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Summary. - In contrast to a recent article in World Developmenr this paper suggests that grassroots 
development strategies have not all failed in Thailand. While state-initiated development has seen few 
notable successes, the failures are not explained solely by cultural factors such as patron-clientage and 
bureaucratism. For nongovemment organizations (NGOs), and especially those with a cultural develop- 
ment perspective, implementation strategies are still being developed, and it is thus too soon to adjudi- 
cate. They are populist and conservative in approach, but emphasize groups often neglected by the state. 
The NGO approach is so challenging to state strategies that they must be taken seriously. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

In a recent World Development article, Rigg 
(1991) has argued that attempts to promote “grass- 
roots development” in Thailand have gone sadly 
awry. He contends that this failure applies as much to 
the development activities of nongovernmental orga- 
nizations (NGOs) as to state-initiated programs. 

The inventory of failure Rigg presents is long and 
demoralizingly familiar, especially for those with 
field experience in rural development. The official 
planning process, while exhibiting the rhetoric of par- 
ticipation, self-reliance and local initiative, has not 
implemented activities which would bring these wor- 
thy aims to fruition. Of course, this is not surprising, 
especially as there is a plethora of literature chroni- 
cling the failures of state-initiated and foreign assis- 
tance rural development programs.’ 

Rigg’s criticism of development NGOs, specific- 
ally those Thai NGOs which adopt the watthanatham 

chum&on or community culture development per- 
spective (CDP), is less familiar, and a cause for con- 
siderable concern. Rigg argues that the development 
approach adopted by these groups has failed because 
they face the same systemic problems as state pro- 
grams, and because this approach is an externally con- 
structed 

elitist reinterpretation of culture. Selective notions of 
village self-reliance, cooperation and participation have 
been coopted by academics (and then by the state) and 
placed within an entirely new, alien framework. The ide- 
ology masquerades as village based and oriented, yet it is 
little different in the manner in which it has been 

designed from the orthodox development strategies it 
aims to replace.2 

Further, Rigg argues that the NGOs’ cultural perspec- 
tive is “populist” with a highly idealized picture of 
rural society, a view which is seriously outdated and 
“incompatible with the modem, commercial world.” 

These criticisms deserve serious attention. 
Increasingly, multilateral and bilateral development 
programs are giving more attention to development 
approaches which emphasize culture, local knowl- 
edge and the role of local NGOs, and NGOs are play- 
ing an expanding role in what is identified as “altema- 
tive development”.3 As Drabek notes, “One of the 
fundamental reasons that NGOs have received so 
much attention of late is that they are perceived to be 
able to do something that national governments can- 
not or will not do.“4 While the work of NGOs has been 
subject to evaluation and criticism, there is a view that 
NGOs offer a way to overcome many of the failures of 
government and institutional donor projects. If the 
development work of NGOs is a real alternative, and 
more than just another fad, then Rigg’s appraisal must 
be carefully and critically assessed. 

Indeed, Rigg invites criticism of his approach, 
noting problems with his analysis, and especially what 
he calls his “. . simplistic, undifferentiated and essen- 
tialist view of Thai society.“5 In accepting his invita- 
tion I wish first to comment on the Thai state’s devel- 
opment policies, suggesting some reasons for their 
failure, before proceeding to outline a critical defence 
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of the CDP. While my emphasis will be on the experi- 
ence in Thailand, many of the issues raised have a 
wider significance. 

2. STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

Rigg presents a solid discussion of the planning 
and implementation processes of rural development in 
Thailand. It is true that the National Economic and 
Social Development Board (NESDB) has embraced 
the shibboleths of participatory development, and a 
few officials even accept and understand the pro- 
cesses summarized in the slogans of their National 
Plans. Generally, though, as Rigg correctly notes, 
state-initiated grassroots development policies contin- 
ually stumble at the myriad of hurdles erected within 
the huge pyramid of ministries, agencies, and depart- 
ments which extend from Bangkok to the remotest of 
villages. 

I am not, however, convinced by Rigg’s explana- 
tion that the principal reason for the failure of state 
programs lies in the pervasiveness of patron-client 
relations and the nature of bureaucratism. He has 
ignored other elements of the project cycle which 
might have led to a less culturally-determined expla- 
nation for failure. It is important to examine these 
issues here as Rigg’s criticism of the CDP’s failures 
hang on similar cultural explanations. My reserva- 
tions can be briefly outlined. 

(a) Patron-client relations 

In analyzing the failure of state development pro- 
jects, Rigg argues that the Thai bureaucracy mirrors 
society, and that the patron-client relation dominates 
bureaucratic action.6 Therefore, no low-ranking offi- 
cial is likely to do anything which is apt to displease a 
superior. 

Clientelism is, however, used more widely than in 
the analysis of bureaucratic behavior, being one of the 
central concepts in the study of Thai politics and soci- 
ety generally. It has been utilized to explain a whole 
range of situations from the smallest village to the 
highest level of state,’ and Rigg suggests that it also 
pervades CDP practice. As Rigg notes, however, 
patron-client relations are not peculiarly Thai, and the 
concept has been used to analyze aspects of social 
relations in a wide range of developing and developed 
countries.8 

Equally, though, this patron-client model has been 
trenchantly criticized. In a general context, Scott has 
warned that the 

terms “patron” or “patronage” are morally loaded. To take 
them at more or less face value is to accept a definition of 
role behavior very much in accord with how elites would 
like to have things seen9 

Moreover, as Rothstein (1979) has argued, patron- 
client relations are not an ahistorical phenomenon - 
they exist, change, and fade with the course of histori- 
cal events. 

In the Thai case, Kemp has convincingly asserted 
that clientelism is a part of a wider culturalist interpre- 
tation of society.‘O This is an important point, but one 
I have commented on elsewhere, so only three issues 
will be summarized here. 

First, an emphasis on patron-client relations has a 
tendency to stress integration over issues of change 
and conflict. This is clear in Rigg’s analysis, which 
does not offer an explanation of how change might 
occur within the bureaucracy or society in general. 
Second, there is a proclivity to reduce political activi- 
ty to the level of individuals and their cliques, ignoring 
class and system-level interaction. To provide a sim- 
plistic example, if the Thai bureaucracy has always 
been governed by patronage, then change can only be 
defined as deviant or subject to the penchants of indi- 
viduals. The result is an analysis which appears static, 
is unable to adequately conceptualize change, and 
which justifies this in terms of passivity and homo- 
geneity within Thai society - that is, the interpreta- 
tion is culturalist.” 

(b) Bureaucratism 

According to Rigg, another important reason for 
the failure of state-initiated development projects is 
the hierarchical and paternalistic nature of a monolith- 
ic bureaucratic organization.‘* These points are close- 
ly related to clientage, but go further, and two issues 
are worthy of brief attention here. 

First, patron-client relations are integrated within 
bureaucratic structures, making them remarkably 
powerful, and exceptionally resistant to the applica- 
tion of initiative. Subordinates will only respond to the 
wishes of superiors. Second, the extreme hierarchical 
nature of the bureaucracy means that bottom-up 
development strategies are unlikely to be adequately 
implemented.13 

Few who have worked with the Thai bureaucracy 
would have any trouble in recognizing these charac- 
teristics. But, a plethora of development literature and 
project evaluations suggest that such attributes are 
common throughout the developing world, and there 
is nothing peculiarly Thai about them.14 In bureaucrat- 
ic situations, participatory development meets at least 
four obstacles.‘5 First, there is a failure to adequately 
conceptualize and operationalize participatory 
processes and give them political or policy force. 
Second, technical solutions have to take a secondary 
role in development as community development takes 
priority. This tends to be opposed by professional 
developers. Third, administration is complicated 
because villages become targets rather than projects or 
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regions. Fourth, there are political drawbacks in 
focusing on the dispossessed and powerless. 

While the realities of Thai culture and history will 
mold bureaucratic politics, it is not necessary to resort 
to culturalism in arguing that grassroots development 
projects face tremendous obstacles when attempts 
are made to integrate them within the bureaucracy. 
It is exactly these problems, however, that the 
CDP attempts to address. As Robertson states, 
“Community and bureaucracy are two evidently anti- 
thetical styles of social organization which serve to 
distinguish the two major protagonists in planned 
development: the people and the state.“i6 Thus it is 
expected that the CDP should avoid the bureaucratism 
of the state and emphasize community. Rigg claims, 
however, that this has not necessarily been the case. It 
is important to now examine the CDP, as it is practised 
in Thailand, keeping in mind that it is a useful case 
study as the CDP “. . . is widely accepted”.” 

3. THE CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERSPECTIVE 

Given Rigg’s culturalist approach, it is somewhat 
surprising that he is so critical of the CDP. His rea- 
sons, however, are clear. First, the CDP, while claim- 
ing to be based on local conceptions of peasant cul- 
ture, is actually “externally perceived” and imposed, 
alien, and elitist. So the CDP is not what it claims to 
be, and is certainly not congruent with Rigg’s cultur- 
alist view of Thai society. 

Second, village life has changed so much over the 
last 20 years that to base village development on tradi- 
tional models is incompatible with modern economic 
development.18 Indeed, Rigg says, a counterdevelop- 
ment position is often proclaimed by the proponents 
of the CDP, but this tends to be rejected by many rural 
people. 

Third, within the CDP, outsiders (development 
facilitators or workers) and “village intellectuals” are 
seen as having knowledge of local problems superior 
to that of the people themselves. This is, as will be 
indicated below, a misrepresentation of the CDP, but 
allows Rigg to argue that important village-level 
patron-client relations are ignored. For Rigg this 
means that the CDP misconceives the real cultural 
picture of the village. 

Finally, Rigg asserts that CDP adherents tend to be 
populist and backward looking, while village people 
are more forward looking. He declares that only those 
who have not benefited from capitalist development 
(“the poor”) are likely to be attracted by the CDP.i9 

As will become clear, while it is easy to agree that 
the CDP tends to be conservative and populist, I am 
not convinced that the approach is “little different” 
from the state-initiated approach. Certainly the expe- 
rience of development projects in Northeastern 

Thailand, suggests that Rigg’s coalescence of state 
approaches and the CDP appears inaccurate. Indeed, 
Rigg’s analysis of village-level implementation indi- 
cates a misinterpretation of power and state organiza- 
tion at the village level. In the following sections this 
article examines aspects of village leadership before 
delineating the basic features of the CDP. 

(a) Village leadership 

In discussing policy implementation at the village 
level Rigg refers to the positions ofphuyaiban (village 
head) and kamnan (subdistrict head) as “traditional 
village leaders”.*O This is only partially correct. There 
is no doubt that these two positions are now signifi- 
cant in the state administrative structure, but their 
importance in the past is less clear. 

This is not the place for a history of leadership in 
rural communities, but it is clear that the Thai state 
embarked on a process of coopting local-level elders 
and leaders into its administrative structures after 
1892. This was based on the realization that the 
respect they had locally could enhance weak state 
links to the local level.21 It was several decades, how- 
ever, before the full impact of the new system of 
provincial and district administration extended 
beyond core areas, and villages continued to have 
their “natural leaders” (chao khot, khan to, phuyai). 
These respected persons were usually considered vir- 
tuous, moral, and good examples for the community.23 
Nevertheless, it is clear that the today’s local leaders 
are, in reality, state representatives. 

It therefore makes little sense to presume that these 
people are traditional leaders, although it is possible 
that some may well be. Government publications, 
especially by the Ministry of Interior (n.d.) continual- 
ly emphasize the pivotal role of these leaders as they 
link the state and village. Most village studies empha- 
size that the role of officially recognized local leaders 
is to accept orders, information, and recommendations 
from the district administration, and transmit these to 
the village. In addition, they are expected to enforce 
regulations and official policy. For this they receive 
official recognition, status, and a small allowance.23 
Basically, the state’s representatives are essential to 
the development activities that the state wishes to 
implement. 

Unlike Rigg, those who favor the CDP do not 
assume that state representatives are traditional or nat- 
ural leaders, but it is exactly this to which Rigg objects 
because this will tend to ignore the patron-client rela- 
tions of village power. The CDP, in fact, assumes that 
there are local leaders who have the respect of vil- 
lagers, and that there are many sources of local power 
apart from that given by state authority. Indeed the 
government appears to have recognized this, and 
recent efforts to further bureaucratize the village 
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administration have concentrated on group promotion state’s “bottom-up” or grassroots development 
- focusing on women, youths, village “neighbor- process is no such thing, and is never really intended 
hoods,” health, and the like.24 to be other than “top-down.” In this sense, then, the 

The NESDB has so bureaucratized the “bottom- CDP must be seen to be quite different for, as Chatthip 
up” process that the decision-making tree sets out a Nartsupha explains, 
minimum of 20 steps from village to Cabinet and 
back, a process taking at least 18 months.25 At the low- 

a review of development philosophy [by NGOs] in which 
development was regarded not as something. the state 

est levels this now involves a whole range of groups at or government does for its people but something the 

the subdistrict, village and subvillage level (see Figure people must consciously do for themselves.z6 

1). If the figure appears confusing, the real situation is Even if it is not always successful in achieving its high 

far more so, and villagers actually have little opportu- ideals, the CDP at least intends to be a grassroots 

nity to participate in or understand the process. The process. 
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Figure 1. The rural development administration and decision-making structure. 
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(b) Tenets of the cultural development perspective 

The CDP is difficult to define as it is a methodolo- 
gy which by its nature is dynamic, and Rigg’s empha- 
sis on only one major publication in this area - that 
edited by Seri Phongphit (1986) - means that this 
dynamism is neglected. Indeed it is the character of 
this perspective that no checklist approach can be 
developed. Nonetheless, for the purposes of this art- 
cle it is appropriate to develop a short catalogue of the 
basic characteristics of the CDP.?’ 

(i) The meaning of development 
Phongphit outlines the following elements of com- 

munity development within the CDP:28 
- The foundation of development must be in 
community and religious values. These values 
remain important in most villages, and may be 
revitalized or if entrenched, the various associated 
ceremonies can become significant venues for 
community development. 
- Emphasis is given to satisfying basic needs - 
food, health care, housing and clothing - all of 
which are recognized by villagers as necessities. 
Thus in analyzing village problems, the means of 
ensuring basic needs are central to development 
strategies. Some of the activities organized have 
included rice and buffalo “banks,” cooperative 
stores, savings groups, and village funds. 
- Self-organization, or the ability of villagers to 
organize themselves for community purposes is 
identified as a crucial aspect of development. 
- Decision making should reflect self-reliance. 
Strong villages are seen to be those which can 
resist external pressures (from government or 
NGOs) which do not “fit” with needs or aspira- 
tions identified by the community. 
-Networking is given high priority. Being able to 
connect with development activities of other com- 
munities and individuals is considered important 
as change is not village-focused. This also raises 
the issue of international networking, which is 
becoming increasingly important in funding and in 
confronting issues of mutual concern (for exam- 
ple, meetings between Thai and Japanese and 
European farmers). 
Noticeable by its absence is any mention of eco- 

nomic indicators or goals. Market economics is con- 
sidered a part of the development problem (and solu- 
tion), but only one component. 

(ii) Change in villages 
In his article, Rigg argues that the proponents of 

the CDP are “going back in time to discover the past 
(although this is often vehemently denied) . . .,” and 
this is in contrast to “the people” who are “looking for- 
ward to embrace the future.“29 There is no evidence 

presented in support of Rigg’s second point, but his 
first is sustained. This is especially the case in one of 
the first of the English-language publications in the 
field, that by Phongphit (1986) entitled Back to the 
Roots. Since then, however, and under concerted crit- 
icism, this initial position has been substantially mod- 
ified. 

In responding to such criticisms, Phongphit makes 
it clear that going “back to the roots” is not meant to be 
a reactionary approach. Rather, he says, it means that, 
through community analysis, villagers rediscover 
“their identity, their self-confidence, and their power. 
Their own culture is the source of power.“‘” 

The CDP does not oppose change, but asks that the 
subjects of change have an opportunity to assess their 
position in the process. Change is seen as a “. . dialec- 
tical process which is never simple . .,” but which 
must be understood if self-reliance is to be achieved.j’ 
If any further confirmation of the centrality of change 
to the CDP was necessary, Phongphit asserts that: 

People are subjects of their history and subject to history. 
They are as subject to change as all others in society. 

They are not isolated or closed in their world, nor would 
they want to go back to the past.‘* 

That is, culture (“the roots”) is conceived as a strength 
which is available to villagers, to a greater or lesser 
degree. Change, then, is seen as most acceptable when 
it is an organic process, building on existing strengths. 

(iii) Culture 
The emphasis on culture and local history is cen- 

tral to the CDP. “Culture” appears as a grab-bag con- 
cept which incorporates noneconomic issues, and may 
be seen as an antidote to the perceived emphasis on 
economic development. In addition, culture is seen as 
a basic strength possessed by villagers.33 

In this, leadership and knowledge play an impor- 
tant role. Local wisdom, usually considered to be held 
by leaders and notables, who may be, for example, 
religious leaders or healers. The identification of tra- 
ditional wisdom is seen as an important element in 
developing self-confidence. Local wisdom is also a 
part of a holistic approach to problem-solving. 
Interestingly, the CDP is not alone in this conviction, 
as illustrated by the popular book by Knudtson and 
Suzuki (1992) who argue that science yields only a 
partial explanation of nature, and suggest that native 
peoples offer considerable insights into nature and the 
environment. This view would be welcomed by many 
proponents of the CDP, and can be seen in recent com- 
munity-based approaches to environmental issues. 

Culture is also seen as a crucial element in engen- 
dering self-reliance. Vetchapitak (1990) has recently 
made this case, carefully analyzing the role of culture 
and beliefs in development work. He argues that vil- 
lage culture derives from the interaction of the sys- 
tems of beliefs, production, and social living. He con- 
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tends that village development must orient itself to 
this cultural system if it is to be successful, for this is 
the basis of village life.34 Of course, cultural traditions 
are subject to a number of forces for change, including 
preservation, adaptation, renewal, and innovation.35 

It is worth remembering, however, that culture is 
not viewed as an instrument of development, but as an 
integral part of the development process itself. If this 
position is adopted, then the villagers themselves 
become the analysts of their own situation, and out- 
siders can only support this process, and gain from it 
themselves.3h 

(iv) The development worker, culture, and communi- 
ty analysis 

In the CDP, the community is the focus of devel- 
opment work, but as Phongphit maintains, a 

village community is not a ‘unit-like’ matter or a ‘thing’. 
It is not like a motor vehicle that can be divided into its 
component parts and analysed. A village community 
is a living structure composed of human beings acting 
together. These human[s] are related to one another, 
to the past, to nature, and to the environment.i7 

This is in contrast to the state-initiated approach to 
development, where emphasis is on the village insofar 
as it is an element of a regional and national process. 
Thus officials can work according to a plan and force, 
for example, diverse ethnic communities to fit precon- 
ceived implementation programs, something that the 
CDP would reject. 

The CDP’s holistic view must be carried into com- 
munity analysis, but this has not always been the case. 
Thongyou notes that one of the problems of develop- 
ment has been with development workers themselves 
from 

the study of development impact.. we found that devel- 
opment workers, with their goodwill towards people, 
caused many problems after working and running 
activities with their target groups. 

He goes on to argue that these well-intentioned 
workers are middle-class, centrally educated people 
whose thinking is quite different to the people they 
work with, and it takes a long period of learning from 
villagers before they can be effective development 
workers.38 

Community analysis, then, is first and foremost to 
allow the development worker to adapt to the life and 
work styles of the village. But, they do not analyze the 
community by themselves, for the villagers are central 
to the whole process. The analysis will focus on the: 

historical background of the village, its present situation, 
socio-economic relations in the village [and] with nearby 
villages and with the outside society, [and] the cultural 
value[s] existing and being destroyed. From studying 
these things. [they] will be able to understand the pre- 
vious condition of the village, its successive change[s] 
and mechanisms of. change. Moreover, they can 
also understand the current problems and antici- 
pate. trend[s]. .19 

In addition, as Phongphit contends, this “is not an 
intellectual exercise . [i]t is a new way of working, 
together with the people.” Community analysis, then, 
is about raising the awareness of both the analysts, the 
development workers and the villagers?” 

(v) Empowerment 
Gohlert states that empowerment “entails helping 

local communities to help themselves, by capitalizing 
on existing resources - human and material .“.4’ 
The process of community analysis allows people to 
face their problems and seek their own solutions. As 
Phongphit puts it, 

The problems the poor majority in rural areas suffer 
today are principally caused by those who possess more 
economic, political and cultural power than they. The 
powerful give few chances to the poor to acquire a por- 
tion of this power. The powerful impose their ideas, 
opinions, and analysis on villages. .J2 

By allowing villagers to make their decisions 
through a community analysis of their position means 
that they create their own power. The contention is 
that when villagers do these things themselves, there 
is a basis in real understanding. “Real” because using 
the head to analyze a community situation is not 
enough, for the heart is required in order to attain a 
complete picture of the village’s place. Knowledge, 
and especially self-knowledge, is seen as empower- 
ing. 

(vi) Self-reliance 
Back to the Roots emphasized the importance of 

self-reliance, but as Rigg observes, terms like these 
have seldom been well defined.“’ Indeed, calls for 
self-reliance have justly been seen as utopianism on 
the part of romantics. In the case of the CDP in 
Thailand, such romanticism is evident with, for exam- 
ple, Nartsupha (1991) seeing the village as an idyllic 
community setting, with villagers displaying charac- 
teristics such as honesty and generosity. CDP roman- 
tics, however, have also given considerable attention 
to indicating how their “utopia” might be achieved. 

Publications such as RUDOC News, Villuge 
Newspaper (in Thai), Turning Point of Thai Farmers, 
Kiriwong, Life Changes and Sakun ‘s New Aspirations 
do much to remedy this utopianism.J” Indeed, these 
publications include information on such mundane 
things as chicken, duck and fish raising, rice growing, 
small-scale irrigation, mulberries, debt and savings 
groups, and the like. The Thai Institute for Rural 
Development has placed considerable emphasis on 
reporting the methodology of successful efforts to 
develop village funds, health care, and integrated 
farming.?’ This does not look like utopianism, for it is 
practical, useful material from which even villagers 
who are not interested in CDP-style self-reliance may 
draw valuable lessons. 
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There is no doubt that some of those who adopt the 
CDP adopt an anti-development or anti-capitalist 
position, arguing that farmers take themselves out of 
the market economy in order to be self-reliant. This 
idea of delinking is often based on the assumption that 
debt, widely acknowledged as a major rural develop- 
ment issue, is preventing farmers from overcoming 
poverty.& There is also, however, a radical dependen- 
cy position, such as that of Bamrung Bunpanya, which 
argues that delinking is the only way to prevent a sur- 
plus being sucked out to the benefit of foreign capital- 
ists?’ 

More recently, however, self-reliance has come to 
be identified as self-confidence and the ability to take 
control of one’s own life or a community to make 
informed community decisions about the future. As 
Phongphit explains, this decision making and analysis 

process awakens and/or enhances the self-respect and 
self-confidence of villagers, enabling them to face the 
currents of change, so that change does not overwhelm 
their community. Facing change does not mean to set up 
a “wall” against it, but rather to be able to manage it .!* 

In this context, self-reliance does not appear overly 
romantic. 

(c) Populism and the cultural development 

perspective 

While I have argued that much recent CDP mater- 
ial cannot be interpreted as essentially utopian or 
romantic, such elements are present in the CDP. These 
are best conceived as parts of a wider context of CDP 
populism. 

Populism has not been the subject of great interest 
for development theorists, but Kitching (1982) has 
recently devoted considerable attention to it, convinc- 
ingly identifying populism as a major theme of devel- 
opment theory and practice. For Kitching, populism 
refers to the idea of moving gradually from a system 
of small-scale cooperatives (or rural villages or com- 
munities) to a more universal idea of cooperation and 
then, to socialism. This, as Kitching demonstrates, is 
an old theme in what we now call development 
theory.49 

Kitching contends that populism does not reject 
material progress, well-being or prosperity, but argues 
that these may be achieved from agriculture, without 
the necessity for large-scale industrialization. 
Progress or development is considered 

perfectly compatible with preserving a society and econ- 
omy in which small-scale agricultural producers (peas- 
ants) and non-agricultural producers (artisans) remain in 
a large majority. 

Modem populism, Kitching suggests, may be seen in 
the works of Julius Nyerere, E. F. Schumacher, 

Michael Lipton and, somewhat surprizingly, the Basic 
Needs approach of the International Labor Office and 
the World Bank under Robert McNamara.50 
Interestingly, in Thailand, there has been an on-going 
relationship between NGOs in rural development and 
government Basic Minimum Needs (BMN) cam- 
paigns. It appears that state-initiated BMN (especially 
as they are related in primary health care) is one of the 
few places where the government and NGOs have 
come together.5’ 

The significance of Kitching’s analysis of pop- 
ulism and neopopulism is that it closely matches the 
defining characteristics of the CDP. These elements 
and their concurrence with the CDP are: 

(i) Tradition is revered, and organic models of 
society are preferred. The emphasis is on peasants, 
their villages, and collectivism, and while change is 
considered useful, it is argued that this must come 
from the inner growth of existing institutions and 
practices in order to preserve these institutions. The 
connections between the populist position and that of 
the CDP are clear, and both may be seen as essentially 
conservative. 

(ii) The past is seen as a “golden era,” before the 
pristine and idyllic village and its traditions were 
diluted. Certainly there are elements of this in the 
CDP, especially in its earlier phases. As was noted 
above, however, this is no longer an entirely accurate 
characterization of the CDP. 

(iii) Agricultural development is given priority. 
The CDP has invariably given agriculture primacy. 

(iv) If industrialization is proposed, then the aim is 
labor intensity. The promoters of the CDP have only 
recently given attention to industrialization. Like pop- 
ulism, their emphasis has been on promoting labor- 
intensive activities, and especially village-based 
industries.52 

(v) Justice, equity, and equality are emphasized. 
The CDP certainly places great importance on these 
issues. As an example, Phongphit begins his discus- 
sion of a new “development paradigm” with the 
observation that this derives from 

reflections on experience gained at the grassroots in 
the struggle against poverty. This process is not inherit- 
ed, it is a process of impoverishment. The gap between 
the rich and the poor is widening and many. people 
have come to a dead end.53 

Those who adopt the CDP certainly view their 
development activities as being a part of a social jus- 
tice and equity movement, and as Sakamoto (1987) 
has shown, the CDP has a lineage which may be traced 
through a series of organizations to the early 1960s. 
Since the early 197Os, these NGOs have taken the 
form of social movements. 

(vi) Outsiders are seen as exploiters, and the urban 
areas are clearly identified as being responsible for 
removing the surplus from rural areas. Many expo- 
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nents of the CDP agree with this perspective, especial- 
ly when the debt burden of villagers is considered. 

This populist approach has now begun to influence 
aspects of government thinking. For example, 
Nathalang (1990) Secretary-General of the Office of 
the National Cultural Committee, has taken up aspects 
of the cultural perspective. He is, however, utilizing 
the CDP for cultural renewal rather than development. 
As yet the CDP does not seem to have permeated state 
development agencies. 

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

My purpose in this article has been to suggest that 
the CDP should not yet be rejected as a failure, as is 
the clear implication in Rigg’s discussion. Neither 
should it be considered, in Rigg’s words, “. little 
different. . from the orthodox development strategies 

3, 

Rural development is not a simple process and 
experience has demonstrated that standardized 
approaches are not often possible. In addition, as 
Chambers (1983) so eloquently shows, a series of 
“outsider” biases further complicate the situation. 

Grassroots development strategies are even more 
difficult to handle in institutional situations. 
Nevertheless, there have been successes, including 
Thai cases, and these should not be overlooked in crit- 
icizing the failures of grassroots development.54 

The CDP is a dynamic approach, constantly being 
revised and reassessed in the light of both positive and 
negative experiences. It is populist, it is conservative, 
and it tends to be overly romantic, but all of this may 
be considered as much a strength as a weakness. 
Populism has a powerful appeal, and directly chal- 
lenges orthodox economic development dogma and, 
by extension, orthodox rural development strategies. 
The CDP is community-centered, emphasizes com- 
munity development, is not initially technological, 
focuses on the poor and disadvantaged, and rejects the 
programmatic approach. All of this distinguishes the 
CDP from orthodox development schemes. Most sig- 
nificantly, the CDP seeks to build on strengths which 
orthodox approaches invariably ignore or identify as 
weaknesses. 

Rigg asks if grassroots development is a lost cause. 
My answer is that it is a cause which should not be 
allowed to be lost. Many of the proposals Rigg makes 
concerning appropriate rural development strategies 
are not far from that suggested by some groups within 
the broad spectrum of NGOs within the CDP.55 Nor, 
however, are they very different from the comments 
of more orthodox state officials who are pleased to 
pontificate on what should be, but make no real efforts 
to implement these ideas. Ultimately, the best judges 
of the utility of many of the concepts adopted by the 
CDP’s proponents will be those villagers and devel- 
opment workers who have to deal with the real, field- 
level problems of rural development. 

NOTES 

1. See Gow and Morss, 1988, and Chambers, 1983. 14. See Hummel (1987). 

2. Rigg (1991). 204 (my emphasis). p. 15. Zevenbergen (1984). 

3. See, for example, Drabek (ed.), 1987. 16. Robertson (1984), 150. p. 

4. Drabek (1987). xiii. p. 17. Nartsupha (1991), 133. p. 

5. Rigg (1991), 204. p. 18. Rigg (1991) 204. p. 

6. Rigg (1991). 201. p. 
19. Rigg (1991). 207. p. 

7. See, for example, Hanks (1962) Riggs (1966), and 
Wilson (1962). 20. Rigg (1991), p. 202. 

8. Rigg (1991), p. 204. See also the general works by 21. Bunnag (1977), pp. 23,68,109. 

Schmidt er al. (1977) and Gellner and Waterbury (1977). 
22. See Hirsch (1990), pp. 203-207, and Phongphit and 

9. Scott (1977) 21. p. Hewison (1990) pp. 18-20.153-155. 

10. Kemp (1982). 143. p. 23. See deYoung (1963). pp. 14-21, and Hirsch (1990) 
chapter 4. 

I I. Hewison (1989), pp. 8-14,21-28. 

12. Rigg (1991). p. 201. 

13. Rigg (1991). 201-202. pp. 

24. See, for example, Ministry of Interior (nd.). A similar 
process has been noted in Indonesia (Warren, 1986). 

25. NBSDB (n.d.), pp. 4-8. 
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26. Nartsupha (1991). pp. 129-130. 

27. This list is drawn from just one of the numerous NGOs 
involved in grassroots development, the Thailand Institute 
for Rural Development (THIRD). 

28. Phongphit (1989). pp. 65-70. 

29. Rigg (1991) p. 207. 

30. Phongphit (1989), p. 7. 

3 1. Phongphit (1989) p. 2. 

32. Phongphit (1989), pp. 3-4. 

33. See Thongyou (1986), p. 51, and Nartsupha (1991). 
p. 119. 

34. Vetchapitak (1990). p. 14. 

35. Phongphit and Hewison (1990). pp. 169-174. 

36. Vetchapitak (1990). p. 124. 

37. Phongphit (1989) p. 3. 

38. Thongyou (1986) pp. 54.57. 

39. Thongyou (1986), p. 65. 

40. Phongphit (1989) p. 4. Thongyou (1986, pp. 64-87) 
sets out an explanation of community analysis which was 
successful for him, and Samoson, Thongyou and Thongyou 
(1989) note some of the results of wider community analysis 
in the Northeast. 

41. Gohlert (n.d.), p. 110, emphasis added. 

42. Phongphit (1989). p. 7. 

43. Rigg (1991). p. 206. 

44. Phongphit and Bennoun (1988), Lertwicha (1989a), 
Khemchalerm (1987a). and Phongphit (1988a). 

45. See Phongphit (1988b). 

46. See, for example, Khemchalerm (1987b), and Pithirajo 
(1987). 

47. See Nartsupha’s (1991) discussion of anarchism in the 
CDP. 

48. Phongphit (1989). pp. 4-5. 

49. Kitching (1982), p. 55. 

50. Kitching (1982) pp. 2-3. This is not the place to debate 
Kitching’s characterization of the IL0 Food Programme and 
World Bank approaches as neopopulism. I would suggest 
that these have a heritage as much in growth theory as in pop- 
ulism. Paul Streeten and his colleagues clearly locate their 
own Basic Needs approach in post-WWII growth theory 
(Streeten et al., 1981, p. 9). Certainly, Basic Needs was not 
seen as a welfare concept, but as a way of making the poor 
productive (Streeten et al., 1981, p. 3). 

5 1. As examples, see Office of Primary Health Care (1985). 
Tongsawate and Tips (1985), and Saengsurin et al. (1988). 

52. See Lertwicha (1989b). 

53. Phongphit (1989) p. 1. 

54. See Korten (1986). 

55. Rigg (1991). pp. 207-208. 
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