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Abstract

Communication an
components of succe
development programs in“k
failed to overcome povertygl
participation and communicatiGig,
in the process of empowerment (Set
Mefalopulos 2003). Various development progtéie
have less impact on the improvement in the lives
of small farmers in rural areas because of factors
such as low participation, the program is not
targeted because the information is inaccurate,
the technology is not appropriate, agricultural
information and innovation are poorly understood
and applied by farmers because the mismatch of
language style, communication channel, and media.
Outsiders feel more knowledgeable that they ignore
local knowledge and the lack of dialogue in learning
and counseling to farmers (Ascroft & Masilela 2004;
Anyaegbunam et al. 2004). The intervention of
outsiders and local elites has undermined people
participation in the decision-making process
(Chambers 1997; Mosse 2004; and Belbase 2004).
The approach to agricultural development,

enhance
akeholders
‘exchange of

srm of the failure of agricultural
o the dependence on food imports
(rlce, soybeans, sugar, corn, meat and even fish
and salt). In North Maluku, the capacity of farmers
in producing food crops is low. The low capability
among others is influenced by the weakness of the
process of empowerment of farmers and farmers’
low access to agricultural development input. These
conditions led to dependence on food supplies
from outside the region. As a result, food prices are
expensive and less affordable by the majority of
low-income households. It is thought to be one of
the causes of the high food-insecure population.
The weakness in the empowerment program
implementation is often caused by the thoughts
of the organizers of development that often defies
logic with great planning vision without dialogue
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with the péop[e who live off that decision. The
development-oriented more on political interests

[Stability,' the status-quo, and power), capital

accumulation and economic elite profit (Servaes
2002, 2005, 2006; Mefalopulos 2003). Thus, the
adoption of participatory approach and dialogue
is very suitable in the process of empowerment
of farmers to increase the capacity of farmers
(Ascroft & Masilela 2004; Anyaegbunam etal., 2004;

Leeuwis 2009; Cummins & Conventry 2009). The

rationality on the importance of dialogue for
development is because the knowledge
agents is (government officials
expert) although valid but not
local problems. They need }
dialogue with the people
knowledge (indigenous i
Cummins & Conventry 2

Participatory coz
of information betwee

researchers: Ke
application of
a health progr
Health Project (§
the qualitative

paradigm. The re
participatory co
of information for m
insider and outside
and strengthening th
Imani Satriani (2011)%e
of participatory comm

EmpowermentProgramin Bog
qualitative analysis and construg
is found that participatory commitiic
to the Program of Family Empo

covers the same access to participate in th
of the program, heteroglossia (equality among
fellow participants in the opinion), poliponi (no
intervention by certain parties to the decision of the
group), the similar dialogue between participants
and leaders and carnival (informal situations
and familiarity) of activities in the field of health,
economy and environment.

This study analyzes the application of the
concept of participatory communication, which is a
dialogue between insider (local residents, farmers)
and outsiders (companion, officer, providers of
the program) at this stage of the empowerment
program. The concept used is participatory
communication as dialogue. To analyze the quality of
dialogue with between the farmers with insider and
outsider, utilized a concept of Habermas about ideal

speech situation. The method used is quantitative
and descriptive statistical analysis and reinforced
by qualitative analysis.

The research problem posed is: how the level of
participatory communication implementation in the
empowerment of small farmers and how to improve
the application of participatory communication
strategies in the empowerment of small farmers?
ThlS study aims: first, to analyze the level of
ation of participatory communication
) f small farmers and second,
increase participatory
Rinentation of the

structural
of the

40 improve
the opening

iver interacting
uctlvely about the
gdevelopmental needs and
g what is needed to improve the
situation, and acting upon that”). Singhal (2003)
defined participatory communication as a dynamic,
interactive and transformational process, where
people are engaged in dialogue with individuals
and community groups in order to realize their
full potential to improve their lives. (Participatory
communication is a dynamic, interactive and
transformational process, where people are engaged
in a dialogue, with individuals and community
groups, in order to realize their full potential to be

able to improve their lives).

Participatory communication as transactional
communicationisproposedby Nairand White (2004)
which stated that transactional communications as
the basis for participatory communication are a
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dialogue, in which the sender and receiver interact
at the same time to share meanings with balanced
and equal force.

X Thus, participatory communication is the

Message

: exchange of information between the parties

" 1 involved in the development process through

A X > dialogue to achieve mutual understanding (common
X X understanding) and consensus for the decision-

makmg process. The dialogue becomes a means or
gommunication or information exchange.
ialogue is the recognition and

he other participants in the
{Bhgmous subject) and
%one has an equal

Message

Communication Skill
Attitude

Knowledge

Sacial System
Culture

Histary

Figure 1. Working }
Convergence of the [

( .‘.

Table 1.

Paradigm Shift of ory Communig

Interactions betwaeg,

d outmders/develop
Residentsact based

Development message
(Program material)

fding to residents’

Media as

Development communication media ° ML = Mediaof development as a channel to bring
interests from abo 2" together the message from “above” and
* Media as a means of the legitimacy of from “below”.
decisions that have been established from * Media as a public space shuttle between
“above” actors of the program to discuss common
interests
Dialogue situations * There is dominance in the communication = Have equal rights and equal footing and
(residents-residents; residents-agents) process at the community level because of mutual respect among participants in the
differences in gender, social and economic dialogue.
status. » Adecision without the domination of inter-
* The dominance of outsiders in the deci- ests and influence from others.
sion-making. * Freely express opinions without the pres-
¢ Accepting the determination of the decision sure of others.
of the “above” * Argumentative before decisions are made
Target to the communicant (people) * Creating dependency behavior e Creating a culture of behavior
* People are waiting for instructions * The community is initiative, creative, and
¢ Apathetic towards the development innovative.
dynamics ¢ Independent and able to adapt

Source: Conceptual Study Result

The Application of Participatory Communication
in the Implementation of Small Farmers Empowerment Program
Sitti Aminah 137




model proposed by Anyaegbunam et al. (2004) as
presented in Figure 1.
_ The opinions of Freire and Habermas about
the praxis of dialogue have the same view. Freire
emphasizes that the dialogue between beneficiaries
and change agents have the same status for the
exchange of knowledge. Emphasis on information
flows of two or multidirectional has something
in common with the specifications of the mutual

understanding of communicative action [mutual B

understanding). Habermas’theory ofcommunicz
action states that in talking situations ifi
feel that the structure of speech s
and the validity claim is open to3¢
action is oriented towards
then this theory can providgé
for participation Uacobs T

Habermas in
Communicative Act1 oF

in themselves a
At the level of dia
involved in the d

situation structu
and inequality.
stated that the ides
actor involved in th@
or internal restrictic
structure. (Chang 200%)

Referring to Haber
situation for dialogue betie
is characterized by: (1) Dia
understanding, equal, have thay
to argue, express each purposeiyl
attitudes that apply on a reciprocal¥g
Dialogue that avoids the interest of subje
and free from the domination of others, an
(3) Grow validity claims (correctness, accuracy,
honesty and comprehensibility), statements with
arguments based on data, facts and evidence and
is willing to bow to the most rational argument.
The application of participatory communication in
farmer empowerment program is aimed at ensuring
that farmers are not just passive program recipients
but have greater control and power over decisions
that affect them. Differences in communication
paradigm of participatory and non-participatory
communications in empowerment programs are
presented in Table 1.

Small farmer or known as Peasant, Wolf
(1985) defined peasant as someone who works to
make ends meet from agricultural activities, either

~ Program (Small holder Li ] £OLID),

in the form of agricultural business in the field of
food crops, horticulture, agriculture, livestock and
fisheries. The characteristics of small farmers are:
(i) the low level of education, according to the data
of BPS (2008), the average length of education of
farmers’ ranges between 0-6 years, (ii) narrow land
ownership, which means landless or have under 0.5
hectares of land, and (iii) low income and access to
the means of production, capital, and markets. The
nt program of small farmers carried
1s Smallholder Livelihood
Megin Eastern Indonesia
ween Indonesian

Internation
(IFAD), which aims to trousehold
food security categorized as’
eriod of 2012-2018.

orgamze the Small Farmer

00d insecur 1ty are (ii) those are former conflicted
areas which impacts are directly felt by the residents
which majority are farmers.

The research sample is divided into two strata,
i.e. Strata I is farmers with land ownership <20000
square meters and Strata Il is farmers with land
ownership > 20000 square meters. The total number
of population in the four villages is 790 households.
Of the total population of samples, taken as many
as 202 farmers in four villages in the research
location. The number of samples from Strata I
farmers’ category is 162 people and the number of
Strata II farmers’ category is 40 people. Farmers in
a layer of Strata II are small farmers participating
in the empowerment program of small farmers in
the research location. The population and sample of
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' Tabel 2.
Sample of Study Based on Population and Sample

Numberof  Number of

Sub-district/ Totalof
: I i i " |
| Jailolo 180 120 60 o 40 10 50
Sub-district i :
1 Tuada Village 211 10 50
2 Todowongi 52
Village
] Sahu Timur

Sub-district

1 Taba Campfik
Village £

questionnaire
validity and
SPSS version
research is pig
values ranged
that the inst
variables. To te!
used the for
2006):

alue g_i,égen to the
highest s

value of diversity that o

Remarksi BN especially the one w t@’an interval
o = Cronbach's AlpIW : or ratio so iti 1g parametric
N = Number of questio s

“fitem = Variance of questions

&3 . @nsformation used in
total = Variance of score

\ - of Indicators Index:
Measurement is made based on alp

.Cronl:.)ach s scale of 0 to 1. If the scale of it is grouped TR el UL £
into five classes with the same range, then the alpha X100
equilibrium measure can be interpreted as follows: Tl Sopim Mnsm b Kl Seone Bxpested

1. The value of alpha Cronbach of 0.00 to 0.20,

means less reliable 2)  Transformation of Variables Index
2. The value of alpha Cronbach of 0.21 to 0.40,

means rather I‘eliable Total Score Achieved - Total Expected Minimum Score
3. The value of alpha Cronbach of 0.42 to 0.60, M

Total Expected Maximum Score - Minimum Score Expected

means quite reliable
4. The value of alpha Cronbach of 0.61 to 0.80,

means reliable Remarks: interval of variable index values 0 - 100
5. The value of alpha Cronbach of 0.81 to 1.00,
mean strongly reliable In this study, the measurement of indicators
Based on the result of instrument reliability uses 1-4 scale parameter, so that the minimum
analysis using SPSS 19, it is known that the transformation index value (0) is achieved when all

the parameters of each indicator measured are in
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- communication on the empow

' “the value of 1. The maximum valie (100) is when

all the parameters of each indicator are in the value

' “of 4, so the distribution of the data is interval scale

with values ranging between 0-100. The category
uses four levels: grades 0-25 with the category
“very low”, 26-50 with the category “low”, 51-75
with category “medium” and 76-100 with the high
category.

I1I. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
The assessment of farmers of Strata I anes
- 1l to the level of the implementation of p;

farmers is in a low category,
respectively 47.7 and 34.6
perceives low participatofy
the average score of 45
participatory commuuic
of farmers in d1a1
mutual exchange
making in stages: i
implementation, af
ideal situation fol
equal access, in
open dialogue.

The identifi
consists of outsigde
official organizer
which are formal
village institutions:
I towards the level§
or dialogue imple
stakeholders (outsida
in the indicators for pla
implementation (41.3), W
(47.2) and open debate
The description of the aspi
communication implementatiti,
farmers’ empowerment program-
Table 3.

A. Participatory
Implementation Level on Growth of
Idea Stage
The assessment of strata | farmers towards

the level of participatory communication

implementationishighonthegrowthofideaindicator

(55.8), equality (53.0), and the independence of

decision-making (67.2). For strata [l farmers, except

the indicator of independence, all indicators are low.

The total farmers’ perception about the involvement

in participatory communication on the growth

of idea is high (average score of 55.82). Strata Il

farmers perceive involvement in participatory

communication is low (average score of 32.33). All
farmers perceive the participatory communication
implementation is high (average score of 51.2). This

Communication

indicates that the implementation of participatory
communication (dialogue) between farmers and
stakeholders in the growth of idea is included in the
high category. The different test result shows highly
significant differences between strata | farmers and
strata II farmers on the assessment of participatory
communication implementation at the growth of
idea stage.
Farmers are active and involved in dialogue
: ers in the program socialization
gvincial, district, and village
ialization is attended
d Central Food

Team, as well as 0

d; (7) In order
1t on cooperative
shop; (8) Crediting
axy or motorcycle taxy with
otorcycle. On the basis of these criteria,
the farmers have mutually supervised themselves
on who are eligible for the program. Farmers also
determine the formation of three groups consisting
of 15 households. The formation of the group is
conducted by providing funds because based on the
previous program experience, the formation of the
group conducted shortly after the disbursement of
funds, which means the formation of a group is just
as a “condition” to “earn” assistance. The formation
of the group prior to the disbursement of funds also
meant so that the members of the group use the
funds in a clear and focused manner.
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-Table 3.

" The Implementation Level of Participatory Communication on Program Stages and Farmers Strata

Very Low 0

Growth of Idea
Low 27
High 70
Very High

Planning

17 3 0.000%*
83 38
0 56

Implementation

Monitoring &
Evaluation

Equality

Independence

Open Debate and
Arguments Low
High

Very High

0.000%*

34.4

Remarks:

0 =25 =very low, 26 < 50 = low, 51 < 75 = high, 76 - 100 = very high

**  Very visible on p < 0.01

b Visible on p < 0.05
Strata [ Farmers = Land < 20.000 m%
Strata [I Farmers = Land = 20.000 m?.

B. Level of Participatory Communication
Implementation in Planning Stage
Participatory communication in the planning

stage perceived by all the farmers to be relatively

low (average score 38.0). Strata I farmers perceive
participatory communication in the planning
stage in low category (average score 41.5). Strata

II farmers perceive participatory communication

in the planning stage to be very low (average
score 23.7). The different test result shows highly
significant differences between the perceptions
of strata I farmers and strata II farmers on of the
implementation of participatory communication
at the planning stage. The overview of the
implementation of participatory communication in
the planning stages in terms of how is the farmers’
response and activity of farmers while involved in
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the program and the process of dialogue between

S _ farmers and stakeholders in the planning group.

The response of farmers can be seen from
The active participation by attending the planning
activities of the group; The involvement of various
parties (agents/informal village leaders) together
with farmers assessing the business plans of the
group; the activeness of farmers to submit proposals
and suggestions to the business plan; Cooperation

between agents with farmers in preparing the ;

proposed plan; Satisfaction with the result
group’s business plan. At this stage, th -
of farmers and their active involvemef
the group’s plans among gro
Business plans for each progj
include growing food crg
peanuts, cucumber, ang
making cakes, and savj
The cause g
communication at
of communicati
farmers and sta
activities. The
group discussiol
very lacking extg
As a result, gro
example, groups

corn,
chickens,
iness.

participatory

choose the busing
characteristics ofi
not really support
lack of dialogue and
in the planning stages
compose plan and prop

C. Level of Participa
Implementation in
Stage
The implementation  of Lt

communication in the lmplementatmn ph

the program is perceived low (average score 39.3

strata I farmers and strata Il farmers respectively

perceive low with the average score of 41.4 and

31.1. There is the really significant difference

between the perceptions of strata I farmers

and strata Il farmers in the implementation of
participatory communication. Participatory
communication in terms of implementation stage
is viewed from response and the activity of farmers
in the process of dialogue and cooperation among
farmers and between farmers and stakeholders in
the implementation stage of the program, including:

(1) the activeness of farmers to be involved in

carrying out group activities (crop/livestock

farming, development of infrastructure to support
farming, management of savings and loan activities.

And the marketing of group’s business products)

stage is the lack .-

~ buy the tools.

(2) the activeness of stakeholders to be involved in
group activities, and (3) the opportunity for farmers
to have a dialogue with stakeholders to deliver the
problems and barriers to activities implementation.
The implementation of  participatory
communication in the stage of program
implementation is low because farmers rarely
have a dialogue with stakeholders (officials of the
department of agriculture and related SKPD (BP4K,
Agriculture and Food Security,
| village leaders. Farmers
Mpanion that causes the
| in the program
es: s that do not
carry out any activ '
As a result, a group of |
bearipg the loss of mass chi
farmers actively
rop and livestock farr
of nutmeg syrup, make

the traditional way, because

slidWws that participatory
e stage of monitoring and
evaluation is perceived by strata I farmers and
strata Il farmers to be low with the average score
of 47.2 and 39.5 respectively. Based on difference
test results, there are visibly significant differences
between strata | farmers and strata Il farmers on the
implementation of participatory communication in
program monitoring and evaluation stage.

At this stage, the farmers are involved in group
activities together with companions/ extension
facilitators, monitoring, and evaluation of programs.
Bidirectional communication takes place between
the team with the farmers of group members through
questions that are evaluative. The team provided the
farmers with the opportunity to propose idea and
suggestions about things that are still a constraint
in the implementation of the program and what
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. actions should be taken to overcome the problems
~and obstacles that arise. However, most farmers
did not actively engage in dialogue, only a few
administrators who enthusiastically conveyed their
- concerns and suggestions for the improvements of
the program. This is because the administrators have
more control of technical matters concerning the
administration of the group’s financial accounting

~ and group lending activity developments. Proposals

- and suggestions of farmers were received but not ye
- acted upon in order to improve the 1mple1 : ;
of the program.

E. Ideal Speech Situatig

To observe an ideal
discussion conducted ,
farmers empowermgr
and conducted
implementation ¢
level in the grow
at the group lej
implementatio
things that be
speech situatig
the dialogue,
and the oppok
debate about ¢

of 45.6). Based on the differen
is significantly different in 't

the implementation of the program bet
farmers and strata II farmers.
Discussion on the growth of idea stage, the
farmers (men and women) are given an equal
opportunity to convey proposals and suggestions.
However, not all participants are willing and dare
to put forward their proposals or opinions. Some
farmers were seen discussing and then telling their
colleagues to present the results of the discussion
in the forums. When interviewed on why they are
reluctant to directly express their opinions and
proposals, they stated: “We lacked the courage to
speak in front of people because of shame and fear of
being wrong ..” This may be because the farmers are
still overshadowed by the feeling of less confident in
expression at the forum attended by people outside
their communities, including organizers of the
program, companions, and program officers.

The barriers to talk do not occur because
of differences in status and position among the
participants because only a handful of village
leaders attend the meetings. On the growth of ideas,
the discussion participants have full authority in
determining farmer households as the beneficiaries
of the program, likewise on the group planning
discussion, group members discuss to determine
their own group activities plan. Barriers to socio-
es such as gender-based discrimination
1 do not happen in a situation
participants, both men,
‘ns freely

The attendance ©

1tlon%as in the ¢
zérs of

_ sption of farmers who considered
have higher social status and position.
(4) There is some dominance in the discussion by
the chairmen of groups and community leaders in
attendance.

At the group level, the dialogue takes place in
a situation that makes farmers more open and not
hesitated to submit their proposals, suggestions,
and opinions. This is due to the proximity of the
residence and relationship intimacy between
members. However, there are things that require
improvement, for example, group discussion held in
a living room which of course cannot accommodate
all participants of more than ten people. So, there
are participants who sit on the porch or in the
central part of the house which cause some meeting
participants to be less focus on the discussion
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' material because limited by the walls and even chat

. onother topics.

G.. Independence in Decision Making
 The study result shows the farmer’s perception
of the independence to decide on matters related
to the needs of groups is in the high category
(average score 65.1). Strata | farmers perceive the
" independence in the decision-making of group

decisions is in high category (average score 67.2), as__

well as strata Il farmers (average score 56.6),
- on the different test result, there is

difference in perception on the impi@
- participatory communication in
of the program between stragd
II farmers. These values:
in the program of sma]
are involved and play

intervention by th
government, and dg

determining what
attitude in detert
the program, wit
village leaders of
it is common in
empowerment p
activities in accordé
farmers through pla
level. In other words
by farmers are not ‘¢
government interests, asi
According to farmers, on
it is usually taken over by ti
of the village, the village Boardyo
Chairman of RW / RT) because®
the problems of farmers. (3) Far
business group which is currently lmp em
is in accordance with what has been planned
discussed by members of the group in the meeting.

plan proposed
of force& ot

H. Open Debate and

Opportunities

The opportunity foropendebateand arguments
in the stages of the program is perceived low by
farmers (average score of 34.38). Perception of strata
[ farmers to the implementation of participatory
communication at the stage of monitoring and
evaluation is in a low category (average score of
34.94) and likewise for strata Il farmers (average
score of 32.13). The different test result shows no
difference in the assessment of strata [ farmers and
strata Il farmers on the opportunity for open debate
and arguments. An important dimension of the ideal
speech situation is the opportunity and the ability

Argument

-the group.

of farmers to be engaged in open debate to discuss
and criticize the program, the program providers,
the agents (companion/attendant) and to fellow
workshop participants. Including the ability to
argue for building a critical attitude of farmers on
the program agenda.

But farmers are still afraid to criticize the
weaknesses of the program, especially in official

_ meetmgs While in fact, a number of problems are

ed by farmers such as loans that are
zgampanion in the village to
1y meet the farmers

program as an assist “worthy”

o, ability

1mplementmg, and evaluati

e Department

cation weakness in

farmers’ empowerment

c rouigh s rategy measures:

1) Improving the implementation of participatory
communication:

a. Facilitating dialogue and cooperation, such as
first, the implementation of a participatory
method to build a consensus on the ideal
situation so that small farmers can share
the experience of their problems and needs.
Second, to build participatory communication
capacity so that they can participate in dialogue
during the process of empowerment.

b. Tosupporttheimplementation of participatory
communication (point a) then the capacity
of actors should be improved, namely: (i)
companions and officers through training with
the material content of dialogue facilitation
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technique (participatory communications)
and the empowerment of farmers; (ii) insider
which consists of formal leaders (village head
and devices) and informal leaders as opinion
leader (iii) Farmers as the program participants
to be more confident in expressing their
opinion through learning to build awareness
(conscientization) and the ability of facing
problems (problem posing).

c. Quality improvement of the program to bring

together farmers and organizers ofthe DL
in a dialogue facilitated by companiess
2) The implementation  of 4
communication in farmers lg@t

a. Increase the intensig
through dialogue “G
group meetings as
learning togetherd
b. Integrating in
channels andg
farmers and ¢

demonstr
plots, fielé
visits.

participation a
implementation
farmers are rel@
implementation, nie
as well as the unmet
stages of Small Farme

The finding confirmi
(1995), Mefalopulos (200
(2004), that communicatior¥a
important components in develg]
and highly appreciated on paper bu
application. Often time, development prégsa
with the participatory label but the involvem®

outsiders with the community is very limited, while

communication (dialogue) is only regarded as an
additional component and has not been used as a
strategic tool, so it loses its effectiveness.

The concept of participation has been adopted
in the implementation of the empowerment of small
farmers, but the understanding and application of
the concept of participation are not appropriate
if observed from the lack of involvement from the
outsiders (companion, organizers of the program
and technical officers) in the implementation of the
program. In this case, participation is interpreted
by the program organizers and companions that
all activities at the stages of the program (planning,
implementation, and monitoring) are delivered to
farmers without any communicative intervention

in the form of cooperation and dialogue to share
knowledge, experience, and skills. In the case
of independent farmers, it is possible but it can
not be justified in the case of small farmers with
the minimal ability to farm and low access to
development resources. Referring to the opinion
of Freire (1970), Thomas (2004), Nair and White
(2004) who interpret participation as a collective
action and open dialogue among stakeholders in
' then communicative intervention
Sfsg(companion, organizers of
gofficers) and insiders
Stitutions) with small
s of small farmers
ygue to share
soutsiders

W development
" is presented in

gthe study also confirms the
Feire (1970/2000) that the praxis
of local participation, the especially dialogue in
development program is an important part of the
process of empowerment and awareness creation of
program participants to their reality. Participatory
empowerment of small farmers have not been
implemented on the program and it is identified
with the weak intensity of interaction and two-way
communication between outsider and insider with
small farmers. Whereas the original (authentic)
participation can allow community members to
engage in the dialogic meeting to express their own
reality. Through dialogue, people can obtain critical
consciousness (critical conscientization) against
the problems and realities and start looking for a
solution model. This means that if the development
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is intended for the benefit of the poor in rural
areas, then their participation is really crucial in the

development process. Freire and Faundez (1995)

agreed that “Intellectuals (companion, experts/
researchers, bureaucracy, and organizers of the
program) should find that their critical faculties are
not worth more or less valuable than the sensitivity
of people in need, both are equally necessary to
understand the reality”. Correspondingly, Servaes

(2002) suggested the implementation of grass root _ s

dialogue forum for the participation in deci
making at the community level :
together resources and agents of
to citizens by using dialog fo
(conscientization).

The rationality of ce of

development dialogue igfl
agencies (governmen
expert), although va
local problems. Th
dialogue with theg
knowledge (indig
Cummins & Convi
to the gap betw
(government, d
the farming con
novalue and w
and, likewise,
are not free of 1
clash and negafy
the government @r
have a variety o
be conflicting, and'&
could rub against ti
As a result, farmer§
program either overtly OR
participation or indifferenge

Dialog negates one “@ir
from the top or from the o
communicative nature to excha

while human w
Therefore, adaptation i
self-defense, someone adap

DEVELOPMENT COMMUN

investigate problems and opportunities, and
ultimately reach a consensus about the intended
change among all stakeholders. The involvement
of small farmers can overcome their alienation
situation in the development process. Development
is more humane because it puts the citizens in a more
decent and dignified manner, thus the residents
are the owners of the development. Freire (1984)
firmly re]ected the alienation of beneficiaries in the
program, he said: “one is not intact
ity to choose when the choice
if the decision comes
is own decision”. A
o as a subject,
@s an object.

yation, the dialogue

LOW QuAsl HIGH
ba o

= o IDEAL ACTIVE BOTTOM-UP

o OF (1) (2)
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Figure 2. Typology of Participation from Behavioral Perspective of Development Communicators and Receivers
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- which is held in the program must ensure that: (1)
~Each participant (outsider, insider and farmers)
- have similar position to argue on a reciprocal
basis; (2) Decision of the program participants are
. free from domination of the elite, and (3) There is
an opportunity for open debate and arguments
to criticize the program. But the facts in the field
prove that the ideal speech situation in the dialogue
as proposed by Habermas is difficult to happen in
- our society. The condition of socioeconomic status
- (mainly income and education) often make i
reluctant to have a dialogue on an i
and argumentative with the
(bureaucracy) or village elite
often put themselves in
and consider the outsi
organizers, and vxllag
“influential” than
affects the low cou
expressing their &
decision-making,
(government).

Increased
needs a commy
process of fa
Freire (1969) §
extension shol
structure that i§;
one direction con
or officials to smal
participatory. The le
is not to “fill” the %
both technical and
the concept of banking
Concept Education), but to'e
farmers who are critical of the
able to analyze their own situatihs,
assist them in planning their farming, "y,

Extension approach that chara
linear communication in the form of informatio
dissemination and innovation or technology
transfer is not suitable to facilitate the learning
of farmers (Biggs and Farrington in Lubis 2007;
Cummnis and Convetri (2009); Winarto (2012).
The model of innovation and transfer of technology
adoption which is characterized by linear
communication is not appropriate to facilitate the
learning process of farmers because (1) it ignores
the system of research and informal development
undertaken by farmers. This model also ignores a
suitability between the technology delivered with
the opportunities and constraints of the farmers;
(2) the transfer of technology and the diffusion of
innovation, inherently, is centralized, so it is unable
to take into account the diversity of agroecology,

gage and inﬂuencer:‘__w__
the proglams

insensitive to feedback to the sustainability of the
technology and not pay attention to technology
implementation capacity.
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