalence of oak and cork trees are system drivers, combined with low population densities, 
traditional pastoralism and poor infrastructure. The Iberian pig retained some ‘wild’ traits, as its specific 
adaptability to difficult environments, the distinctive taste of its meat and its active behavior. The animal can 
roam freely and feed on natural resources, like grass and acorns of cork trees. It drinks from ponds and streams, 
receiving minimal care and no feed supplements, while the manure is neither collected nor processed and left in 
the field. The institutions that support this typical crop-livestock system are the regional governments and the 
system helped the region to develop in an ‘endogenous’ way, implementing conservation policies towards 
sustainable exploitation of its natural ecosystem functions. A modern variant of the system is to breed the 
Iberian pigs semi-intensively and to introduce the pigs into the cork oak grazing for the last 3 months before 
slaughter in October-January. The system benefited from the ‘environmentally friendly’ origin of its products. 
Producers learned to improve their label for quality meat, to partially justify their high price. Limited market 
opportunity, scarce promotion outside the national borders, and relatively high prices so far prevented 
intensified production. The success of this system did not so much result from planning that aimed at realization 
of specific goals but it was attained almost ‘accidentally’. Local producers and governments have not too easily 
abandoned a traditional activity in favor of modern specialization and for realizing the important role of this 
system in sustainable natural resources management. This may represent a success because it was left alone, or 
at least not pressured into change for ‘the sake of development’. 

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

- Cameroon: access to a sustainable market; appropriate milk handling and preservation, 
training of farmers for sales promotion; strengthen managerial capacity of the dairy 
cooperatives; farmers training for improved zero grazing as well as micro-enterprise 
development; HIV/AIDS issues and gender equity, human / social / natural capital, etc  

- Ghana: number of difficult calf births, yield per cow, price of milk, income from milk, 
waste management, gender equity and children rights, impact on community, animal 
shelters, access to basic education, community spirit and self-reliance 

- Albania: contributions of association to members, business plans made for farmers, 
number of cows per farm, increase in knowledge and application of what has been 
learnt, exchange visits, % of women involved in decision making, number of farmers 
directly selling milk to the factory. 

 
The endless number of criteria is an additional reason to use participatory approaches in 
which different players in the game together make choices on the most relevant criteria of that 
particular place and time. Multi-stakeholder processes are part of the game, development 
jargon to say that ‘politics is part of the game’. Less cynically perhaps, participatory processes 
can help clarify choice by challenging and by choosing (= constructing) a common goal. 
Earlier on we showed typical choices (=orientation) for Heifer at different levels, e.g. on farm 
level between cane rats and/or goats, local chickens and/or hybrids, on community level 
between commodity and/or community, between food security and/or small enterprise 
development, between reactive or proactive attitudes towards sustainability and so on. Larger 
(international) groups tend to more work on choices such as on urban and/or rural 
development, greenhouse gas problems and/or gross national product. All these choices occur 
to some extent at all levels and combinations are possible even if priorities differ. Choices and 
orientations towards development depend on the stakeholders and the situation but in a 
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general form they can be shown on scales and combined into ‘vision quadrants’ as in fig 2.9 
and as further elaborated in Ch 4.  
 

 
Fig 2.9. Different choices between orientations and mindsets in development. Left a series of scales, including 
also typical Heifer choices. Some of these orientations are used to form a vision quadrant that relates to Heifer 

work even if modifications are invited (centre), and to the right a diagram from literature reflecting choices 
regarding issues of people, planet and profit (even if the ‘people’ are still missing). 

 
Farming systems change, reasons to keep animals differ between people, places and times, 
and different mindsets imply different choices that in their turn result in divergent farming 
styles and development scenarios. The message of this chapter on change is thus a message of 
choice that can make a difference. Chapter 3 illustrates choices in the cases of the Heifer-
TMF projects in Albania, Ghana and Cameroon, combined with experiences from other 
places in the world and generally at a higher level of regions and countries. After that we 
return in Ch 4 to issues of choice for development approaches, weaving standard practices in 
livestock development into a tapestry with future cross-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 women in Nepal, the women were quick to identify the niche 

market for goat meat. Considered a delicacy, goat meat sells at a very good price in Nepal and a specially strong 
demand for male goats during Hindu festivals like Dashain. Eighteen of the 23 Heifer Nepal projects involve 

goats. It is also important that most of the members of these groups are women. Since December 2002, the 3857 
goats given through Heifer International have helped 2114 Nepali families. Goats are cheaper to buy and 

occupy less space than cattle. Goats can be fed a wide variety of forage. They do not need specially formulated 
feed and can eat kitchen leftovers to meet their dietary requirements. In addition, they can be bred at seven to 

eight months and with a 150 day reproduction cycle, they are quick to produce income. This makes goats 
attractive to small-scale farmers. Many goat farms in Nepal breed female goats three times in two years, making 

it possible for a single female goat to produce seven to nine goats in two years. Adult male goats are sold at 
about 18 months, when they yield at least 20 kilograms (44.09 lb) of meat. Male kids are sold just after 

weaning. 
Goat projects have been highly successful and stories from the field are very encouraging. The story of Ganga 

Devi Khanal’s struggle, determination and perseverance is one of many. Despite being dissuaded by her 
husband and family, she never gave up. Ganga’s husband, who originally was against his wife’s efforts had 

even dragged her away from group meetings. She had very little knowledge of animal management and 
agriculture. She could not read and write or speak in front of others. She did not know about proper nutrition 

and how it affected well-being. Their mud thatched hut and the animal shed were very unclean and ill-kept. She 
had to live with insufficiency, agony and anguish. It was very frustrating but she continuously looked for ways 

to come out of this painful life. When she met the women group of members of Heifer Nepal project in 
Gitanagar and learned about their activities, she was inspired to form a group.  

In August of 2000 the Women’s Coordination Committee, a local NGO working with Heifer Nepal, helped her 
to establish a group named “Nari Uthan Women Group” consisting of 20 Tharu and Brahmin women. She 
became president of the group. The group started saving money, initially with NPR 20 per month and later 
increased to NPR 50 per month. With the fear of rejection from the family she kept quiet and did not let her 

family members know about the group activities for the first two months. In 2001 Ganga Devi Khanal received 
two goats along with training on the Heifer International Cornerstones, group management and livestock and 

fodder management. A new hope for a prosperous life was kindled. This gave her strength to work harder. She 
earned NPR 35,000.00 (About US$466) from the goats. Part of this income was used to improve her family’s 

living conditions, to provide enough nutritious food and to pay for her children’s education. With NPR 
14,000.00, Ganga bought a buffalo which gives 6 liters milk a day. She earns NPR 14 per liter from the sale of 
excess milk. Use of manure compost has increased the fertility of her fields and increased the yield of crops and 
vegetables. At present Ganga has a buffalo, a cow and five goats. She has also been able to construct a concrete 

house, a toilet and an improved shed for her animals. Ganga first passed on two goats. Later, the dignity of 
being a donor encouraged her to pass on one more. Ganga Devi Khanal proudly shares her success stories when 
suddenly her eyes fill with tears and her voice chokes, seeing her husband serve tea for the guests. Wiping her 

tears with one hand she marked “It is so satisfying to see him helping out and supporting me in everything I do. 
All the pride, wealth and respect I have earned today are because of the goats. I vow to do my part by helping as 

many people as I can.” 
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3. Experiences by Heifer and others. 
We used to be angry with this farmer because he used to say that he was happy with 

8 liters a day when we were telling him that he should produce 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 organizations around the world but this booklet is 
primarily about our Heifer Nederland projects in Central Europe and Africa, with specific 
attention to cases from the TMF project and with some experiences from elsewhere. The 
Heifer Nederland emphasis is on endogenous development, (combining ideas from inside and 
outside the community where we work), aiming to develop farmer groups into autonomous 
organizations as partners in sustainable local communities. Support for that work in terms of 
economic, organizational and social guidance comes from specialized mostly local expertise 
and if useful also from (inter)national sources coordinated by Heifer. The specific TMF 
projects reported in this chapter combine ongoing work in Cameroon and Albania with work 
in a new dairy project of Ghana, all coordinated by Heifer-Nederland. By combining and 
exchanging experiences a new project can thus benefit from experiences of the older projects, 
also a from of endogenous development in which both old and new ideas continue to be tested 
in practice. Not all Heifer-projects went well (box 3.1) but we feel that the TMF projects are 
examples to be proud of, fitting well in the tradition of most Heifer projects. This chapter first 
summarizes background, goals and progress of current TMF project with 1,2 million euro co-
financing and totaling a 2.2 million euro. It then describes experiences of these three Heifer-
TMF projects in a snapshot manner, together with interesting experiences from elsewhere. 
 
Box. 3.1. Heifer International and the Fulani: learning to understand?  
Every inexperienced outsider would most likely associate a project related to milk cows in Western Africa first 
and foremost with the people who know most about cows: the Fulani. And indeed, “the Fulani belonged to the 
first target group of people who we thought of with our project [in the seventies]” says Dr. Henry Njakoi, the 
country director of Heifer Cameroon. But disappointment followed quickly. The Fulani were interested but in 
their way. They simply took the new crossbred cows and put them with the others in their herd. What happened 
was predictable: the cows died. How could an imported, purebred animal tolerate grazing with native cows in 
the bush, wandering around, exposure to unknown illnesses! Heifer had, some thirty years ago underestimated 
socio-cultural factors. “We assumed that 5 of ours cows were as good as 50 of theirs in terms of output, and that 
would convince the Fulani,” admitted the director of HPI. But it was not enough. How could it be! How could a 
people with such a tight bond, established over the centuries, to their cows, simply replace these cows and 
keeping systems not suited for local ecologies and culture? The relationship between Fulani and their cattle is 
not predominantly economic but socio-cultural! Having a large herd is the pride of a Fulani so how could an 
argument with the objective of owning fewer animals convince them? Besides, the Fulani may have kept cattle 
for centuries, but keeping an exotic milk cow demands a fundamentally different lifestyle and mindset. The 
Fulani were crossbreeding their animals not to produce more but to sell these animals for slaughter. The X-bred 
calves grow and mature more quickly, i.e. at 18 months they can reach the weight of a local cow of four years. 
That was an advantage that Fulani soon figured out. HPI was helpless against this behavior, and no one new 
how to handle it. It was a project as many at that time and the start of a learning process that lasts until today. A 
more holistic approach including attention to sociologic issues would have been necessary to start up a dialogue 
with the Fulani. But at that time there was no one in the staff with sociological training. 
 
3.2. The Heifer-TMF-projects in a nutshell 
The TMF funding of recent years helped to re-assess project results thus far and to re-design 
the agenda, among others based on experiences in our special TMF projects in: 

- Cameroon, a long standing project collaborating with Heifer since 35 years of which 
the last 10 years with Heifer Nederland. This Small Scale Dairy Development includes 
13 Dairy Cooperative Societies, 400 farm families and 400-500 dairy cows. The last 
project round with thirteen new farmer groups built on previous project experiences. It  
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knew how to function as a group and how to produce milk but they could not well 
cope with issues of marketing which was dominated by middleman and monopoly. 

- Albania, an Integrated Dairy Development Project, including some six farmers 
association with about 400 families with 800-900 dairy cows. Here the market was not 
the biggest problem and farmers had a good idea of different [though separate] aspects 
of dairy production. Due to their history in a collective system, however, farmers did 
not well know how to function in associations, neither did they well know how to 
combine the knowledge that they had on parts of dairy farming. 

� Ghana with the ‘Ghana Southern Dairy Project’ that started from scratch in 2006, 
focusing on small scale development dairy farms, with 180 families and a planning of 
about 144 dairy cows. The project consists of six well motivated farmer groups with 
little experience in dairy production nor marketing, nor in working as farmer 
associations. 

As in other Heifer projects these projects were formed by farmers who organized themselves 
into associations. They decided that they want to produce more than for their own subsistence, 
and they are willing to take on the challenge of market oriented milk production. Heifer 
Nederland with support of TMF started a series of multi-stakeholder processes including local 
and international organizations such as Brot f� r die Welt, SIRDEP, SNV and Agriterra, local 
and national government, research centers and private sector. The main goal was to establish 
sustainable socio-economic development with better livelihood of the families that participate 
in the three projects. This was to be achieved through increased self-reliance based on 
improved productivity of small scale dairy, illustrating a change of priorities over time as 
discussed in Ch 2. In the process, all stakeholders together develop practical manuals to assist 
(future) farmer groups in strengthening their economic position in the food-chain for the local 
market. Indeed, change of project orientation and activities is needed as development 
proceeds (Fig 3.1). This process started about 15 years ago when farmers indicated to Heifer 
they wanted more than only milk for subsistence only. Their market then showed openings for 
smallholders as consumers more and more were willing to take (local) dairy products. In 
multi-stakeholder processes it was decided that new goals were to be achieved with a market-
oriented approach supporting farmers in terms of marketing and economics as well as with 
agricultural technology and machineries. Examples of such activities are the strengthening of 
local farmer associations, collective purchase and sales, improved breeding programs, 
cultivation of good forage, appropriate shed construction, joint investments and financing. 
Farmers are also regularly visited by advisers of local Heifer and/or government organizations 
while experienced farmers are made advisers. Important is the tailor-made approach in which 
each project has its own sub-goals and progress monitoring. 

 
Fig. 3.1. Changing priorities in training as project emphasis shifts from emphasis on ‘preparation & purchase’ 
(=input supply) via ‘farming’ (=production) and ‘transformation’ (=processing) to marketing & sales, based 

Better Future Workshops in the context of the TMF projects. Note that changes here reflect the discussions on 
evolution of farming systems in Ch 2. 
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The three TMF-projects discussed here represent a special core of Heifer Nederland projects 
over the recent years. They did serve as pilots for Heifer to ‘modify the gift’, i.e. to find new 
directions in a period of over a decade where Heifer shifted from a focus on food security via 
income generation to also include small enterprise development. As said before, in their early 
stages the Heifer programs focused on food security while income generation and small 
enterprise development were even taboo. The multi-stakeholder TMF workshops helped 
Heifer Nederland to re-assess their backstopping and exchange program while Albania and 
Cameroon learned from each others’ strong and weak points. Those experiences together were 
used to set up the new dairy program in Ghana which thus could avoid several pitfalls, a 
special case of ‘passing the gift’.  
 
3.2.1. Cameroun 
Heifer Cameroon started in 1974 with an import of American Holsteins (Box 3.1). It was a 
joint effort with the Cameroon Government to see whether high producing animals could 
thrive in the favorable climate and topography of the Cameroon Highlands, with gentle rolling 
hills at about 1200 m. altitude, average rainfall of about 2000 mm per annum, a relatively 
short dry season of 3-4 months and an average temperature of about 25 degrees Celsius. From 
the government research centre where the purebreds were stationed they were distributed to 
smallholder subsistence farmers under the Heifer ‘Living Loan’ or ‘Passing on the Gift’ 
principle. This program worked out well in terms of food security and from 1974 to 1990 the 
program slowly expanded by using the same approach. It was mainly financed by Heifer 
International (USA) which in the early nineties went through a financial dip. The good thing 
about such crises can be that organizations have to reassess themselves. Heifer did exactly 
that and it included progressive insights in its approach. From working with individuals 
without a specified time period it moved to working with social units of informal groups, and 
later on with more organized and formal groups. It also moved to a system with a specified 
time period of financial aid (three years) plus two years of technical follow-up. 
 
Around that time an alumnus of the PTC+ Oenkerk in the Netherlands invited his former tutor 
to the program area. That tutor (Mr. Tolsma) was in Cameroon for a consultancy on a dairy 
factory, Saplait, a private sector initiative which aimed at reconstituting milk powder into 
products mainly for the consumers in the capital. That visit started an initiative in 1993 when 
a Cameroon business man was willing to invest in and manage a dairy processing unit, 
Sotramilk, built with technical support of Dutch volunteers from PTC+ Oenkerk, Friesland-
Food and others. Financial support came from FMO, Oicokredit, Rabobank Foundation, 
Wilde Ganzen and others. Heifer Cameroon itself had a parallel dairy development project 
dealing with farmers: the producer side. That combination produced, at least in theory, a 
complete and rather ideal picture. The Sotramilk team started to build up the factory with all 
normal hurdles of such a process (financiers that drop off at the last minute, governmental 
procedures to be followed, competition from other dairy industries, etc.). Parallel and in  
dialogue with Sotramilk the Heifer Cameroon shifted its dairy development policy from 
support to subsistence dairy farming to more market oriented producers. As discussed in the 
previous paragraph the wishes of farmers and of the market went pretty well parallel 
 
Quality, quantity and continuity of production were the main challenges to start with. Quality 
seemed an easy issue to organize since Heifer has already established channels for training 
and follow-up by its own staff, governmental extension staff and private veterinarians. 
Quality control, the Heifer way,  had always been appreciated by farmers and clients. The 
quantity issue was addressed by scaling up the program: more animals were placed through 
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the program. Initially a cross breeding program was also introduced but both the process and 
the impact were not satisfactory on medium term. No appropriate dairy bulls (>50% exotic) 
could be found in the country while the average dairy cow was already some 50-75% exotic, 
local zebu crisscrossed with Jersey and with Holsteins from the original import in 1973. This 
mix was tolerant enough to local climate and diseases, but they produced only between 6-8 
l/day in about 250 days lactation with inter-calving times of some 12-14 months. Evaluations 
were done and new imports backed-up by a special breeding program maintaining a purebred 
breeding line, appeared to be a useful alternative. Continuity of the milk flow was considered 
to be especially difficult in the dry season, and as such an appropriate extension package was 
designed. With the help of so-called ‘model farmers’ it was shown that dry season milk could 
be profitable, provided farmers were committed to prepare dry season feed via hay making 
using Brachiaria pastures, planting of Guatemala grass, feed from agro-forestry and on-farm 
prepared concentrate feed. 
 

   
Figure 3.2. Production, processing and finished product, the story from Cameroon with ‘ladies pretty much in the 

picture’. 
 
Milk collection at the factory increased in about five years from 70 liters on the first day of 
operation in 1995 to about 2000 liters in the peak periods by only collecting morning milk. 
And in 2007-2008 the factory went bankrupt mainly due to management issues and other 
more complex (inter)national issues such as competition, donor-investor-business relations, 
etcetera. At the same time, dairy farmers assisted by Heifer Cameroon built up their dairy 
farming in the area. About 1000 farmers now had one or more dairy cows and they too were 
interested in dairy. Sales to the factory became still less wile average milk yield across the 
farms rose to an average of 15 l/cow/day over 300 days of lactation with some 4000 - 5000 l 
per lactation. Farmers understood that they needed to diversify their market so as not to be 
completely dependent on milk sales only via the factory. From there on the TMF dairy 
development program was initiated in 2004/05 with main goals to. 

- improve marketing strategies of dairy products to provide alternative and sustainable 
milk-outlets for raw and/or cottage based processed dairy products, 

- improve technical knowledge, skills, management capacity, knowledge and awareness 
on socio-cultural aspects (gender, HIV/AIDS, environment, etc.) for all stakeholders, 

- improve (re)productive qualities of animals and the respective husbandry systems 
- increase herd size to achieve self-sustaining and income generating farms. 

Typically, this set of goals represented a step from food security to enterprise development, 
again a case where changing farmers’ needs combined will with yet a(nother) new donor 
fashion, this time on market chain work. 
 
As a result, by mid 2009 some 365 farm families are directly supported by the program. Many 
of these farms had cows already because the project wanted capacity for high production. 
Each of these farmers is also member of one out of 15 formal producer organizations and four 
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Common Initiative Groups. And in addition to an early 2009 import of 70 Holstein Frisian 
cows from Kenya some 33 local purchases (including breeding bulls) from the built up dairy 
herd resulted in some 100 extra placements. Of these, some 58 cows were already passed to 
new families through the living loan ceremonies, thus ‘Passing on the Gift’. Notably, in this 
final stage of the project our focus was on capacity building and not so much anymore on 
capital investment and/or cattle loan schemes.  
 
Most participating farmers now show in practice all their newly acquired skills in terms of 
animal management, integration of cropping with livestock keeping, record keeping and the 
home processing of yoghurt and cheese. Also, commitment and responsibility towards the 
communities increased. For example, 250 farmers actively participated in activities such as 
exchange visits and at least five meetings of the cooperatives while accountability within the 
cooperative improved substantially. An unexpected result was that we had a new private 
sector initiative, the ‘Cameroon Dairy Industry’. It became operational in the program area, 
offering a good market for the milk, especially for the Santa farmers. A number of farmers 
purchased more heifers with earnings from their own milk sales to satisfy demand by the 
plant. 
 
More interesting is perhaps that such a rather technical dairy development program resulted in 
broader social impact, as confirmed by an external evaluation mandated by the co-financer 
Brot für die Welt. And indeed, this project had great impact in the villages, permitting parents 
to pay school fees for children at primary, secondary and higher education, or even for 
education of their children abroad. All this increased self-confidence as explicitly mentioned 
by 308 farm families that now also regularly drink milk and milk products, in turn reducing 
the number of hospital visits. Surprisingly some farm families indicate that the project even 
reduced alcohol consumption to be replaced by use of milk and milk products, i.e. even some 
heavy drinkers now spend more time in farming. Moreover, cultivation practices now include 
soil improvement, integration of crops and livestock, crop-rotation, use of crop residues and 
agro-forestry, indirectly improving soil fertility and the vegetable harvest.  
 
Concluding on the Cameroon case, all goes to suggest that also Heifer programs adjust to the 
needs of the time and the place. Also, typical Heifer livestock programs have impact beyond 
only technical and economic aspects of farming. They have broader socio-cultural effects on 
their communities, implying that: 

- development is long term process where one should learn and adapt continuously 
- market issues need to be taken serious, for both home processing and selling via a 

dairy factory but even when doing subsistence farming! 
- both individual and group approaches are possible, in which group approaches have 

advantages for community development and individual approaches tend towards 
aspects of entrepreneurship 

- projects with an initially technical focus can also impact on other aspects such as 
socio-economic-, environmental-, empowerment- and gender issues 

 
3.2.2. Albania 
This country faced many problems after the great political and economical changes of 1991 
that were caused by the switch from a communist centralized system to a liberalized market. 
At that time some farmers received a cow and 1-2 hectares of land from cooperative farms 
after which they started to manage those animals despite all difficulties. But skills and 
knowledge of running all aspects of an integrated farm together was often lacking by families 
that were used to attend to only one specific part of the farming system under the communist 
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regime. And to add to these problems we had the 1997 riots after collapse of the notorious 
pyramid schemes. The resulting uncertainty aggravated the matter and some of the progress 
was swept away by heavy national unrest. In that context the Integrated Dairy Development 
Project (IDDP) started in the lowland areas of western Albania in 1998. The region’s 
Mediterranean climate and its good soils had a positive effect on development of agriculture 
and particularly of livestock. The project was a follow up of an earlier Dutch Government 
sponsored dairy training program. Heifer was invited to act as partner by the implementer 
(Farmco) of the earlier projects. Farmco understood that improved management of producer 
organizations and improved animal husbandry skills alone would not improve the dairy sector 
in Albania. Breeding stations were destroyed during the riots in 1997 but even before that, 
breeding schemes had dwindled, leaving a mixed national dairy herd with relatively low 
genetic potential. New breeding material was necessary and Heifer got involved on issues of 
the breeding stock, technical parts and re-organization of producer organizations.  
 
One of us (JvM), then Heifer Nederland’s director, had just worked for the Heifer Cameroon 
Dairy Program. And this is where he saw clear links with the Cameroon experience and where 
he wanted to start using some of those lessons in the Albania program. As said in the 
introduction he met much disbelief and even resistance: “How can something learned in 
Africa help our Albanian program and vice versa!”. Still, eventually the experiences with 
cooperative producer organization in Cameroon helped the Albania project move forward. 
And the diversity of outlet possibilities in Albanian markets made Heifer realize how to move 
forward on the Cameroon market. From there on the TMF Albanian program was started in 
2005/06. It worked with about 460 farmers’ families in the Gorre, Lumthi and Kemishtaj 
villages of Lushnja community, in the Poshnje, Kutalli and Donofros villages of the Berati 
community, and in the Fushe and Strum villages of the Fieri region. The objective was to 
develop small integrated dairy farms and at the start of the project some 90% of farm families 
had only one to two cows of local breed with low yields. Some 10% of the farmers could 
afford two to three cows on their farm and only 5% would keep more than three. Management 
and hygiene was poor while also inbreeding often was a problem, i.e. these local cows could 
not produce more than 2500 liters per lactation.  
 

   
Figure 3.3. Changing ways of livestock keeping in Albania, with healthy calves from better rearing practices 

(left), new shed and feeder design with not only Holstein Friesians (center) and new fodder production systems 
(right) 

 
Since the beginning of the IDDP project in 1998, some 530 purebred Holstein heifers with a 
high yield potential were distributed to farms, accompanied by training and follow-up 
programs. Through the ‘Passing of the Gift’ an extra 460 heifers were already donated to 
other families, thus creating new opportunities to increase the number of ‘quality’ cows for 
each farm. At present, only 10% of farmers have one to two cows, 12% have two to three, 
70% have three to four and some 8% have more than five cows per farm. At the same time 
farmers started to see that a focus on numbers of cattle alone was not enough. More was to be 
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done by themselves assisted by the project, e.g. in terms of work on animal housing, feeding, 
development of farmers’ knowledge, milking hygiene, trading and so on. In addition, farmers 
faced chaotic markets and it took much individual effort to solve the difficulties.  
 
Implementing the project in this area and distribution of pure Holstein cows with high yields 
of some 6000-6500 l/lactation under Albanian (farmer) conditions increased farmers’ interest 
to develop their farms and to make them more profitable and productive. As they used to ask: 
“Why can’t we use the farms to satisfy not only our family needs but to also create income for 
our well-being and our children’s education?”. They also would ask: “Why do we have to 
work abroad?” Reasons were sought in the limited and fragmented farm land, low cow 
numbers, deterioration of soils, lack of information, impossibility to get loans due to high 
rates and short repayment periods, poor farm- and environmental management, lack of proper 
government policies for small private farms, lack of adequate infrastructure including 
irrigation system, roads and access to markets. All was part of the problem, but their own 
management improvement proved enough reason to start first with issues the farmers could 
solve themselves, instead of waiting for someone else to come and solve their problems. 
 
Farmers did encounter many difficulties indeed but at least some of them got started. They 
increased the number of Holstein cows on their farms and they improved shelters and farm 
management. Still, they were not fully satisfied since the low incomes did not meet family 
expenses. Working together they understood that a focus on only more animals and/or more 
selling of milk was not enough for sustainable development. In that context the TMF Dairy 
Development Program had three objectives: 

- to strengthen producer organization and marketing management capacity, 
- to further improve farm management, 
- to increase economic viability of income generating farms and farm efficiency. 

These three objectives were to address different problems faced by the farmers, such as low 
levels of farmers’ knowledge on cooperative organization, high prices of agricultural inputs 
and services, sub-optimal agric services resulting in sub-optimal productivity, lack of proper 
mechanization, low selling price through lack of easy accessible markets, lack of information 
on agricultural development on national level, on market demands and on price fluctuations 
 
Challenges were followed with success, at least in some areas and based on hard work. Main 
achievements included: 

- increased number of animals per farm and increased incomes from farms. 
- increased farmer’s knowledge in farm management, dairy food chain and business 

plan development. 
- strengthening of associations of which currently five are already formalized 
- establishment of agro-shops for supply of agricultural inputs at prices lower than in the 

general market (e.g. concentrated feed, seeds, fertilizer and other equipments). 
- availability of inputs and distribution facilities near farms to reduce transport costs 
- starting of a mini-park of mechanical equipments in each group that can do custom 

work for processing, harvesting and silage making, while also supplying collectively 
owned pumps for lands that lack irrigation systems. 

- establishment of milk collection points and organized milk sales to milk factories with 
a (quantity and quality-based) premium of 25% of the price. Some 9.000 Euro was 
invested to reconstruct and rent a facility, to purchase a 1075 liter cooling tank with 20 
Kw generator and milk scanner all with TMF assistance. Three Farmer Associations 
now have their milk collection points for organized milk sales. 

- effective division of work within the family. 
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- breeding and organized sale of pure breed Holstein heifers. 
- a quarterly bulletin by “Myzeqeja” association with information on local and national 

agriculture development, markets, produce prices and activities of associations. 
- organized training for farmers in required fields for improved farm management 

capacities and continuous technical assistance. 
Fulfillment of these objectives brought positive change and farmers’ groups can now set out 
to face remaining problems and new challenges. The list is long but it includes issues such as 
small and fragmented land areas with legal aspects of property and cooperation; continuing 
need for more knowledge on technical and business issues, lack of credit facilities for 
agriculture, organization of farmers’ capacity towards lobbying and advocacy, supporting 
state policies for small farmers, and last but not least, the farmers’ mentality on cooperation, 
including aspects of legislation 
 
Box 3.2 Heifer, high yielding cows, stages of development and experiences from India 
One day in the spring of 2009 and in the process of preparing this booklet, the two of us (HS and JvM) were 
cutting wood in a forest of an estate near Putte, the home town of Heifer Nederland. While doing so we were 
wondering why Heifer seems to be rather successful in introducing and managing high yielding dairy cows. 
Many such introductions to small farm conditions tend to fail more often than not around the world.  
Clear reasons were hard to give and we agreed that also Heifer has had its own failures. But we figured that 
some reasons for relatively high rates of success might be the scale of the programs, the definition of the 
‘target’-group and the involvement of the farmers as initiators of their development. To start with the last point, 
import of animals is only done if a community already for some time has shown commitment to make the 
program a success. They have to make the necessary preparations in terms of for example fodder planting, shed 
construction and community organization before Heifer starts a process of introducing high producing animals. 
This usually takes 1-1,5 years (or two planting seasons!). Second, and in terms of the ‘target group’ (a very ugly 
terminology by the way, and Heifer calls them partners) the choice of project goals and animals depends on the 
local conditions. Heifer would consider real heifers only if suitable for that situation, and it would work on 
rabbits or goats if they were more suitable. Suitability is a point of discussion with the communities, a give and 
take, looking back and forth to their problem analysis and potential solutions given their environment.  The 
point is here again is that in Heifer’s integrated vision the distribution of any kind of animal is a means to a goal 
such as community development. It is not a goal in itself as it tends to be in specialized animals development 
project. Last but not least the issue of scale in space and time (to use complicated terminology). Heifer projects 
tend to cover rather small and manageable areas of community level, perhaps selectively spread over a region. 
By being spread over a rather small scale in space they do not have to meet national goals and they are by their 
very nature rather ‘tailor made’. In addition, Heifer projects are not of the ‘hit and run’ type. In the past the 
projects had no end, but even after reconsidering that open-ended approach they still consist of a starting period 
and a follow up period, including redefinition of goals and means in the process as applied in the TMF projects. 
Agreeing on a clear exit ánd entry strategy, work with motivated people, as well as defining everyone’s role, 
expectation and responsibilities are crucial factors in the Heifer work. 
 
3.2.3. Ghana 
The ‘Smallholder Pilot Dairy Project’ was Heifer Ghana’s first dairy cattle project. And with 
its 2007/2008 import of 140 in-calf Jersey heifers from South Africa it is part of the latest in a 
series of attempts dating from 1943 to establish exotic milk cattle in Ghana. Local cattle 
typically produce about one or two liters of milk per day. Present TMF project farmers report 
already yields of some nine liters a day in the first lactation, with newly trained farmers and 
freshly imported cattle: i.e. well within expectations during the adaptation period. The 
strategic context for this project can be seen from a few facts on the dairy situation in Ghana 
as a whole. While the country’s per capita income is rising, the average milk and meat 
consumption is very low at around 10-20 liters and 1.2 kilograms per person per year. The 
greatest source of animal protein is fish, often smoked or dried. The estimated number of 
cattle per 100 persons declined from 8.8 in 1984 to 6.9 in 2000 while imports of dried milk 
powder continue to increase.  The formal milk sector (supermarkets, restaurants) is dominated 
by multinational importers. Still, the Ghana Government fully endorses and supports this 
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program e.g. by waiving import tariffs and by providing six extension agents as project 
supervisors. One of them said:  

“We [Ghanains] are not livestock people but right now Heifer Ghana is the organization 
best placed to introduce high yielding dairy cattle to the country’s smallholders.” 

And to further back the Ghana team it was made part of the TMF program, to learn from the 
Albania and Cameroon programs, to facilitate implementation and to validate lessons learnt. 
Goals of the resulting Heifer-TMF in Ghana were several, including in this case: 

� improved income and nutrition of farmers by providing animals and improvement of 
knowledge and skills for dairy farming systems and production 

� selection  of 288 families of which 180 families receive a first gift of cows and of 
which 108 families receive animals by passing on the gift. 

� initiation of a dairy animal health system via a credit fund for small equipments and 
medicines for trained Community Livestock Workers 

� develop a marketing strategy for dairy produces by installing milk cooling tanks where 
necessary to access a sustainable milk market 

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

 
Fig.3.4. Milk production and processing in Ghana, with cheese made ‘fresh for you!’ 

 
While writing this booklet (mid 2009) more than 170 farmers have been selected to take part 
in this project based on several selection criteria. New farmers are in different stages of 
preparation for arrival of a third batch of cows from South Africa, planned for second half of 
2009. Initial medicines and semen have also been ordered for the animals. In line with its 
integrated approach the project gives also attention to HIV/AIDS training of trainers. People 
that are selected will train even more people in the communities in this respect while also 
work is done on use of environmentally friendly cookers/stoves. The relatively small scale of 



 38 

the milk production in these communities thus far and the high cost of cooling tanks made us 
decide to use of fridges till production is high enough to justify use of bulk cooling tanks. 
 
The results of an external mid-term evaluation were fed back to the groups in participatory 
workshops of which the most important outputs were: 

� urgency for more capacity building on issues of Producer Organization sustainability 
� importance to establish an agro-vet and animal feed shop for this project 
� need to start crossbreeding with local breeds 
� milk production is more important than milk processing for now, i.e., such efforts 

should focus on production and processing should be left to other stakeholders 
� the need for data collection systems for farmers in a simple format 
� discussions between producers and large milk-processor(s)  had unclear results.  
� experiences from Albania and Cameroon will be used to diversify milk outlets 
� breeding- and marketing committees have been established  

All the trainings and workshops also covered topics like HIV/AIDS, milk-collection, milk-
conservation, -processing and hygiene. A workshop of several days was organized to support 
veterinarians in the community while 84 farmers were trained in artificial insemination and 
animal health.  
 
Indeed, many changes are noteworthy, also beyond the technical focus of the project. For 
example, the quality of schooling changed and children went from public to private schools 
because school fees and transport-expenses can now be paid. The attitude to fresh and 
processed milk-consumption is changed and people come to farms to buy milk and yoghurt. 
The income from that is used for household expenses, also permitting dairy families to sell 
other farm-produce only when market prices are doing well. All family members participate 
on an equal footing and in some families even daughters are ‘allowed’ to use money earned 
with the milk sales. The farm and its regular income permits families to assure the children of 
good food, also one of the topics included in the extension messages. This extension package 
also permits mention of other issues in community ‘health’, e.g. discussion on contraceptives 
has become more public. Different endogenous practices are better understood and valued, 
like use of tree leaves as animal feed, and farmers were trained in use of crop residues like 
maize straw while also intercropping for animal feed and soil protection. Much cooperation is 
now taking place between farmers. Farmers that used to have problems with calving of cows 
are assisted by farmers that had experience. The collective care for the animals is remarkable, 
e.g. farmers alert each other when a cow is grazing where it should not be grazing. Last but 
not least, disappointment on a problem with a private sector processing plant (Nanee 
Enterprise) made farmers more pro-active. They now process milk at home and they 
collaborate  to find more reliable companies to sell their milk. The cooperatives now own 
milk-collection and simple cooling facilities themselves so as to better manage the storage of 
milk. Village people now also are aware that farmers deliver clean and safe milk off farm.  
 
3.3. Change and choice in other projects and countries 
Heifer Nederland is not the only livestock development agency and TMF projects are not the 
only activity of Heifer Nederland. Therefore we did intersperse the text with cases on 
livestock development by Heifer Nederland, but also by its sister organizations. We now 
sketch some further examples of agricultural development, outside the Heifer work, not 
strictly in dairy development and perhaps on somewhat higher scales of regions and countries. 
All these examples also illustrate issues of change and choice, they illustrate the role of policy 
makers, project people and individual farmers, and they stretch the Heifer experiences in 
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livestock to areas beyond livestock only. They also deliberately include some cases from so-
called ‘developed’ parts of the world to show that failure and success occurs everywhere. 
 
3.3.1. Livestock and crops in the ‘dustbowls’ of the US-plains, Australia and China. 
Severe wind erosion from 1931 to 1939 devastated the central US plains, an event that was 
eventually named the ‘Dust Bowl’. One cause was that native rangeland had been cultivated 
with tillage methods from the more humid US regions. In addition, booming wheat markets 
combined with unusually good rains and agricultural mechanization to accelerate cultivation, 
thus exposing large areas of potentially erodible soil. A drought from 1930-40 triggered wind 
erosion of excessively tilled land, producing the ‘dust bowl’. A special committee in a 1936 
report to President Roosevelt recommended drastic change, i.e. in terms of this Heifer booklet 
the committee noted that their ‘living loan’ (the soil!) was running out and that they should 
modify their ‘passing of the gift!’. In the next chapter we will call this a cross-cutting issue, or 
a ‘woof’ in weaving language and the point is that ‘dust bowl’ farm practices did not conform 
to the conditions of the Great Plains. What is good in one place is not necessarily good 
somewhere else. The committee concluded that new farming practices to reduce run-off and 
increase water storage in the soil were critical to agricultural sustainability in such regions of 
limited annual precipitation. A new Soil Erosion Service called for other farming practices 
and mindsets, with diversified crop and animal production. New management practices were 
developed and land policies were revised to reward farmers for using contour plowing and 
strip cropping conservation practices. Wheat mono-culture evolved into new forms of mixed 
farming with wheat-fallow and wheat-sorghum-fallow cropping sequences that used 
precipitation stored as soil water during fallow to improve crop establishment. The practice of 
retaining crop residues on the soil surface during fallow increased precipitation storage about 
20%, improving yields and permitting limited grazing. Ultimately this resulted in different 
relations between people, crops, livestock and the soil, as well as in different mindsets on 
agriculture. 
A very similar thing happened in Southern Australia only some 25 years ago, some 10 years 
after the [failed] Cameroun efforts to introduce heifers to the Fulani community. Quite similar 
lessons were learnt in Australia too where farmers found that in some areas they lost almost 
40 kg of topsoil per kilo of wheat harvested. And dust storms in China today testify that there 
too similar lessons continue to be learned the hard way, even if there the cause was 
overgrazing more than wrong cropping. Change may be needed for systems that use too little 
inputs, often in poor conditions, as well as in systems that use too much, often in wealthy 
conditions. Change for the better can take place indeed but not without choices and new 
mindsets. It also occurs more often than not after much human suffering, great damage to the 
ecology and covering a process of a decade if not much more. Instant change cannot be 
expected, and prevention is better than cure, but lessons such as of Dust Bowls in the US and 
Australia continue to sound in modern notions of conservation agriculture, even if they can be 
based on indigenous knowledge of farmers (box 3.3) 
 
3.3.2. Changes in mixed farming to regenerate soils and communities in Kenya. 
An interesting case of change specifically in mixed crop livestock farming towards greater 
sustainability is told regarding the Kenyan farming system of Machakos (fig 2.5). As the story 
goes, that system was at the verge of collapse as opportunities to integrate crops and livestock 
were neglected and as the contribution of livestock to household income was limited. A 
traditional form of mixed farming was pursued, implying uncontrolled grazing without 
‘modifying the gift while passing it’, thus degrading ‘the living loan’ of soils and culture as 
the system moved from one phase of development into another (fig 2.4 and 4.4). The changes 
were noted, however, by local leaders and hard choices were made. A combination of local 
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leadership helped by remittances and other support from locals that had moved to cities an 
alternative development was brought about: ‘the gift was changed while passing it’. One 
[mindset] change was to establish individual titles to land, visualized in demarcation and 
enclosure of grazing areas as well as changes regarding mindsets about ‘free’ grazing. After 
this, some farmers recovered the grazing areas to provide grazing, timber and fuel. They now 
use multipurpose animals, they do not aim at fast maturity, they even accept seasonal weight 
loses of their livestock, but they aim at high production on an area basis, a more holistic 
approach. Higher stocking rates can now be maintained using crop residues, i.e. higher 
population led to reduced grazing land areas, a change in the role of cattle, and replacement of 
livestock by crops as the main source of cash. Adjustment of their ‘passing of their cultural 
gift’ was key to sustainability. ‘Drivers’ like shortages of land in parts of the district, 
combined with a national economic recession, responsible and creative local leadership, high 
costs of education and other expenses for raising children, led to voluntary family planning. In 
general, where land is scarce, fodder production is now combined with soil conservation and 
stall feeding. Range improvement is done by using hedges, fences, bush and indigenous tree 
management and so on. Change took place, not after pending ecological and social disaster 
and taking several years rather than a quick hit and run project over a few years only.  
 
Box 3.3. The ‘inheritable’ farm and beyond narrow notions of participation. 
One Ethiopian PhD student expressed the notions of choice and mindset in simple farmer terms when one of us 
(JBS) discussed his thesis in the beautiful Swedish town of Uppsala. It was almost mid-summer, the time of the 
year that it does not really get dark in that part of the world. While having a beer on the banks of the small river 
cutting through that town we talked about farming and sustainability. He then got going on a notion in his thesis 
on what ‘his’ farmers call the ‘inheritable farm’, i.e. farm that can be inherited by the next generation, even if it 
may not be the same farm as what the farmer himself inherited from his father, his wife or his parents in law. It 
reminded me of a farmer in the North of Groningen, a n area in ‘the North’ of the Netherlands who said (while 
smoking a cigar’ that he had always learnt from his parents (and at school!) that one should leave the farm to 
the next generation in better shape than what one had gotten it oneself. 
Such notions of choice and mindset were mentioned in chapter 2 and they are the basis of the discussions in 
chapter 4, juxtaposing notions of reactive versus pro-active (we’ll act if something goes wrong versus 
‘prevention is better than cure’), or even more importantly the notion of control versus participation applied to 
attitude to nature. The ‘control’ mindset has long been cherished especially after the ‘enlightenment’ in Europe 
now more than 200 years ago. It thinks in terms of ‘controlling nature’ as opposed to ‘participation with nature’ 
in which due attention is paid to what is possible and what not. Participation is not only a social process among 
project planners and farmers. It also refers to farmers and consumers understanding each other, and the soil and 
the biosphere! Listening needs no words, it can be a matter of learning to observe. 
 
3.3.3. Nutrient management in The Netherlands 
The combination of cheap fertilizers and cheap feed, technology focus on single ‘commodities’ 
and high demand for animal products combined into large scale pollution and nutrient loading 
in Western Europe during the 70ies and 80ies of the last century. The problems are repeated 
around the world, in developing and developed countries, in the ‘North’ and in the ‘South’. But 
the case of what happened in Dutch dairy has been mentioned several times in this booklet 
because it is a good example and it is from the home country of Heifer Nederland. Much 
research and development there in the sixties and seventies of the last century went into a single 
focus on increased yields. It was a context of post-war euphoria and orientation on technical 
possibilities to ‘fight’ hunger, and using orientations of development as ‘modernization’ of the 
country-side. Fertilizers and concentrate feeds were very cheap indeed, partly by market forces 
and partly by deliberate choice of policy makers. As a result the animal manure started to be 
seen as a ‘waste rather than resource’ and it was dumped on fields, into the ditches and into the 
atmosphere. Dairy was a case in point but the situation was (and is!) worse in ‘conventional’ 
intensive pig and poultry systems, in cropping and use of chemicals, but also in general society 
where consumption patterns continue to imply lots of waste. 
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Considerable change in Dutch dairy was effected indeed, not without hardship for farmers, their 
families and communities. But change was effected with trial, error, systematic work and even 
with innovations by farmers that were not always appreciated by ‘professors’. Nutrient flows on 
dairy farms were analyzed based on use of system diagrams, mathematical formulas and some 
common sense. As a result, remedies were suggested in the field of feeding by rebalancing 
protein / energy ratios in the feed, by improved excreta management and re-cycling of nutrients, 
new ways of fodder production as well through tough legislation [often lacking attention to 
tailor-made approaches], and by changing the mindsets of farmers and R&D. The technical 
result was a significant reduction of nitrogen-fertilizer use, from over 500 to even much less 
than 200 kg nitrogen / year in at least one decade. Another change was a new ‘understanding’ 
(=participation) between producers and consumers. Much more can be said about all this but 
whatever the social impact, an almost hostile atmosphere between farmers and consumers has 
now changed into much more mutual understanding and appreciation (Fig 3.5). Having said 
that, consumers might still further change their mindsets to even better express their choices for 
sustainability by ‘voting through buying’. 
 

Figure 3.5. Delayed flights in China due to dust-storms caused by inappropriate management of grazing lands 
(left), farmers markets in front of the USDA building in Washington (center) and an ‘open-day’ on [organic] 

Dutch dairy farms where general public comes to visit and see the production of food. Participation is a keyword 
here too. 

 
3.3.4. Dairy chain development around the world. 
Milk-production increasingly implies milk-selling, except in places where the milk is [still] 
used only for home consumption or as a sacred and special gift to be passed without money. 
Heifer’s start was indeed on milk for food security. It slowly shifted to also include income 
generation and small enterprise development and who know what will be next. Many good 
stories from around the world can be told on how farmers managed to get and/or lose their 
market share. They range from the case of Dutch farmers that had to establish quality control 
in the latter part of the 19th century, via Indian farmers in the sixties of the 20th century that 
refused to sell milk, via Heifer groups of today, to a special case of choice and policy in Brasil 
to include small farmer as well as about (certain) big business(es) helping to create food 
scares while complaining about small farmers that do not produce ‘quality’. 
 
The story of the Dutch farmers traces back to the pre-previous century when they started to 
mix their renowned butter, among others with non-butter fats, losing their profitable markets 
and needing to re-establish their position by fighting back in terms of quality. The story is too 
long to be told but the message is one of quality, farmers mindsets and leadership. Those 
ingredients are also central in the milk-strike of dairy farmers in Gujarat in Western India, 
now some half a century ago. They used to sell milk to consumers in Mumbay but when 
consumers were not prepared to pay reasonable prices the farmers with their leader decided 
on a ‘milk-strike’ ultimately resulting in a an impressive milk collection and distribution 
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scheme well known under the name ‘operation flood’. The scheme has changed considerably 
over the last decade and it was criticized from left and right on different aspects. Still, it 
serves as a powerful example of an organization to be proud of, based to a considerable extent 
on trust of farmers in their organization on issues of quality control and assured payments. All 
this could serve as motivation for the Heifer projects discussed in this booklet, each with its 
own failures and achievements. Each of these cases and many more serve as example where 
choice and leadership were crucial to succeed.  
 
The final example here of choice is the deliberate policy of ‘inclusive development’ in at least 
some dairy cooperatives of Brazil, to a lesser or greater degree supported by national policies. 
The point is that government and company policy there deliberately and of course with 
varying degrees of success support smaller farmers to be part of that development. Milk 
collection schemes are set up in which the quality of milk delivered by individual farmers via 
communal collection points is managed by self-control of farmers themselves, focusing on 
simple measurements and social ‘control’. Interesting is that even some large multinationals 
start to recognize their responsibility to small farm development via ‘milk production [for 
community]’ as part of their ‘corporate social responsibility’, often very much distrusted by 
many farmers and consumers. ‘Shrill’ in these developments is the notion by certain large 
companies which stress that efficient and clean ‘milk production [for commodity]’ can only 
be done by large specialized farms because small farmers do not known how to produce 
‘clean’ milk. Even more ‘shrill’ this sounds, knowing that at least two major food-safety 
scams of the past few years were caused by large company interest at headquarter level [resp. 
in Brazil and China] where ‘clean milk’ from farmers was adulterated at factory level. In 
China that even caused fatalities, in all cases it caused much hardship to farmers due to 
collapsing markets! 
 

  
Fig. 3.6. A lady who is ‘quality-champion’ in Minas Gerais of Brasil. She does hand-milking while having a 

milk tank to ensure that the  milk is cooled, a matter of getting the priorities right in investing for quality (left). 
To the right a communal collection point in the same region of ‘inclusive’ development where ‘higher ups’ in 

large dairy companies were behind a large adulteration scheme. 
 
3.4. Concluding the cases on change and choice. 
Many interesting stories can be told indeed on goofs and successes in dairy for community as 
for commodity. And Heifer’s initial focus on food security has come to shift into milk for 
income generation as well as for small enterprise development, actually tending away from 
community to commodity, or not, eventually? Still, in all Heifer cases the emphasis continued 
to be on ‘community’ rather than ‘commodity’. Combinations of the two may be needed, but 
the cases told here show clearly that too much emphasis on commodity alone seems to always 
caused problems. Too much milk in a Heifer Cameroon case was a success that killed itself, too 
much emphasis on community under the collective system in Albania implied collapse of the 
social system, too much success in selling butter made Dutch dairy farmers complacent, too 
much mono-cropping of cotton caused environmental disaster in the US and too much tree 
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felling and large scale operations in Australia cause dust-storms and environmental disaster not 
greatly different from what happened in the US. Finally, too much short term company interest 
caused food scams due to adulteration in spite of nice quality control systems. Milk alone can 
only be means to a higher goal, standard approaches to feeding and fertility may be easy to 
administrate but they are not sustainable if not tailored to other cross-cutting issues of social, 
ecological and economic nature. Passing the gift of a living loan is a dynamic process, 
balancing clear choices as elaborated in the next chapter on ‘warps and woofs’ 
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A case from Cameroon 

Nain Grace Yuh is a 40 years old mother of eight children. She got married at the age of 18 to Yuh Alexander a 
local coffee farmer. The names here may sound to outsiders as if this story is from China, but the case is situated 

in NW province Cameroon indeed (so much for history that repeats itself .. � ). Nain Grace Yuh is 
member of – Fundong Dairy Farmers Marketing Cooperative Society and she hails from a polygamous home 

wherein she had not the luxury of being educated. As she remarks, it was hardly for financial reasons; “I  was not 
sent to school because my father thought only boys ought to school, while girls were property to be groomed for 
marriage. I still nursed hopes of schooling someday but my father dashed my hopes to the ground. At the age of 
12, a Reverend Sister Emma opted to sponsor my education but my father was adamant. I was left with the sole 
option of accompanying my mother to the farm, at that time, my presence was empty and my future was bleak”.  

Grace heard about Heifer International Cameroon (HI/Cameroon) through a friend who attended an Heifer 
training. Interested in Heifer assistance he got more information and the group applied for assistance. Heifer’s 
assistance started with trainings on pasture establishment, followed by tree domestication, zero grazing dairy 

cattle management, and other training. Finally, HI/Cameroon selected competent farmers, in-calf heifers placed 
and Grace was a beneficiary of a pregnant heifer. It was the dawn of a new day for Grace and the effect was felt 

in her family and community. She stopped molding bricks and working on peoples farms and started diversifying 
her activities to enable her earn income in a more constructive manner. Grace says “I received a heifer and 
fortunately it was pregnant and calved a bull twelve days after. Things started changing, we had more than 
enough milk to drink at home, and previously milk was a delicacy! “ I used manure from my stable for crop 

farming and gardening. The use of manure improved our farm output in both quantity and quality. From then, 
harvest jumped and income increased while my family feasted on some of the yields till the next harvest season.” 
The nutritional status of Grace’s family changed, they now eat meat or fish, and Grace stopped begging and she 

became giver. “Now we afford to eat meat and fish about 8 times a month. We eat vegetables about thrice a week 
I no longer buy oil in liters, I buy in tins of 9000FCFA (€13.8) each, and I even share oil with others who do not 

have enough in the neighborhood”.  
Grace concludes that she has discovered the reason for the frequent illnesses that plagued her family prior to 

HI/Cameroon assistance. “The health of my family improved greatly, we did not eat well then. Today, Grace has 
five cows, she sells manure, fresh milk, yoghurt and ice cream. She generates 60% of income from her livestock 
related products. Thanks to income raised from her diversified activities she invested in training of her children. 
The project has empowered her financially and created an opportunity to bring up her children. With an increase 
in income Grace has been investing her proceeds in a sustainable manner to secure a future. The higher  income, 
had an impact on her social status. Practicing gender equity has also been working positive changes in Grace’s 

family. 
Grace sizes these changes by saying: “The Gender sensitization from HI/Cameroon improved relations between 
my husband and I, our accountability and respect for each other. For example, we now decide together on how 
we use proceeds from the sale of cows or coffee and he trusts me to handle the money. We agreed to open an 

account for our son and we plan to open one for our daughters too. My husband no longer drinks a lot and helps 
with project work such as cleaning the stable, providing grass and clearing the farms we work. Unlike before I 

am enjoying my marriage” 
Grace climbed the social ladder thanks to the material and financial benefits of the project. Today she is no 

longer the beggar and once shabby looking woman. She has understood the concept of sustainability and heeded 
to the call to end slash and burn. She also started taking her agro-forestry trainings seriously, planting 700 trees 
in her farm. Her older children mastered the dairy food chain and Grace is sure that in her absence the livestock 

business will continue. Indeed, her family members and community felt the effects of Grace’s involvement in the 
project. Grace now thinks of constructing another house and she expresses her joy of passing on the gift by 

saying “I experienced the change this livestock brought to my life. I know what it means to be in misery and was 
only happy to pass on this gift to bring hope to other lives, before HI/Cameroon ever came to check I had been  
the first person in my group to pass on my gift.” Passing on the gift for Grace has not been limited to animals, as 

she has passed on knowledge acquired through various trainings to community members. 
 



 45 

HeiferBookCh4CrossCutting26 

4. Cross cutting issues, towards informed choices. 
Technical input projects became community development oriented programs, 

 today micro enterprise and rural- as well as urban development are also Heifer interventions,  so what is next? 
Based on a Heifer-report. 

4.1. From stories and tales to strategy and choices 
Livestock development faces many challenges, that is known without reading this booklet. 
But is it really livestock or even agricultural development that counts or is it all about better 
human life in better ecologies, economics and societies? What visions of life do we have and 
what kind of choices and strategies need be made by individual farmers, advisers, project 
officers, teachers, researchers and policy makers. What can those individuals learn from the 
Heifer experiences in working for a sustainable future? What lessons can they draw from 
developments elsewhere in agriculture and society? Can they learn from experiences [in 10-
years Heifer] as reported in this booklet, just like the Albania team could learn from 
experiences in Africa and Western Europe some 10 years ago? What can be learnt from all 
these experiences to answer questions such as posed during the Learning Event of July 3rd this 
year at the occasion of 10 years Heifer Nederland with the challenging title “dilemma’s of up-
scaling”? What difference does it make to know whether the economy is going down, whether 
climate gets hotter and markets become more unpredictable or whether more people are likely 
to live in cities rather than in the country side? 
This chapter uses what we call the ‘tapestry-model’ to illustrate how traditional lines of work 
are affected by all kind of what we call ‘cross-cutting’ issues. It then lists major choices while 
a few are selected for more elaborate discussion of the pro’s and contra’s in different choices. 
By doing so it aims to trigger discussion during and after the learning event of 10 years Heifer 
Nederland, for its next 10 years and for anyone else in [livestock] development. While 
coming up with some comments to suggest directions of action we are almost certain that 
some people will stand up and say that we have completely misunderstood the issues at hand 
and that we have a too rosy picture of the future [while we paint the gloom]. Others will say 
that we have deleted important arguments or that things may be true in general but not in 
specific cases. Indeed, we continue to learn, to participate in the ‘learning event’, and we 
know that what is good in one place may be bad somewhere else. If this chapter helps to 
trigger useful debate and better understanding it has achieved its goal. 
 
4.2. Weaving a tapestry, a tale of ‘warps’ and ‘woofs’. 
Our case studies and stories thus far are presented as unorganized and incomplete stamp-
collection, with lots of loose ends and a strange mix of practice and theory. They are a rather 
random list of changes and choices from Heifer and other projects. They are a collection of 
experiences from around the world of traditional issues in livestock keeping such as feeding, 
breeding, family- and community organization based on notions of ‘living loan’ and ‘passing 
the gift’. All that is, however, intertwined with new concerns on how to cope with the so-
called cross-cutting issues such as the need for work on the value chain, food security, climate 
change and the like (Box 4.1). While showing these changes and differences between 
livestock projects, however, we also note similarities between past and present and between 
one place or project and another. History tends to repeat itself and experiences of the past can 
be lessons for ‘informed choice’ towards the future as in the Cameroon-Albania exchange. 
 
Crosscutting issues combine with traditional livestock issues as if weaving a tapestry with 
traditional aspects of [livestock] development as vertical threads, the ‘warp’ in weavers’ 
language (Fig 4.1). The cross cutting issues are the horizontal threads, in weavers language 
the ‘woof’, newly emerging concerns in the tapestry. For example, work on the warps of milk 
production for livelihood eventually requires attention for ‘woof’ issues like biodiversity and 
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ozone layers as well as marketing chain. Some such crosscutting issues are caused by work on 
livestock development itself, as in the [Heifer] cases of marketing that needs be organized due 
to success in terms of production. Other crosscutting issues emerge independently of livestock 
development, for example where population pressure, new technologies, disease and 
urbanization cause shifts in project priorities.  Not all of these are threats, some are actually 
good reason to continue work with smaller farmers (e.g. biodiversity, social issues, fuel use), 
and others already have led to interesting change (Fig. 4.2).  
 
Box 4.2. Trends that are cause and/or effect of [changes in] agricultural development  
Participants of a course on livestock and the environment (the Philippines) were asked to mention trends in 
development that affect priorities set in livestock programs. Many of these trends represent cross-cutting issues, 
some of which are caused by livestock keeping itself and others are due to causes beyond outside livestock. A 
first brainstorm yielded a long and unorganized list of crosscutting issues as follows: 

biodiversity decrease, water and oil scarcity, urbanization, food security, people-nature (wildlife) 
interaction, marginalization, intensification, animal welfare, industrialization of animal production, 
population increase, ageing, labor shortage and depopulation of countryside, climate unpredictability, 
pollution, social stress, emerging diseases, GMOs and gene technology, political problems, a trend to eat 
green/healthy; more awareness about role of biodiversity, social policy, the need for ethics in R&D; 
organic/fair trade, food safety concerns, depopulation of country sides, local food supply, social stress in 
cities, increased popularity of pet animals, increased incidence of diabetes, issues of food safety and 
security (with ISO, GAP and HACCP). 

This long list of trends and challenges is clearly a too big stack of problems to work with. The next step, 
therefore, was to split the concerns over different levels, often called micro-, meso- and macro-level, done here 
in a slightly different manner; e.g. pertaining to local farm level, regional and (inter)national level as follows: 
� local farm level issues: our ‘problem and our ‘fault’ :  

changes of local micro-climate or biodiversity due to excessive cutting of trees, local soil erosion, local 
smell / pollution, declining soil fertility, degrading community life, etc. 

� regional issues due to local dynamics that are our problem but not our ‘fault’:  
land price, overgrazing, polluted lakes, construction roads and buildings,  

� (inter)national issues, threatening and/or promising, but not to be blamed on individual farmers:  
introduction of GMO’s, disparity, side-effects of the WTO, changes in global climate, emerging diseases, 
oil and clean water getting scarce, urbanization 

 

 

 
 

 
Fig 4.1. Weaving of cloth in the ‘North’ and ‘South’ (right top and bottom). Vertical lines (warp) of the tapestry 
to the left are traditional heifer foci, e.g. cows, feed & animal health, etc. Horizontal lines (woof) are emerging 

concerns in policy setting for sustainable [livestock] development, e.g. climate change, biodiversity, etc. 
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Figure 4.2. A mix of breakthroughs offering problems and opportunities for farming, from propaganda by local 

government giving priority to ecological protection in China (left), via sexing of semen and via rural 
communities that go organic, both in Brazil (centre two pictures) to ‘rediscovery’ of cross-breeding with 
Montbéliard for robust rather than very high yields by a Dutch Government experiment station (right). 

 
4.3. ‘Warps’ and ‘woofs’ in livestock development, changes and choices 
Many ‘old guard’ technicians and even new-fashioned academics within Heifer and other 
development sectors tend to focus on only one or a few vertical threads of the warp, e.g. cows, 
feed, animal health or even social aspects such as gender issues and community development. 
The challenge is, however, to relate work on the warp with work on the woof. Indeed, many 
‘old guard’ technicians know very well what to do on the warp, provided the woof does not 
change. They know everything of particular warps, such as feed or breed or community 
activity until a new woof upsets their daily practice and professional routine. Indeed, changes 
in the woof may affect the basic values and paradigms in [livestock] development. For 
example, public awareness about erosion due to overgrazing requires livestock systems that 
shift from grazing into stall-feeding. And notions about health risks require urban livestock 
keepers to modify their keeping systems. Complaints about green-house gas emissions from 
livestock are less tangible for individual farmers, and often beyond reach of what they can do, 
even if also Heifer programs do work on these issues. Loss of local biodiversity may not be an 
immediate concern of individual farmers, but it can be remedied by simple measures on farm. 
 
The new concerns of the woof can be caused directly by livestock development itself, e.g. 
‘swine’ fever, pollution, erosion due to overgrazing, or marginalization of small farmers due 
to fast and large scale industrialization. New concerns can, however, also be caused by factors 
rather unrelated with livestock development (HIV, political instability, global economic 
uncertainty, etc.). This is the point where Ch. 2 speaks of changes and choices in [livestock] 
farming, e.g. some such woof-changes implied in the diagram on farming system evolution of 
fig 2.4 are here made clearer in Fig 4.3: 

- in stage I farmers need to do all livestock and crop activities by themselves, with or 
without family members, while tasks in column II can be shared between neighbors, In 
stage II farmers may chose to specialize, increasing the efficiency with a trade off, 
perhaps, in the sense of less flexibility (highly integrated systems find it hard to adjust 
since a change in one part implies a change elsewhere),  

- from stage II to III a community may have a choice to put up fences, to start stall-
feeding or to do away with the herd due to fights caused by animals that damage 
gardens and crops, even if everyone’s mindset is on free grazing as traditional right.  

- from stage III to IV the government or development agency may chose to actively start 
livestock ‘improvement’ programs in terms of breeding and higher input use, it may 
also chose to promote mixed farming, marketing of added value and the like. 

Indeed, from one stage to another one has several options, and many choices are made rather 
unconsciously rather than after considerable and creative (multi-stakeholder) processes. We 
already mentioned that notions of ‘development stages’ are tricky if they imply that farmers 
and society pass helplessly from one to another stage, from underdeveloped to over developed 
(�  � ). The point here is again that several choices and their combinations are available at 
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each transition rather than single pathways. Scenarios can include combinations of organic 
and conventional farming, short and long chains, production for community and commodity, 
etc. Farmers and development agents alike have to chose scenarios based on their visions. 
Choices are problem and opportunity, part and parcel of transition, and different for farmers, 
Heifer officers, community leaders and/or government officials. Choices reflected in the 
quadrants of Fig 2.8 are thus back in our tale and they will be the mainstay in the rest of this 
chapter. The difference between the drawing in diagram 2.4 and 4.3 is not only that we 
‘artistically’ included some trees, we also added arrows on the bottom with general trends and 
trade offs implied in the transitions (as also done in fig 2.6). That is also what policy makers 
at international level do (right hand diagram of Fig. 4.3) when for example they describe 
scenarios from pure extensive grazing to highly intensified systems. Much remains uncertain 
in those debates but Heifer can actually choose be part of these debates rather than to stand 
and wait, even if it may focus on trade-offs at local rather than at global level.  
 

       
Fig. 4.3 The ‘evolution-model’ of chapter 2 revisited, more artistically with trees and houses, and more persistent 
by including arrows that show changes and choices on underlying processes. On the left hand strategic choices 

for farmers, politicians and consumers that shift from the 1st to the 2nd and next columns, e.g. from extensive and 
subsistence to more use of inputs and market integration. On the right a sketch by FAO with choices on 

transition from extensive to intensive in terms of green house gases and input use (see text) 
 
In terms of change and choice we stress that livestock development in the Heifer mindset is a 
means to a goal and not a goal in itself. We also stress that the basics of these choices are 
similar for work with rabbits, chickens, crops, forests and the like, i.e. similar diagrams could 
be made for shifts from small to large livestock, relating it for example with issues such as 
food security and income. For example, Heifer-Nederland learned that a choice for livestock 
development with focus on milk and families alone is not enough anymore as one passes from 
left to right in the evolution diagram. In figure 4.4, at the risk of making mistakes we ventured 
to sketch trade offs in few such transitions inviting discussion rather than anything else. Much 
work has been done on this kind of choices but much more will be needed and it is often 
farmers themselves with their mental models that capture the gist of such discussions quite 
well, to be tested and challenged by the professors and vice versa. 
 
The dialogue in the Heifer-TMF projects already helped clarify more choices, deciding that 
economic thinking should start from food security level, but cost / benefit calculations and 
marketing aspects should be combined, in a holistic approach, with attention to matters of 
resilience, risk diversion, self-esteem and rebuilding of environment. Also, each context and 
target group is different, each to be addressed in a tailor-made approach with its own 
appropriate interventions and associated trade offs. Heifer Nederland not to intervene, for 
example, with micro enterprise development packages in target groups that are still in the 
food-security stage. Also, we know that not everyone is capable and keen to do everything 
and specialization has advantages. For example, Cameroon farmers insisted on having their 
own processing unit / plant for over a decade. After a multi-stakeholder study of the dairy 
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food chain, however, they started to understand what it all would take to be successful in 
dairy processing. Based on that the group, like many others, decided to stick what they were 
good at: production of milk. They let the rest to others who were good in processing and 
marketing. Knowing and appreciating what it takes to do something helped these farmers take 
informed decisions rather than sticking to unrealistic dreams. 

 
Figure 4.4. The choices and policy quadrant of chapter 2 revisited, implying changing priorities and trade-offs 
depending on the prevalent issues (woof) in livestock development. Note: this diagram aims to trigger debate, 

reflects choices relevant in [Heifer] livestock programs. 
 
4.4. The tapestry, knots and loose ends. 
Long lists of warps and woofs can be made to represent either specific livestock- and/or cross-
cutting issues. Each can be subdivided and studied on its own but farmers and advisers should 
know what to do when their familiar warp is combined with a coarse woof that has not yet 
been used so far. The warp can become too fine for the woof or vice versa. Climate change, 
emerging diseases and need for biodiversity are such crosscutting woofs that require new 
approaches in which traditional breeding, feeding or community oriented approaches need to 
be revised. ‘Informed choice’ implies that we take lessons from the future, but the next decade 
is likely to show a lot of change that we still have to get prepared for. 
 
Old and new warps like poverty alleviation, market integration, shifting sources of funding, 
new political balances and the like indeed pose challenges and choices for groups like Heifer 
Nederland. One such challenge is embedded in the question asked by the Heifer Agri-
ProFocus learning event of July 2009: dilemma’s of scaling up (box 4.3). Should we scale up 
in the first place, should only the ‘promising’ farmers be scaled up, what happens with the 
weaker ones if all farmers want to scale up, what are the implications of scaling up for the 
ecological footprint and so on. Specific questions on such choices in [livestock] development 
for the future are addressed towards the end of this chapter. Here we fist mention a short-list 
of Heifer-Nederland choices in the past 10 years, implying choices on how to pass or gift into 
the next generation: 

- regarding the choice conventional or organic farming: not much has been done by 
Heifer Nederland on conventional farming, at least not in terms of high input use. The 
programs aimed primarily for mixed and integrated farming based on recycling of 
nutrients. But a question here could be on whether Heifer-Nederland should promote 
organic farming using the models of western Europe and the US, or should it work 
towards the design of intermediate forms that permit some use of inputs, focusing on 
fair trade rather than on non use of external inputs. 

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

- So far we stress production for community rather than commodity. Can and/or should 
Heifer-Nederland shift and embrace the work on larger scale and longer chains 
implied in the shift to marketing; should it stronger embrace notions of local food or 
which combinations should be explored? 

- ‘participation’ has been interpreted as ‘mutual challenging and listening’. Could that 
eventually also include reversed flows of information from [thus far] recipient 
countries to [thus far] donor countries where many farmers and rural communities are 
also soon to feel the brunt of world market vagaries. 

 
Box 4.4. Dilemmas of scaling up: an announcement of a celebration! 
At the occasion of Heifer-Nederland’s 10 years anniversary it organized together with Agri-ProFocus a so-
called ‘learning-event’ on the 2nd of July 2009. That event aims to bringing together Heifer delegations, 
including farmers from Ghana, Cameroon and Albania, professionals from the (Dutch) dairy industry and 
members of Agri-ProFocus. The discussions during the event focus on issues of people, planet, profit in dairy 
development with the common theme of ‘dilemmas in scaling-up’. The underlying question is whether scaling-
up is the (only) way to achieve more impact or are [combinations of] other scenarios possible? 
The background is that groups such as Heifer Nederland have been effectively supporting development by 
integrated development projects for many years. Such projects include work on animal husbandry and initial 
strengthening of farmer organizations while combining endogenous and exogenous practices. Aspects such as 
gender, HIV/AIDS and environmental sustainability have also been included. Production for the market is one 
of the options for further development in dairy but it implies a daily quantitative and qualitative product flow 
from farm to factory. One challenge lies in connecting the scale needed for efficient processing with the scale of 
smallholder dairy farming. What works well for both and what are the scales, products and development 
objective that we have in mind. Which role do farmer organizations play in the context of different dairy 
farming scenarios? What are the motives for farmers to choose or refuse to get involved in scaling-up? And 
what is the role of NGOs and the private sector in this decision? 
 
4.5.Changes, choices and visions, glimpses of the future 
Many examples of change and choice are already known from within and from outside 
agriculture (Box 4.5 and Fig 4.5/4.7). ‘Informed choice’ is possible indeed, at least to some 
extent and the future needs not be re-invented altogether. A selection of examples with related 
arguments are listed further down, in addition to those of Ch.3, to trigger new ideas on 
choices for Heifer Nederland and its partners. One major choice for Heifer is perhaps whether 
it wants to be leader or follower, especially on farm and local levels, accepting that it cannot 
do much to global woofs such as ozone holes, climate change and bank-crashes. But the 
‘mother of all choices’ is the choice for ‘VISION’ which in turn determines the choice for 
technological and administrative approaches. Choices for vision were arranged in the so-
called vision quadrants of chapter 2 and the left hand diagram of fig. 4.6 elaborates on those 
by choosing position for Heifer mainly in the bottom left quarter. It specifies the different 
farmer categories of food security, income generation and small enterprise in the three circles 
at the bottom left. Those positions are set against a large body of ‘mainstream thought’ 
predominantly in the top right, using question marks indicating the names of farmers, 
development agencies and policy makers that everyone can identify for him/herself.  
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Box 4.4. System change within and outside agriculture, cases from around the world 
Farming an society faced [self-inflicted] woofs since millennia, e.g. Lebanese cedar woods were deforested for 
the construction of Salomon’s temple, deforestation of Northern Africa took place when that region was used as 
‘grain-store’ for the Roman empire, and the Sumerian empires collapsed probably due to wrong irrigation 
practices (among others). Farming in the home country of Heifer Nederland faces environmental problems due 
to high input use (as mentioned many times), but also due to farming with too little use of inputs in previous 
centuries leading to ‘deserts’ in the low countries (Fig 4.5). At the same time, creative farmers and consumers 
managed to reverse bad developments. Some of those approaches are controversial for some of the Heifer 
supporters such as use of herbicide to save fuel and to protect soil organic matter and soil structure, or the use of 
biotech to develop crops that can tolerate problems of pending droughts due to climate change. Others use 
simple and straight approaches to do things differently without invoking all kind of technological tricks. Some 
examples are:  
- much large scale farming in for example the US and Brazil was based on annual cropping, mostly with 

plowing and weeding. Work is now going on to find perennial grain crops with use of biotechnology to 
establish new grain types for permanent soil cover to preserve local soils. Not uncontroversial is the related 
work with no-till farming to limit soil tillage, to preserve soil organic matter at to reduce the cost of fuel.  

- greenhouse cultivation is a notorious consumer of fossil ‘energy’ in temperate countries where a lot of fule 
is needed to keep them on temperature. Thanks to novel (re-)design they can now ‘produce’ energy in the 
Netherlands and the ‘production’ of energy as a (multiple) goal of the business is helping to ensure the 
sustainability of that sector. 

- sewage and farm waste processing of the past used to be based on aerobic processes that cost energy, but 
anaerobic processes (basically the biogas process) are fine-tuned to produce energy on even large scale in 
processes that fare better with less water, thus also saving water at the same time. Also, use of smaller scale 
and more decentralized waste management systems can save resources, and a notable change of mindset is 
the case of a Dutch waste management company that now calls itself ‘resource-manager’ due to the large 
amount of [sophisticated] recycling that it does, 

- a major beer company from Western Europe has started to use local sorghum in a West African country as 
raw material for brewing process instead of imported barley. The different taste was slowly introduced, a 
case of adapting consumer-habits for sustainability, as well as setting an example for shorter food chains 
and local production, among others to reduce cost of fossil fuel and transport. 

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

- the International Rice Research Institute now shifted focus from aiming at maximum yield under most 
favorable conditions to designing crops and cropping systems that go for yield stability even in adverse 
conditions of pending climate change. Also, the centers used to focus on grain alone but they shifted to 
‘holistic’ work on combinations of grain for humans and straw for animal feed.  

- re-invention of famers knowledge and skills (indigenous knowledge) in combination with the challenge of 
professors (exogenous knowledge) is leading to promising approaches in the design of the ‘mix’, i.e. 
endogenous knowledge, a leading principle of work by Heifer Nederland. 

- a Dutch organic crop farmer is working on the production of lupines to be processed into meat-replacers. 
That is not a new concept in itself but it reflects a greater move to be taken serious by Heifer in setting its 
priorities in [livestock] farm development.  

 

   
Figure 4.5 Agricultural problems and solutions around the world. On the right, believe it or not, desertification 

near the village of Kootwijk (the Netherlands) due to excessive logging, bad cropping practices and overgrazing, 
a left over from the times before the introduction of fertilizers some 100 years ago. In the centre, reduced stubble 
grazing in South West Australia to avoid dust storms since the eighties, and to the left experimentation with new 

housing systems for poultry in the UK subsidized among others by Tesco and McDonald (right). 
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Choices for vision also imply choice for approaches to technical and socio-economic work, as 
well as for administration and organization. This is illustrated in the right hand quadrant of fig 
4.6 that modifies but reflects the values of the left hand one. The effect of vision on method 
can be seen, for example, in the case where a choice for variation and spontaneous growth 
needs a looser form of administration than choice for uniformity. And choice for development 
of large farmers implies a different approach to credit-services, to chain development and to 
technology dissemination.  

      
Fig 4.6 Two quadrants representing choices on mindsets and development approaches on the left, and 

technology-fitting to the right (fig 2.3b) The right hand one was designed during a training course in the 
Philippines based on unpublished IFPRI-work. 

 
4.6. Choices on cross-cutting issues, a sample. 
People of Heifer and other organizations face ‘woofs’ that were un-thought of some 10 years 
ago. They have to adjust their warp practices of feeding and breeding to the realities of new 
woofs, whether a need to regenerate biodiversity, to capture carbon, to develop organic and 
urban agriculture, to face the challenge of greenhouse gas emissions by livestock (box 4.3), all 
combined with the Millennium Development Goals and so on. A long list of old and new 
notions are around the corner indeed, but a few are here discussed rather briefly and in rather 
random order, hoping that professors challenge farmers and vice versa. 
 
Box 4.3. Livestock’s long Shadow and Heifer (based on Simon Penny)  
Livestock’s long shadow is a report by the FAO that has shown how some three years ago livestock can have 
severe effects on the environment, among others by emitting at least three kind of greenhouse gases: carbon 
dioxide, nitrous oxides and methane. Heifer Nederland and its partners have started to take this kind of 
challenges very serious, but not everything can be done quickly. Heifer Nederland has always focused its work 
on integrated farming, thus implying reduced waste and increased efficiency of the farming system. The British 
partner if Heifer Nederland has done a special study on the environmental effects of livestock, and taking it in a 
holistic manner by addressing issues of livestock and crops they state that:  
All techniques taught by Send a Cow have been developed to work in harmony with the environment. Typically 
traditional techniques have been modernized to help families better cope with extended periods of drought and 
farmers are encouraged to change traditional practices that work against nature in favor of taking up more 
sustainable alternatives. Send a Cow courses include training in Sustainable farming techniques: 
- Composting of animal manure to improve soil structure and rejuvenate tired land, resulting in improvement 

and diversification of crops  
- Building of keyhole gardens and bag gardens, techniques that encourage the micro-climates necessary for 

year-round production of vegetables  
- Use of animal urine and manure to produce natural pesticides and plant food natural resource management 
- introduction of agro-forestry practices, such as the planting of a sustainable source of fast-growing trees for 

firewood, building materials and animal fodder  
- Building of fuel-efficient stoves, significantly reducing the amount of wood required for cooking  
grow their own”. More needs to be done but environment is part and parcel 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 gas emissions from ruminants the main point is 
that rabbits, goats or sheep can be used of food security rather than larger animals like cows. 
A range of even other smaller animals are even available, such as the cane rat, iguanas, 
poultry and fish. In the Heifer experience cows are used mainly for groups that aim for 
income or small enterprise development. But a start with small animals may eventually imply 
a shift to large animals. The ultimate choice of Heifer for small and/or large may not lie in 
where to use which animal but in how long and in which way to support enterprise 
development, and to which extent to work with the poorest of the poor that might be better off 
by providing labor opportunity on larger farms. In other words, to what extent do Heifer and 
its sister organizations decide to be relief and development oriented? It is a terrible choice 
between the rich that help themselves and the poor that will always be with us. Heifer solved 
that, for the time being, by distinguishing three types  of farmers, for food security, for 
income and for small enterprise. Will that choice have to be redefined eventually into choices 
between groups that have a ‘reductionist’ view on agriculture versus those go for multiple 
goals? Or are other choices and distinctions relevant and possible. 
 

   
Fig 4.7. Three more cases of [small-scale] change, as ‘seeds’ of what might come and as mirrors of what might 
be considered for a sustainable Heifer future. To the left, a Dutch organic crop farmer growing lupines to seek 

alternatives for meat with beehives in front (talk about diversity), in the centre a regenerated landscape from the 
Philippines that has recently been terraced with the so-called SALT-method, and to the right a bunch of native 
flowers growing in a meadow of a commercial Dutch farmer who is self-proclaimed ‘guardian of biodiversity’ 

 
4.6.2. Holistic approaches, goats for dairy or for HIV and what is the problem? 
Easiest may be to stick to ‘animals as focus’ of ongoing and future programs but times change 
and the same Heifer gift simply cannot be passed on forever. Putting irony aside, is there a 
point to change business or should we stick to our core ‘warps’ as one EU-official once said 
[sarcastically]:  

we need a good epidemic to justify more work on livestock [that was a few years before 
the Asian bird-flue and the Mexican pig-influenza].  

The question on goats for dairy or for HIV stands for the broader question posed earlier in this 
booklet, i.e. what are our values and what is the goal of livestock development. Specific 
approaches may be needed to reach the poor, and often those approaches are out of reach of 
large and rigid institutionalized organizations. But good cases of pro-poor work are available 
(box 4.4.) and Heifer clearly chose to take an holistic approach originally focusing on 
livestock for the poor. Could or should priorities be shifted within that choice? A group of 
villages in the Himalayan foothills asked that question a few decades ago when they saw the 
erosion in their area, and when the women noticed that water became a scarce commodity. 
Main reasons for that erosion were in the free grazing and free firewood collection as in the 
Machakos case mentioned earlier. The people re-assessed the priorities and issues in their 
communities, being water scarcity rather than numbers of animals. Based on that, and helped 
by outsiders the community decided to restore and develop their water-catchment systems, 
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banning grazing animals but using fodder programs and stall feeding systems. Similar projects 
are effectuated around the world, and results from one such a project, also in India are given 
in table 4.1. They show that water levels in the wells actually increase as crops and livestock 
are recombined in a manner to suit the main goal rather than either crop or animal commodity 
alone. 
 
Characteristic Before After 
 Monsoon Winter summer monsoon Winter summer 

 Water level in wells (height of water column in meters) 
 6 4.5 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 bottom of the well, in a watershed management project in India where 
livestock management was geared to also produce environmental services, a case where proper mixes of livestock 

and crops can become a source rather than a sink of water. 
 
Box 4.4. ProPoor and decentralized approach to management of poultry health 
Through a 20 year old Government-NGO cooperation, Bangladesh transformed its operations from centralized 
service delivery to a decentralized model that reaches vaccination services, promotional messages and disease 
surveillance to poorer poultry rearers in the remotest areas of the country. Some 19,900 poultry vaccinators 
across Bangladesh stand as gate-keepers protecting poultry rearers from diseases today. The cost of being 
‘Disease protected’ is just 1 Taka, bringing better income, nutrition, employment and empowerment. The 
special cooperation between Bangladesh's Department of Livestock Services and the non-governmental 
organization (BRAC) overcomes service delivery limitations through alternative animal health delivery 
channels. Poultry vaccinators reach out to women poultry rearers with vaccination services, extension messages 
covering different aspects of poultry rearing and provide disease surveillance. Some of the remarkable results: 

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

- Marked reduction in poultry mortality from an average of 40% to 15%, resulting in an increase in 
average annual income from sales from TK 400 to TK 2919. This also resulted in increase in family 
consumption of eggs from 43 to 186 and meat from 1.6 to 16.7 chicken per year.  

- A cost–benefit analysis of doorstep poultry vaccination service shows that with an average vaccination 
of 500 birds per month, working on an average of 2 hours per day, an average supplementary income 
of 1,500 TK is guaranteed which even goes up to TK 3,000 in some areas. 

- sustainability of women poultry vaccinators wherein annual dropout rate is around 2% only and 
attendance in monthly refresher training is more than 90%.  

 
4.6.3. Poverty and biodiversity; the steak or the snake? 
One senior Heifer official stated one day that many of ‘our’ small farmers are too poor to be 
bothered about issues like biodiversity. However, the argument can be reversed, showing that 
large enterprises tend to be the ones that apply monocultures and standard conditions, while in 
many instances ‘smaller farmers are potentially better guardians of biodiversity’. That is a 
statement by a specialist in integrated pest management who wanted to say that that small 
farmers are in principle more directly dependent and closer to nature, thus being keener to 
work with nature rather than against nature. Smaller farmers tend to have local food patterns, 
they can work lands that are too variable for large enterprises, they cannot even support 
modern and demanding animal species, but they can be more community oriented than large 
enterprises. In other words, government can chose to spend money for support of biodiversity 
programs that intend to ‘repair’ damage by standard methods of farming, it can also preserve 
and/or generate diversity by not unnecessarily marginalizing small farmers.  
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The snake or steak argument is more complicated but relevant and interesting in this respect. 
It juxtaposes the choice for standard food patterns with a choice for food variation. The steak 
is associated with mass-consumption of a uniform product and the snake is ‘symbol’ for a 
food pattern that does not only go for steaks but also for ‘snake’ if that is what is available, 
[assuming nature management that aims to conserve rather than to even exhaust what is left 
over from biodiversity]. Ecologies that produce diversity via a mix of organisms (animals and 
plants) can produce more than via monoculture, but consumers should be prepared to eat it all 
and pay for it, in one way or another. Can we propose that this is the essence of work with 
regional products as taken up by Heifer groups such as in Carlibaba, Romania? 
 
4.6.4. Short or long chains, modern or old-fashioned? 
Much recent Heifer work with the TMF-program seeks a new balance between the ‘warp’ of 
working with animals and the need to address issues of the ‘woof’ such as the need for chain 
development. Can or should local farmers compete on and with international markets? What 
is their niche, also in countries where many consumers prefer to buy milk in dry powdered or 
condensed form that can be stored well? Can local farmers capture a niche in urban markets 
and/or should they go for local markets? Are short chains a matter of the past or a matter of 
the future, are small farmers [not] capable of producing clean milk and are the large chains 
more efficient. The earlier mentioned cases of farmers producing clean milk that was that was 
adulterated at headquarter level suggest that long chains are no guarantee for success. Even 
more, larger food-networks tend to imply vastly greater footprints (Fig 4.9) due to more 
standardization, more demanding customers (large supermarket chains), better packaging, 
refrigeration and the like. Is there one way of doing or do we have several ways ‘to skin a 
cat’. Heifer looks forward to face these questions and challenges in the next ten years.  
 

   
Figure 4.8. The certified packaging of a local producer for the local market in Minas Gerais (Brazil) to the left, a 

goat farm in the Philippines that managed to capture a niche on the supermarket shelves (centre) and a 
newspaper article on a food-scandal with adulterated milk in Brazil (right). 

 

 
Figure 4.9. The carbon footprint of large food-networks, here exaggerated but showing the point that food is 

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 Waguti. I am approximately 65 years old and married with Eridad Waguti who is 71 years 
old. He recently had an accident, his waist is broken and he cannot move. I have 2 children, Samu Naluara of 45 

who lives in Kampala and Elia Hissary of 34 who still lives with me. Samu’s son Emmanuel (20) and his 
daughter Mogugua (16) also live in my homestead. Samuel is married with Theresa Abo (19) who has 3 

children: Margareth of 7, Jennifer of 2,5 and Elia Sari of 8 months. 
Since Eridad fell sick he can no longer help in the household. Last year a storm destroyed the roof of the house 
and this has still not been prepared. Alice runs the whole household now. She has great sorrow on her son Samu 
who lives in Kampala and never visits his parents. Eria is more helpful and he helps whenever possible. Once in 
a while he gets a temporary job. From the money he buys agricultural equipment and seed but unfortunately he 

does not often have a job. He dreams to start his own shop. Emmanuel stopped school because of lack of 
money. He wants to build up something himself, but he needs assistance to set it up. His wife Theresa stopped 
school in senior 3 when she was 16 and got married. Her first child was born when she was 12 years, but then 
she stayed in school and her mother looked after the child. This was no longer possible after the second child, 

when she married. Theresa still hopes that she can restart school and become a nurse. 
My family grows crops for subsistence. We eat what we produce on the land. We grow maize, groundnuts, 

beans, cassava and sweet potatoes. The daily meal consists of cassava and sweet potatoes. We only have meat at 
Christmas. The crops are not producing well. The Matoke-banana trees have a disease. Our food production is 

often not sufficient. Elia and Emmanuel tries to help, but when he does not find a job he sometimes gets 
frustrated and loses his energy. 

I am member of the Hadubi group. We already did a lot together. We have a lot of support from each other. The 
group activities also brought some extra income, but so far this was only minimal. It is great that our group was 
selected by SACU. Everything will; change now. I will get a milk cow. I’ll have milk which will supplement 

my daily meals and I can sell the surplus. This will give me money to buy sugar and other food. I realize that it 
is a lot of work. Luckily, I have land, so I can grow the feed for the cow. I’ll be able to pay my neighbor for 

plowing the land. Maybe I can buy a plough myself later. And I can pay school fees and have the house 
repaired. I like the idea of Passing on the Gift. It fits perfectly in the way we work as a group. 
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5. Concluding comments 
“Introduction of simple water harvesting techniques such as the capturing of rain water, the 

building of wells and the digging of trenches, keyhole gardens are the best thing I have learnt” 
says “There is good drainage underneath whilst on top I have fertile soil. Now I can grow 

enough food throughout the dry season and using natural pesticides means there is not a single 
hole in these vegetables! Many people round here are not able to grow vegetables so I am 

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

 
Heifer is but one of many [livestock] development agencies in the world but it uses specific 
approaches of ‘passing the gift’ and ‘living loans’ while being grass-root based and hinging 
strongly on farmers interest. Without proven interest by farmers and their communities the 
Heifer will not consider shipments of animals to ensure success of its programs. And when 
cows are not suitable it chooses to work with goats, rabbits or other activities as applicable. 
From having started mainly on ‘distribution’ of heifers to provide food-security for the people 
in the projects where it works, the Heifer program have now shifted towards aspects of 
income generation and even small enterprise development. 
 
Not only the focus of the work is changing, but also the challenges that are met. Traditional 
work used to focus on livestock development practices like feeding, breeding and community 
organizations to make sure the cow would produce to the families liking, within well known 
situations, within conditions of predictable rains and so on. Life becomes complicated when 
these contexts change and where things that were known become uncertain. These cross-
cutting issues are called ‘woofs’ in weavers’ language and changing ‘woofs’ can be due to 
internal factors within livestock development itself, e.g. farmers becoming successful in 
producing milk for the family want to also start selling, hence a need for processing and 
marketing. Also external factors beyond livestock development and beyond the local scale can 
have a large effect on the woof. Examples are newly emerging diseases, urbanization, oil- and 
water scarcity, new concerns about food security and –safety as well as climate change and 
bank crashes.  
 
Heifer has long recognized that the old mold of ‘passing a heifer for food security’ had to be 
modified. It also started to work with other animal species and even with tree growing or 
other cropping practices beyond livestock alone. That is and was part of its holistic approach 
in which livestock was ‘means to an end’ rather than a ‘goal in itself’. The notion of ‘passing 
the gift’ has thus always been a dynamic one but it is certain to continue to be so. Indeed, the 
gift should change over time as it is passed from one generation to another. The gift should 
also change as it is applied from one region to another such as from Cameroon to Albania or 
vice versa, or from what used to be called developing into what used to be called developed. 
Other typical examples of Heifer’s choice for dynamic interpretations of ‘passing the gift’ are 
that after the initial stages of their work they started to distinguish between poor farm families 
that are in primary need for food security, medium ones that can have livestock to generate 
income or even more enterprising farmers that start to run small businesses. In a metaphoric 
sense, this booklet aims to pass the gift of 10-years work by Heifer Nederland towards a 
future where much will be different, but for which the lessons from the past can help to shape 
‘informed decision! 
  
The future is uncertain but its contours can be sketched and Heifer-Nederland uses its 10th 
anniversary to re-asses its way of working, just like it used special TMF funding for three 
special cases to learn from the past for the future in terms of market chain development. More 
change is certainly around the corner, e.g. climate change may require that farmers have to 
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seek cropping patterns combined with livestock species and keeping systems that can cope 
with uncertain rainfall. Headquarters and field staff may have to seek newer procedures that 
are more flexible to allow and invite change rather than to think in fixed and rigid log-frames. 
Policy makers may have to release funds and seek regulations that promote farming systems 
and to design food chains that provide safe food at minimal use of resources. Teaching and 
research can play a role in preparing for the future rather than to improve on the past. Indeed, 
the changes and choices regarding sustainable change require –above all- a re-orientation of 
our visions.  
 
Many choices are ahead, but also many examples of change that is already taking place. 
Design of new farming systems implies participation of all stakeholders, by listening to each 
other as well as by challenging each other. The future may require re-invention of the past 
such as the use of mixed systems, agro-forestry, processing for added value or re-cognizing 
the value of traditional breeds (whether or not as crossbreds). The use of participatory 
approaches itself is a re-discovery of traditional negotiation,  and slow food re-invents, re-
juvenates and re-creates traditional local food traditions. Completely new breakthroughs are 
also possible and hard choices are ahead [for some] of us on whether and how biotech and 
other modern approaches has a place in all this. Is there still a need and/or place for large 
scale meat consumption or should we leapfrog and go straightaway into consumption of plant 
protein? Are we to follow the fashion of large food-webs where food travels many miles or do 
we have a niche in terms of local production for local consumption? Do we promote livestock 
systems that cost water (from 300 to more than 1000 liters of water per liter of milk) or can 
we design mixed systems where proper design helps to generate / capture water. Are our 
Heifer farmers too poor to be bothered by notions of biodiversity or do they need it more than 
others and are they the perfect custodians. Should we go for large farms or should we NOT 
MODIFY  our gift in that sense while continuing to choose primarily for small farmers while 
the others can help themselves? How to address the global trend, and what about the 
dilemmas in up-scaling. Heifer Nederland is happy to celebrate its first 10 years with its 
donors and its partners. It wonders how we will look back after the next 10 years, perhaps 
smiling at the very questions of whether small farmers have no role to play in biodiversity, on 
whether livestock can be kept in specialized manners, of whether it is a matter of community 
or commodity, of whether Heifer should follow or lead. Maybe all those issues have then been 
solved and we smile back, not understanding that we found it a natural thing to go for 
standard solutions, for 300-1000 liter of water per liter milk, that we even had a difference 
between milk for community or for commodity, and so on and so on 
 

 
 

Thanks for being with us in the past and in the future. 
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Feedback from ‘developing’ to ‘developed’ countries 

A case from Heifer International 
Ann Starbard stands in the pasture overlooking Crystal Brook Farm in Sterling, Massachusetts. Goats of all 

sizes and colors browse the bushes and leaves on the trees and lie in the shade chewing their cud. A goat jumps 
up, puts her front feet on Ann’s shoulder and looks her in the eye. “For me, goats have a way of reducing stress 

from the outside world, “ says Ann. “They seem to understand the simplicity of life and share that with you 
when you look into their eyes.” Ann reflects that she is part of a larger circle of goat farmers that reach around 

the world. 
Ann was introduced to goats while working for Heifer International. With a degree in animal sciences from 

Pennsylvania State University she was in charge of acquiring goats and organizing animal shipments for 
Heifer’s Northeast Region. In the late 1980’s she visited goat farms, observed many management systems and 

developed a strong affection and appreciation for goats. 
In 1998, Ann and her husband Eric decided to go into full-time farming, beginning with 40 cows, selling the 

milk wholesale. Feeling the financial pains of a small dairy farm, Ann worked on the farm and helped Eric tend 
the cows and fields in the morning and evening. Looking for a way to increase profitability for their farm, Ann 
seized the opportunity to develop a goat cheese business. The 100-acre Crystal Brook Farm provided an ideal 

setting. So Ann an Eric purchased a herd of 40 goats and cheese making equipment, and embarked on a new life 
journey. The equipment that came with the goats included a vacuum-bucket milking system, six milking stands, 

a 150-gallon bulk tank an 80-gallon pasteurizer and stainless steel buckets. In time, effective management 
strategies were developed. The goat cheese enterprise proved to be the most profitable component of Crystal 
Brook Farm so Ann and Eric sold the cow herd. In 2006 the Starbards invested $18,000 to build a modern 

milking parlor, including a concrete milking platform, an articulated headlock and a pipeline milking system. 
The goat cheese business began with 70 percent of the income being derived from sales to a wholesale 

distributor. Now 75 percent of the income is derived from direct sales at farmers markets. Ann uses only milk 
from her own herd o produce the goat cheese. This insures the freshness, purity and quality or cheese products. 

The concept of eating locally-produced foods has taken strong hold in the region, opening up additional 
opportunities in urban farmer’s markets. 

Ann currently milks 65 dairy goats of mixed breeds, Saanans, Alpines and LaManchas. Each goat produces an 
average of one gallon of milk daily and each gallon produces one pound of fresh cheese. Ann uses this basic 
ratio to estimate production costs and profit and to make adjustments to herd husbandry. “Goats’ output in 

terms of milk and reproduction versus their body weight amazes me!” Ann exclaims. 
The herd is bred in the fall and all goats are dried off in the winter for seven to eight weeks. Currently, breeding 

is done with natural service. The does kid in late winter and milk for 10 months. 
The herd receives four to five pounds of home-grown grass/legume hay daily. They have free access to seasonal 
browse using a rotational browsing system. Ann believes the fresh herbaceous material available in the browse 

area is the best source of nutrition for the goats. “My favorite part of the day is listening to the goats chew 
bramble leaves, fresh grass, or winter hay. I thing of the thousands of people around the world who enjoy this 
same experience. The goats are magical animals and I feel blessed to have them.” In addition, the goats are fed 

one to three pound of a feed concentrate per day and receive free choice salt and mineral/vitamin tub. 
Ann has learned to use nutrition and exercise to reduce birthing difficulties. “The most important part of 

pregnancy health is animal weight,” Ann says. ‘The does need to be in top shape at breeding time and kept at a 
healthy weight during early pregnancy to minimize birthing problems. Exercise and browsing late into the 

season is important.” The mature goats are housed in an open barn. Kids are raised with CAE (Caprine Arthritis 
Encephalitis) prevention program. “I am proud of our small farm enterprise,” Ann states. “Heifer International 
gave me my love of goats and now I am able to donate goats back to Heifer. The satisfaction comes in being in 
partnership with the goats, watching a young child try the cheese and wanting more, and hearing praises for the 

quality product from a market customer.” 
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Epilogue 

 
The tree has been cut, or should we say that we trimmed and pruned a whole bunch of rather young trees, of 
different kinds, all standing in old traditions. While making choices in that process we sat down or walked 

around to ponder and to wonder on what we should and could do. We ‘read’ the rings, we saw the structures, the 
outer and the inner parts each telling their own stories. 

Some stems and branches we chose to leave standing, serving to be the structure of the new bush. Other big 
stems we chose to prune because they were mature and straight enough to serve as timber, to make furniture, 
roofs and other parts of the new house. Let us call that re-organization. Some odd pieces were too tough to be 

chopped nicely, with too many nodes. We left them, but we may still decide to use them for firewood, either for 
cooking, for heating and/or to stare in their flames when we make choices on the next steps. The bad but 

beautiful ones of those odd ones really wrought with nodes, however, may eventually be chosen to serve as 
material for pieces of art. They may come to remind us of the past as ‘pieces de resistance’, to be remembered 

and to be polished up by elderly for the next generation. The thinner ones we may chose to use as ‘warp’ and/or 
‘woof’ in ‘tapestries’ of twigs as the Dutch waterworks used to depend on such ‘mats’ to avoid dike-breaks. Or 

they can make ‘tapestries’ as in the houses of many heifer people around the world that use a woven twig 
structure plastered with mud and often even with a thin layer of a dung-urine mixture to keep the house clean 

and the walls neat. We may also chose to use the thinner ones as materials for baskets, or as cuttings to be 
planted and to root and grow fast.  

Planting thin twigs as cuttings could be a jump-start of the new bush but not the heart. Trees planted from 
cuttings lack a tap-root for drought resistance and deep searching for nutrients. And trees grown from cuttings 
are clones of the past. So they serve for the time being but they are not really new. For renewal we may take 

even smaller twigs and buds to graft or inoculate on new stems for new combinations.  
The real heart of the new forest is to be grown from the new generation of seeds we now have to transfer to the 
nursery, that harbors the past but in completely different forms to face the future. After some time we will see 
which ones are promising enough to be planted, with their taproots to form the new bush which we hope will 

grow into a forest. 
[Heifer] people and animals and crops will have to seek new shoots to prune and cultivate, with old and/or new 

shapes. Other people will be needed to bring the water for watering (our old and new supporters), to provide 
shade or to help ensure that the forest will grow in whatever other way. We thank everyone for what they have 

done thus far and on behalf of Heifer we hope they will continue to play their role 
 


