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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 
After 25 years of relative neglect, the World Bank has placed agriculture back in 

the center of its development agenda.  Having not published a World Development Report 

(WDR) dedicated to agriculture since 1982, the Bank’s 2008 report indicates a renewed 

concern in development circles with the state of agriculture and agricultural livelihoods 

on a global scale.  This revived concern is sensible and long overdue, as three quarters of 

the world’s population living below the two dollars per day poverty line reside in rural 

areas, and nearly all of them, directly or indirectly, are dependent on agriculture for their 

survival (Murphy and Santarius 2007).   Since 1982 the context of opportunities  and 

challenges confronting agriculture in the developing world have shifted significantly, 

which the 2008 WDR duly acknowledges.  In contemporary times there are new markets 

for high-value specialty foods, technological and institutional innovations that improve 

crop yields and market access, and  increasingly multifunctional, interlinked roles and 

responsibilities for the state, private sector and civil  society in the agricultural arena. 

Despite the potential created by these advancements, the Bank argues, agriculture remains 

vastly underused as a means for reducing poverty in the developing world. 

The 2008 WDR focuses on three main questions: what can agriculture do for 

development?; what are effective instruments in using agriculture for development?; and 

how can agriculture-for-development agendas best be implemented?  In responding to all 

of these questions the WDR places heavy emphasis on the role of producer organizations, 

particularly in the context of small-scale farming.  By means of producer organizations, 

the report suggests, market imperfections can be corrected, failures of the state can be 
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overcome, economies of scale can be achieved, and previously ignored rural farmers can 

attract attention from local and national governments. Through participation in producer 

organizations small-scale farmers can improve their quality of life, their income level, and 

their collective bargaining power; they can make their voices heard beyond the confines 

of their isolated villages.  By working together rural communities can benefit from the 

synergy of their local knowledge, insight and social  capital.   Furthermore, the WDR 

argues that only through group organization will small-scale farmers be able to secure a 

fair arrangement in the current economic environment. 

The 2008 WDR concedes that there are no magic bullets in the complex process of 

agriculture-for-development. The  intricacies  and  inconsistencies  of  each  solut ion 

suggested  in the report are often acknowledged, although not always fully addressed. 

Nonetheless, the emphasis  the report places on strengthening producer organization 

performance implies that the Bank views producer organization as the new panacea for 

overcoming rural poverty and all the factors that contribute to it, from market failures and 

insufficient provision of public services to lagging smallholder  competitiveness.   The 

purpose of this thesis, then, is to critically investigate whether producer organization is an 

appropriate response to smallholder poverty.  Furthermore, this thesis aims to identify the 

conditions under which producer organization is most successful. 

The main empirical case used to address these matters in this thesis is the 

Cordillera Heirloom Rice Project (CHRP).  This rural development project targets small-  

scale rice terrace farmers  in  the Cordillera region of the Philippines, which is a land- 

locked, mountainous region situated in the northern half of the island of Luzon.1       

The 
 

 
 
 

1  Maps of the Philippines are provided on pages six and seven. 
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CHRP differs significantly from the wide array of farmer-targeted interventions that 

promote methods for improving crop yields and raising overall production levels.  The 

benefits of such interventions have often proved to be short- lived, either because there is 

no market for the extra produce or because overproduction results in a collapse of product 

price (Penrose-Buckley 2007). These failures  demonstrate that in today’s markets 

encouraging increased production is insufficient to establish sustainable livelihoods for 

smallholder farmers. Accordingly, the  founders of the CHRP conceived a distinct 

framework and mode of operation for addressing rural  poverty. Specifically, they 

developed a business-oriented, market- led model of producer organization, viewing it as 

the only way for smallholders to effectively compete at the market level and to benefit 

from selling their product in the long-term. 

The structure of the CHRP is complex and important to understand.  The CHRP is 

comprised of three core components: Eighth Wonder, Revitalize Indigenous Cordilleran 

Entrepreneurs (RICE), Inc., and Cordillera rice farmer producer organizations.  Eighth 

Wonder is an American-based business  that imports select varieties of indigenous 

Cordilleran rice at a fairly traded price.  Eighth Wonder operates beyond the confines of 

the fair trade model, however, by striving to enable producer organization members to 

become full economic partners in the business.  The vision that sustains Eighth Wonder is 

that as producer organization members advance their skills they will gain the capacity to 

buy shares in the business, make management- level decisions, and sit on Eighth Wonder’s 

Board of Directors. 

Significant responsibility for bridging the gaps between Cordilleran rice producers 

 
and professionals who control retail marketing mechanisms like Eighth Wonder falls in 
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the hands of RICE, Inc., a Philippine non-governmental organization (NGO).  The grand 

vision of RICE, Inc. is to support the creation of a pan-Cordillera farmers cooperative that 

is  completely  farmer-run,  functions  independent  of  external  assistance,  and  is 

economically, environmentally and  culturally sustainable. RICE, Inc. is currently 

working towards several immediate aims and objectives related to achieving this vision. 

Specifically, RICE, Inc. is working to revitalize traditional Cordilleran methods of rice 

farming and to build upon these methods such that the final agricultural product can be 

economically competitive in global markets.  RICE, Inc. promotes its objectives, and the 

objectives of the CHRP in general, through informational meetings held in barangays 

(villages) throughout the Cordillera.  If farmers subsequently desire to participate in the 

CHRP, they are responsible for organizing themselves at the barangay level and forming 

a municipality-wide producer organization.  Over time, if a producer organization proves 

its ability to maintain a core group of dedicated members and demonstrates commitment 

to CHRP goals, RICE, Inc.  seeks out a partnership with the producer organization’s 

respective Municipal Agriculture Office (MAO).  The MAO forms a division of each 

municipality’s Local Government Unit (LGU). The  level  of support offered from 

individual MAOs and LGUs for CHRP-related activities is varied. 

This  thesis  crit ically  examines  the  CHRP,  both  in  terms  of  its  theoretical 

underpinnings  and its practical outcomes.2 These  in-depth  analyses  are  preceded, 

however, by a general historical evaluation of producer organization.  This evaluation, 

provided  in  chapter two, reveals that the state-led and farmer- led models of producer 

organization that characterize developing countries have met with failure.  Chapter two 
 

 
 

2  Prior to this thesis no formal studies on the CHRP had ever been conducted.  This thesis consequently 

cannot be placed in a wider literature of CHRP assessments. 
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also pinpoints the distinctions between state- led and farmer- led models of producer 

organization and the market- led model.  Chapter three identifies why and how the CHRP 

adheres to a market- led model  of producer organization and contrasts the theoretical 

foundations of the CHRP with the ways it has  evolved on the ground.   This chapter 

describes instances of success that characterize the CHRP’s early years.  Chapter four 

critically analyzes these early instances of success and ultimately demonstrates that the 

CHRP’s achievements have created and unearthed significant problems.  Chapter five 

investigates the sources and symptoms of these problems, identifying issues related to 

collective  action, leadership and trust as significant constraints that prevent producer 

organization from reaching its full potential as an effective tool in advancing smallholder 

development.  The nature and extent of these constraints is ignored in the 2008 WDR.  In 

response  to  this  shortcoming,  this  thesis  concludes  with  a  discussion  on  ways  to 

effectively confront limitations to long-term producer organization sustainability. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

 
PRODUCER ORGANIZATION IN THEORY AND IN PRACTICE 

 

 
 

To properly address whether producer organization is a viable development 

strategy for  poor, rural small-scale farmers, the conception and method of producer 

organization  need  to  be  historicized. By  examining  the  historical  antecedents  of 

smallholder organization and past outcomes of such organization, and then tracing this 

history to contemporary debates on rural livelihoods, a  fuller sense of the value of 

producer organization and its impediments can emerge.   Thus, this  chapter analyzes 

producer organization from a historical perspective.   Producer organization occurs in 

various  forms,  from  semi-regulated  groups  and  associations  to  highly  regulated 

cooperatives.  This chapter focuses on the birth and growth of the cooperative movement, 

and incorporates numerous  case studies from different time periods and geographical 

regions. These  case  studies  demonstrate  that  developing  country  histories  are 

characterized by two main forms of producer organization: state- led and farmer-led.  Both 

the state- led and the farmer- led approach have failed, as neither one  has produced 

adequate economic profitability or sufficient farmer- level empowerment and autonomy. 

These failures have ultimately created a breeding ground for developing alternative 

approaches to producer organization.  The viability of the market- led model, the most 

prominent of these alternatives, is discussed in this chapter’s concluding section. 

2.1 Origins and Development of the Cooperative Movement 

 
In the early nineteenth century British philanthropist Robert Owen envisioned the 

cooperative as an independent, self-sufficient agricultural community.  This vision was 

fostered in the dismal economic environment that characterized Great Britain following 
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the Napoleonic Wars. Owen identified the competition between human labor and 

machinery as the fundamental source of the poverty plaguing his country, and attested 

that addressing this problem at its root required united action on the part of all workers. 

More specifically, he argued for the creation of agricultural communities in which people 

worked communally and shared the fruits of their labor.  Socialist thinkers Thompson and 

Fourier heavily influenced Owen’s vision, especially concerning self-sufficiency; these 

self-contained agrarian communities would work primarily to service their own needs 

rather than garner financial profit through interaction with the outside world (Owen 1858, 

Lucey 1982).  Utopian socialists St. Simon, Buchez and Blanc shared Owen’s vision, 

holding the common belief that these agricultural communities would continue to increase 

in number until they had effectively been integrated into global society (Reardon 1971). 

Many of Owen’s ideas remained influential  throughout the history of cooperatives, 

causing Owen to be regarded as the father of the formal cooperative movement. 

William King, another pioneering British advocate for the cooperative movement, 

adjusted  Owen’s  ideas  to  fit  them  within  what  he  viewed  to  be  a  more  practical 

framework.   Rather than  encourage farmers to cut themselves off from society, King 

urged them to form a society within a  society.   King advised members of these sub- 

societies to open up shops so that members of their communities would patronize each 

other and potentially attract outside business; he also emphasized  the importance of 

financial accountability, respected leadership and education for all cooperative members 

(King 1828).  King promoted his ideas through a monthly paper called The Co-operator, 

and the slogan printed at the top of each issue exemplified his reasoning for so strongly 
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supporting the cooperative movement: “Knowledge and union are power.  Power directed 

by knowledge is happiness.  Happiness is the end of creation.” 

The seeds of the cooperative movement planted by visionaries such as Owen and 

King were  soon cultivated beyond British borders, as is exemplified by the work of 

German cooperative leader  Friedrich Raiffesisen and French economist Charles Gide. 

The vast array of ideas advanced by these figures heavily influenced the development of 

cooperative movements outside of northwest Europe. This was particularly true in 

Russia,  where  industrial  economic  modernization  in  the  late  nineteenth  century 

confronted  workers  with  capitalist  exploitation  and  livelihood  destabilization. In 

response, and in accordance with Owen’s vision, between the 1860s and the 1880s 

narodniks (Russian populists) attempted to create socialist communes in the countryside 

as a means for achieving  an egalitarian society. As Danilov (1991: xii) recounts, 

however, “these naïve hopes did not survive the ordeals of life.” 

Marxists heavily criticized the narodniks’ approach as idealistic and characterized 

by collectivist illusions (Marx and Engels 1976).  Economists Prokopovich and Tugan- 

Baranovskii argued that cooperative theory needed to incorporate issues of class struggle 

and provide a model of producer organization that did “not swallow up the individuality” 

of its members (Prokopovich 1913). Lenin  extended this criticism under the New 

Economic Policy of 1924, stating that the narodniks had failed to incorporate the essential 

principle for a successful cooperative movement: voluntary membership.  If collective 

action was to truly take place among the Russian peasantry, Lenin (1951) argued, 

participation would need to be optional rather than enforced and each participant would 
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need to believe that their personal interests were intertwined with the needs of the 

community at large. 

Open and voluntary membership constitutes the first principle of the International 

Cooperative Alliance (ICA), an NGO founded in 1895 that unites, represents and serves 

cooperatives worldwide.   The core principles of the ICA were first drafted in 1937 and 

were largely an adoption of the  principles set by the Rochdale Society of Equitable 

Pioneers, a British cooperative formed in 1844.  The Rochdale Principles were as follows: 

open membership; one person, one vote; distribution of surplus to members in proportion 

to their transactions; limited interest on capital; political and religious neutrality; cash 

trading; and the promotion of education.  In 1966 the ICA expanded upon these principles 

by formally incorporating voluntary membership, further emphasizing the importance of 

democratic  practices and organization, and encouraging the formation of partnerships 

among cooperatives at local,  national and international levels.   The ICA updated its 

principles once more in 1995, highlighting  that cooperatives are autonomous entities 

controlled by their members and adding that cooperatives  should work towards the 

sustainable development of their communities through member-approved policies (ICA 

2004). 

 
2.2 Conceptions of Cooperation in the Developing World 

 
As Europe is the birthplace of the formal cooperative movement, early European 

experiences with cooperatives strongly influenced the initial draft of the ICA principles. 

Revisions of these principles also took developing country experiences with cooperatives 

into account, however, as the development of cooperatives in these countries involved 

different ideological roots and practical outcomes.   Whereas in Europe cooperatives 
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emerged as relatively natural responses to social and economic conditions, in developing 

countries the origin and growth of cooperatives was closely linked with pre-meditated 

state initiative to gain control of the countryside’s political and economic capital.  From 

colonial authorities to post-colonial national governments, it is state officials who acted as 

“stimulators and…interfering organizers” of cooperatives in the developing world (van 

Dooren 1982: 36).  While in some countries indigenous self-help organizations existed 

prior to the colonial period, they were viewed by colonial authorities as  primit ive 

impediments to development and replaced with producer organizations more in line with 

those  of  Europe  (Opyene 1994). These state- led efforts at producer organization 

ultimately met with failure, as is illustrated by the numerous case studies examined 

throughout the remainder of this chapter. 

In colonial Kenya state intervention led to the birth and development of the 

country’s  modern  cooperative  movement. The  1945  Cooperative  Act  identified 

cooperative formation as a main state priority, and the Department of Cooperative 

Development,  founded in Nairobi in 1946, was charged with educating smallholder 

farmers on the benefits they would enjoy by joining local cooperatives (Ouma 1980).  By 

the 1950s Kenya’s agricultural cooperatives were increasingly used as an organizational 

means of influencing and controlling politically and economically strategic strata of the 

smallholder farmer community (Gyllstrom 1989).   Under the 1954  Swynnerton Plan 

farmers were only allowed to gain access to market channels for coffee, sugar, cotton and 

other cash crops if they were registered as cooperative members.   Cooperatives also 

became the primary means for accessing state resources such as financial credit and farm 

inputs,  widening  the  incentive  base  for  farmers  to  join  these  state-administered 
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organizations (Ibid). State control of Kenya’s cooperatives increased in the 1960s, 

particularly following the nation’s decolonization in 1963.  Under the 1966 Cooperative 

Societies Act and the Cooperative Societies Act of 1969 it was dictated that nearly all 

cooperative activit ies receive  government approval and be subjected to government 

control before they could legally be carried out (Gyllstrom 1991).  All decisions made by 

cooperative members were conditional, requiring approval by urban-based state officials 

whose agendas were radically different from those of rural farmers. 

Kenya’s administratively top-heavy cooperatives placed little genuine focus on 

rural  advancement; their main objectives were maintaining government control and 

exporting products that would bring in significant foreign exchange for the state (Bates 

1981).  An intricate web of laws and administrative structures legitimated state power 

such that all rural cooperatives were mandated and managed by government officials. 

Notions of democratic organization, member entrepreneurship and flexibility based on 

local conditions were ignored.  State control did not lead to cooperative success, however; 

in many cases producers became indebted as a result of their participation in cooperative 

marketing activities.  These activities eventually ceased to take place and cooperatives 

then existed in name only, officially remaining in operation to allow the state to save face. 

The failures that resulted from extreme state involvement and manipulation in 

Kenya’s cooperative movement are mirrored elsewhere in Africa and across the global 

South.  In Ghana, Nkrumah’s Convention People’s Party (CPP) established the United 

Ghana Farmers’ Council in 1953.   This Council was formed as a means for the CPP to 

organize the cocoa farmers, the most  economically  strategic section of the Ghanaian 

peasantry.  Furthermore, the Farmers’ Council was created in order to engender political 
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support for Nkrumah’s government. Following Ghana’s decolonization in 1957 the 

Council was recognized by the CPP as the only organization legally allowed to represent 

Ghanaian farmers.  The Council was formally made the sole buyer of Ghana’s cocoa in 

1961, simultaneously creating both a political and commercial monopoly.  While this did 

mean that European economic control of the cocoa industry had been relinquished, it also 

led to the dissolution of  existing cocoa farmer cooperatives, which were viewed as 

unreliable based on the political interests of the state (Beckman 1976). 

Nkrumah’s efforts to co-opt the Farmers’ Council for his own means were 

undermined  by  the  emergence  of  middlemen  working  to  capita lize  on  the  cocoa 

monopoly to achieve their  own aspirations (Young et al 1981). This homegrown 

interference between the producers and the state, combined with poor state management, 

graft, and the use of cocoa revenues to cover the growing losses of public companies 

created difficulties as the Council struggled to remain afloat.  Ultimately, the imposition 

of unrealistically low payments to  farmers in exchange for their cocoa and the poor, 

disjointed organization of the Council led to the devastation of Ghana’s cocoa industry 

and the livelihoods of the country’s cocoa farmers (Yergin and Stanislaw 1998). 

The history of Uganda contains many comparable examples of failed state- led 

producer organizations, as well as equally unsuccessful instances of farmer- led producer 

organizations. These  dissimilar methods of producer organization were employed 

simultaneously during the twentieth century in the northern Ugandan region of Lango. 

Starting in the 1930s the colonial state co-opted  locally elected leaders of Lango’s 

indigenous producer groups, known as Wang tic, into the colonial administrative structure 

under the title of village headman.  As village headmen Wang tic leaders were charged 
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with collecting taxes from producer organization members and were made responsible for 

ensuring that  the cotton produced by these members adhered to the quality standards 

demanded by the state (Vincent 1988).  This interference in the management structure of 

the Wang tic effectively transformed these groups from farmer- led producer organizations 

to state-led producer organizations. 

Following the decolonization of Uganda in 1963 legislation was passed with the 

aim of granting the state further control over producer cooperatives, from the Wang tic 

and beyond.  In particular, the Ugandan government’s first five-year development plan 

explicitly stated that “an integral part of the Government’s policy for agriculture is its 

policy for the development of the cooperative movement in the sphere of crop marketing 

and agricultural credit” (Government of Uganda 1961).  In 1970 the Cooperative Societies 

Act was passed, its purpose being “to give government greater powers for the guidance, 

direction and control of the Cooperative Societies and Unions generally, and on matters of 

finance and management of their affairs particularly, in order to make the movement a 

worthy vehicle of the new political culture of Uganda” (quoted in Mamdani 1976: 277- 

278). Like Nkrumah, Ugandan president Obote set aside the democratic practices 

identified by the ICA as fundamental to producer organization success in order to co-opt 

the country’s cooperatives as a tool for implementing his personal objectives. 

With non-state-regulated forms of farmer cooperation fully taken over by the 

government,  some Ugandan producers actively sought to regain their autonomy and 

implement an alternative  cooperative framework for their agricultural production.   In 

Lango this new framework, called Awak, involved locally electing a leader, just as had 

once been the practice with Wang  t ic.  Awak membership was restricted to cotton 
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producers who could not meet the strict requirements mandated by the state, which were 

now enforced in Wang tic groups.  While the creation of Awak succeeded in reviving the 

organizational structure of indigenous cooperatives in Lango, the political and economic 

conditions that kept the poor impoverished did not change (Mamdani 1984).   Many Awak 

members were forced to work in the fields of richer producers and capitalists in order to 

meet their households’ financial needs.  Furthermore, whatever money was earned by 

Awak  members and contributed to cooperative funds was used to hold an  annual 

celebratory feast rather than invested in farm equipment and machinery, which ultimately 

reinforced members’ impoverishment.  Meanwhile, throughout Amin’s regime during the 

1960s and 1970s the financial benefits received by Wang tic members in exchange for 

their sale of cotton – benefits which had once been reaped solely by their communities – 

were increasingly co-opted for use by the state (Opyene 1994). 

In contemporary times the vestiges of the original Wang tic groups have become 

completely  integrated into the state system of extraction and exploitation (Mamdani 

1984). Fundamental principles of cooperatives, such as democratic organization, 

voluntary participation and popular accountability, are virtually nonexistent.  While non- 

state-regulated  cooperatives  like Awak  remain  relative ly  autonomous  and  employ 

democratic practices,  membership  levels are comparatively low. Furthermore, the 

organizational structure of such organizations is fairly ad hoc – elections for organization 

leaders officially occur on an annual basis, but are often held more frequently. 

In Asia, just as in Africa, the formal cooperative movement was initiated by the 

state and produced numerous examples of failure.  In the early decades of the twentieth 

century governments throughout the region passed legislation on cooperatives; by 1922 
 
 
 

 
21 



cooperatives  had  become  legal  entities  in  all  Asian  countries. Following  the 

decolonization of many Asian countries states designated cooperative development as a 

high priority,  arguing, albeit often superficially to mask their ulterior motives, that 

cooperatives  were  essential  for  increasing  rural  production  and  accelerating  rural 

development (APO 1996).  In the latter half of the twentieth century additional legislation 

promoting cooperatives and pledging government support for their creation was passed 

across Asia. 

In contemporary times the extent of cooperative development in Asia is positively 

correlated with national GDP.  In countries including Japan and Korea, for example, over 

80 percent of farmer families are involved in cooperative activities.  In less economically 

developed countries such as the Philippines and Indonesia, however, only 12 percent and 

16  percent  of  families  contain  cooperative  members,  respective ly  (APO  1991). 

Regardless  of  location,  most  cooperatives  in  Asia  remain  subject  to  government 

regulation and control, both in terms of formal registration and the legal dictates by which 

they must abide.  Many of these cooperatives are heavily dependent on state financing and 

technical assistance, which is generally provided only when tied to conditions that expand 

state control and reduce farmer-level leadership and autonomy (Ibid). 

An analysis of India’s cooperative movement, one of the largest in the world, 

reveals that a complete lack of state support for farmer- led producer organizations can be 

as crippling to cooperative success as a suffocating level of state interference.  In the 

cases of the Saongaon Workers  Cooperative  (SWC) and the Kangra Cooperative Tea 

Factory (KCTF), involving tea leave growers located in the Jalpaiguri district of West 
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Bengal and the Kangra district of Himachal Pradesh, respectively, a lack of appropriate 

state assistance ultimately led to the undoing of both of these farmer-led initiatives. 

The SWC was formed in 1973 when the company that owned the Sonali Tea 

Estate, having  suffered financial losses since 1969, passed a resolut ion relinquishing 

control of the estate to its plantation workers.  The leadership of the SWC was elected 

democratically and members addressed managerial issues without external assistance.  As 

a result of the cooperative members’ collective  efforts the harvest levels of the tea 

plantation improved significantly between 1973 and 1977, causing worker income and 

cooperative asset levels to improve.  The success of the SWC was short- lived, however. 

Upon observing the high level of functionality the Sonali Tea Estate had regained, in 1978 

the former owners waged and won a court trial to reacquire possession and control of the 

plantation.  The court decision was reversed in 1979, but the estate owners relentlessly 

made efforts to dispossess the cooperative workers.  Local police assisted these efforts by 

threatening and arresting cooperative  workers on baseless charges, while the state 

remained apathetic and uninvolved (Bhowmik 1988).  The farmer- led SWC subsequently 

deteriorated severely as a consequence of insufficient state  involvement, despite its 

adherence to the core cooperative principles of collective ownership and  democratic 

decision-making processes. 

The state played an entirely different role in the farmer- led KCTF, ultimately 

exacerbating  inequit ies among cooperative members and creating distrust within the 

cooperative community.   Initially state involvement in the KCTF seemed harmless: tea 

growers in Kangra, negatively affected by declining market demand for their product and 

inadequate production machinery, were assisted in 1980 by state loans in building the 
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KCTF so that they would be able to improve their production and sales levels.  Seventy- 

one percent of the members of the KCTF were small-scale tea growers, owning fewer 

than 10 hectares of land.  Nonetheless, it was large-scale tea growers who held the final 

say in all of the KCTF’s management- level decisions. 

The KCTF’s disproportionate distribution of power between large-scale and small-  

scale tea growers mainly resulted from the way the cooperative factory was formed.  In 

the early 1970s, a group of large-scale growers decided that a high-technology factory 

was needed to revive Kangra’s tea  industry. Small-scale growers agreed with this  

sentiment, but the collective efforts of all the growers were insufficient and government 

financial assistance was required.  Only large-scale growers had political contacts, and 

they used these contacts  to attract government investment (Bhowmik 1988). Once 

government subsidies were made  available, large-scale growers took control of their 

distribution and discouraged any cohesive sense  of  organization among the general 

cooperative member population.  Small-scale growers were alienated from all decision- 

making processes and had no voice in regard to cooperative management and financial 

transactions.  Many small-scale growers falsely believed that large-scale growers, because 

they controlled the factory, received a higher price for their tea leaves (Ibid). 

In the case of the KCTF, the state provided needed financial resources but allowed 

these resources to be wholly controlled by large-scale tea growers who possessed political 

clout. Inequalities between  small-scale and large-scale growers were consequently 

reinforced and vestiges of democratic practices were weakened.  The KCTF, which began 

as  a  farmer- led  initiative,  ultimately  transformed  into  a   political  project  that 

disempowered small-scale producers and increased large-scale producers’ local elitism. 
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2.3 A Market-led Model of Producer Organization: A Viable Alternative? 

 
Both the state- led and farmer- led models of producer organization, the two main 

models that characterize cooperative movements in developing country histories, have 

repeatedly resulted in failure.  In the case of the state- led model, producer organizations 

are forced upon rural farmers in a manner  in  line with the high-modernist ideology 

described by Scott in Seeing Like a State.  As Scott (1998) argues, farmers are organized 

into groups so that they and their products can be more easily administered and controlled 

by the state.  Farmers are only given certain market permits and access to other resources 

if they can provide evidence of producer organization membership, and the context is 

generally one in which farmers, after conducting an informal cost-benefit analysis, will 

not choose to resist such policies. 

Failure  to  actively  resist  state  policies  does  not  imply  farmer  laziness  or 

indifference; it simply indicates that the stakes associated with rebellion – in particular, 

falling below the subsistence level – are too high (Scott 1985).  The situation becomes 

one in which farmers become members of producer organizations that are governed by 

officials several steps removed, figuratively and literally,  from producer organization 

constituents.  These organizations are heavily dependent on state financing and highly 

subject to state control, providing little space or incentive for members to become actively 

involved in managerial- level decisions.  Ultimately, farmer interests are co-opted by the 

interests  of  the  state  and  the  operational  efficiency  of  producer  organizations  is 

undermined by the heavy weights of government bureaucracy.  As Ferguson discusses in 

The Anti-Politics Machine, government officials  cloak their ‘development’ initiatives, 

including  the  formation  of  rural  producer  organizations,  under  the  title  of  social 
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improvement, when in fact they are performing selfishly motivated polit ical operations 

aimed at expanding state power. 

At the opposite extreme of the state- led model of producer organization lies the 

farmer-led model.  In this model the desire to organize is cultivated at the grassroots level 

and producer organization members make all organizational and managerial decisions. 

Membership is taken on more often by choice than by force, and because the success of 

farmer- led producer organizations is heavily dependent  on the efforts of organization 

members individual farmers have a much higher incentive to become  meaningfully 

involved.  A complete lack of state support can often spell defeat for farmer- led producer 

organizations, however, as these organizations frequently lack the capacity to be highly 

functioning in the long-term without receiving some form of external assistance.  That 

being said, if state assistance for farmer- led producer organizations transforms into state 

control over these organizations the results can quickly become counter-productive (FAO 

1983). Indeed,  in  many  circumstances  the  state  may  view  farmer- led  producer 

organizations as a threat to state interests and will overtly or covertly encourage actions 

that weaken such organizations and often cause them to collapse. 

Overcoming the problematic symptoms and failures of state- led and farmer- led 

cooperatives  requires  establishing  a  middle  ground  in  producer  organization. In 

contemporary times some altruistic development practit ioners working for socially 

responsible organizations are attempting to create this middle ground through the design 

and implementation of a market-led model of producer organization.  This model is based 

on a foundation of for-profit business  principles.   Additionally, this model integrates 

NGO  initiatives  and  argues  for  the  provision  of  external  assistance  to  producer 
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organization members as a means of helping them to become self-sufficient and self-  

directing.  In the market- led model financial sustainability is a core objective, and it is 

ultimately expected to be  achieved through product profits earned in the market and 

increases in stock value of the retailing mechanism employed. 

The philosophical basis of the market- led model of producer organization is 

similar to that of the state- led and farmer- led models: having producers work together 

towards a common goal is  superior to having producers work individually.   The key 

characteristics of the market- led model are distinct, however, shifting from issues of state 

bureaucratization and political capture, which characterize the state- led model, and issues 

of insufficient capacity and internal producer hierarchy, which characterize the farmer- led 

model,  to  issues  of  economic  sustainability  and  producer  empowerment. The 

fundamental question these distinctions raise is whether, given current circumstances in 

developing countries, the market- led model of producer organization will fare better than 

the other models have  fared  in the past. In response to this question the following 

chapters critically evaluate the successes and limitations encountered by the CHRP, which 

strictly adheres to the market-led approach. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 
THE CHRP IN CONCEPTION AND IN IMPLEMENTATION 

 

 
 

Before  evaluat ing  whether  the  market- led  model  of  producer  organization 

employed by the CHRP is superior to alternative models of producer organization, the 

context in which the CHRP operates must be understood.  Thus, the first section of this 

chapter describes the breadth and depth of poverty that characterizes the Philippines.  The 

second section focuses more specifically on the nature of poverty in the Cordillera, as this 

is the region of the Philippines where farmers participating in the CHRP work and live. 

The third section of this chapter recounts how the CHRP originated, which was largely in 

reaction  to  the  seemingly  permanent  poverty  that  pervades  the barangays of the 

Cordillera terraces.  The CHRP’s original organizational framework is provided in this 

section.  The concluding section of this chapter compares this framework with how the 

CHRP has evolved on the ground and analyzes the CHRP’s initial signs of success. 

3.1 Poverty in the Philippines: A General Overview 

 
The Philippines is one of the newly industrialized emerging market economies of 

the world and is one of the fastest growing economies in Southeast Asia.  In 2007 the 

country’s rate of real GDP growth was 7.3 percent – the highest rate of growth achieved 

by the Philippines in 30 years.  In 2008 growth in the Philippines slowed to 4.5 percent as 

a result of the global financial crisis, but even this  reduced rate of growth surpassed 

similar figures for many advanced industrialized countries during the same year.  Overall, 

economic growth figures indicate that thus far the twenty-first century has been one of 

increasing prosperity for the Philippines. Nonetheless, poverty remains one of the 

country’s most overwhelming problems. In 2006 nearly 27.6 million people, or 33 
 
 
 

28 



percent of the Philippine population, lived below the Philippines’ poverty threshold of 40 

 
Philippine pesos (PHP), or approximately 80 U.S. cents, per day. If applying the  

international standard of subsisting on at least two dollars per day, 44 percent of all 

Philippine people failed to meet this threshold (NSCB 2007, AusAID 2008). 

These seemingly contradictory evaluations demonstrate that high national growth 

figures  mask  the  reality  that  economic  benefits  have  not  been  distributed  evenly. 

According to the 2003  Family  Income and Expenditure Survey, conducted by the 

Philippines’ National Statistics Office (NSO), the total income accruing to the bottom 

decile of the Philippine population stagnated from 2000 to 2003.  The real average income 

of the bottom 30 percent of the population contracted by approximately 6 percent during 

the same period.   The majority of the people who compose this bottom third of the 

population are not scattered across the Philippines; they are concentrated in certain parts 

of the country.  In the ten poorest provinces based on 2000 poverty incidence data, more 

than 50 percent of all households were poor (Schelzig 2005).  Even after controlling for 

sector of employment and education level, location remains an important determinant of 

poverty (World Bank 2001). 

These  statistics  and  evaluations  provide  additional  evidence  that  aggregate 

Philippine  growth figures conceal large regional disparities. The 17 regions of the  

Philippines are delineated based on geographical, cultural and ethnological characteristics. 

Since 1985 three  of these regions – the Cordillera Administrative Region (CAR), the 

Autonomous Region in Muslim  Mindanao (ARMM) and Central Mindanao – have 

experienced consistent increases in poverty incidence (Collas-Monsod 1998).3 These 
 

 
 

3  It should also be noted that the CAR and the ARMM are the headquarters of two insurgencies currently 

taking place in the Philippines.  The CAR is the base for the Communist party insurgency, which is 
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three regions, like all other regions in the Philippines, are subdivided into provinces.  The 

 
80 provinces of the Philippines are subdivided into municipalities, which are further 

subdivided into barangays. 

Aggregate national economic figures conceal the reality that some sectors of 

employment are failing to benefit from the Philippines’ overall growth.  The agriculture 

sector has performed particularly poorly: poverty is highest in this sector, and the rate of 

poverty reduction is slowest compared to other sectors.  Although only 40 percent of the 

Philippine population works in agriculture, this portion of the population represents over 

two-thirds of the country’s impoverished people (World Bank 2001).  The two categories 

of employment with the highest poverty incidence in the Philippines are unpaid workers 

and self-employed workers; the agriculture sector accounts for 81.4 percent and 55.9 

percent of people in these categories, respectively (Collas-Monsod 1998).  These statistics 

point to the fact that  poverty remains a largely rural phenomenon in the Philippines. 

Seventy-seven percent of the country’s impoverished population resides in rural areas, 

and agriculture is their primary, and often only, source of income (World Bank 2001). 

3.2 Poverty in the CAR 

 
The CAR is a region largely characterized by rural, agricultural areas.  This is 

particularly the case in the upland terraces of the Cordillera Mountains, which is where 

the targeted beneficiaries of the CHRP reside.  As is shown in the maps on pages six and 

seven, the CAR is composed of six provinces: Abra, Apayao, Benguet, Ifugao, Kalinga 

and Mountain Province.  In addition to being one of the few areas in the Philippines to 

have consistently experienced increases in poverty incidence over the last two decades, 
 

 
 

spearheaded by the New People’s Army (NPA), and Mindanao is the base for the Moro Islamic Liberation 

Front.  Both of these insurgencies continue to violently disrupt Philippine society. 
 
 

30 



the CAR has the highest poverty incidence of all the regions located within the large 

island of Luzon.  Furthermore, with the exception of Benguet the provinces of the CAR 

reliably claim their habitual spots on the top half of the Philippines’ list of ‘The Club of 

20’ poorest provinces on an annual basis (Collas-Monsod 1998). 

 
Just as national figures mask regional differences and urban-rural disparities, 

regional  figures  conceal immense provincial dissimilarities in the Philippines. For 

example, in 2006 poverty incidence among families in the CAR was 28.8 percent.  Yet an 

examination of this statistic on a provincial level reveals significant variation, ranging 

from 8.2 percent in Benguet to 57.5 percent in Apayao (NSCB 2006).4     This is largely the 

result of higher concentrations of rural  inhabitants in certain provinces.   In the CAR 

overall the incidence of poverty in households living in rural areas is 55 percent; in urban 

areas it is 14 percent (Rovillos and Morales 2002). 

The International Fund for Agriculture and Development (IFAD) states that in the 

Philippines “the poorest of the poor are indigenous peoples, small-scale farmers…people 

in upland areas, and  women  in all categories” (IFAD  2008). The majority of the 

Philippines’ indigenous peoples live in the CAR and in Mindanao, two of the three areas 

of the country where poverty is increasing rather than decreasing.  Small-scale farming is 

the primary form of livelihood in the upland areas of these two regions, particularly for 

women.   Few sources for earning monetary income are  available in the Philippines’ 

smallholder communit ies, and those that are – working as a manual  laborer or as a 

security  patroller  –  disproportionately  favor  men. Furthermore,  women  confront 

relatively limited freedom of movement if they lack a male companion, which further 

 
4  In 2006 the poverty incidence among households within the CAR was as follows: Abra, 50.1 percent; 

Apayao, 57.5 percent; Benguet, 8.2 percent; Ifugao, 30.9 percent; Kalinga, 45.8 percent; and Mountain 

Province, 45 percent. 
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reduces  their  nonfarm  employment  opportunities. The  patriarchal  nature  of  the 

indigenous communities in the CAR and Mindanao provides women with little power 

over how  household income is allocated.   When women acquire income of their own 

accord, male household members heavily control the allocation of their earnings (Gonnay 

2008, Dawaton 2008). 

 
Over the past two decades the Government of the Philippines has identified 

poverty  reduction as a top national priority. The reduction of poverty specific to 

indigenous peoples has also been emphasized, and has been incorporated into government 

policy via two main avenues:  Medium-Term Development Plans (MTDPs) and the 

Indigenous Peoples Rights Act (IPRA).  MTDPs have been the venue through which the 

Government of the Philippines addresses poverty since the 1986 Aquino administration. 

Under the Ramos administration’s MTDP (1992-1997) rhetoric focused on fast-tracking 

growth in the country’s poorest provinces and rejecting the trickle-down approach as an 

acceptable method of poverty alleviation.  However, Ramos hand-selected the ‘poorest’ 

provinces, many of which were not relatively poor, and little was accomplished during his 

tenure (Collas-Monsod 1998). Regarding the current MTDP (2004-2010), President 

Arroyo attests that its basic aim “is to fight poverty and build prosperity for the greatest 

number of the Filipino people” (NEDA 2005).  There are many components to Arroyo’s 

anti-poverty strategy, includ ing developing rural microenterprises,  supporting rural 

cooperatives, constructing more roads connecting farmers with markets, providing 

farmers and indigenous peoples with greater access to land, credit and technology, and 

improving the overall quality of life for the rural poor.   While this strategy has the 
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potential to dramatically improve the lives of impoverished, small-scale indigenous 

farmers in areas like the CAR, in practice only minimal changes have been produced. 

The IPRA, much more than any MTDP, outlines a specific framework for 

addressing the poverty of the Philippines’ ethnic minorities.  Signed into law in October 

1997, the IPRA reinforces the 1987 constitutional mandate that the state is obligated to 

formulate  and  imp lement  policies  “to  protects  the  rights  of  indigenous  cultural 

communities to their ancestral lands to ensure their economic, social, and cultural well-  

being” (Philippine Constitution 1987: Sec. 17, Art. XIV).  The IPRA places emphasis on 

self-governance,  empowerment,  cultural  integrity  and  social  justice. However,  a 

stakeholder assessment on the implementation of the IPRA four years after its enactment 

yielded highly  negative responses.   The National Commission on Indigenous Peoples 

(NCIP), charged with translating the text of the IPRA into action, was strongly criticized 

in regard to its leadership and the competency  of  its officials (Rovillos and Morales 

2002).  Despite the poor performance of the NCIP, the IPRA has engendered debate and 

dialogue on  the  status of indigenous peoples in the Philippines and has led to the 

proliferation of NGOs focused on indigenous rights.  However, the NCIP and the IPRA 

have achieved little in regard to effectively reducing poverty among indigenous groups. 

3.3 The CHRP: Origins, Aims and Approaches  

 
The CHRP is the brainchild of Mary Hensley.   Between 1976 and 1978, well 

before the enactment of rural poverty-focused MTDPs and the IPRA, Hensley served as a 

Peace Corps Volunteer (PCV) in the CAR.  Hensley was based in the upland terraces of 

Lubuagan, a municipality of Kalinga province.  The history, environment and livelihoods 

that characterize Lubuagan are similar to those of its neighboring municipality Pasil, the 
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main field research location for this thesis.  Pasil and Lubuagan are both landlocked, and 

are divided  into  14 and nine barangays, respectively. Each municipality contains  

approximately 10,000 residents, and the majority of these residents are small-scale 

farmers (NSO 2000, Pasil LGU 2005a). 

All municipalities in the Philippines are categorized into income classes as a basis 

for taxation,  financial grants, and other forms of assistance to local governments. 

Classification is based on the average annual income of municipal residents during the 

four years prior to each evaluation.  Lubuagan is a class-four municipality and Pasil is a 

class- five municipality, the lowest ranking in the classification system.  Pasil was first 

designated as class- five in 1977 and has maintained this classification ever since.  Like 

most  other  class- five  munic ipalit ies  in  the  Philippines,  Pasil  is  wholly  rural  and 

predominantly  agricultural. In  2004,  the  most  recent  year  for  which  data  on  the 

municipality is available, 69 percent of Pasil’s labor force (people between 15 and 65 

years of age) worked solely as farmers and 41 percent of Pasil’s 36,000 hectares of land 

were devoted to crop cultivation (Pasil LGU 2005a).  The vast majority of these human 

and agricultural resources were used  for rice production. Of the 1,583 households 

(composed of 9,231 people) that  inhabited  Pasil in 2004, 1,299 were engaged in the 

production of rice (Pasil LGU 2005b). These  figures are nearly identical to those 

obtained by Pasil’s LGU in 2001. 

The stagnant quality of life these figures represent deeply frustrated Hensley 

when, in 2002, she visited the indigenous farmers she had worked so closely with during 

her Peace Corps years.   In the  25-year interim since she had been in the Cordillera 

terraces, Hensley (2008) observed, “nothing had changed.”  Living conditions remained 
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dismal, educational and health facilities, where available, were in poor condition, and the 

wavering  ability to provide for basic needs was pervasive throughout rice terrace 

communities.  Several NGOs had  attempted to improve Cordilleran farmer quality of life 

during the decades Hensley was away from the Philippines, but their failure to take local 

preferences into account and to capitalize on local knowledge caused most projects and 

programs to collapse.   The poverty alleviation strategy advanced  by the World Bank 

during this time, which advocated for the acceleration of structural economic change so 

that the Philippines’ rural population could more rapidly shift out of farming, also proved 

to be  ineffective.   Rather than ignore farmer preferences and insight, or suggest that 

farmers switch to  alternative forms of livelihood, Hensley desired to enhance the 

livelihood of rice terrace farming  and make it became economically profitable.   This 

economic profitability, she envisioned, would occur in tandem with the environmental 

preservation of the Cordillera’s terraces and the promotion  of indigenous cultural 

practices centered on community rice production. 

The context in which Hensley sought to realize her vision immediately presented 

challenges.   Twenty-five percent of the Cordillera’s remaining terraces lay abandoned, 

and the Cordilleran culture of community rice production was disappearing (UNESCO 

2001). The intensive level of manual labor required for terrace farming had rendered such 

an occupation  economically fruitless, offering little beyond a subsistence existence. 

Mounting economic pressures  had led many families to send their children to work 

outside rural areas, causing the level of indigenous rice cultivation to decline.  Hensley 

sought to promote and implement a solution that would reverse these trends (RICE, Inc. 

2006). 
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Hensley rejected bureaucratic government development plans and well intentioned 

yet  misguided  non-profit projects as acceptable responses to Philippine smallholder 

poverty.  She argued that solutions to poverty in the Cordillera were strongly rooted in 

business  princ iples,  in  a  context  in  which  the  strengths  and  cultural  practices  of 

indigenous peoples were built upon and adapted to reap the benefits of global market 

opportunities.  Hensley envisioned founding Eighth Wonder, a U.S.-based rice- importing 

business that would import indigenous Cordilleran rice at a fairly traded  price.   This 

business  would  provide  terrace  farmers  with  a  stable  income  source  and  would 

simultaneously provide an incentive to revive indigenous rice varieties. By linking 

indigenous rice cultivation to a sustainable source of income, Hensley was confident that 

the Cordillera rice terraces could remain traditionally utilized. 

From the outset, Hensley acknowledged that a fair trade business on its own 

would  be  insufficient  to  achieve  her  goal  of  creating  a  sustainable livelihood  for 

Cordillera farmers.  She explained: 

For most livelihood projects [involving fair trade] there is not enough market 

demand for  the items produced, and thus not enough income to sustain the 
project…Existing fair trade cooperatives are only able to sell about half of their 
crops at the established fair trade price…If the products are not sold and income is 

not generated, the other elements that help empower the producer and contribute 
to the long- term benefits – organizational capacity building, skills  training, 
business development – not to mention the time and effort of creation, are 

marginalized…Even when the products are successfully sold at fair trade prices, 
the  producers  continue  to  be merely  the  commodity  suppliers  and  are  still 

dependent upon middlemen,  albeit enlightened middlemen, to market or retail 
their products (Hensley 2004: 4, 19). 

 
To counteract these perceived weaknesses Hensley did not set aside the principles of fair 

trade; she built upon them.  In her design of Eighth Wonder Cordillera terrace farmers 

were vertically integrated at all levels of the business in a socially responsible manner. 
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Seats on Eighth Wonder’s Board of Directors were allocated specifically for farmers, and 

farmers’ ability to buy stock in the business was heavily emphasized.  Overall, Hensley’s 

organizat ional  framework  placed  a  large  amount  of  control,  responsib ility  and 

management- level decision-making power in the hands of the producers.  Furthermore, 

her framework’s incorporation of farmer-owned company stock provided an avenue for 

producers, in addition to receiving an immediate source of income from the sale of their 

rice, to reap the benefits of Eighth Wonder’s long-term asset gains. 

Paul Weatherly’s Shared Equity Model (SEM) heavily influenced Hensley’s 

decision to create a business that emphasized farmer ownership of their product’s retailing 

mechanism. Weatherly, a long-time consultant focused on creating tangible wealth for 

marginalized rural groups in developing countries, argues that producers cannot “produce 

their way out of poverty” (quoted in Hensley 2004).  Therefore, increasing a community’s 

level of agricultural exports cannot on its own lead to a sustainable livelihood solution. 

As the SEM outlines, trade is profitable for producers in the long run only when  it 

involves at least partial ownership of a brand or company in the industrialized economy. 

In this  context, where asset values increase with a company’s growth and expansion, 

commodity suppliers in developing countries can realistically expect that the economic 

benefits of trade will prove to be sustainable.  Hensley desired to integrate the SEM in her 

design of Eighth Wonder so that each farmer’s potential earnings would not be limited by 

their individual production capacity, but by the growth in  value of the business that 

marketed their rice. 

Despite her strong support for the SEM, Hensley recognized that the model 

 
regards growth and profitability of the retail company in question as given.  These two 
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factors could not be taken for granted in a new start-up company like Eighth Wonder. 

Additionally, Hensley knew that the majority of Cordillera farmers had minimal business 

experience and would not necessarily feel comfortable becoming suppliers for, let alone 

owners of, Eighth Wonder.  Hensley concluded that addressing these difficulties would 

require a high level of Philippine NGO assistance.  This assistance would be essential in a 

range of areas, from aiding farmers in forming functional producer  organizations to 

properly training farmers in producing and preparing a high-value agricultural export 

product.  The chart on the following page illustrates the various ways Hensley envisioned 

Eighth Wonder, Cordillera farmers and Philippine NGOs would interact, all under the 

broad heading of the CHRP. 
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Figure 3: Organizational Chart of the CHRP, pre-2005 
 

(Hensley 2004: 48) 
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As the organizational chart indicates, the existence of a for-profit rice-buying 

business based in the Philippines formed a core component of Hensley’s initial business 

design.  This for-profit business would be the vital link between the terrace farmers of the 

Cordillera and Eighth Wonder.  It would facilitate the buying of rice from farmers and 

coordinate the processing, packaging and shipping of the export product.  This Philippine 

business would earn profits through sales of rice to Eighth Wonder.   If  desired, this 

business could also explore the possibility of domestic rice sales.   Furthermore, this 

business would forge partnerships with local NGOs and government agencies as a means 

of acquiring  capacity-building support for Cordilleran farmers. Meanwhile, Eighth 

Wonder would sell Cordilleran rice to North American and European customers and 

subsequently  send  a portion of the profits earned to a Philippines-based Community 

Development Trust (CDT).  This CDT would be managed by terrace farmers, staff of the 

for-profit  Philippine  rice-buying  business  and  NGO  professionals,  and  would  be 

responsible  for  appropriately  disbursing  money  received  from  Eighth  Wonder  for 

community development needs. 

3.4 The CHRP: Evolution on the Ground 

 
The CHRP organizational framework that Hensley designed in 2004 created a 

foundation  for  the  launching  of  the  CHRP  in  2005. Hensley  adjusted  her  init ial 

organizational framework throughout the CHRP’s shift from theoretical charts on paper to 

on- the-ground  practical  realities. Some   of  these  adjustments  involved  simp le 

technicalities – what Hensley called ‘People’s  Organization’  in her 2004 chart, for 

example, was relabeled the RTFC after the CHRP was launched.   Other adaptations to 

Hensley’s  original  organizational  framework  were  more  significant,  however. In 
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particular, since the launching of the CHRP through May 2009 no Philippine for-profit 

rice-buying business has been formed.  Filling this place in Hensley’s original business 

plan is RICE, Inc., an NGO founded specifically for the purposes of the CHRP.  While 

Hensley had initially hoped that a local for-profit rice-buying business would be formed 

immediately, and that this business would work with  pre-existing NGOs, the lack of 

capacity among terrace farmers to run such a business pointed to the need for more direct 

NGO involvement.  Similarly, lack of capacity and skills among farmers prevented the 

immediate creation of a CDT to disburse profits received from Eighth Wonder.  Both the 

for-profit  rice-buying business and the CDT remain a part of the overall theoretical 

framework of the CHRP, but the implementation of these aspects of the framework has 

been set aside for the short-term. Addit ionally, in December 2006 RICE, Inc. was 

approved to register at the Tides Foundation and consequently became able to receive 

U.S. tax-deductible donations.  The funds generated through these donations are minimal 

but helpful, as Eighth Wonder does not yet generate sufficient profits to cover  all of 

RICE, Inc.’s operating expenses.5     A revised organizational chart that accurately reflects 

the CHRP’s current operational structure and future goals is provided on the following 

page. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5  RICE, Inc. also applies for grants from regional and provincial Philippine agencies and international 

development agencies in order to cover operating costs. 
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As the organizational chart shown in Figure 4 suggests, RICE, Inc. plays a pivotal 

role in  ensuring  the CHRP’s operational functionality.   This NGO is run by Victoria 

Garcia, a Filipina woman with extensive academic and work credentials in the fields of 

NGO management, community organizing and capacity building.  The primary goal of 

RICE, Inc. is to assist interested farmers in  establishing and strengthening producer 

organizations that support sustainable agriculture in their communities (Garcia 2007).  By 

helping to preserve traditional rice and the culture of community rice  production that 

surrounds it, RICE, Inc. hopes to become a global model for empowering indigenous 

people to use their traditional knowledge and expertise in the development of sustainable 

and culturally appropriate economic enterprises (RICE, Inc. 2006).  Objectives of this 

NGO include creating partnerships with Philippine government agencies, local agriculture 

technicians and other NGOs focused on rural livelihoods; they also involve training rice 

terrace farmers in leadership and business skills.  Through these methods, RICE, Inc. aims 

to make the CHRP something that is increasingly, and ultimately wholly, farmer-run and 

farmer-owned. 

When the CHRP was officially launched in October 2005, a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) outlining the key responsibilities of all involved parties was drawn 

up for each participating municipality.  The signatories for each MOU were Garcia, as a 

representative of RICE, Inc.; Hensley,  as  a representative of Eighth Wonder; terrace 

farmers, as representatives of their municipality’s producer organization; and employees 

of the appropriate MAO, representing each municipality’s commitment to the CHRP at 

the government level.  In each municipal- level MOU Garcia, on behalf of RICE, Inc., 

agrees to apply for grants in support of building the capacity of terrace farmers to 
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cultivate indigenous rice varieties; assist farmers in establishing strong cooperatives; 

conduct trainings on successfully integrating agriculture and sustainable livelihoods; and 

facilitate the export of indigenous rice varieties.  Hensley, on behalf of Eighth Wonder, 

agrees to purchase indigenous rice at a fairly traded price and to work with Philippine 

organizations in establishing a revolving seed bank for  traditional rice varieties.   By 

means of this revolving seed bank, farmers interested in participating in the CHRP but 

lacking sufficient indigenous rice seeds have access to the resources necessary to begin 

cultivation.  MAO officials, on behalf of the appropriate LGU, agree to provide technical 

and organizational support for the CHRP, coordinate outreach efforts, and oversee quality 

control during the rice processing stage (RICE, Inc. 2006). 

In conjunction with the commitments of RICE, Inc., Eighth Wonder and the 

appropriate LGU, in each MOU farmer representatives agree to organize themselves and 

their neighbors in producer organizations that advocate for sustainable agriculture in their 

communities. These  representatives  affirm  that  membership  in  these  producer 

organizations will be voluntary and that all leaders of these organizations will be elected 

democratically.  The responsibilit ies outlined in each MOU for  producer organization 

leaders, which include posit ions such as president, secretary and treasurer,  include 

collecting membership fees, coordinating producer organization meetings and elections, 

recording the amount of rice each producer organization member pledges to export to 

Eighth Wonder, and holding members accountable to these pledges.  Farmer signatories 

to  each  MOU  also  affirm  their  willingness  to  work  with  LGUs  and  development 

organizations like RICE, Inc. in order to obtain the skills necessary to get their rice from 

the Cordillera terraces into the hands of international consumers. 
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In each MOU farmer representatives agree to produce their rice organically, in 

adherence with the requirements set by Eighth Wonder, and to maintain a level of product 

quality that satisfies the export regulations set by the Philippine Bureau of Plant Industry 

(BPI) and the import standards set by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  Failure to 

adhere to these standards can lead to the rejection of an entire shipment of rice and can 

ultimately jeopardize the overall sustainability of the CHRP.  To avoid these potential 

problems, producer organization members nominate farmers they view to be committed 

and responsible to attend RICE, Inc.’s quality control inspector trainings (Garcia 2009). 

At these trainings  farmers learn the specifications their rice must meet in order to be 

accepted for export; they are also  taught how to plant, cultivate, harvest, process and 

consolidate their rice such that it meets these  specifications.   Trained quality control 

inspectors are charged with conducting informational sessions in their municipalit ies to 

transfer their knowledge to other producer organization members.   Additionally, before 

any export shipment takes place quality control inspectors are responsible for examining 

the rice of all farmers and accepting or rejecting each farmer’s product. The first 

inspection, carried out by municipal- level inspectors, takes place in each barangay.  All 

rice that passes this initial inspection is consolidated on a municipal scale and transported 

to the province’s central buying station, where the rice is inspected for a second time by 

the provincial inspector.  All rice that passes this final inspection is immediately paid for 

in full via RICE, Inc. and is exported to Eighth Wonder soon after. 

In 2005 a total of four MOUs were signed, corresponding with the number of 

municipalities participating in the CHRP following its October launch.  All four of these 

municipalities were located in Kalinga and Ifugao.  Following the launching celebrations 
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in these provinces a total of 196 and 367 farmers in Kalinga and Ifugao, respectively, 

signed up to join local producer organizations and become involved in the CHRP.  In 

response to this initial enthusiasm Eighth Wonder agreed to provide advance payments as 

necessary to cover the associated start-up costs of increased indigenous rice planting.  The 

first export shipment of rice, small in size at  250 kilograms, was used for product 

evaluation by Philippine and American agricultural authorities and for sales promotion by 

Eighth Wonder.  Positive feedback on this initial shipment led to a second shipment of 

approximately 720 kilograms for commercial sale. 

Appearances of success continued to characterize the CHRP in 2006, with two 

commercial-size  export  shipments  to  Eighth  Wonder  taking  place. The  first,  in 

September, involved the export of seven metric tons of rice, a volume reached through 

contributions from 77 Kalinga farmers and 89 Ifugao farmers.6      In December 2006, 

88 

Kalinga farmers and eight Ifugao farmers contributed to the shipment of slightly over one 

metric ton of  rice. The increasing number of farmers participating in these export 

shipments and the growing amount of rice being exported, in comparison to the previous 

year, attracted attention at the municipal government level.  During 2006 the LGUs of 

four municipalities participating in the  CHRP (out of a total of what had become 13 

participating municipalities) expressed support for the CHRP through the One Town One 

Product  (OTOP)  project. Within  the  context  of  OTOP,  a  project  headed  by  the 

Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), local government officials select a commodity 

produced within their jurisdiction that they believe has a competitive advantage.  These 

officials then commit their respective LGU to strongly supporting the development and 
 

 
 
 

6  One metric ton is equivalent to 1,000 kilograms. 
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promotion of this product.  As one DTI spokesperson remarked during a 2008 OTOP 

presentation in Pasil, “The support of the LGU behind a product like indigenous rice can 

make one of the biggest differences for farmers trying to succeed and make better lives 

for their families” (Falgui-Baluyan  2008). The designation of indigenous rice as the 

OTOP product in four Cordilleran municipalit ies  was  a significant breakthrough for 

terrace farmers, as it was the first time their traditional rice varieties had garnered such 

support at the local government level. 

Hensley’s and Garcia’s efforts to publicize the early successes of the CHRP 

 
resulted in several additional instances of government expressions of support.  In June 

 
2007, for example, Hensley and Garcia gave a presentation on the CHRP at a conference 

held by the  CAR anti-poverty working group of the Philippine National Economic 

Development Authority (NEDA).  Following this presentation experts from the Cordillera 

regional offices of the DTI, the Department of Science and Technology (DOST) and the 

National Irrigation Administration (NIA) expressed interest in forming partnerships with 

the CHRP.  As a result of the relationships forged at the NEDA conference, DTI and 

DOST employees attended and participated in the quality control  inspector trainings 

coordinated by RICE, Inc. in the second half of 2007. Furthermore, NIA director 

Abraham Akilit became a strong advocate for the CHRP following the NEDA conference 

and  ult imately   facilitated  the  expansion  of  the  CHRP  to  Mountain  Province. 

Consequently, in late 2007 RICE, Inc. conducted CHRP informational sessions in five 

municipalities in Mountain Province.  Municipal mayors, LGU officials, and nearly 300 

farmers attended these meetings.  With the support of the provincial governor, plans were 
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made to officially launch the CHRP in Mountain Province in March 2008 (RICE, Inc. 

 
2008). 

 
In 2007 the CHRP formed and expanded its relationships with many government 

agencies in addition to the DTI, the DOST and the NIA.  These agencies included the 

BPI, the Agricultural  Training Institute (ATI), the Philippine Rice Research Institute 

(PhilRice), the Bureau of Post-Harvest  Research and Extension (BPRE), the National 

Food  Authority  (NFA),  Ifugao’s  Provincial  Agriculture,  Environment  and  Natural 

Resources Office (PAENRO), Kalinga’s Provincial Agriculture Office (PAO), and MAOs 

throughout the Cordillera. The  function of these many relationships is varied. For 

example, as a consequence of the CHRP’s positive relationship with the NFA the amount 

of rice the CHRP is allowed to export per shipment was increased from 20 metric tons to 

100 metric tons.  Through its partnerships with the ATI, Ifugao’s PAENRO, Kalinga’s 

PAO,  and  MAOs  throughout  the  two  provinces,  the  CHRP  received  government 

assistance in the areas of conducting trainings, distributing seeds, and coordinating rice 

inspections.  As these examples indicate, leveraging government support and resources is 

an important component of the CHRP’s market-led approach to producer organization. 

Currently there are producer organizations affiliated with the CHRP in three 

provinces of the Cordillera: Kalinga, Ifugao, and Mountain Province.  For the purposes of 

this thesis, however, only producer organizations based in Kalinga and Ifugao are 

examined in detail.  In particular, this thesis focuses on the Unoy Pasil Terraces 

Association (UPTA); the Lubuagan Unoy Farmers Terraces Association (LUFTA); and 

the Rice Terraces Farmers Cooperative (RTFC).  UPTA and LUFTA are municipal- level 

producer organizations based in the Kalinga municipalities of Pasil and Lubuagan, 
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respectively, while the RTFC currently functions as the provincial-wide cooperative for 

Ifugao.  Each municipal- level CHRP-affiliated producer organization in Ifugao is 

represented within the RTFC.  Kalinga does not have a province-wide cooperative, so the 

PAO facilitates all coordination that needs to be accomplished on a provincial scale.  The 

intention is that eventually the RTFC will come to represent all CHRP-affiliated producer 

organizations regardless of their provincial location. 

At this stage in the CHRP all municipal- level producer organizations are relatively 

autonomous.   Interaction between members of different producer organizations occurs 

only on an infrequent basis,  as  geographical and financial constraints often prevent 

farmers from attending CHRP-related  activit ies outside of their home municipality. 

Annual export volume goals are set on a provincial basis, however, so municipal- level 

producer organizations knowingly work towards a collective  target. Export volume  

targets are set provincially because while all producer organizations affiliated with the 

CHRP produce indigenous rice for sale, the variety of indigenous rice produced differs 

based on geographic location.   Farmers in Pasil and Lubuagan produce unoy, while 

farmers throughout Ifugao produce t inawon.   Producer organization members across 

provinces are aware that the success of the CHRP rests on its  ability to incorporate 

farmers across the Cordillera so that the combined contributions for export  from  all 

smallholders reaches an acceptable commercial volume. 

Hand pounding, the traditional method of processing indigenous Cordilleran rice, 

is time consuming and physically intensive, which creates difficulties as farmers work to 

export  commercial  quantities  of  rice.  Since  2006  CHRP-affiliated  farmers  have 

consequently lobbied for an alternative to hand pounding to be made available. In 
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response, Garcia approached agriculture experts and engineers at the BPRE and PhilRice 

for technical assistance in the creation of a post-harvest milling machine customized for 

traditional Cordilleran rice varieties.  The money necessary to make a down payment on 

this machine, PHP 100,000, was acquired through a donation made to RICE, Inc. in June 

2007 by the OB Montessori School in San Juan, Manila.  Preciosa Soliven, UNESCO 

ambassador for the Philippines, played a large role in coordinating this donation (RICE, 

Inc., 2008).   The additional  funds necessary to purchase the customized rice milling 

machine are expected to come from  CHRP-affiliated farmers. UPTA and LUFTA 

members, due to their lack of sufficient funds, submitted loan applications to the DOST 

for PHP 150,000 in December 2007.7 MAO  employees  provided assistance in the 

drafting of these applications. In each application  producer organization members 

pledged to repay their loans with a percentage of the profits generated each year from the 

sale of their rice harvest. 

Garcia followed up with the DOST director on these loan application in June 

 
2008, but as of May 2009 neither of the applications had been approved or rejected. 

Nonetheless, in September 2008 UPTA, LUFTA and RTFC farmers used a prototype of 

the customized rice-milling machine that they are hoping to purchase to process their rice 

for the first time.  This processing took place at PhilRice headquarters in Nueva Ecija, 

Central  Luzon. A  select  group  of  quality  control  inspectors  from  each  producer 

organization spent five days at PhilRice processing all of the rice contributed by their 

fellow producer organization members; this rice was then exported to Eighth Wonder. 

The amount of rice exported to Eighth Wonder in 2008, 13.5 metric tons, was 3.5 metric 
 

 
 

7  Rather than apply for a loan, the RTFC chose to lobby its MAO, PAO and PAENRO to cover the cost of a 

customized milling machine. 
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tons less than the amount of rice exported in 2007.   As the graphs and tables below 

indicate, many  additional quantitative factors associated with CHRP success began to 

decline in 2008, making this year significant in the history of the CHRP. 

Figure 5: Farmer Participation in the CHRP, 2005-2008 
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Figure 6: Municipality Participation in the CHRP, 2005-2008 
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As the graphs and tables on the previous page make clear, the number of farmers 

participating  in  the CHRP, meaning participating in CHRP meetings and trainings, 

declined from 2007 to 2008.   This decrease occurred despite the increased number of 

CHRP-affiliated municipalities. In  2008 the numbers of farmers and municipalit ies 

contributing to CHRP exports were also reduced  compared to previous years. The 

remaining chapters of this thesis investigate the reasons underlying these negative shifts 

by identifying and exploring constraints to long-term CHRP success. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 
THE CHRP: FARMER EXPERIENCES AND LIMITATIONS TO SUCCESS 

 

 
 

The central question of this thesis is whether the market- led model of producer 

organization,  as implemented by the CHRP, is an effective means of addressing rural 

poverty.  In responding to this question, merely considering quantitative evidence of the 

kind described in the previous chapter is  insufficient. Achieving a comprehensive 

understanding of CHRP impact and success and accurately determining the reasons 

underlying quantitative trends require speaking directly with farmers about the nature of 

their experiences with the CHRP over time.  Thus, from July through September 2008 I 

conducted in-depth, semi-structured, individual interviews with 78 Cordillera farmers and 

facilitated focus group discussions with these  farmers.   Of these 78 farmers, 44 were 

participants in the CHRP.   These 44 CHRP-affiliated farmers  were comprised of 37 

UPTA members, three LUFTA members and four RTFC members.8       Only two of the 

CHRP-affiliated farmers I interviewed were men, as this reflected the proportion of male 

farmers involved in the CHRP overall.  I also interviewed the provincial inspectors of 

Kalinga and Ifugao, both of whom are men.  Of the 34 non-CHRP-affiliated farmers I 

interviewed, all of whom were residents of Pasil, 33 were women9. 

A main purpose of conducting these farmer interviews was to determine whether 

aspects of CHRP operations labeled as successful and improving by annual RICE, Inc. 

reports are viewed with similar favor by Cordillerans.  Furthermore, these interviews were 
 
 

 
8  My interviews with UPTA and LUFTA members were more structured and detailed than my interviews 

with RTFC members.  The graphs in this chapter consequently only incorporate data gathered during my 

interviews with UPTA and LUFTA members. 
9  More information about how interviewees were selected is provided in Appendix One.  A full list of the 
people interviewed for this thesis is provided in Appendix Two. 
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meant to determine whether the CHRP goals set by Hensley and Garcia resonate as 

important among the Cordillera rice farmer population.  The goals set by Hensley and 

Garcia range from broad to specific, and include promoting awareness of the Cordillera’s 

natural and cultural resources; generating support for the terraces and their inhabitants; 

building a pan-Cordillera federation of producer organizations; building upon traditional 

Cordilleran agricultural techniques to meet global market demands and to make farming 

indigenous rice varieties sustainable; conducting trainings and  workshops to enable 

terrace farmers to more effectively participate in community development initiatives; and 

ensuring high levels of female involvement and leadership.  In many respects the CHRP 

has steadily achieved success in all of these areas.  As the previous chapter described, the 

number of municipalities participating in the CHRP rose from five in 2005 to 18 in 2008; 

this increase was accompanied by an expansion in CHRP operations from two to three 

provinces.  The number of seminars coordinated by RICE, Inc. on sustainable, organic 

agricultural techniques that build on traditional practices has increased each year since the 

CHRP was founded, as has the number of quality  control inspector trainings. The 

participation level of women in all of these trainings has improved on an annual basis. 

Progress is also evident in regard to the number of partnerships forged with state-affiliated 

organizations.  In 2005 the CHRP had formed relationships with only two government 

agencies outside of MAOs and provincial governor’s offices; by 2008 partnerships had 

been developed with a dozen such agencies. 

The first section of this chapter substantiates some of these quantitative measures 

of  CHRP  success  through  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  information  I  gathered  from 

interviewing CHRP-affiliated farmers.  The second section critically analyzes the nature 
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and depth of these successes.  Particular attention is given to progress made towards the 

CHRP goals of  achieving high levels of women’s participation, reviving indigenous 

varieties of rice, and exporting commercial- level volumes of these varieties.  Thorough 

examination of the evidence available reveals that success in these areas is tenuous and 

inconsistent, placing the long-term sustainability of the CHRP at risk. 

4.1 Interviews with Farmers: Evidence of CHRP Success  

 
The first group of questions I asked each UPTA and LUFTA farmer I interviewed 

focused on sources of motivation that had led the farmer to join his/her local producer 

organization.   I described  four potential sources of motivation and asked farmers to 

identify how many of the four, if any,  applied to their individual situation.   The four 

options provided were as follows: 

• No choice – farmer joined his/her local producer organization as a measure of 

last resort,  viewing it as the only way to alleviate his/her family from the 

frequent difficulties and  failures they encountered in their effort to meet 

subsistence needs; 

• External  pressure  –  farmer  became  involved  in  his/her  local  producer 

organization  as  a consequence of being bullied by a family or community 

member; 

• Approval of others – farmer became involved in his/her local producer 

organization due to a sense of social obligation and the impression that his/her 

family  and  community   members  would  look  highly  upon  producer 

organization involvement; 
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• Important to join, right decision to make – farmer became involved in his/her 

local producer  organization because doing so was consistent with his/her 

interests and priorities. 

Of the 40 UPTA and LUFTA farmers I interviewed, 100 percent selected ‘Important to 

join, right decision to make’ as one of the reasons, if not the only reason, that they chose 

to become a member of their local producer organization and participate in the CHRP.  A 

more detailed breakdown of farmer responses to this question is provided below: 
 

 

Figure 7: Farmer Reasons for Joining UPTA/LUFTA 
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After selecting the applicable reason(s) from the four options I supplied, farmers 

provided more detailed, individualized responses describing what had led them to join 

their local producer organization.  These personal responses reflected a wide range of 

initial hopes and expectations.   For  Rema Bakidan (2008) the decision to become an 

UPTA member was based on both emotion and practicality: “It was the decision of my 
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heart.  I wanted to join so that I can sell rice.  My family needs money, so it’s for their 

own good.”   Antonia Dawagan (2008) believed she “would find good luck by joining 

UPTA”; Marietta Pasicab (2008) viewed becoming an UPTA member as “following the 

direction of God.”  Some farmers cited the social aspects of joining their local producer 

organization – making more friends and having an  opportunity to meet Hensley – as 

particularly appealing. Others felt good fortune would come to  them through the 

agricultural knowledge they would be exposed to as producer organization members and 

hoped that they would learn to improve their crop yields. 

Many farmers identified the prospect of gaining a viable market outlet for their 

rice as an essential factor in their decision to join their local producer organization.  As 

UPTA member Diana Bulawit (2008) stated, “I know that if I can market my product I 

will be much more industrious in the  field because I will be more encouraged and 

motivated.”  Faith in the power of numbers also proved to be a decisive factor, UPTA 

member Rowena Sawil (2008) attested, because “as a group real sales  can be made; 

individually it is difficult.”  Furthermore, UPTA member Susan Nalog (2008) observed, 

“groups of farmers will be assisted by the LGU, because the LGU prefers to assist farmer 

groups instead of individuals.”  LUFTA and RTFC members provided responses similar 

to those of their UPTA  counterparts, viewing producer organization membership as 

something that would help both themselves and their communities. 

After questioning UPTA and LUFTA farmers about their initial expectations of 

producer  organization involvement, I asked them if participation in their respective 

producer organizations had changed their lives in any way.  All 40 farmers affirmed that 

their involvement in UPTA/LUFTA had impacted their lives; the nature of this impact 
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was varied.  Overall, however, the effects of participating in UPTA/LUFTA fell under 

two broad categories: income and empowerment.  In relation to income, all interviewed 

farmers discussed the ways they had used the money they earned through their rice sales 

in previous years.  Each farmer stated that at least some of this money had been allocated 

for the purchase of essential kitchen supplies, such as oil and sugar.  For 30 percent of 

these 40 farmers, due to their relatively small amounts of sales, the cost of purchasing 

kitchen supplies consumed all of their rice export earnings.  For the remaining 70 percent, 

however, the income earned through rice sales was sufficient to stretch beyond kitchen 

needs and  finance children’s school fees, capital purchases, and/or costs in times of 

emergency.  The graph below illustrates the various combinations of ways the UPTA and 

LUFTA farmers I interviewed have utilized their export earnings. 
 

 

Figure 8: Farmer Uses of Rice Export Earnings  
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Allocating money for children’s school fees is a top priority for CHRP-affiliated 

farmers, as  the graph above indicates.   Indeed, of the 28 farmers interviewed whose 

export earnings were sufficient to extend beyond the purchase of kitchen supplies, 68 

percent put some, if not all, of their remaining earnings towards their children’s school 

expenses.  The common hope among these farmers is that if their children are educated 

they will be able to acquire salaried jobs, improve their standing in  life and extend 

financial security to their aging parents.  As UPTA member Remy Salbang (2008) stated, 

“For me there is no other place I can go.  This [Pasil] is the one place where I can find a 

living…Only  professionals can leave to find a job, I cannot go anywhere.   With my 

daughter, she is still young.  And I am working every day so that I can pay for her to go to 

college and get a good job and have a comfortable living, not just farm rice here on a little 

paddy.” 

A smaller portion of the 28 farmers who had money to spend beyond kitchen 

expenses – 25 percent – utilized their earnings for capital purchases.  These purchases 

included clothing items; building materials necessary for constructing a comfort room; 

and small animals, such as a duck, chicken or piglet.  Two of the farmers I interviewed 

saved the majority of the money they earned from rice sales that occurred between 2005 

and 2007.  In 2008 they each used their savings to rent additional rice paddies, effectively 

doubling their cultivation areas, in order to bolster their production and sales levels for 

future export shipments.  Charita Lataan, an UPTA member with particularly high levels 

of sales, used her export earnings to purchase products to sell in her sari-sari (dry goods) 

shop.  In another unique case, UPTA member Balbina Bakidan used the accumulation of 

her export earnings between 2005 and 2007 to partially finance the construction of a local 
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high school.  Over the next several years, as the building project is completed, she will be 

reimbursed for the majority of her contributions through a community fund. 

Although the vast majority of the farmers I interviewed could not fund purchases 

of the scale  achieved by Charita and Balbina, all agreed that even small increases in 

income from export sales were helpful.  As Salbang (2008) stated, “My life is better now 

because I am able to save money for emergencies.  I have an income now, even if I only 

get paid once a year.”  Money saved for emergency use, such as funerals and serious 

illnesses, was of particular importance for UPTA member Elizabeth  Lataan.   Lataan 

(2008) recounted multiple times over the course of her interview how in 2007 she had 

fallen ill, been hospitalized, and remained unable to work for a month and a half.  Lataan 

attested that she survived this ordeal because of the money she had accumulated from her 

rice export sales. As UPTA  member Anita Alwod (2008) summarized during her 

interview, even if the money farmers earn  through their rice sales is only enough for 

emergency needs, “For a long time farmers had no money at all, and sometimes they still 

have no money.  Change is not difficult if there is money, but without money it is very 

hard.  It is important to work in the rice group, because that is the only opportunity we 

have to earn some income.  Only our unoy production can help us.” 

All of the CHRP-affiliated farmers I interviewed affirmed that regardless of the 

amount of money they had earned thus far through exporting their rice, they expect to 

earn more in the coming  years. One rationale supporting this expectation was the 

common  belief among producer organization members that as they improve in the 

application of organic  farming methods their yields, and thus their sales levels, will 

increase.  These members were also confident that the amount they are paid per kilogram 
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of rice sold to Eighth Wonder will rise annually.10     Farmer plans for future earnings 

include setting aside more money for children’s school fees; purchasing livestock and 

nutritious foods; investing in home improvements; renting additional rice paddies and 

hiring manual labor to improve harvest yields; and opening up a sari-sari shop to secure 

an additional, non-physically intensive source of income. 

All of the 40 UPTA and LUFTA members I interviewed attested that their 

participation in  their local producer organization had resulted in improved feelings of 

empowerment.  Given the difficulty of precisely defining ‘empowerment,’ particularly 

across languages, I asked the farmers I  interviewed several questions related to this 

concept.  A series of questions required farmers to compare their lives before joining their 

local producer organization with their lives after joining their local producer organization. 

Since joining, I asked, had they become more confident, less confident, or had there been 

no change?  I posed questions in the same format that focused on feelings of satisfaction, 

motivation and decision-making power (all in regard to daily activities).  I also asked 

farmers whether they had experienced a change in the amount of opportunities they had to 

make good use of their knowledge and skills, as well as the amount of opportunities they 

had to advance and improve.   In additional questions  related to confidence level and 

decision-making power, I asked UPTA and LUFTA farmers to compare themselves with 

their non-CHRP-affiliated neighbors.  The graph on the following page illustrates their 

response to these questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10 Only one of the CHRP-affiliated farmers I interviewed, Rowena Sawil, expressed doubts that money 

received per kilogram of rice exported to Eighth Wonder would steadily increase, citing the falling value of 

the U.S. dollar. 
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Figure 9: Producer Organization Impact on Farmers' Empowerment 
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UPTA and LUFTA farmers who experienced improvement in one indicator of 

empowerment  frequently experienced improvement in several indicators, as the graph 

above suggests.   An excerpt  from Dawagan’s interview (2008) interview reflects this 

phenomenon: “Since joining UPTA I sometimes forget to eat because I am so motivated 

and satisfied with my work…I have much more energy to work now, and I also had the 

courage to rent other rice paddies so I can plant and sell more.”  Dawagan and her fellow 

producer  organization  members  associated  their  increased  feelings  of  motivation, 

satisfaction and courage not only with their improved income levels, but also with the 

knowledge and skills they gained through trainings organized by RICE, Inc.  Application 

of techniques  taught at these trainings often achieved posit ive results, which led to 

significant knowledge transfer between farmers who had been able to attend RICE, Inc. 

trainings and those who had not. 
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For Rema Bakidan, improved feelings of empowerment and sense of self-worth 

were  recognized both internally and in the eyes of her spouse. As Bakidan (2008) 

described during her interview, “Once becoming a rice exporter I could really use my 

head – my  knowledge was not useless. Just sitting at home with a baby can be 

boring…now my husband is helping me prepare rice for the market.”  Furthermore, many 

female farmers reported that since becoming involved in producer organization activities 

they had not only acquired  increased respect from their husbands, but also increased 

autonomy.  As Jocelyn Diwag (2008) summarized, because she attended trainings and 

seminars on organic farming techniques and preparing an export product “I have more 

knowledge in agriculture than my husband now.”  Josefa Bakidan (2008) spoke similarly, 

stating, “In my farming I am more independent, because now I am the one doing 

everything.”  This newfound independence, Myrna Canuday11  (2008) stated, “helped me 

to stop crying.  Before my husband and my sons didn’t buy me what I need and I would 

just cry.  But now I am the one making the farming decisions and making money so I can 

buy on my own.”  Meanwhile, widowed and abandoned female farmers, who constituted 

8 percent of the UPTA and LUFTA farmers I interviewed, reported that participating in 

producer  organization activities and learning to export their rice had given them a 

renewed sense of  purpose. Furthermore, they stated that their export earnings had 

significantly freed them of their dependence on relatives for financial needs. 

Participating in CHRP-related activities often requires farmers to engage in local 

travel, an experience many have welcomed.12    LUFTA quality control inspector Isabel 

Augustin (2008) stated that while as a producer organization member and exporter she 
 

 
11 Name changed to respect anonymity. 
12 Travel fares in these cases are generally paid for with product sales income generated by Eighth Wonder 

or through donations made to RICE, Inc. 
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does not earn much in terms of income, “it’s fun for me…I get to travel to different areas 

for inspection and I like the change in environment.”  UPTA quality control inspector 

Sonny Nalog made similar  comments, explaining that he achieved a certain level of 

fulfillment from learning business skills, traveling to different barangays and meeting 

new farmers.  Several non- inspector farmers have also had the opportunity to engage in 

travel, largely as a result of the positive publicity the CHRP has generated.   Indeed, in 

May 2008 30 farmers were invited to the BPRE’s Manila office to showcase Cordilleran 

rice farmer traditions through songs, dances and oral presentations. 

Since 2005 dozens of articles on CHRP activities have been published in local and 

international media outlets.  The CHRP has attracted significant publicity and established 

a reputation, which many of the farmers I interviewed cited as a source of excitement, 

pride, and inspiration to work harder.   An  additional result of this publicity has been 

increased state interest and involvement in the CHRP, which farmers attested boosts their 

confidence levels as they participate in their export venture.   As Rose  Dao-ay (2008) 

stated during her interview, “Since the formation of UPTA farmers are getting attention 

and assistance, finally, from the LGU, so I am more motivated to work…I now know 

there are others who will help me.”  Furthermore, in certain circumstances the CHRP has 

improved feelings of empowerment and self-assurance among local government officials 

working in the Cordillera.  Rowena Gonnay (2008), an UPTA member who works as an 

agriculture technician for the MAO of Pasil, expressed during her interview: 

I have the confidence now to represent our municipality in the provincial and 
regional offices.  I have the confidence now because of our product.  This product 
is what makes people know us, they see what we are doing and they know it has 

meaning.  People see the money we get when we sell our rice.  People see that 
when we set a date to sell our rice, we actually sell on that date.  So this is real – 

you are not just a member here, things are happening.   And because so  many 
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things are happening now we are showing the national government that even 

though we don’t have hectares and hectares, we can produce rice with our little 
paddies.  So we need interventions too, just like places where people have a lot of 

land. 

 
While Gonnay and the vast majority of the UPTA, LUFTA and RTFC members I 

interviewed spoke with caution, and at times skepticism, of their hope that government 

support for producer organization activities will strengthen, they nonetheless remained 

confident that through their own efforts producer organization activities will advance. 

UPTA member Esther Danglayan, for example, stated her expectation that the number of 

farmers who join UPTA will increase annually, especially if the producer organization 

acquires a rice milling machine customized for dehulling unoy.   With this  machine 

members will more easily be able to adhere to product quality requirements and will 

thereby more easily be able to export large volumes of rice.  As UPTA members increase 

their sales levels, Danglayan hypothesized, they might collectively choose to purchase a 

producer  organization-owned  vehicle. This  vehicle  would  reduce  the  burden  of 

transporting their rice from the barangays of Pasil to Tabuk, the quality control inspection 

location for Kalinga province.  Gonnay (2008) also spoke of expected future changes 

within UPTA, anticipating that “as time goes on our village association will become more 

strong and independent and RICE, Inc. will not assist us anymore.  They will have helped 

us and trained us enough, and we will get to a point where we can stand alone and manage 

ourselves.   Maybe next year, for example, we will provide our own sacks  instead of 

getting them from RICE, Inc.  Maybe we will run trainings instead of Vicky [Garcia]. 

Even now, we are demonstrating organic farming instead of Vicky because they have 

trained us already.” 
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Jimmy  Lingayo, like Danglayan and Gonnay, expressed hopes that CHRP- 

affiliated  producer organizations will eventually become more independent and self-  

managed.   Lingayo, the  RICE, Inc. provincial inspector for Ifugao, has been closely 

involved with the activities of the RTFC since 2005.  His future goals for the cooperative 

are to start paying elected RTFC officers and to start a micro- loan division for farmers 

through funds accumulated from rice sales.  Lingayo also hopes that over time the RTFC 

will develop relationships with buyers besides Eighth Wonder, preferably domestic 

buyers, who are willing to pay a higher price for their product.  Lingayo notes, however, 

that these buyers will need to be willing to buy their rice in bulk on a set date so that 

farmers can maintain the  level of financial stability they have secured through their 

relationship with Eighth Wonder.  Ideal domestic buyers, he concluded, would include 

supermarkets and restaurants.13
 

RICE, Inc. has provided support for CHRP-affiliated producer organizations 

attempting to engage in domestic marketing.  In 2008 RICE, Inc. and DTI collaborated in 

the production of local product labels, in place of Eighth Wonder product labels, made 

specifically for unoy produced by  UPTA members and t inawon produced by RTFC 

members.  Hensley contributed the nutritional facts required for these labels to assist this 

endeavor.  In November 2008 the locally packaged indigenous rice was marketed at the 

IMPAKABSAT food fair in Quezon City, Manila (RICE, Inc, 2009).  While no major 

bulk purchases were made at this fair, numerous small-scale sales took place.  Regardless, 

the UPTA and RTFC presence at the food fair represented a significant early step in their 

efforts to gain a sustainable foothold in domestic markets. 
 

 
 

13 The 2008 WDR states that supermarket buying agents prefer to source their supplies from large-scale 

farmers whenever possible, leading to the frequent exclusion of smallholders. 
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4.2 Limitations to CHRP Success 

 
In many respects the CHRP appears to constitute an ideal model for addressing 

rural poverty  and livelihood issues among small-scale producer communit ies in the 

developing world.  Farmers are assisted in areas of organization and capacity building and 

are encouraged to engage in a variety of profitable market relationships.  Furthermore, the 

preservation of rural environments and promotion of indigenous cultures are regarded as 

priorities and integrated within the CHRP’s modes of operation.  On the ground, evidence 

of success is apparent.  Since 2005 the CHRP has made significant strides in regard to the 

number of farmers involved, the amount of rice exported, and the strength of partnerships 

it has  developed with the state.   Furthermore, numerous farmers have described their 

overall experiences exporting rice to Eighth Wonder positively and have predicted that 

the quality of their experiences will improve in the coming years.  While the CHRP may 

seem to constitute a runaway success, however, there are significant limitations to this 

success that merit exploration.   The remainder of this chapter  analyzes limitations in 

regard  to  women’s  involvement,  reviving  ind igenous  rice  varieties,  and  exporting 

commercial volumes of rice. 

I begin with an examination of one of the most straightforward goals Hensley and 

Garcia set when forming the CHRP: ensuring strong, active levels of female participation 

and leadership. In 2005, the year  the CHRP was launched, less than 50 percent of 

participating farmers were women. In 2006  women’s  participation levels were still 

relatively low, and improvement in this area became a top priority for RICE, Inc. during 

the development of its 2007 action plan.  In 2007 female attendance levels at CHRP- 

affiliated meetings tripled in comparison to 2006 records as a consequence of this 
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renewed focus, as well as because of the influence of respected female community 

leaders.   During 2007, in the municipalities of Pasil, Lubuagan, and Tinglayan of Kalinga 

and the municipalities of Banaue and Hungduan in Ifugao, women composed the majority 

of participants at all CHRP meetings (RICE, Inc. 2008).  Additionally, in Hungduan all 

the farmers who trained as quality control inspectors in 2007 were women.  Overall, the 

group of quality control inspectors trained by RICE, Inc. has always maintained a female 

majority, as is illustrated in the graph below: 

Figure 10: Gender Breakdown of Quality Control Inspectors  

 
50 

 

40 
 

30 
 

20 
 

10 
 

0 

2006  2007  2008 

Number of 

male farmers 

trained as 

inspectors 

 
Number of 

female 

farmers 

trained as 

inspectors 
 

 

In aggregate, of the 145 total quality control inspectors trained by RICE, Inc. between 

 
2005 and 2008, 77 percent have been women. 

 
The figures recorded by RICE, Inc. reflect the fact that the number of women 

becoming involved in general CHRP activities, quality control inspection trainings being 

one of these activities, is rising each year.  However, these figures are misleading in that 

they give no indication of how committed these women participants remain over time.  A 

female farmer might attend a seminar organized by RICE, Inc., for example, but then 

never participate in any future CHRP activities.  The misleading nature of RICE, Inc.’s 

female participation figures extends to CHRP participation figures in general.  Indeed, a 

common criticism voiced by farmers I interviewed, particularly farmers who were 
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producer organization officers, was that many farmers attended meetings but held back 

from exporting their rice; still others exported rice one year but then stopped thereafter. 

In assessing women’s involvement and leadership in the CHRP, therefore, indicators for 

success should include not only the number of new female participants each year but also 

the retention rates of these participants.   Participation, in addition to being evaluated 

based on seminar and training attendance, must also incorporate whether a farmer has 

paid the fees required for local producer organization membership and whether a farmer is 

exporting rice on an annual basis. 

Identifying, understanding and addressing the factors that keep many female 

farmers from fully participating in the CHRP is essential if the goals set out by Hensley 

and Garcia – namely, that CHRP-affiliated producer organizations become wholly farmer- 

run and led by women – are to be achieved.  The culturally entrenched gender roles that 

characterize the Cordillera and the constraints that these roles create in regard to women’s 

participation levels in the CHRP must be acknowledged.   UPTA  member Marfin Isik 

referenced this issue when asked during her interview if she thought there were any risks 

or disadvantages associated with joining her local producer organization.  Isik responded 

that while  she had personally encountered no risks, other women had husbands who 

sometimes forbid them from attending CHRP-related meetings and trainings.  Sometimes, 

Isik stated, women also needed to skip meetings and seminars in order to care for sick 

children at home. 

Even when husbands are supportive of their wives’ involvement in the CHRP, 

obstacles to  high- level female leadership persist.   Cordillera women are almost never 

taught how to drive, and it is generally viewed as unseemly for a woman to be traveling 
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extensively without a companion, preferably male.  Unless these circumstances adjust 

there  will  always  be  some  leadership  posit ions  within  the  CHRP  in  which  male 

involvement is a  necessity,  regardless of the goals set by Hensley and Garcia. For 

example, the highest ranking a farmer can currently obtain within the CHRP is the 

position of provincial- level quality control inspector.  Both the Kalinga inspector and the 

Ifugao inspector have always been male, as this position requires significant independent 

travel. 

Reviving indigenous rice varieties and building upon traditional Cordilleran 

agricultural practices form another CHRP goal set out by Hensley and Garcia.  This goal 

is similarly straightforward in terms of desired outcome but is procedurally complex to 

achieve.  This is not because Cordillera farmers disregard the significance of preserving 

their traditional rice culture.  On the contrary, of the 78 farmers I interviewed only one 

regarded cultural preservation as unimportant.  Furthermore, of the 40 UPTA and LUFTA 

members I interviewed 8 percent identified cultural preservation to be a higher priority 

than environmental protection and increased income; an additional 58 percent ranked 

cultural preservation as a top priority equal in importance to environmental protection, 

increased income, or both.  For the 34 non-CHRP-affiliated farmers I interviewed these 

figures were 14.8 percent and 64.7 percent, respectively.  As Gonnay (2008) summarized, 

“our rice is our identity.” 

In addition to associations with cultural identity, the cultivation of indigenous rice 

also has social,  labor and financial implications.   As producer organization members 

repeatedly explained to me,  when a farmer plants indigenous rice varieties his/her 

neighbors are socially obligated to assist this farmer during periods of transplanting and 
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harvesting without receiving payment.  When more modern, high-yielding varieties are 

grown this obligation no longer holds, even though assistance is still often needed.  In 

these cases farmers must hire labor; they are otherwise effectively forced to reduce the 

size of their harvest.  For the vast majority of Cordillera farmers the ability to afford hired 

labor is infrequent at best.  As UPTA member Belen  Alwod (2008) stated during her 

interview, “We always need the help of our neighbors, but we have no money to pay 

them.”  Meanwhile, cultivating indigenous rice comes with its own set of difficulties.  The 

yield per acre for varieties such as unoy and tinawon is much less than that of hybrid 

varieties, a serious and legitimate concern for farmers whose livelihoods waver around 

subsistence level.  Over the last two decades, as seeds for high-yielding varieties of rice 

became increasingly available to Cordillera farmers, many chose to abandon cultivating 

traditional rice in favor of improved subsistence security.   It is for this reason that the 

CHRP focuses on reviving indigenous rice varieties in addition to marketing them. 

While some farmers are now returning to growing indigenous rice varieties, as a 

result of the reliability of Eighth Wonder as a market outlet, this reversion is marked with 

complications.  Indigenous rice varieties attract many birds, rats and other pests as they 

flower and mature due to their strong aroma, a problem all of the CHRP-affiliated farmers 

I interviewed reported.  Using inorganic pesticides to combat these pests, a step Cordillera 

farmers would usually take, is not an option if they want their product to meet the quality 

standards set by Eighth Wonder. The difficulties caused by pests discourage many 

farmers in their attempt to revive traditional rice varieties; these difficulties also put entire 

harvests and family subsistence at risk.  Additionally, some farmers have attempted to 

return to growing indigenous rice varieties only to find that because of their use of 
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inorganic pesticides during recent years their soil balance is no longer compatible.  Ideas 

on how to ameliorate the problems associated with indigenous rice cultivation, such as 

wider implementation of  synchronous planting and soil cleansing processes, abound. 

These ideas are being put into practice quite slowly, however, as they require extreme 

farmer discipline and cooperation. 

Transportation  difficult ies  and  scheduling  conflicts  also  create  significant 

obstacles for even the most committed CHRP farmers.  In 2006, for example, the Chico 

River in Kalinga flooded during the week UPTA and LUFTA farmers needed to transport 

their rice to the provincial buying station in Tabuk.  Farmers from three barangays in 

Kalinga were unable to reach Tabuk with their rice by the deadline set by RICE, Inc., and 

by extension, Eighth Wonder as a result of this flooding (RICE, Inc. 2007).  In general, 

floods, mudslides and typhoons frequently prevent timely transport and hinder adherence 

to scheduled deadlines.  In 2008, the particularly high number of typhoons necessitated 

that  the quality control inspection process be postponed by two weeks; without this 

rescheduling the majority of the rice that had been pledged for export would not have 

been properly harvested. 

The cost of transporting rice prepared for export to the appropriate buying station 

also presents an obstacle to CHRP participation, even when weather difficulties are not 

present.  Several non-CHRP-affiliated farmers emphasized this issue, stating that if their 

indigenous rice was bought in their barangay, or closer to their barangay, then they 

would be willing to participate in the CHRP.  Pasil farmer Jaime Gruyang attested that if 

his unoy was purchased somewhere within his barangay he would be willing to sell 1,000 

kilos in a one-time bulk sale annually.  This amount dwarfs the minimum quota of 25 
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kilos UPTA members are expected to export each year; it also dwarfs the amount of rice 

most UPTA farmers have proven able to export annually.  Indeed, very few farmers have 

been able to reach the export volumes Gruyang spoke of.  However, Gruyang is unwilling 

to sell his unoy if he must first transport it to Tabuk; in this case he would rather, like 

many other non-CHRP-affiliated farmers, utilize his rice for consumption and as payment 

for hired labor. 

Even  for  farmers  willing  to  pay  the  cost  of  transporting  their  product, 

complications remain.  Based on the deadlines communicated by RICE, Inc. farmers are 

expected to be preparing their  rice for export at the same time that they need to be 

engaged  in  transplanting  for  their  second  yearly  harvest. These  competing  time-  

consuming activities often result in producer organization members exporting a much 

smaller quantity of rice than they initially pledged in order to ensure the success of their 

second harvest.  This surplus rice is either consumed by the farmers’ families, bartered, or 

sold periodically in small quantities if a domestic buyer visits their barangay. 

The testimonies of farmers reveal that the CHRP has made notable achievements 

in regard to small-scale farmer quality of life.  Furthermore, among farmer communities 

the CHRP has also engendered significant hope and anticipation for the future.  Beneath 

the init ial positive feedback farmers provided about the CHRP, however, lie significant 

problems.  These problems limit the number of committed participants and hinder and 

constrain overall CHRP success.  The next chapter in this thesis identifies the root causes 

of the limitations to CHRP success, and analyzes the extent to which these limitations can 

realistically be addressed. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 
EXPLAINING THE LIMTIATIONS TO CHRP SUCCESS 

 

 
 

The CHRP is innovative, well intentioned, and since its inception has achieved 

many positive results.  Nonetheless, many Cordillera farmers have chosen not to become 

involved in the CHRP or have become only half-hearted participants.  This spectrum of 

involvement and commitment to the CHRP is unsurprising, as smallholders are not a mere 

mass of indistinguishable actors.   Human nature is  complex, so just as development 

practitioners often have differing opinions from their targeted beneficiaries, smallholders 

often have differing viewpoints among themselves.   To treat Cordillera  farmers as a 

homogenous or amorphous group, therefore, would be both elementary and misleading 

(Hill 1970). 

My interviews with CHRP-affiliated and non-CHRP-affiliated farmers revealed 

that  there  were  several  key  differentiating  characteristics  internal  to  Cordilleran 

smallholder communities that influenced whether farmers chose to become involved in 

their local producer organization. Female  farmers with less than five children, for 

example, proved more likely to be involved in the CHRP than women with more than five 

children.   Among female farmers with the same number of children, having  a higher 

percentage  of  children  who  had  already  reached  adolescence  correlated  with  the 

likelihood that a farmer had joined her local producer organization.  Additionally, farmers 

with the largest rice fields proved more likely to be involved in the CHRP than farmers 

with the smallest rice fields; these farmers also exported greater amounts of rice.  CHRP- 

affiliated farmers with significant sources of nonfarm income (e.g. LGU employees) were 
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generally involved in their local producer organization but exported relatively small 

amounts of rice. 

The factors that influence farmer involvement in the CHRP are numerous and 

varied, indicating the dynamism of Cordilleran society and the range of issues that affect 

producer organization.   The information I gathered from my interviews revealed that 

while each farmer had a unique set of circumstances to consider when making decisions, 

in aggregate there were three main problem areas that contributed to farmer hesitancy and 

reservation in regard to the CHRP.  These problem areas incorporated issues of collective 

action, leadership and trust.  This chapter analyzes each of these categories of problems, 

and  places  particular  emphasis  on  how  they  threaten  the  long-term  success  and 

sustainability of the CHRP. 

5.1 Collective Action Problems 

 
James Scott, a prominent scholar on smallholder economies and the ways in which 

subaltern groups resist authority, has written widely on the subject of collective action. 

Scott’s  theories  on  collective  action  among  marginalized  groups  begin  with  an 

examination of how individual members of these groups make decisions.  A major tenet 

of Scott’s (1976: 4) conception of smallholder decision-making processes is the principle 

of “safety first.”  He writes: “Living close to the subsistence margin and subject to the 

vagaries of weather and the claims of outsiders, the peasant household has little scope for 

the profit maximization of traditional neoclassical economics” (Ibid).  Rather than focus 

on maximizing average return, small-scale farmers are concerned with minimizing the 

possibility of an agricultural disaster and are therefore highly risk-averse. 
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Many small-scale farmers refrain from agricultural innovations and business 

ventures that have the potential to improve their income levels as a consequence of their 

risk-aversion.  Furthermore, Ortiz (1987: 301) argues that among smallholders “poverty is 

accepted as inevitable and innovation is regarded as pathological behavior.”  Similarly, 

Pasil  farmer  Rosa  Sabawil  (2008)  stated,  “Wishing  for  change  can  just  lead  to 

disappointment, so why should I want change?  I’ll just wait and see if change comes.” 

Rather than introduce addit ional uncertainty or unfamiliar changes into their daily 

activit ies, small-scale farmers prefer the relative stability of tried-and-true methods that 

generally satisfy subsistence needs.  It is for this reason that most smallholder farmers in 

Southeast Asia, including  Philippine farmers, have historically resisted fixed taxes on 

their harvest in favor of proportional  taxes,  even though in the long run a fixed tax 

generally doubles a farmer’s crop income (Scott 1976).   For smallholders what matters 

most is not how much is taken, but how much is left.  The risk of a fixed rent system is 

that the same amount of crops is demanded annually, regardless of whether the year’s 

harvest was good or bad.   On a yearly basis, therefore, such a tax makes the goal of 

fulfilling  subsistence needs less secure. Scott (1976) contends that the only reason 

smallholders would become willing to take on a risk such as a fixed tax or a new 

agricultural technique is if tried-and-true methods suddenly failed to meet subsistence 

needs.  In such cases the safety-first rule breaks down, compelling farmers to take risks as 

a “last gasp” attempt to survive (Ibid: 80). 

Scott’s safety-first argument strongly resonates among Cordillera farmers.  During 

interviews members of CHRP-affiliated producer organizations and non-members alike 

attested that despite the numerous benefits associated with exporting rice to Eighth 
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Wonder, such a venture involves significant risks. For one, farmers can only sell 

indigenous rice to Eighth Wonder – standard white rice is not accepted.14    The yield per 

acre of indigenous rice is much lower than that of white rice and indigenous rice is much 

more  susceptible  to   damage  by  pests,  which  further  reduces  harvest  yields.15
 

Additionally, all rice sold to Eighth Wonder must be farmed organically.  Learning new 

organic  farming techniques requires a serious time commitment, as does properly 

applying them through all phases of cultivation and harvest.  Thus, each farmer is faced 

with a decision: staying the same and focusing on subsistence, or changing, taking a risk, 

and hoping to make an improvement in their family’s quality of life. 

For farmers who view the risks of reviving indigenous rice varieties and applying 

new farming techniques to be worthwhile, reservations about working collectively persist. 

These reservations center  around whether the balance between the expected gains in 

individual benefit and in communal  benefit are tilted strongly enough in favor of 

individual benefit. Only if the  individual returns are significant, outweighing the 

contributions each farmer makes for collective  gain, will farmers find their personal 

sacrifices and risk-taking in joining the CHRP to be  worthwhile. This ind ividual 

economic self- interest is not unique to Cordillerans, but rather a decisive cross-cultural 

force (Bates 1981).  As Gyllstrom (1989: 6) states, “The contributions of cooperatives to 

agricultural and rural development can be expected to basically be determined by their 

ability to offer smallholders incentives for market integration.” 
 

 
14 Furthermore, for agricultural reasons it is generally not the practice to split paddies between white rice 

and indigenous rice cultivation, or to frequently switch back and forth between the two from harvest to 

harvest. 
15 Even if farmers are growing indigenous rice for export purposes, they generally intend for some of their 

harvest to be saved for consumption.  Additionally, if they do not prepare their indigenous rice in time for 

the buying deadline, or if they prepare it but their product is rejected during inspection, all expected 

earnings are forgone and their rice is consumed locally. 
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In the context of the CHRP it is clear to farmers that working together is a 

prerequisite for reaping individual gains.  For some producers this prerequisite is deemed 

acceptable.  For example, Augustin stated during her interview that when she works with 

other farmers they are assembled like a machine, acting together to reach a target.  They 

are like ants, she described, unable to carry a heavy load on their own but more than 

capable when they work as a group.  However, many farmers question the extent to which 

they can depend on the efforts and sincerity of producer organization members.   Given 

that Cordillera farmers live so close to the subsistence line, small-scale theft within the 

community is relatively commonplace.   Of the 78 farmers I interviewed, 40 percent 

reported that since 2007 their pig, chicken, dog, or in rarer cases, carabao (water buffalo) 

had been stolen in the night.  Desperation to ensure a subsistence- level harvest also leads 

some farmers, during times of drought, to direct water away from the fields of others and 

towards their own (Diwag 2008).   These acts are  generally anonymous, engendering 

within the greater community environment an element of distrust and a corresponding 

acknowledgment that many farmers prioritize their own comfort and survival  before 

considering that of their neighbors. 

Latent feelings of distrust influence farmer perceptions about the worthiness and 

risks of  working collectively.   There is the potential that some producer organization 

members will fail to adhere to agricultural product export standards, for example, but due 

to social ties their rice will nonetheless be approved by quality control inspectors.  This 

could cause an entire export shipment to be rejected by either Philippine or U.S. officials, 

and could by extension remove farmers’ ability to support their families for the year. 
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Even in the case that farmers are paid by Hensley for a rejected shipment, the farmers I 

 
interviewed stated, such a rejection still creates a bad reputation for their product. 

 
Rejecting an individual farmer’s rice for failing to meet quality standards can 

create  problems as well. As RTFC manager Juanita Binwag discussed during her 

interview, it has become increasingly difficult for CHRP-affiliated producer organizations 

to meet export quota targets.   A main reason for this, she stated, is that in 2007 some 

farmers’ rice was rejected due to poor  quality.   These farmers consequently became 

discouraged and failed to prepare rice for export the following year. Quality contro l 

inspectors from Lubuagan and Pasil similarly reflected the difficulties of getting farmers 

to produce rice of the necessary quality standards, and the problems and distress caused 

by rejecting a farmer’s product. 

Working collectively often creates jealousy, particularly when the benefits of a 

collective effort are not shared equally with all participants.  In the context of the CHRP, 

the instance in which the BPRE requested that 30 farmers come to its Manila office to 

give a presentation on Cordilleran culture provides a good example.  As former UPTA 

president Ellen Malanag (2008) stated, “Everyone was  interested to join the dance in 

Manila.  But not everyone was taken, which discouraged some UPTA members.  But of 

course you have to select, you cannot just get anybody.  But sometimes people don’t 

understand.” Farmers who were not able to attend this event did not sever their 

involvement in producer organization activities as a result of their exclusion, but when 

interviewed they spoke of the feelings of disappointment, inferiority and resignation this 

exclusion had created. 
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Even in cases where collective efforts will, with reasonable certainty, produce 

relatively equal benefits for all involved, difficulties abound.  All UPTA and LUFTA 

members, for example, desire their respective producer organizations to acquire a rice 

milling machine customized for indigenous rice varieties.16    While the loan applications 

producer organization officers submitted to the DOST regarding the purchase of these 

machines specified that all loans will be repaid through a  percentage of rice export 

earnings, many farmers have balked at the idea of contributing a percentage  of their 

individual profits.  Consequently, UPTA and LUFTA members are now lobbying their 

MAOs and PAOs to cover the cost of the machine (Gonnay 2008, Hensley 2009).  Within 

the RTFC, which is  also lobbying its MAO and PAO, differing expectations and 

miscommunications about how a  customized milling machine will be acquired have 

surfaced as well.  As Binwag (2008) stated, “All of us are working for the machine, but 

the problem is we don’t know who is who, what is what, in this project.”  Ana Habbiling 

(2008), an active member of Banaue municipality’s producer organization as well as a 

representative on the RTFC, expressed concern during her interview that even if RTFC 

farmers make a collective financial effort to purchase a customized milling machine, this 

effort could ultimately backlash.  More specifically, she argued that due to CHRP politics 

most farmers are unaware of there is the potential that a machine purchased by the RTFC 

will end up stationed in Kalinga or Mountain Province instead.  While members of the 

RTFC leadership argued that this concern is largely unfounded, its existence indicates that 

the cost-benefit analysis of acting collectively and making  individual sacrifices leads 

farmers to consider many potential outcomes and courses of action. 
 

 
 
 

16 Details related to this machine are described in chapter three on pages 49-50. 
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Collective action obstacles generally become increasingly difficult to surmount 

when they require members of different ethnic groups to work cooperatively.  Indeed, 

difficulties working  effectively among various ethnic groups have caused attempts to 

create a provincial-wide producer  organization in Kalinga to result in failure.   These 

attempts have also failed because travel within  Kalinga is particularly difficult.   This 

proved to be highly problematic when elite members of the provincial-wide cooperative 

Kalingas attempted to sustain called meetings at short notice, as it  prevented farmer 

representatives from many municipalities from being able to attend (Hensley 2009). 

Kalingas have currently set aside the notion of forming a provincial-wide cooperative. 

A  long- term  goal  of  the  CHRP  is  to  have  all  of  its  affiliated  producer 

organizations federated within an expanded version of the RTFC.  If a pan-Cordillera 

cooperative is ever formed it  will be forced to confront its own host of problems, 

however, as it will require members of various ethnic groups from different geographical 

regions to overcome significant socially constructed  boundaries. The difficult ies of 

overcoming these boundaries were demonstrated during the five  days Ifugaos and 

Kalingas were required to work together at PhilRice to prepare their product for the 2008 

export shipment.  At a general meeting that took place before the preparation procedures 

began, Garcia (2008) urged farmers to internalize that “we are a cooperative here, not 

Ifugaos and Kalingas.”  Nonetheless, at this meeting, all subsequent meetings and during 

meal times farmers from different provinces sat separately.  Additionally, farmers from 

different provinces slept in different rooms in accordance with the arrangements made by 

RICE, Inc. Furthermore,  comparisons between Ifugaos and Kalingas were made in 

meetings and private conversations by people involved in the CHRP at all levels.  These 
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comparisons largely focused on the amount of rice being exported from each province and 

the level of quality each province had achieved.17
 

Few collective endeavors are free of factionalism and internal politics; these 

difficult ies   are   particularly  common  sources  of  vulnerability  among  producer 

organizations in rural areas.  The larger these organizations become, the more likely it is 

that cleavages will emerge and manifest themselves in competitive claims for control of 

the organizations and their benefits.  At times, social divisions become so bitter that they 

impair a producer organization’s ability to function effectively  (Esman and Uphoff, 

1984). In light of these circumstances, it remains to be seen whether meaningful 

cooperation at the provincial and regional levels among CHRP-affiliated farmers can be 

achieved without significant external assistance. 

5.2 Leadership problems 

 
Like problems of collective action, problems of leadership constrain the CHRP 

from reaching its full potential.  The success of ventures like the CHRP is contingent on 

the presence of committed, respected, effective leadership at the farmer level, an asset 

often lacking in the barangays where I conducted my research.  Popkin provides an in-  

depth analysis of smallholder community leadership in The Rational Peasant, writing, 

“When problems of organization in a village are carefully examined, it becomes clear that 

many innovations fail (or are not adopted) not because of positive regard for tradition or 

aversion to risk, but because low-quality leadership and mutual distrust preclude the 

requisite cost-sharing or coordination among peasants” (34). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

17 This conclusion is based on my observation of comparisons that were made in English only. 
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The reasons underlying insufficient farmer leadership in the CHRP are numerous. 

The time commitment required for farmer leaders is much higher than that of the average 

producer  organizat ion  member,  and  the  burden  of  expectations  is  much  heavier. 

Furthermore, one’s leadership performance is much more likely to attract criticism from 

community members rather than praise.  While leaders can be appreciated for acting as 

catalytic agents of change in their communities, they can also be accused of prioritizing 

individual social advancement over group interests (UNRISD 1975).  As Bailey (1987) 

argues, leader-follower relationships in smallholder communities incorporate a degree of 

hardness, wariness and suspicion. 

The  burdens  of  leadership  significantly  affected  Malanag’s  performance  as 

UPTA’s first president.  Due to the extensive amount of time Malanag spent outside of 

the Cordillera visiting her  daughters during her presidential tenure, her high level of 

involvement in community activities, and other time constraints, Malanag failed to ever 

pledge any rice for export.  As a consequence of Malanag’s long absence from Pasil soon 

after being elected president, other UPTA members were forced, at times resentfully, to 

take on many of her leadership responsibilities (Malanag 2008). UPTA members 

collectively decided to hold new presidential elections in September 2008, and to make 

exporting rice to  Eighth Wonder on an annual basis a requirement for holding office. 

Within the RTFC, meanwhile, elections for vacant leadership positions have been delayed 

indefinitely because no farmers have expressed interest in running for these positions. 

Many of the cooperative’s pioneering officers who previously held these posts resigned 

because they were not getting paid for their efforts, choosing to search for salaried jobs 

outside of Ifugao.  Remaining RTFC leaders are currently trying to encourage other active 
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cooperative members, particularly those who are literate, to run in officer elections 

 
(Lingayo 2008). 

 
Cordillerans who currently hold leadership positions in CHRP-affiliated producer 

organizations contend that in their roles they wield both great responsibility and great 

influence. For example,  during their ind ividual interviews several quality control 

inspectors claimed that if they stopped encouraging farmers to pledge rice for export, and 

that if they spoke negatively of the CHRP in  general, members of their respective 

producer organizations would immediately disassociate from the CHRP and cause it to 

fall apart.  Thus, it is critical for CHRP sustainability that inspectors and other farmer 

leaders maintain a strong belief in the CHRP’s vision and mission.   Even when this 

obstacle is  overcome, however, the need for leaders to imbue their confidence in the 

CHRP into the hearts and minds of their community members remains.  Specifically, they 

must convince current and potential producer organization members that involvement in 

the CHRP will significantly improve their quality of  life.  Simultaneously, it must be 

made clear that producer organization leaders will not disproportionately gain from the 

collective efforts of all CHRP participants. 

Convincing farmers that producer organization leaders do not unfairly gain at the 

expense of the collective has proved to be difficult.  Gonnay (2008), Sawil (2008) and 

Nalog (2008), all leaders  within UPTA, each described instances in which they were 

accused of failing to properly disburse payments received from Garcia meant for other 

farmers.  In sum, certain UPTA farmers felt their leaders were cheating them out of a 

portion of their export earnings.  Lyndon Rosite (2008), the husband of a woman who 

formerly worked as a LUFTA quality control, related similar incidents, citing several 
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instances in which his wife was accused of receiving more money for her exported rice in 

comparison to her fellow LUFTA members.  As Gonnay (2008) stated, “Farmers think we 

are getting more money because we are working with white people [Hensley]. But we are 

just helping them market their product. They don’t make a sample like we ask, so we have 

to pound for them, which reduces their amount of kilos and they think we are taking their 

money.”18
 

Difficulties associated with acting as an effective leader while maintaining good 

relations with other producer organization members are further complicated by the power 

imbalances leadership positions create.  Some members, for example, take it as a personal 

offense when their rice is rejected  pre-shipment, and argue that their product is of 

acceptable quality and should be approved for export.  Deadlines are also problematic for 

producer organization leaders, because many farmers react angrily  when inspection 

deadlines are not extended (Augustin 2008).   Thus, the reputation of Cordillerans in 

leadership positions is critical.  As an employee of Banaue’s MAO confided to me in 

early September  2008, the choices a producer organization leader makes are always 

analyzed closely, even when  such  choices are not directly related to rice-exporting 

activities. 

Even when producer organization leaders are able to maintain a respectable 

reputation within their communities, they are nonetheless burdened with the responsibility 

of addressing and counteracting external criticism of the CHRP.  Malanag, former UPTA 

president, stated during her  interview that some of the educated elite in Pasil had 

questioned why she was supporting an organization that exports rice when the Philippines 
 

 
 

18 Each farmer is expected to submit a small sample of their pounded, processed rice for close inspection. 

This sample is not exported, and does not qualify for payment. 
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as a country is an overall rice importer.  Convincing these people of the worthiness of the 

CHRP was difficult and often proved fruitless.  In Ifugao, meanwhile, some of the most 

potent external criticisms  of the CHRP have come from government workers. In 

particular,  the  RTFC’s  technical  advisor  at  DTI  has  suggested  that  Garcia  is  an 

unnecessary middleman corruptly profiting from farmer efforts.  Furthermore, this DTI 

advisor has encouraged the cooperative to cut off its relationship with RICE, Inc. and to 

interact with Eighth Wonder only (Carlug 2008).  Binwag (2008) argued that members of 

the RTFC leadership disagree with this assessment because “we know that RICE, Inc. 

isn’t just about buying and selling – it also gives us seminars about how to protect and 

preserve our rice, organic farming trainings…but there are many controversies and ill 

feelings along the way.”  Lingayo (2008) denounced the advice from DTI as shortsighted 

and hypocritical, stating: 

Some people and government agencies make comments that hurt the group 
[RTFC], saying the Americans are exploiting us and digging gold from us…there 

was even a DTI staff member who went to a farmer’s house to discourage him 
from selling his rice to Eighth Wonder.  But this farmer still sold 1,000 kilos that 
year, because he knows that even if DTI  will  offer to pay a higher price than 

Eighth Wonder for the rice, it will not buy in high volume.  We are open to a new 
buyer with a higher price who buys in bulk, but there is no buyer  like this 

available now…that’s why we say that this is the time when international people, 
Mary Hensley, and even the government are giving attention to our aromatic rice. 
When people like  the  staff person from DTI are speaking negatively, I always 

challenge them and tell them to show us a market outlet before they talk like that. 
And then they are quiet.  They should have an alternative solution that is better if 

they want to talk like that. 

 
5.3 Trust problems 

 
Combating external criticism of the CHRP and maintaining a strong belief in the 

practicality  and  worthiness  of  the  CHRP  mission  can  be  difficult  for  producer 

organization members and leaders alike, particularly as CHRP supporters often still 
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harbor personal doubts.  These doubts are often rooted in the knowledge that Cordillerans 

have been duped and antagonized by outsiders in the past.  Rowena Walis, a non-CHRP- 

affiliated farmer from Pasil, stated during her interview that thus far she has held back 

from participating in UPTA because RICE, Inc. is an NGO.  Over the last decade ‘NGO 

workers’ have come to her barangay and tried to organize farmers; these ‘NGO workers’ 

were later revealed to be New People’s Army (NPA) rebels  looking to steal farmers’ 

harvests.19     Gonnay (2008) confirmed Walis’ statements, adding that in the  past NPA 

rebels have wandered around her barangay telling people she was their companion in 

their NGO work when in fact she had never met them before. 

Even when an outsider is undoubtedly not a rebel, visitors and newcomers are 

often still  cause for suspicion. Before I began interviewing farmers in Ifugao, for 

example, I met with Jimmy Cabbigat, the head of Banaue’s MAO.  After reviewing my 

statement of purpose as a student researcher, signed by my home university, Cabbigat 

approved my request to conduct  interviews  with Ifugao farmers.   This approval was 

based, however, on the condition that I provide him with a copy of all of my research 

notes before departing so that he could review and approve  of my interpretations. 

Cabbigat stated that in the past researchers have misrepresented Ifugaos as headhunters 

and worse; he cannot allow outsiders to continue to tarnish the reputation of his people. 

Given the high level of suspicion towards outsiders that pervades the Cordillera, it 

would be  surprising if the intrusive efforts of Hensley, an American, and Garcia, a 

Filipina from Manila, were not at least initially met with feelings of distrust and 
 
 

 
19 The NPA is the armed wing of the Communist Party of the Philippines.  Formed in 1969, the NPA 

continues to conduct guerilla warfare in the Philippines and often bases rebels in the mountains of the 

Cordillera.  Farmers who commented on the NPA during interviews and informal conversations spoke of 

the army negatively, recounting numerous instances of harassment, intimidation, violence and theft. 
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skepticism.   Hensley and Garcia are both, for all intensive purposes, outsiders to the 

communities they desire to assist, with intentions that are difficult to verify and validate. 

Bailey (1987) argues that in  instances such as these it is nearly always the case that 

outsiders cannot effectively convince smallholders to cooperate with one another.  Yet 

these outsiders repeatedly continue in their attempts, Bailey states, which smallholders 

view “either as a joke or something to be very worried about, as a football player would 

be if he heard himself being urged on and urged to cooperate by the captain of  the 

opposing team” (289). 

In Lubuagan, which like Pasil has had negative experiences with fake NGOs, 

generating faith in the CHRP was made somewhat easier by the fact that Hensley lived 

and worked in Lubuagan during her years as a PCV.  As a result, she appeared less like a 

“captain of the opposing team” than Bailey  suggests.   In 2005 when the CHRP was 

launched in Lubuagan, Augustin (2008) recalled, Hensley’s familiar face and memories of 

the years she had spent in the Cordillera reduced the skepticism of many farmers and 

enabled them to more fully appreciate Hensley’s good intentions. Augustin (2008) 

described her own reaction to the CHRP launching, stating, “If a child is trying to stand 

you help it so it will not fall.  That is I how I felt about Mary’s [Hensley’s] project.  Also, 

culturally speaking, if you have a friend with a golden heart and you believe in that friend, 

you have to be as supportive as you can, even if it’s a foreigner.  Because we value her 

[Hensley] so much, and consider her a relative of the community.”  Despite their initial 

expressions of interest in the CHRP, however, Augustin knew  community members 

would be hesitant to become actively involved in an unfamiliar export venture.  As such, 
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she has worked to be a link between her community and Hensley and Garcia, and to 

promote the CHRP to farmers throughout Lubuagan. 

Hensley’s efforts to engender a reputation of trustworthiness and good will outside 

of Lubuagan have been met with significant success.  As Rafael Menen (2008), the vice- 

chairman of the RTFC stated, “Mary [Hensley] told us we are free to look for other local 

and international markets – she encouraged us to look for other buyers with higher prices. 

But she warned us to maintain good quality control.  That’s why I still respect Mary, for 

this good reason.”  Significant respect for Hensley has developed in Kalinga as well.  In 

Pasil,  Rema  Bakidan  (2008)  acknowledged  that  she  init ially  thought  it  would  be 

imprudent for her to join UPTA because of the possibility that Hensley, a foreigner, 

would take all  of  the farmers’ profits for herself. However, after an informational 

orientation on the CHRP was held in her municipality Bakidan recognized Hensley’s 

good intentions and became an active UPTA member.  Notably, due to communication 

issues this orientation did not similarly sway all farmers in attendance.  In particular, 18 

percent of the non-CHRP-affiliated farmers  I interviewed stated that they did not 

understand  what  was  said  at  the  orientation  because  the  speeches  made  were  not 

translated into their local dialect.  For these farmers, who are not school teachers like 

Bakidan and are therefore less adept at understanding spoken English, a muddled 

comprehension of the CHRP’s purpose has persisted as one of the reasons many have 

chosen not to join UPTA. 

Even when farmers overcome their issues of trust in regard to Hensley, their 

suspicions of  Garcia are not necessarily mitigated. This is partly explained by the 

different roles Hensley and Garcia fulfill in the CHRP, and the correspondingly different 
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ways each interacts with Cordillera farmers.  For example, even though it is Hensley who 

purchases  indigenous rice from UPTA, LUFTA and RTFC farmers, it is Garcia who 

distributes payments to farmers in exchange for their product.  As a result, rumors have 

spread  that  Hensley  sends  Garcia  money  to  disburse  to  farmers  and  that  Garcia 

surreptitiously keeps a portion of the money for herself.  Rumors suggesting that Garcia 

lies about Hensley’s actual buying price for Cordillera rice have also been circulated. 

Notably, these are quite similar to the rumors spread by some UPTA, LUFTA and RTFC 

members that the leaders of their producer organizations are corrupt and withhold money 

intended for other farmers. 

In 2008 new issues of trust arose because, for the first time, farmers were told not 

to hand pound their rice as they prepared it for export.  Instead, under the watch of Garcia 

and several producer organization quality control inspectors, the rice would be milled by 

the prototype customized rice milling machine designed by PhilRice.  While farmers were 

pleased to be relieved of the time and effort of pounding, problems arose because under 

this new system the weight of the rice they sent to PhilRice to be processed was higher 

than the weight of the rice sold to Eighth Wonder, as the hull of each grain had been 

removed by the milling machine.  While farmers, who are paid per kilogram of rice sold, 

understood that there would be some weight loss in their export product post-hulling, they 

disputed the amount of weight that was lost and attested that they were not adequately 

paid for their product. 

Again, because of the different roles Hensley and Garcia play in enabling the 

 
CHRP to operate Garcia has somewhat fallen into the role of the ‘bad cop’ in the eyes of 

 
Cordillera farmers while Hensley is viewed as the ‘good cop’.  For example, although it is 
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Hensley’s business that specifically requires organically produced rice, it is Garcia who 

must admonish  farmers in person if their export product does not meet the necessary 

quality standards.  In the case that a farmer misses an inspection deadline and is thus 

unable to participate in a shipment, due to fixed schedules that are set by both Hensley 

and Garcia, the farmer’s frustration will most likely be aimed at Garcia.  If there is a delay 

in sending payments on Hensley’s end, upon hearing this farmers will nonetheless tend to 

be suspicious of Garcia.  Consequently, Garcia has an extremely difficult role to play: she 

must maintain a reputation that she wants to achieve the best results for Cordillera farmers 

while at the same time exude a professional attitude that reminds farmers that they are 

participants in a business venture, not an aid project. 

Although a superficial evaluation of the CHRP only points to signs of success, this 

chapter’s in-depth analysis reveals that problems of collective action, leadership and trust 

severely challenge the  CHRP’s long-term sustainability. The factors that currently 

constrain the success of the CHRP, from internal discord to external criticism, are of 

significant depth and complexity.  In the conclusion of this thesis I suggest actions that 

can be taken to effectively confront these constraints.  More broadly, I re-examine the 

2008 WDR’s advocacy for producer organization in light of the obstacles the CHRP has 

encountered thus far.  Within this examination I present my arguments on the general 

capacity limitations of the CHRP, as well as my arguments about how these limitations 

can be ameliorated through supplementary state action. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

 
Pervasive poverty among small-scale farmers in the developing world remains one 

of global society’s most intractable problems, and time has shown that conventional ways 

of addressing this problem are insufficient.  Innovative ideas and methods that fall outside 

the boundaries of mainstream  development thinking are necessary. Based on the 

historical and empirical analyses in this thesis, I argue that producer organization has the 

potential to be an excellent method for combating rural poverty and creating sustainable 

rural livelihoods.  For producer organization to achieve such positive results, however, the 

means by which it is traditionally conceptualized and operationalized need to be rethought 

and restructured in transformational ways. Hensley and Garcia have attempted to 

radically alter the traditional theories and practices of producer organization associated 

with state- led  and farmer- led models through their design and implementation of a 

market- led model.  This market- led model, currently being applied within the context of 

the CHRP, is far more promising than the model of producer organization advocated for 

by the 2008 WDR.  Yet even this promising model is bedeviled by limitations.  Without 

appropriate  state  involvement,  I  argue,  market- led  producer  organization  in  the 

developing world will fail to achieve long-term sustainability. 

6.1 The 2008 WDR and the CHRP: A Comparison 

 
The 2008 WDR advocates for a model of producer organization that in certain 

respects is very similar to the market- led model of the CHRP.  Specifically, the report 

argues that agriculture-for-development agendas can best be implemented by facilitating 

market entry and improving market access for smallholders and by enhancing smallholder 
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competitiveness.   Furthermore, the WDR emphasizes the transformative potential of 

collective  action by smallholders and the importance of farmer agency, particularly 

among women and other  groups that have traditionally been marginalized. Also in 

accordance with the ideological underpinnigs of the CHRP, the WDR strongly reinforces 

the importance  of providing assistance without creating dependency and warns that 

support for producer organizations must always incorporate a detailed phase-out strategy. 

In this respect the World Bank largely falls back on the small-state- is-best theory that it 

has strongly propagated since structural adjustment in the 1980s, suggesting only vaguely 

in the WDR that the state can play an important coordinating and  facilitating role in 

producer organizations. 

The areas in which the arguments made in the 2008 WDR diverge from the vision 

of the CHRP  indicate the Bank’s shortsighted understanding of developing country 

advancement. For example,  throughout the WDR all of the world’s countries are  

classified into one of three categories: agriculture-based, transforming, and urbanized. 

These categories are delineated as if they are rungs on a ladder, with ‘urbanized’ resting 

squarely on the top.  The strong underlying assumption of all the recommendations made 

in the WDR, therefore, is that all countries are at different points on a road  that  will 

inevitably end in an economy characteristic of North America and Europe (Murphy and 

Santarius 2007).  As such, it is implied that in developing countries entities like producer 

organizations should be encouraged and enhanced as a way to improve GDP and to create 

jobs, and that as more and more economic development occurs the role of smallholder 

agriculture will become increasingly marginal.  Services and manufacturing industries 

will rise in importance and eventually replace agriculture as developing countries 
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continue down the path towards urbanization.  Ultimately, the Bank envisions, small-scale 

farmers  will  transition  from  agriculture  into  the  nonfarm  economy. The  WDR 

consequently approaches producer organizations as a means to an end and disregards the 

idea that  sustainable, economically competitive small-scale agriculture and successful 

producer organizations are ends in themselves. 

The 2008 WDR’s projection of the Western model of development on developing 

countries,  and  the  corresponding  minimization  of  agriculture,  is  paternalistic  and 

misguided.  While it is reasonable to consider agriculture as a force capable of poverty 

reduction, it is also necessary to recognize that agriculture is a way of life.  By regarding 

farming  as  a  temporary,  transit ional  form  of  live lihood  on  the  path  of  societal 

development the WDR fails to recognize that the importance of agriculture  extends 

beyond its economic value.  Murphy and Santarius (2007) argue that “agriculture is the 

mainstay of the rural world.”  Indeed, agriculture is multi-purpose and characterized by 

social and environmental webs of activity that interconnect with economic pursuits to 

create thriving rural communities.  In these communities agriculture is viewed not only as 

an engine of growth but also as a means of creating social cohesion and maintaining a 

connection with one’s natural surroundings.  The WDR fails to incorporate the numerous 

functions agriculture fulfills in smallholder communities in its grand urbanization vision, 

naively and incorrectly assuming that these functions will soon decline in importance. 

The  CHRP  operates  in  direct  opposition  to  the  vis ion  of  agriculture-for- 

development described in the 2008 WDR.  Specifically, the CHRP understands small-  

scale agriculture to be a  livelihood that should be sustained and enhanced rather than 

overcome. Hensley and Garcia consequently do not suggest that smallholders should take 
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on alternative forms of employment that are largely unavailable, nor do they assume that 

if these employment opportunities were available smallholders would be willing to give 

up the autonomy of their livelihoods in exchange for work as wage laborers.  Instead, 

Hensley and Garcia aim to make smallholder farming sustainable by building a bridge 

between the centuries-old traditions of growing rice in the Cordillera and the economic 

opportunities of the twenty-first century.  This mindset fits well with the professed desires 

of Cordillera farmers.  Indeed, of the 78 farmers I interviewed only nine said they would 

be willing to work in Manila if they were offered a job there that paid a high salary.  The 

reasons underlying the willingness of these nine respondents to go to Manila were largely 

similar,  based  wholly  on  their  families’  desperate  need  for  money. These  nine  

respondents also concluded that regardless of their circumstances and preferences, in 

actuality there are very few jobs available for them in the capital.  For the remainder of 

the farmers I interviewed, the  negative feelings aroused by the idea of leaving their 

children, their community and their rice fields  in exchange for the relative chaos and 

individualism of Manila could not be overcome by feelings of  financial desperation. 

Farming is their way of life and they refuse to leave it. 

6.2 Producer Organization and the State 

 
The CHRP’s short-term progress and focus on maximizing producer welfare are 

encouraging  in  a  time  when  hundreds  of  millions  of  smallholders  are  failing  to 

successfully compete in global markets.  Short-term successes do not guarantee long-term 

viability, however. Problems of collective  action, leadership and trust threaten the 

sustainability of producer organizations, yet neither the World Bank nor actors involved 

in the CHRP have come up with a concrete set of proposals on how to confront these 
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obstacles.  Furthermore, both the Bank and the CHRP founders are relatively reticent 

when it comes to publicly acknowledging the causes and consequences of these obstacles. 

This  reticence  and  apparent  denial  ultimately  foster  an  environment  conducive  to 

producer organization stagnation.   Failure to  openly acknowledge and address issues 

pertinent to producer organization sustainability forms  unrealistic expectations in the 

minds  of  all  involved. These  unrealistic  expectations,  when  gone  unmet,  create 

disillusionment and threaten producer organization success. 

I argue that within the CHRP the underlying cause of unrealistic expectations is 

that Hensley and Garcia overestimate the abilities of Cordillera farmers and Cordillera 

farmers overestimate the abilities of Hensley and Garcia.  These misunderstandings of 

ability,  caused  by  naïveté  and  idealism,  ult imately  result  in  disappointment  and 

resentment.  Garcia (2008), for example, stated that had hoped to be much less involved 

in the logistical and administrative components of rice export shipments by 2008.  When 

2008 arrived, however, she recognized that her involvement in these aspects of CHRP 

operations  remained  essential. Meanwhile,  many  farmer  leaders  view  Garcia’s 

involvement in their producer organization activities as overbearing and manipulative and 

desire more independence.  At the same time, however, they want RICE, Inc. to continue 

to  provide  them  with  packaging  supplies,  processing  equipment  and  money  for 

transporting their product within the Philippines. 

Misunderstandings of ability and intention within the CHRP often near fantastical 

proportions.  Hensley and Garcia, for example, continue to act as if mere participation in 

RICE, Inc. trainings and seminars will enable farmers to overcome massive educational, 

cultural and geographical barriers and become fully capable partners in a business that 
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requires high levels of management, accounting, networking and community organizing 

skills.   Meanwhile, farmers have expressed hopes that through their participation in the 

CHRP they will be invited by Hensley on a tour of the U.S., that scholarship funds will be 

set up for their children, that  money  will be donated to their families for funeral and 

medical expenses, and that they will gain  access to micro- loans.  In reality, however, 

Hensley and Garcia are not philanthropists with access to a bottomless resource base; they 

are development workers operating with extremely minimal staff and budgetary support. 

The significant gulf between farmer needs and the resources Hensley and Garcia 

can offer lends support to my argument that for producer organization to be successful in 

the long-term a certain level of state involvement must be incorporated.  The barangays 

of the Cordillera terraces are impoverished areas that, with minimal exception, continue to 

be neglected in regard to state resources.  As a result of the publicity generated by recent 

CHRP rice-exporting activities many of these barangays are now receiving some state 

attention – officials from government agencies sign MOUs and sometimes attend quality 

control inspector trainings.  These sporadic expressions of state support must be scaled 

up, however, if CHRP-affiliated producer organizations are to succeed in the long-term. 

There  are  numerous  ways  in  which  state  support  for  Cordilleran  producer 

organizations can be scaled up in a manner that is balanced and contributes to progress. 

Government loans via the DOST should be approved to enable UPTA and LUFTA to 

purchase customized milling machines, and these loans should incorporate low interest 

rates and lengthy repayment periods.  Additionally, government agencies should better 

publicize their support for initiatives like the CHRP and sponsor leadership trainings for 

farmers involved in such initiatives.  Criticisms of the CHRP, such as those expressed by 
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DTI officials, should be tempered with alternative solutions.  These forms of government 

action do not run the risk of creating dependency, as they do not suggest, for example, 

that the government should purchase customized milling machines for CHRP-affiliated 

producer organizations.  Rather, they suggest that the government should purposefully 

facilitate  such  endeavors  and  in  doing  so  legit imize  the  worthiness  of  producer 

organization on a state level. 

Supplementary state action is vital if producer organizations are to successfully 

overcome  problems of collective action, leadership and trust. With these types of 

problems what is most essential is that the risks associated with participating in a venture 

such as the  CHRP be minimized.   For smallholder farmers, if producer organization 

opportunities fail to meet hopes and expectations the negative consequences will likely 

extend beyond disappointment to an inability to meet subsistence needs.  When the costs 

of failure are so high, farmers’ willingness to place trust in an unfamiliar scheme like the 

CHRP is compromised.  By extension, finding farmers to participate in such a scheme in a 

leadership capacity is made difficult by the fact that few will want to be held responsible 

for the potential losses a failed venture could cause for community members.  Indeed, if 

producer organization activit ies go awry leaders will have little to offer farmers in the 

form of safety nets and livelihood security. 

The conclusions to be drawn from these circumstances are that the social welfare 

resources  available in Cordilleran communities must be improved and opportunities 

facilitated for small-scale  farmers through state action must be expanded.   The 2008 

WDR supports this conclusion in direct terms, acknowledging that for agriculture-for- 

 
development to work farmer access to assets like land and water needs to be increased; 
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product markets and input markets need to work better; access to financial services for 

smallholders needs to improve, as does access to insurance; public investment needs to be 

stimulated; and trade policies need to be adjusted in favor of small-scale farmers.  To this 

list I add the following prerequisites for successful producer organization in the long- 

term: improved educational and health facilities in  rural areas. Only with strong 

educational backgrounds and good health can farmers reasonably be expected to lead 

producer organizations, facilitate the export of a high-value agricultural product, create a 

domestic retail brand, and become full partners in socially responsible businesses.  As Sen 

(1999:  142-143)  has  argued,  “The  provis ion  of  basic  education,  the  presence  of 

elementary medical facilities, the availability of  resources (such as land) that can be 

crucial to some economic activities (such as agriculture) call for  appropriate public 

policies (involving schooling, health care, land reform and so on).  Even when the need 

for “economic reform” in favor of allowing more room for markets is paramount, these 

nonmarket facilities require careful and determined public action.” 

All  of  the  requirements  for  sustainable,  successful  producer  organizat ion 

delineated in  the 2008 WDR, by Sen and by myself require significant state action, 

intervention and resources, even if the World Bank does not choose to explicitly say so. 

Producer organizations can build upon initiatives that lead to improved product markets, 

better access to financial services for smallholders and so forth, but they cannot spearhead 

such initiatives independently. As was  documented by  the Food  and  Agriculture 

Organization (FAO) as early as 1983, “It is only too facile and unfortunately too 

misleading to suggest a “cooperative solution” to problems which…must be approached 

by legislation and related government policies and programs” (3). 
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A combination of historical analysis and empirical data on producer organization 

reveals that  conditions for long- term producer organization success include a strong 

orientation  towards  working  in  the  market  context,  a  genuine  desire  to  preserve 

agricultural livelihoods, a high level of  producer agency, external capacity-building 

assistance with a clear phase-out strategy, and purposeful state action in regard to creating 

an environment where producer organizations can properly thrive.  If the World Bank is 

truly committed to successful producer organization it must look beyond its shortsighted 

assessment of farmer preferences and misguided projections of Western models and 

meaningfully take these factors into account. 
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APPENDIX ONE 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 
The notion of objective research in the social sciences has largely been replaced 

by what Root (1993: 243) terms “conscious partiality” – an attempt to openly confront 

one’s subjectivity and its impact on one’s research.  Mullings (1999) argues that relations 

between the researcher and the  researched  are dynamic and complex, and that these 

relationships are consistently influenced by  hidden identities and characteristics. It 

follows that  one  can never fully recognize the methodological flaws in one’s own 

research. It behooves the  conscientious researcher, therefore, to pre-empt ex ante 

methodological  problems  and  admit  ex  post  methodological flaws and consequent 

inferential limitations as meticulously as possible  (Lazarus 2007). It is from this  

conceptual basis that I offer an assessment of the research methods used in the production 

of this thesis. 

1.1 Fieldwork Design 

 
The  methodological  demands  of  conducting  a  study  on  the  origins  and 

consequences of various producer organization models are considerable, as they require 

merging multinational discourse analysis with organizational ethnography and farmer- 

level fieldwork.  Historically, studies of this nature have narrowed their methodological 

lens by either focusing on positivist assessments of specific rural livelihood dimensions or 

taking  a  contextually  situated,  anthropological  approach.2 0 Many   contemporary 

researchers, however, attempt to integrate varying methodologies in order to overcome 

the gaps in understanding that occur by solely relying on either quantitative or qualitative 
 

 
20 For evidence of these contrasting styles, see Brosius et al 1986, Marten 1986, and Uphoff 2002. 
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methods.  For example, Oxford Policy Management’s (OPM’s) evaluation of the Kuapa 

Kokoo cooperative in Ghana is based on quantitative economic indicators of increased 

income and profits but  also uses addit ional data collected from qualitative producer 

interviews and organization records (Jones and Bayley 2000).  Other studies on Kuapa 

Kokoo, conducted by Oxfam, Third World  Information Network (TWIN) and Kuapa 

Kokoo cooperative leaders, have gone further in bridging  the qualitative-quantitative 

divide.  These studies incorporate a variety of research methods, including participatory 

rural appraisal and extensive quantitative analysis.  Furthermore, these studies examine 

social, organizational and environmental impacts in addition to economic effects.  The 

methodologies  implemented by Ronchi (2002) and the Natural Resources and Ethical 

Trade Network in their producer organization evaluations utilize a similar mixed methods 

approach (Mayoux 2001). 

While the studies conducted by OPM, TWIN and others provide useful models of 

methodological approach, their scale is too large for the scope of this thesis.   These 

studies involved  hiring dozens of research assistants, remaining in the field for a 

minimum of six months and returning to the field numerous times – options I did not have 

at my disposal.  Although I referred to these studies when determining how to combine 

qualitative and quantitative methods in my fieldwork, my methods of data collection were 

strictly qualitative.  My data on the size of farmer rice paddies, for example, is based on 

the reports of farmers rather than actual measurements.  The quantitative component of 

my fieldwork research is consequently weaker than I would prefer. I am relatively 

accepting  of  this  shortcoming,  however,  because  my  main  research  questions  are 

primarily focused on perceptions, opinions and the interests of relevant actors rather than 
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hard quantitative figures.  In this respect the methodological approach used in this thesis 

is far more hermeneutical than empirical. 

Due to the high number of female respondents I expected to encounter in my 

fieldwork I selected semi-structured interviews as my main research method, despite an 

informal supervisor’s  suggestion that I use more structured surveys instead.   Surveys 

often misrepresent the position of women in patriarchal societies, which are precisely the 

type of societies that characterize the Cordillera, as husbands are prone to filling out such 

documents on behalf of their wives (Bell and Roberts 1984).  Husbands also often attempt 

to be present when their wives are interviewed, and this inevitably affects the content of 

responses.  To control for what Bernard (2002: 271) terms this “third party effect” my 

interviews with female farmers were informally scheduled and rescheduled as necessary. 

Fieldwork for this thesis consisted of 88 semi-structured interviews conducted 

over the  course of my two-month stay in the Philippines in 2008.21 My consistent  

incorporation of certain broad, standard questions formed the framework of my interviews 

and allowed for significant comparison between interviewee responses.  Furthermore, the 

flexibility of my semi-structured interviews provided interviewees with the opportunity to 

raise issues that I had not accounted for or recognized as significant prior to the interview; 

it also allowed me to introduce new questions based on their responses.  Throughout each 

interview I purposefully asked respondents a minimum of three times if they had any 

questions they wanted me to ask me, and encouraged them to interject as often as desired. 

Through these methods respondents were enabled to balance my control of the direction 

interviews took and thereby diminish the inherent sense of hierarchy an interview creates. 
 

 
 
 

21 I also conducted one pre-fieldwork interview with Victoria Garcia in December 2007. 
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1.2 Selecting Interviewees 

 
The 88 interviews I conducted for this thesis involved various stakeholders and 

observers of  the CHRP.   Of the 78 farmers I interviewed, 37 were UPTA members. 

These members constituted a random sample of all UPTA members stratified based on 

gender and barangay residence distribution.   Meanwhile, the three LUFTA members I 

interviewed were selected purely due to their presence at PhilRice in September 2008 to 

prepare their product for export, a process that I was invited to observe.   Although I 

initially planned to conduct interviews with additional LUFTA members, tribal wars and 

military raids against Communist party insurgents in the Lubuagan area prevented me 

from doing so.  The four RTFC members I interviewed were also not selected based on a 

stratified random sample, but rather because of the leadership positions they held in the 

cooperative.   I made this decision due to the  limited time I had in Ifugao to conduct 

interviews, but I acknowledge that holding interviews with numerous non- leader RTFC 

members would have significantly enriched my research.   Likewise, due  to time and 

safety constraints all of the 34 non-CHRP-affiliated farmers I interviewed were residents 

of Pasil.  If I return to the Philippines to continue my research on the CHRP in the future, 

I will prioritize  interviewing non-CHRP-affiliated farmers from different Cordilleran 

municipalities. 

The interviews I held with Hensley and Garcia complemented my interviews with 

Kalinga and  Ifugao farmers and enabled me to triangulate views that these farmers 

expressed.  I also conducted interviews with Lam-en Gonnay and Jimmy Lingayo, the 

provincial RICE, Inc. quality control  inspectors for Kalinga and Ifugao, respectively; 

Victor Aglipay, an employee of Pasil’s MAO; Grace Falgui-Baluyan, the Kalinga 
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provincial director of DTI; and Dr. Eulito Bautista, deputy executive director of PhilRice. 

All of these non-farmer interviews provided essential perspective in my research.  I would 

have liked to have interviewed additional government workers, particularly the RTFC’s 

technical advisor at DTI, as this would have enhanced my understanding of the complex 

relationship between the state and the CHRP. 

1.3 Conducting Interviews 

 
Finding the “right” questions to ask during interviews is a time consuming 

endeavor that begins before and continues throughout the fieldwork process (Lockwood 

1992: 170).   Developing my interview questionnaire occurred in marked phases, as I 

initially sought the advice and approval of what proved to be too many people before 

returning to my original fieldwork objectives.  In the first draft of my questionnaire I felt 

pressured to incorporate all of the questions researchers at the Oxford Poverty and Human 

Development Initiative (OPHI) requested me to include.  OPHI had provided me with a 

small fieldwork grant and as a consequence wanted me to administer two of their survey 

modules, to the letter, to all of the farmers I interviewed.  However, many of these survey 

questions were irrelevant and inappropriate given my research purposes and context, and I 

feared that asking these questions would create a bad impression and lead to interviewee 

fatigue.   In the  second draft of my questionnaire I eliminated OPHI questions that I 

deemed inappropriate and collapsed several similar questions into one.  In this manner I 

was able to fulfill my obligations to OPHI while maintaining my desired research focus. 

I revised  my  interview  questionnaire  yet  again  as  a  consequence  of  my 

communications with PhilRice employee Hazel Alfon in June 2008.  Alfon was preparing 

to conduct a PhilRice-sponsored impact assessment of CHRP-related activities and 
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requested that we combine the questions from our respective interview questionnaires and 

that she accompany me on my fieldwork.  While I initially considered this idea seriously, 

thinking that the increased number of interviews and strong government contacts would 

prove useful, I ultimately  rejected Alfon’s requests. I did not want to create any 

obligations for myself to a Philippine government agency and I feared that farmer 

interviewees would react poorly to the presence of a state employee.  As a consequence I 

removed all PhilRice questions from my interview questionnaire. 

My initial interviews in the field were relatively loosely structured, reflecting my 

lack of certainty in my research direction.  While I was highly self-critical of the lack of 

structure in my research at the time, I have since come to see this period of my fieldwork 

as a time of essential fact gathering and participant observation that enabled me to “find 

the right questions.”  As my knowledge of CHRP operations improved and my research 

objectives became more focused, my interviews correspondingly became more structured. 

Farmers whose interviews were relatively unstructured met with me a second time so I 

could ask them additional questions. 

I attempted to convey a sense of neutrality and objectivity during all interviews. 

When interviewing farmers this primarily involved emphasizing that I was an independent 

student researcher and that I was not working for Hensley, Garcia, or any other person, 

organization or government agency. Former UPTA president Ellen Malanag (2008) 

affirmed the importance of this practice, stating, “It’s very important that you say you are 

not working for Mary [Hensley] or Vicky [Garcia], because your  research will be 

affected.”  My efforts to exude neutrality also entailed attempting to neither praise the 

opinions or actions of my interviewee nor denigrate the opinions or actions of people 
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involved in the CHRP that the interviewee spoke of negatively.   This also involved 

presenting  criticisms of my interviewee’s stance in a manner as detached and non-  

judgmental as possible.  In this way I worked to make respondents less susceptible to 

what Bulmer (1983:210) refers to as  “courtesy bias” or “ingratiation bias,” in which 

interviewees feel pressured to answer questions in a way that will please the interviewer. 

However,  gaining  an  in-depth  understanding  of  the  inner  workings  of  an 

organization and getting to know many of its key protagonists generates strong opinions 

within any motivated researcher (Lazarus 2007).  It is consequently impossible to achieve 

one’s  desired  level  of  dispassion  at  every  moment  throughout  every  interview, 

particularly when interviewees become emotional or ask pointed questions.  Rubin and 

Rubin (1995) argue that even if neutrality were possible in the interview context it is not 

desirable, as it does not allow the researcher to empathize with his/her  interviewees. 

Although I did unintentionally reveal my personal opinions at certain moments during my 

fieldwork, I was never accused of harboring an agenda by an interviewee.  Overall, I 

believe that my self-censorship was sufficient to convince interviewees of my academic 

objectivity. 

1.4 Issues of Language and Gender 

 
Laws et al (2003) argue that the language used in an interview is the most 

important element of communication between the researcher and the researched.  While it 

would have been ideal if I could have conducted all of my fieldwork in local Philippine 

languages, for the vast majority of my interviews this was not possible.  I was able to 

conduct my interviews with Hensley, Garcia, state  employees, RICE, Inc. provincial 

inspectors, four RTFC members, two LUFTA members and three UPTA members in 
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English; the rest required an interpreter.  Hensley and Garcia selected Rowena Gonnay to 

be my interpreter before my fieldwork began due to her high level of commitment to the 

CHRP and her strong command of the English language. 

In order to train Gonnay the first formal farmer interview I conducted during my 

fieldwork was with her as my respondent rather than as my interpreter.  This exercise 

enabled me to see how well Gonnay understood my questions and to clarify terms she 

found confusing, which was critical to her ability to accurately translate my questionnaire 

into her local dialect during subsequent interviews with other farmers.  Following this 

initial interview Gonnay and I had a lengthy discussion about my research objectives and 

my  questionnaire,  in  which  I  welcomed  and  agreed  to  incorporate  many  of  her 

suggestions.  Throughout my fieldwork it remained important to me that I maintain a 

positive rapport with Gonnay and that she remain actively interested in my fieldwork. 

The importance of these goals stemmed largely from my knowledge that Gonnay would 

control how interviewees understood my  research objectives as well as the detail and 

accuracy with which she chose to translate their responses. 

Gonnay demonstrated significant commitment to my research and admirable skill 

in the interview setting, but even the most talented interpreter cannot convey all of what is 

communicated by an interviewee.  Some communication is non-verbal, some is conveyed 

by an interviewee’s emphasis on particular words or phrases, and some is conveyed in 

words that do not directly correspond with vocabulary in the researcher’s native tongue 

(Lazarus 2007).  While I discussed these issues with Gonnay so as to make her attentive 

to them, I was aware that she, like all interpreters, would indubitably make subjective 

decisions about what to withhold when translating interviewee responses.  During days 
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when we conducted a particularly high number of interviews, for example, Gonnay would 

accidentally skip questions, suggest answers when farmers did not immediately produce a 

response, or noticeably shorten a farmer’s response when translating it into English.  My 

extreme attention to these missteps and the manner in which I immediately addressed 

them within an interview led to their reduction, but I am sure there must have been several 

other such instances that I was not able to notice and correct. 

Even when translations are flawless, the influence of an interpreter’s relationship 

with an interviewee on response content generally cannot be controlled for.  Gonnay is an 

active advocate for UPTA and an employee of Pasil’s MAO.  These characteristics may 

have inhibited some farmers from  being completely open when questioned about the 

flaws of their local producer organization and the CHRP in general.  Likewise, it may 

have caused some farmers to keep any negative opinions about their LGU private.  That 

being said, the substantial amount of criticism interviewees openly offered when Gonnay 

was present supports my belief that her standing in Cordillera communities did not 

significantly affect response content. 

Bell and Roberts (1984) argue that women nearly always prefer being interviewed 

by women, as it reduces feelings of intimidation and response coercion.  Since most of my 

respondents were female, the fact that Gonnay and I are both women served as an asset in 

the interview context.  However, Gonnay’s role  as a woman in the Cordillera created 

several logistical difficult ies in terms of fieldwork time  management and flexibility. 

Early in my fieldwork, for example, Gonnay and I spent six days away from her home 

barangay conducting interviews and attending wedding festivities.  When we returned her 

husband reprimanded her for spending so much time away from her family.  Thereafter, 
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all of our interview excursions were limited to day trips unless Gonnay’s husband 

accompanied us.   Our excursions were further limited during the second half of my 

fieldwork due to the outbreak of tribal wars in neighboring barangays and Communist 

insurgent activity and Philippine military raids  throughout the Cordillera Mountains. 

During this time it was unsafe for Gonnay and I to travel late in the afternoon without a 

male companion, reducing the number of interviews we were able to complete on a daily 

basis.   Tribal wars and military raids also forced us to altogether cancel some of our 

planned interview trips. 

1.5 Positionality and Power Dynamics  

 
The challenges of negotiating the power dynamics presented by a multi-part study 

of the  interactions between a business, an NGO and farmers involved in producer 

organizations are  immense. Actors from each division of the CHRP supported and 

suspected my research for a variety of reasons, compelling me to constantly legitimize my 

positionality and my  fieldwork intentions in the eyes of my interviewees.   Mullings 

(1999: 337) defines positionality as a person’s “perspective shaped by his/her unique mix 

of race, class, gender, nationality, sexuality and other identifiers, as well as location in 

time and space,” and argues that positionality heavily influences the  data collection 

process. Furthermore, Mullings attests that potential interviewees may choose not to 

participate in a research project because they have negative feelings about certain 

characteristics  of  the interviewer.   If these potential interviewees do participate, their 

answers are likely to be partial and guarded. 

One of the most effective measures researchers can take to overcome obstacles of 

 
positionality is to adequately integrate themselves in the communities they plan to study 
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(Eriksen 1995, Devereux and Hoddinott 1993).  Aware that Cordillerans are traditionally 

suspicious of  outsiders, I conscientiously worked to make a positive impression on 

Kalinga and Ifugao farmers.   Through my frequent attendance at religious and social 

community events farmers were able to  freely  question me about my heritage and 

educational background and to tell me stories about  themselves.   Furthermore, these 

interactions provided me with the opportunity to correct prevalent misconceptions that I 

intended to purchase farmers’ rice and that I would be introducing new technologies to 

help farmers improve their crop yields.  Farmers expressed appreciation for my honesty; 

they also appreciated my attempts to hand pound rice, speak their local dialects, eat 

Cordilleran dishes with my hands and hike through their terraces for long hours in the 

heat.  They learned to play card games with me, marveled at my curly hair, and imitated 

my facial expressions.  In these ways, we were able to develop a level of comfort and 

acceptance between one another. 

While my efforts to elicit trust and acceptance in Cordilleran communities proved 

successful, this did not change the fact that my white skin caused me to be viewed not 

only as a student researcher but also as a potential provider of resources.  Many farmers 

requested that I save my salary upon  graduating from my studies and return to the 

Cordillera to assist them; others requested that I  publicize their hardships in order to 

generate aid. I felt obligated to give back to the communities I  was studying but 

confronted a dilemma determining how to do so.  Bernard (2002) advocates for paying 

informants in developing countries, but I wanted to avoid creating financial jealousies in 

communities where the majority of exchanges take place through bartering.  I instead 

provided each interviewee with a postcard picturing my home city, complete with a 
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personalized message and my contact information.  Photographs taken of each respondent 

and myself were also distributed. 

Additionally, in the weeks before concluding my fieldwork I organized what will 

hopefully remain a sustainable donation program.  Through my contacts in Cebu city, the 

second capital of the Philippines, large amounts of clothing, vitamins and school supplies 

were made available for me to distribute to Cordilleran farmers.  Rather than conduct the 

donation distribution independently, I selected three farmers to coordinate and facilitate 

the initial and all future donation distributions. A formal  document outlining these 

farmers’ responsibilities, and their obligation to distribute goods based on need rather than 

favoritism, was drafted and signed.  Three additional large-scale donations from Cebu 

have been made since my fieldwork concluded, and farmers have coordinated all donation 

disbursements. 

The power hierarchies I encountered interacting with Hensley and Garcia were 

significantly  different from those I encountered with farmers, as they centered on my 

initial access to the farmers and  information gatekeeping.   Hensley and Garcia have 

invested an immense amount of time and energy in the CHRP and are understandably 

determined to protect the progress they have accomplished.  In 2007 a PCV assigned to 

work with the CHRP ultimately undermined CHRP operations and created discord among 

farmers; this  negative experience with an outside Westerner only served to heighten 

Hensley’s and Garcia’s  suspicion of researchers like myself.   Their skepticism of my 

research intentions and concern with the type of field observations I might record and 

publicize was further aroused by the degree of contact I had with Alfon.  Despite the fact 

that Hensley initiated my contact with Alfon and all other PhilRice employees, Hensley 
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and Garcia later clarified that they did not desire my communications with her to be of 

much substance.  When I arrived in Manila to begin my fieldwork Garcia (2008) openly 

questioned whether  she should allow me to speak with “her farmers”; she raised this 

question again in the middle of my  fieldwork and warned me not to share any of my 

interview data with Alfon.  As Mosse (2001: 176) argues, “development organizations 

which exist in a nexus of information, evaluation and funding concerns are, amongst other 

things,  systems  for  the  production  and  control  of  information.” Fortunately  my 

discussions with Garcia following her warning laid the foundation for a far more trusting 

and mutually transparent research experience.  These conversations also provided me with 

a more balanced understanding of the governance issues that characterize the CHRP, as 

they provided me with a clearer view of Garcia’s perceptions. 

1.6 Ethical Issues 

 
In the production of this thesis I carefully adhered to the ethical standards of social 

science research: I ensured interviewees’ informed consent, did not include information 

learned  outside  of  an  interview  context,  and  respected  requests  for  anonymity. 

Nonetheless, determining how to  textually represent farmer observations critical of 

Hensley and Garcia in this thesis was a task I found to be highly challenging.  While I was 

confident that Hensley and Garcia would accept some farmer criticisms as well founded, I 

knew that, justifiably or unjustifiably, some of these criticisms would be disregarded as 

misguided and perhaps lead to a farmer/interviewee being admonished.  Indeed, there was 

more than one instance during my fieldwork when a farmer questioned another farmer 

about whether it was wise to so openly reveal to me his/her negative opinions about 
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Garcia.22    While Mosse (2006: 944) argues that “social research must preserve its honor 

and ideals  for interpretation, and this inc ludes differences of opinion,” presenting 

differences in opinion must not create negative consequences for informants.  For this 

reason there are many observations I made and comments I recorded during fieldwork 

that I chose not to report here; in other cases I provided  general remarks rather than 

specific quotations.  Within ethical bounds I have strived to present my research findings 

in the fullest sense possible, ensuring that the rights and interests of those studied come 

first. 

1.7 Methodological Issues with Written Sources  

 
Given  the  dearth  of  government  documents  and  academic  papers  on  the 

indigenous communities of the Cordillera, my economic and social analysis of the region 

is highly reliant on a few written sources.  The only recent official document on Pasil’s 

demographics, for example, is the municipal profile produced by its LGU in 2004.  Given 

the staffing and resource limitations of this LGU, I cannot draw decisive conclusions on 

the quality of the data collected for this profile.  Although the figures provided by the 

NSO and NSCB are relatively reliable, these entities do not collect municipal- level data. 

My analysis of the CHRP was similarly reliant on a small number of written 

sources.  No independent evaluations of the CHRP have been conducted, which caused 

me to use the annual reports published by RICE, Inc. as my main source when tracing 

CHRP progress from its launching to the present.  Aware of the shortcomings of relying 

on an organization’s inherently subjective documents, I deeply familiarized myself with 

the information in these reports before beginning my fieldwork.  I then sought to use my 
 

 
 
 

22 These instances occurred during interviews in which a neighbor was present. 
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interactions with all CHRP stakeholders as a way of triangulating the information I 

gleaned from these documents.  Comparing statements made in the 2008 annual report 

about activities I observed in the field with my own assessments of these activities has 

proved useful in my efforts to pinpoint the organizational slant promoted by RICE, Inc. 

Specifically, these comparisons unsurprisingly revealed that RICE, Inc. publications often 

minimize or ignore the problems that I have emphasized in this thesis, choosing instead to 

heavily focus on positive results. 

1.8 Dissemination of Research 

 
There are three areas of concern regarding the dissemination of this research.  First 

are the  implications it might have for any individuals cited in this thesis.  Due to the 

precautions I have taken  against any negative consequences for informants, described 

above, I believe that I have alleviated this  problem.  Second, it is imperative that my 

thesis be made available to all of my informants; this document belongs to them as much 

as it belongs to me.  I am hopeful that they will appreciate an outsider’s impression of 

their experiences, that they regard my interpretations as candid, valid and useful, and that 

the analyses I have provided will lead the CHRP to improve.  Finally, I have been invited 

to present my thesis’ arguments and conclusions at two upcoming research conferences.  I 

cautiously anticipate that my findings will make a modest contribution to the academic 

debate on the merits and flaws of various forms of producer organization and help to 

address the poverty of rural communities in many parts of the developing world. 
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APPENDIX TWO 

 
LIST OF INTERVIEWEES2 3

 

 

 
 

2.1 UPTA Member Interviews 

 
Name Date Interviewed Barangay 

 

Rowena Gonnay 
17 July 2008 
4 September 2008 

 

Dangtalan 

Remy Salbang 18 July 2008 Dangtalan 

Nellie Dawaton 18 July 2008 Dangtalan 

Rema Bakidan 18 July 2008 Dangtalan 

Anita Alwod 19 July 2008 Dangtalan 

Priscila Alwod 19 July 2008 Dangtalan 

Antonia Dawagan 19 July 2008 Dangtalan 

Rosa Sabawil 20 July 2008 Galdang 

Esther Danglayan 21 July 2008 Malucsad 

Josefa Bakidan 21 July 2008 Bagtayan 

Rowena Sawil 22 July 2008 Balatoc 

Claudith Gumabay 23 July 2008 Balatoc 

Rose Dao-ay 23 July 2008 Balatoc 

Anjelita Cawis 24 July 2008 Balatoc 

Balbina Bakidan 25 July 2008 Balatoc 

Clarita Bomon-as 25 July 2008 Balatoc 

Marfin Isik 26 July 2008 Balatoc 

Petra Tompag 26 July 2008 Balatoc 

Elizabeth Lataan 26 July 2008 Balatoc 

Theodora Pannogan 26 July 2008 Balatoc 

Charita Lataan 26 July 2008 Balatoc 

Sonny Nalog* 31 August 2008 Dangtalan 

Ellen Malannag 8 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Myla Ayangwa 8 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Cecilia Bawagan 9 September 2008 Pugong 

Belen Alwod 9 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Jocelyn Diwag 10 September 2008 Guinaang 

Susan Nalog 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Modesta Baguiyac 12 September 2008 Guinaang 

Mary Jane Balicao 13 September 2008 Pugong 

Emy Baliwag 14 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Susan Yangnga 15 September 2008 Guinaang 

Josephine Manggad 15 September 2008 Guinaang 

Patricia Luis 16 September 2008 Cagaluan 
 
 

23 Each set of interviews is listed in chronological order. A * indicates that the interviewee is male. 
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UPTA Member  Interviews,  continued 
 
 

Name Date Interviewed Barangay 

Diana Bulawit 16 September 2008 Cagaluan 

Godelia Ayangdo 16 September 2008 Cagaluan 

Marietta Pasicab 17 September 2008 Dangtalan 
 

 
 

2.2 LUFTA Member Interviews 

 
Name Date Interviewed Barangay 
Isabel Augustin 30 August 2008 Upper Uma 

Balbina Salong-oy 30 August 2008 Upper Uma 

Lyndon Rosite* 4 September 2008 Roadside 
 

 
 

2.3 RTFC Member Interviews 

 
Name Date Interviewed Barangay 

Juanita Binwag 4 August 2008 Banaue 

Ana Habbiling 4 August 2008 Banaue 

Merlinda Carlug 4 August 2008 Banaue 

Rafael Menen* 4 August 2008 Banaue 
 

 
 

2.4 Non-CHRP-affiliated Farmer Interviews 

 
Name Date Interviewed Barangay 

Rosita Tayaan 22 July 2008 Balatoc 

Maria Gayaman 24 July 2008 Balatoc 

Jamie Gruyang 24 July 2008 Balatoc 

Ceasar Lingayo 7 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Delis Banig 8 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Perla Bosway 8 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Jornalyn Aglipay 9 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Rosemary Adomang 9 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Mary Abbacan 10 September 2008 Guinaang 

Virginia Mani-ag 10 September 2008 Guinaang 

Maribel Lubuangoa 10 September 2008 Guinaang 

Veronica Banatao 10 September 2008 Guinaang 

Luisa Pawil 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Josie Delrosario 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Isabel Dompao 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Susing Pangcao 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Hilda Agapinan 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 
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Non-CHRP-affiliated Farmer Interviews, continued 

 
Avelina Baguiyon 11 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Nancy Lugao 12 September 2008 Guinaang 

Leticia Massagan 12 September 2008 Guinaang 

Virginia Dalunag 12 September 2008 Guinaang 

Charyl Balangui 13 September 2008 Pugong 

Albina Dimas 13 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Juana Dawaton 13 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Victoria Tabbang 13 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Marilyn Gonnay 14 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Elma Baliwag 14 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Rowena Walis 14 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Anita Dumayag 14 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Myrna Lingayo 15 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Shiella Walis 16 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Aileen Walis 16 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Gina Bayangan 16 September 2008 Dangtalan 

Danayon Baltay 16 September 2008 Dangtalan 
 

 
 

2.5 Additional Interviews 

 
Name Date Interviewed Affiliation 
Vicky Garcia 18 December 2007 

10 July 2008 

4 September 2008 

Director, RICE, Inc. 

Mary Hensley 10 July 2008 Director, Eighth Wonder 

Victory Aglipay 14 July 2008 Employee, MAO of Pasil 

Grace Falgui-Baluyan 21 July 2008 Kalinga Provincial Director, 
DTI 

Lam-en Gonnay 3 August 2008 
10 September 2008 

RICE, Inc. Kalinga 
Provincial Quality Control 

Inspector 

Jimmy Lingayo 4 August 2008 RICE, Inc. Ifugao 
Provincial Quality Control 

Inspector 

Dr. Eulito Bautista 4 September 2008 Deputy Executive Director, 
PhilRice 
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