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  The lecture today is entitled a “Pattern for Training Facilitators.” And I’m going to share 
with you a procedure and an approach to the training of the local leadership facilitator, the local 
agent of change, the local person involved in development work that comes out of our experience in 
the project that I referred to the other day, the project in Ecuador. This pattern for facilitator 
training is the one that we are using in the Ecuador project and, in various variations, in other 
projects in other locations.  

But before I get into the lecture proper, I’d like to share with you some concerns about the 
approach that we use to leadership in a development activity. There are basically two contrasting 
points of beginning for a development project: the one we call top-down and the other we call 
bottom-up. Top-down and bottom-up. Top-down is sometimes also called “trickle-down” which 
suggests that somehow you put something into the top of the system and it trickles down to 
ultimately the little people are benefitted. The bottom-up scheme means two things: first of all, it 
means that you begin with the bottom of a social structure and move the development process 
upward. It also means that your leadership is a leadership from the broad base at the bottom of a 
development task, not the leadership from a top-down basis. Now we are thoroughly aware, as 
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Christians, that one of the things that our Lord taught was that there should be a contrast between 
secular models of leadership and Christian models of leadership.  

In Matthew chapter 20 in the episode when the mother of the two disciples came to Jesus 
and said: I would like to have you give me a special favor. And she said: All I really want is that, 
when you come into your kingdom and in your glory, arrange for one of my sons to sit on your one 
hand, and the other of my sons to sit on the other hand. Just a little favor. And Jesus said: Lady, you 
don’t understand the value system of the kingdom of God. You don’t understand the value system. 
The value system of the kingdom of God is different, he taught, from the values of the secular 
society. He says: Dear lady, you’re looking at this matter as if somehow leadership is up here, and 
power is up here, and it is exercised downward. What you don’t understand is that that is the 
Gentile’s way of doing business. Now whenever Jesus said, that’s the Gentile’s, he was making a 
very strong cultural criticism because the Jews never liked to be identified with the Gentiles. It’s 
certainly as bad as the true African in response to the word Mzungu, you know. That’s the Mzungu 
way of doing things, you know? And that’s what Jesus was saying. He says: That’s not our way. The 
way of the kingdom of God is a leadership from the bottom. Do you remember what our Lord 
taught? Again, it was part of his teachings about the gospel as that which would change the order of 
things. Remember the point we made from the John the Baptist announcement that says: He will 
make the hilly places flat; he’ll fill in the ditches, and he’ll bring the high places down and level it all 
out. He’ll bring the powerful people down. He’ll take the little people and make them strong. 
Changing things all around is the pattern of the gospel, and when Jesus is teaching about the 
leadership issue, he changes it all around. And what does he say? If you want to be a leader, what 
must you do? You must be a servant. Now that really what must have been a very irritating thought 
for the people of that time. And I daresay that if you had not grown up with that as part of biblical 
teaching, it would be irritating for me to announce it to you today. You are all church leaders and if 
you were all in the position of church leadership assuming that leadership is power not servanthood, 
and I came along and said: Let me tell you what God’s Word says. God’s Word says that leaders 
must be servants. That would be irritating, wouldn’t it? Very irritating. But it’s the truth. It’s the 
truth that in the kingdom of God leadership is servanthood. Now, I think many times my American 
friends read that passage to say: If you want to be a leader, first of all be a servant so that you can 
prove yourself worthy to be a leader. Do you ever read it that way? I know some of my friends who 
do. And I think there was a time in my life when that’s the way I read it. So when I was in college, I 
got a job for the college cleaning out all the men’s restrooms in a whole building and I was in charge 
of cleaning the toilets for a year. And I was proving myself worthy to be servant and I was every day 
praying, God, now is the time; make me a leader. I want to escape the cleaning of the toilets. And I 
said that one day and one of my close friends said to me: You’re still doing it!   

Indeed, the Scripture does not say be a servant so you can prove yourself worthy. It says, be 
a servant. That’s it. Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus who recognizing that he, 
himself, was in the very form of God regarded that as something not to be held onto tightly but to 
be let go of so that he could become as a servant among men and not just a servant for a time but 
servant until . . . death. Then God greatly exalted him. You see it? Now, there’s the image of 
leadership that we’re stuck with whether we like it or not. We’re stuck with it. And I think that it is 
only appropriate and fitting. I think it is only appropriate and fitting that as Christians in 
development we be very skeptical of top-down power models of leadership in development. Very 
suspicious. And instead we should adopt a bottom-up model.  
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Let me contrast these two models. There are some good points and bad points about each. 
It’s not as if somehow this were an open-and-shut case. It’s not all in favor of one or the other. 
There are some advantages and disadvantages. For example, let me start right out by saying that one 
of the reasons that governments generally use the top-down approach is because top-down 
development is more manageable or controllable from a political point of view. In fact, bottom-up 
development is quite often politically dangerous. Do you suspect my point? When you really 
mobilize the people, at large, to begin to think about their condition; you engage in conscientization, 
for example, and ask people to contemplate what about their situation could they get hold of to deal 
with in their own resources and in their own means? They begin to get ideas. And sometimes the 
ideas that they get have a political threat in them for the power structure.  

But clearly a top-down approach is manageable. And I think sometimes, even within the 
church, we find a top-down approach because the power structure within the church is much more 
comfortable controlling things than it is having the people of God, at large, come alive. But, let’s 
face it, some of our political leaders—and maybe some of our church leaders—have their power 
because of the non-involvement of the little people and once the little people become alert 
sometimes the power changes. Even from a management point of view or we might say, from an 
organizational point of view, top-down projects are much easier managed.  

Bottom-up projects are extremely difficult to manage and this comes back to my point that 
development is organic. How many of you can visualize in your garden a plot, for example, of a 
certain vegetable or flower that you have planted and it has become badly wilted and it really looks 
bad? And you say, I must engage in a relief operation, and so you get a bucket or a calabash and you 
go to the water and you bring a relief operation. Right? And you look, after a day or two or three, 
and the vegetable or the flowers begin to look more alive.  

Now, at that point, you had the satisfaction of making the change because of your 
intervention, but will you be able to control that situation? Those flowers will become what they are. 
You cannot, by adding water or taking water away, change a rose into a lily. You cannot change a 
carrot into a cabbage. It is what it is; you don’t control the development. Do you see it? It 
organically is what it is. And when you take that bottom-up approach after relief and move in with 
development activity from the bottom-up, you must trust the vegetable or the flower to be what it 
is. But if you take a management view that says, I will bring to pass all the changes and I will plan 
and I will build into my flow chart all the events and all the experiences, then it gives you a 
tremendous sense of control. And, as a matter of fact, you can control things but what results is 
quite often not development but forced change. 

As a matter of fact, top-down projects are easy to integrate with other development plans. 
It’s very easy to make an integrated development plan if you’re using a top-down model. And some 
of you are very aware of the value of an integrated plan. Now what do we mean, integrated plan? Let 
me remind you, that when you consider the health, and the agriculture, nutrition, and sanitation, and 
other kinds of family development, family planning, birth control, and so forth, all as one package of 
development activity that’s what we call integrated planning. Right? Integrated development 
planning. And sometimes, when we believe strongly in integrated planning, we tend to go to the top-
down model because it’s much easier to make those plans fit together with a top-down approach. 
From the bottom-up, it’s hard to make it all fit together. One thing will begin to happen but not the 
other. Another thing will begin to happen and not this one. And you say: Oh, it’s getting out of tune 
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and I can’t control it, and it doesn’t look like it’s really integrated. That’s the nature of development. 
It never flows smoothly unless you are using a top-down structure, and you are literally making all 
the decisions and controlling all the steps. That doesn’t mean you shouldn’t try for integrated 
planning, but it does mean that you’re going to have a lot of trouble with it if you use a bottom-up 
approach. 

Top-down projects are usually large-scale projects; bottom-up projects are usually small-scale 
projects. Now, which kind of project is more appealing—the small-scale or the large-scale? Which is 
more appealing to a large donor? Large-scale. Because the large donor will tell you, you ask any 
foundation or any large organization: Can I have $2,000 over the next year to improve the quality of 
the chickens in my village? And what will they tell you? No, they’ll say: We’re not interested in that 
because if we gave everybody $2,000 we would have such a big management problem to account for 
all that money. We’d rather give you $2 million dollars. But, of course, if you do that you’ll have to 
have 100 villages and you’ll work on pigs and chickens and then the project gets what? Large-scale, 
which forces you to use what model? All those forces you use the top-down. See this? It’s not a 
matter of taste or pattern or even judgment, sometimes it is circumstantial. How many of you have 
been in a large-scale top-down project? And you know you have. I’m surprised that it isn’t more of 
you than that. I wonder if some of you have been and haven’t realized it.  

A top-down project is relatively easy to schedule, at least it’s easy to convince yourself that 
you’ve written a schedule. But in a bottom-up project you just start right out knowing it’s hard to 
schedule. Can you decide at what month in the project the people of a community will decide what 
they really want to do something? I’ve seen plans that said, you know, month number one, 
information to the villagers; month number two, discussions in the village; month number three, 
decisions for action. Well, now wait a minute. Who decided that in advance? You say, well, I think 
that’s the way it’ll work out. Well, sure. And if you’re going to get it to work out, you’re going to 
have to use a top-down structure to get it. Right? Very appealing to agencies that give money 
because you can turn it into such a lovely schedule. Nine out of ten of those schedules are worthless. 

Okay. Top-down projects are prone, subject to, hazardous of, prone to financial corruption 
at high levels. Top-down projects are, I think, especially vulnerable. And that’s why sometimes these 
people that have this management view and want to use a top-down structure are going to pay quite 
a price in what’s called “rip-off taxes.” You know what a rip-off tax is? That’s when every level of 
management takes 10% out of the money, and when you finally get down to the action very little of 
the money gets there. And, by the way, that’s not just relief that that happens in; that happens in 
development.  

Now, I won’t contrast that by saying, now the answer is in low level, or in bottom-up 
projects because in bottom-up projects they’re prone to financial corruption at low levels. Do you 
see the irony of that? Do you see the point? Financial corruption is a problem in bottom-up and in 
top-down. It just depends on where you want the corruption to happen. Some of us have a feeling 
that it’s better to have the corruption at the lower level because then the money is probably, at least, 
in the community. Whereas if it’s in the top-down the corruption is in the high levels, and the 
money’s in the capital. Now that never happens in Kenya, I know, but it happens in many countries 
where I work. Whenever human beings in need and under development get their hands on money 
or food something might disappear. You just have to assume that. And I think this is one of the 
places where the only hope we have within the church is the teaching of Christian virtue. And 
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sermons ought to be preached about honesty and truth. But beyond that, I don’t think we can 
control it anyway. And my point is simply, whether you take the bottom-up or the top-down 
approach you have to assume that there’s going to be a certain amount of loss.  

The next point is that top-down is likely to allow few suggestions from the target people. 
Now the word “target” is a bad choice of words because it suggests something that you shoot a gun 
or a bow and arrow at, you destroy it with the with the action. But nevertheless the term is often 
used in the literature. You’ve certainly read it. And I’m not the first to use it. I don’t like it but I can’t 
think of a better one. We’re talking about people who are the subjects of a particular development 
project as target people. And if we’re interested in suggestions from those people, we’re sure not apt 
to get them in top-down management projects. We’re much more likely to get them if the people 
involved make suggestions regarding the target problem, and that’s a different notion of target. Top-
down tends to use target people; bottom-up tends to use target problems. See the difference? Who are 
we trying to get to develop? That’s a top-down view. What are we trying to work on and deal with? 
That’s a bottom-up view and that talks about the target problem.  

On the left, top-down models are likely to have short-term effects, large short-term effects, 
and bottom-up projects are likely to have small long-term effects. Now that choice of words is a 
little confusing until you stop and think about it. What we’re saying is not that you get large long-
term effects from bottom-up, you only get small ones, but they are long-term. In other words, you 
get a little bit of long-term action out of a bottom-up project. You get a lot of short-term action out 
of a top-down project. Is that clear? So you have to decide how much is it worth for long-term 
change? Because you do pay a price. Bottom-up projects are not necessarily highly efficient. They 
often are very inefficient. Usually top-down projects require large capital investments; bottom-up 
projects usually involve small capital investments. And here, at this point, you see where our list has 
gotten us right back to the appropriate technology, appropriate institutional issues. Quite often 
appropriate technology or appropriate institutions are low capital investment, not high. So there’s an 
interaction there between these points and the point being made on technology and institutional 
structures. 

Now I’m laying this on at the beginning so that you might be caused to think carefully about 
some of the costs of the bottom-up model, some of the costs of the top-down model and ask 
yourself, when we speak of the village or the community facilitator—and, by the way, most of you 
here are both a community facilitator and a coordinator leader kind of person. Those of you who 
have been in development work, and many of you here have had both kinds of experiences; but in 
this session today I’m talking primarily about the community facilitator. And, in my experience, most 
community facilitators are relatively poorly educated. I am accustomed to dealing with community 
facilitators in development who have little, if any, formal education. I do not like to see projects 
designed where the community facilitator is the person who is assumed to have a lot of education, 
or is required to have a lot of education because instantly that means that that person is going to be 
functionally different from the rest of the people he’s working with. He’s probably going to be 
perceived by the people he’s working with as an academic superior, he’s going to be their superior. 
And he probably will have that view of them as being his inferiors. I think when we’re designing 
projects and training personnel, we should not look for the most elaborate education in the 
community, but we should look for the kind of person who has the deepest interest and concern in 
the community, never mind the education. Persons with concern and compassion are what you’re 
looking for. And then the training of that person actually can be accomplished about as easily as the 
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person that has no education as if he has a college education. In my own experience, people who 
have a lot of education tend not to make good community-level facilitators.  

Now I wouldn’t want to make a law of that or a rule of that, but please be alert. Don’t go 
out simply because most of you have a secondary education and some years beyond that, in some 
cases. Don’t go out and assume that what you want in a community is a person like yourself. 
Probably not. The facilitator in a local village is a person who looks an awful lot like the rest of the 
people in that village, preferably a person from that village. You say, well, he doesn’t know enough. 
Well, that’s the point. You’ve got to do some training. And if your project is designed right, you can 
bring those facilitators together for training and help them learn the steps of their task, put them 
back to work in their community, and you can get much more action than if you take a person who’s 
highly educated and try to send him back into the community. He just probably won’t fit.  

Now, let’s look specifically today at some of things that you want to do in the training of 
such a person. Now, am I making it clear? I am adopting, as we go on, a bottom-up view, 
recognizing the limitations of the bottom-up view, and I am asking for you to consider the Christian 
value of leadership as servanthood. I’m asking you to bear in mind a person who has very little 
education. Many of the people that I am working with in the Andes right now are not even literate. 
They are people who cannot read and write, but they certainly can learn things. One of the big 
mistakes we make sometimes is to assume that a person who cannot read and write is stupid. That’s 
not the case; that’s not necessarily the case at all. In fact, I know a lot of people who read and write 
and are stupid. I even know a few people that have graduated from our university that are stupid. 
And there are days when I’m stupid. Stupidity has nothing to with literacy. Literacy has to do with 
opportunity. But don’t ever assume that a person who is not reading and writing is dumb or is 
unable to learn. Nor, may I encourage you, when you’re dealing with community-level work, don’t 
assume that the place to start in every case is literacy. Have you ever asked yourself how many of the 
disciples were literate? We don’t know. Maybe Jesus taught them to read. But if other evidences are 
any indication at all from that historical period, it was not typical of every fisherman on Lake Galilee 
that he could read and write. And Jesus, through his disciples from several classes of society—and 
they weren’t all bookkeepers for the Romans—now some were, but they weren’t all. Bear in mind 
that you can work with people in terms of oral methods of learning especially if you’re not asking 
them to become eligible to get into college somewhere. And community development doesn’t ask 
the question: Are the facilitators ready to go to college? It asks the servant question: Are they ready 
to serve the people?  

This chart that I’m going to give you right now—I’m going to show you the whole chart and 
then I’m going to break it down by parts. [Not available.] It’s large and complex. We’ve talked about 
participation. The title of the chart, as a whole, is “Participatory Development: Tasks of the 
Community Facilitator.” We’ve talked about facilitators. Today we’re going to talk about the tasks of 
the facilitator in four categories. And we’re going to look specifically at these four tasks and I’m 
suggesting that the tasks are virtually the same whether the person is working in agriculture, in 
health, in literacy, whatever field, the tasks are basically the same tasks and, therefore, the training 
problem for your community facilitators is basically the same training problem regardless of your 
specialization or the particular area of development you’re trying to deal with. The first two of these 
are tasks of the community facilitator. And, by the way, is this the program planner? Is this the one 
that sits somewhere and designs the whole program? No. Is this the person that works to carry out a 
program? Yes, and he works in the community. And there may be many of him in a given project. 
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Probably, at least one for every community of people. How many of you have worked in a 
relationship with community facilitators, either under your responsibility or part of your project? Let 
me see your hands. Okay. Those of you with experience in this know what I’m talking about. This is 
your community facilitator we’re talking about today. Please understand. Tomorrow, we’re going to 
look at the development consultant who is more like you and me in most cases, in terms of our roles 
and our tasks. We’ll look at that tomorrow, but today the facilitator.  

The first two tasks that this person carries out I call Informational tasks. The second two, I 
call Action tasks. So I’ve divided my four tasks (at this line) into Information Phase tasks and Action 
Phase tasks. And if you drop down to the bottom of the chart you can see this . . . We can also talk 
about these two sets, not just as information, but as conscientization and as praxis. Now the word 
“praxis” is a brand new one; we’ve not used it before. It’s the first Greek word I’ve used in here and 
I’m not going to explain it at this moment, but we will come back to it. If you’ll just bear that in 
mind that I’m going to come back and explain why we use that particular Greek word. 

There are skills in each of these tasks and I’ve identified in these four columns here the sets 
of skills that are particularly involved in each of the four tasks. If we did our training purely in terms 
of these skills, I don’t think the whole thing would hold together for a relatively uneducated person. 
So I don’t specifically break the training down into these tasks, or these skills, at the bottom: 
Friendship, Explaining, Demonstrating, and, in this case, Listening, Questioning here; Organizing, 
Resource Discovery, and Encouraging here; Management and Problem-solving here. I take it up to 
this generalization here: Sharing Information, Discussing Information, Planning Action, and 
Carrying out Action. And it it’s become a pattern in some of my own training work in the field to 
use four workshops running anywhere from two days to a week on each of those four tasks. So how 
many weeks of training am I talking about for a community facilitator? Up to four weeks.  

Now what kind of time spacing do you suppose that I would use in a project such as with 
the Quechua Indians? Do you have any idea how often I would do these workshops? In this project, 
we’re doing one each six months. Why so far apart? Answer: these people are farmers and you can’t 
get a week of their time, two or three weeks out of the same month. So we find two times of the 
year when they have least demand on them as farmers and bring them together for a week. Now 
that means that it takes us two years to get through those four basic tasks. You say, boy, that sounds 
like a slow project. I never promised you that development was fast and I can assure you the training 
that is too rapid is ineffective. Why does it take a whole week on each of those tasks in this 
particular project? Answer: people of this sort tend to want to learn something thoroughly and they 
tend to want to learn it experientially and that takes time. They don’t want to be lectured to about 
how to do this. They want to have demonstrations. They want to see you do it. They want to go out 
and try it in the communities themselves and then they want to come back and talk about it. And 
that’s the pattern they use. Generally a five-day week: the first two days talking about it and 
practicing it in role-play situations in a training center. One or two days out in the field for field 
practice and then a day or two back at the center talking about the meaning of the field practice and 
what they learned in the experience. Either five days or six days of workshop on the theme, Sharing 
Information. 

Now can you imagine a group of facilitators in training coming together to talk about and 
work on and practice ways of sharing information? You see, we’re always accomplishing two things.  
We’re giving them some information to share. And, for example, this project that I’m describing for 
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you as our example, the information is basic community health information. Now what do you 
suppose is the information that we’re giving them that they can share with others? Have you any 
idea what you would do in a project of that sort? What are the pieces of information? And I’ll warn 
you, there are only four pieces of information in this project. We’ve boiled it down to four pieces of 
information, what are they? Want to guess? Water, sanitation, nutrition, I’m not sure what the fourth one is. 
Okay. You’ve really hit it quite well and it’s interesting. Now you haven’t looked at our project; 
you’re just going from what you know about that problem area and I suspect that the problem area 
is the same anywhere, especially with people that have a poor water supply as is true in the high 
Andes. These people have very bad water supply. They quite often live in villages where they have to 
carry water. They have an inadequate supply of firewood. Does that sound familiar? And, therefore, 
when you talk about boiling water, it’s quite a costly thing. It requires at least two or three extra trips 
a day for gathering firewood if you’re going to be serious about boiling water. Pure water, or the 
concern about the getting of a better water supply or treating the water, is number one. Because 
many of the diseases that come to the clinic for cure are caused by bad water supply. And until you 
deal with the water, you’re going to have to have more and more clinics which is going to force you 
into an inappropriate technology.  

Second theme is simple sanitation of cooking and eating, simple washing of utensils. These 
are people who have not had enough water, so they are not in the habit of washing either their 
hands or anything that they cook with or prepare food with. They will prepare food on rocks, on 
slabs, on old pieces of tin and the food is contaminated from the bacteria growth from previous 
preparings of food and they keep re-ingesting the same cultures of bacteria constantly.  

Third theme is latrines. Again, notice that all three of these are basically sanitation issues. 
Latrines, the digging of pits for human waste disposal, basic pit latrines. These are people who have 
been in the habit of relieving themselves in the most convenient place virtually wherever they 
happen to be. And I suspect some of that sounds familiar to some of you here.  

The fourth theme is simply described as increasing the variety in the diet. We don’t even talk 
about it as increasing the vitamins or increasing the vegetables or increasing anything. These are 
people who have, for generations, eaten potatoes. Now when you have potato-eaters in the twenty-
fifth generation, you’re dealing with people who really like potatoes. In fact, they look at almost 
everything else on God’s green earth as inedible. These are people who eat potatoes. And virtually 
any increase in their diet is a step in the right direction. So that theme of increasing the variety of 
your diet is the simple way to present the idea of better health through other vitamins and nutrients. 

Now with these facilitators, we do not take them through vitamin theory. We do not make 
them experts on nutrition. We simply show them evidence that Indians who eat other things than 
potatoes have more well babies, have stronger bodies, have more energy, and are healthier. And 
that’s the message. We do not show them the theory of germs and what happens if you put human 
excrement on the earth and how it re-contaminates water. We don’t explain germ theory. We deal 
with the fact that if you put your human excrement in a pit, your children will be healthier, you will 
be healthier, you will feel better, you’ll have more energy, you’ll be able to work harder in your fields, 
and you’ll have a better life. As simple as that. Everything boils down to the simple common 
denominator message.  
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Now the mistake quite often we make in training facilitators is we believe they must be able 
to ask and answer all the technical questions. Let me assure you that village people rarely raise those 
technical questions. They will raise different kind of questions. They will raise the question of the 
credibility of the information. How did you learn that? Who told you that? How do we know? They 
will ask that kind of question and there’s almost no answer for that one except the confidence that 
the community has in the facilitator and the confidence the facilitator has in the rest of the project 
people. And again we’re back to the thing we talked about in reference to Nehemiah and that is that 
it’s very important that people in a development project trust each other. Nehemiah trusted the king; 
the king trusted Nehemiah. Nehemiah trusted the people of Jerusalem; the people of Jerusalem 
trusted Nehemiah. And nobody ever asked the question, exactly where did you get your engineer 
training, Mr. Nehemiah? They got on with the job because they trusted each other. And, by the way, 
some of us in big agencies where the management of the agency is a bunch of people that don’t trust 
each other quite often have little projects in the field where nobody trusts each other. But I don’t 
want to meddle with that one because, of course, those problems don’t exist in Kenya.  

Don’t mumble. Yes? The people in the village are already aware that they have a problem. No. At this 
point. No, no. That’s part of the problem. The people that are going to receive the shared 
information aren’t aware they need the information. That’s why the skill of sharing information is a 
task that must be trained. They must learn how to share with people who aren’t particularly 
interested. And they must learn that there is a high level of rejection right here, and that there 
probably will be no effect, at that point, of sharing information. And any development project that 
puts all of its emphasis right there, and a lot of mass media campaigns do that, is going to die right 
there. And what we do is to help them to see that that’s but one step in a long chain. 

Now in the first training we show them the whole model and then we come back and work 
on these skills in this complex and we have them practice it. And then we give them six months in 
the field and we don’t ask them what successes he had. We tell them in advance they’re not going to 
have any and we get them back to the training. And then they say: You know, we tell people this 
stuff that you told us and that we have, and they don’t pay any attention! And that’s what they come 
back with on the second training—they don’t pay any attention—and some of them get discouraged 
by that and don’t even come back. But that’s the price you pay. And we say: Didn’t we tell you 
wouldn’t get any action? They said: Yes, but we didn’t believe you because that information was so 
interesting to us that we figured it would be interesting to them. Why was it interesting to them in 
the first place? Because they were there because they wanted to participate as facilitators. They 
wanted the information but the people in the community didn’t necessarily want it. How did they 
get there in the first place? We asked the community. And, by the way, this was within a council of 
Christian evangelical churches, and the churches appointed a person from each church who wanted 
to be a health facilitator. So they picked out a person in the community, that wanted to be a health 
facilitator. They didn’t have the foggiest idea what that meant except it sounded good and it had 
some promise of benefitting the community. And the church says, there’s the man; we’ll send you. 
They sent some older people, some younger people in this particular project—no particular age. But 
the point was that they were all sent by the community. When they came back with the information, 
the people said: What did you learn? And they gave them the information. The people said: Oh, 
well. And that was about it.  

So they came back for the second training and then they had a problem and they knew it and 
they told us what it was. In the first day we listened to them. And they said: You know, it isn’t 
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enough to tell people things. We can’t even get them to talk about it. We said: Well, now I’m just 
very glad you asked that question because that’s what we’re going to do in this training. We’re going 
to work on how you help people talk about it. Oh, yeah, that’s what we’ll do; that’s what we need. 
How do you get people to talk about things? We take a week. How do you get people to talk? They 
say: Well, why didn’t we do that at first? Well, you can’t do everything at once; you can’t do 
everything at once.  

Furthermore, until people have had some experience being frustrated by sharing 
information, they really don’t want to know anything else because the whole human race is trapped 
in this notion that if I tell you, you’ve learned it. And [whether they are] simple Indians on the 
countryside of the Andes or whether they’re people in Uganda or Kenya; they’re alike in that they 
assume that if you tell somebody something, he’s learned it. And if you hear it, you know it. It’s not 
true; it’s not true. And people have to discover that. So they come very motivated and they say: How 
do we get people to at least talk with us about these things? So we work on how do you discuss 
information with people and they practice that during the week. And then they come back and talk 
about the experience they’ve had trying it out in the communities. 

We use a simple technique. This whole large area, which is a whole property, we bring 
together the community leaders for the training. And then we asked some of the people in the 
nearby communities, who are also there with their facilitators, each to take two or three of the 
outlying people—who are having to live in the center—home with them for an overnight. So they 
go back from the communities three or four at a time. So, for example, I’m from a nearby 
community that’s walking distance away and I’m at the training. And you’re from a place that’s sixty 
kilometers away and you’re 100 kilometers away, but I invite you to come to my home, and we walk 
back to my community. And then we practice what we’ve been taught at the training, the three of us; 
practice it in my community but you get a chance to practice it, too. And we design that experience 
for them so that they have a little group report to present when they get back to the training. See it? 
And they talk about what they discovered. But, even in the first two days of the week, we have them 
role-play and dramatize how that will be. And we put them in situations: you’re villagers and you’re 
the health facilitator and here’s what we want you to try to do. We practice doing this in what we call 
role-playing or simulation. And the Indians absolutely love role-playing. I’m very amazed how easily 
they take to role-playing. They just love it. And it’s been my experience several places that in many 
cultures people like to play out dramatizations and act things out in the training situation. But we 
sure don’t stand there and lecture at them all day. We have about one fifteen minute block out of 
every hour that is talking this way. Three blocks of fifteen minutes in activity of this sort. 

After this discussing information, they go back out and again for six months in the field. 
They have been able now to get people to talk. And they’re talking about health problems. And then 
they come back to their training and they have a different kind of motivation this time. They come 
back in and many of them, not all but most, and say: Now what do we do? How do we get on with 
this because our people are now talking about health and they’re talking about these things? They’re 
talking about the training but they don’t know what to do and we don’t know what to tell them. So 
we say: Alright. Let’s talk about how do you plan action. And we go through the skills of planning 
action. And they go back out for six months, the plans going; then they come back and say: Now 
what do we do? And we say: Okay, here’s the way you follow through on blight. What you have is a 
person who’s doing it while he’s learning it. It takes time to get any of these people together on rare 
occasions, but it happens, and it works. 
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Now let me suggest that the general model will work for you in one adaptation or another if 
you’re very careful. You don’t need to operate it on a six-month interval. You don’t need to expect 
that it’ll require exactly five or six days of training as our work does. You’ll have to think that 
through. But let me point out that these are separable functions and they can be seen as separable 
functions and they can be trained to as separate activities and relatively simple people can 
comprehend them and do them. 

First of all, sharing information involves friendship, explaining, and demonstrating. 
Friendship is where we start. How do you really show friendship with the people you’re interested 
in? You say, well, wait a minute; these people from the community have been picked by their 
churches. They already have friends. Yes, but when a person becomes a facilitator, he often loses 
friends because suddenly he becomes somebody special. And if he’s not careful, he will actually lose 
on the friendship scale while he’s trying to work on the facilitation task. So we say, if you have now 
friendship with people, keep it, and build it, and deepen it. That’s your best resource. How do you 
do that? And we give them some warnings about things you should avoid. And, by the way, you see 
this little line running through here; the dotted line after friendship? That friendship task really goes 
right on through the whole thing; but here’s where we start the training on it.  

Similarly, the demonstrating thing goes right on through the whole process, but here’s where 
we start the training. We teach people how to make simple explanations. We teach people how do to 
simple demonstrations and, in fact, we tell the facilitators that are really highly motivated that, 
although they can’t expect great results from it, they should start early in setting a good example. 
And we help them to think about ways that they could begin to demonstrate themselves. And you’d 
be surprised how many of them come back to the second training and the most proud thing they’ve 
got to talk about is the little garden that they’ve started that’s beginning to raise some kind of 
vegetable that nobody in the village has ever seen before. And they say: People are asking us 
questions about this. And we say: Oh, that’s the place to start, the discussion of information. Start 
about things that people are asking questions about. 

And how do you listen to people? See the scale here? How do you listen to people? You’d be 
surprised how few people who see themselves as facilitators really understand the importance of 
listening. In fact, in this whole chain of training tasks, this one right here we found to be the hardest: 
training people to listen effectively. It’s very typical that people listen expecting to hear a certain kind 
of an answer and that’s all they hear. And in those trainings on that particular task, we have a lot of 
emphasis on the listening and we also have emphasis on how do you question people. You see, the 
problem with an informer is that the informer assumes that the other people are supposed to ask 
him questions. And he’s supposed to have good answers. And that’s what a lot of people in 
communication think until they really study the field of communication and learn the importance of 
asking questions, not just having good answers. 

What did I ask you to do at the beginning of this workshop? What was the first list I asked 
you to work on? Questions, not principles, questions. What are the development questions? Why? 
Because I believe that all of us here need to learn to be good questioners. We have to question 
ourselves. We have to question each other. And if you’re going to become a good discusser of 
information and work with community people in discussion, you’ve got to know how to ask good 
questions. So that’s a skill and it can be taught. It can be taught to relatively simple uneducated 
people. 



 12 

In this third workshop, we shift down to the Action Phase and our task shifts, at this point 
to how do you organize it. How do you people together around a task? And you do it through a 
planning action. How do you plan with people? You carry on some organizing activities. You engage 
in what we call “resource discovery.” What do you suppose resource discovery is? That’s when you 
begin to get creative about what do we have available to us that would allow us to get on with this 
project? 

We have seen a number of projects in various parts of the world completely fall apart 
because the resources were assumed to be coming from outside. I’ll never forget a chicken project 
that we had some involvement with in Indonesia. And there was enough money in here to start an 
experimental chicken coop with particular kind of chicken in every village in a group of ten that we 
were working with and there was enough money to start one of these little chicken projects. It 
wasn’t our idea but we got involved in it because the government—in this particular case, the 
provincial government—decided that would be the best thing they could do would be to start raising 
chickens. Enough money for a chicken coop for each village and about six to eight chickens in each 
one. Well, the problem was that they built the things in the city and one of things they used was 
corrugated metal for the top of the chicken coop. The people in the village had never seen 
corrugated metal before. They were in what we call a tile roof sector of Indonesia. Everybody uses 
tile for a roof. In the first place, it’s much better because it absorbs the heat and gives it off at night 
and it doesn’t get so hot inside. But, in the first place, most of the chickens got cooked before they 
were killed by the tin roof.  

Secondly, the people in the village, after the chickens all died, put the chicken coops (in 
almost all regions) out in the center of the city square to memorialize the project because it was all 
they had to show for the project and they were very proud of it—this chicken coop that the 
provincial governor had given them. So we found these chicken coops about six months later out in 
the village square as memorials. What happened was that the villagers had no idea how they would 
ever build a chicken coop like that for themselves because it involved materials that were only 
available in the city. Well, obviously, if you’re going to design a project, you’re going to design things 
out of discovered resources not out of gifted resources if you possibly can. And that’s a skill and 
that’s something that falls in the realm of planning. You plan with community people, not about 
what we’re going to ask somebody else for, but what have we got that we could bring together to do 
this job? It’s amazing how resourceful community people can be if they know they’re going to have 
to be. And it’s amazing how lazy community people can be if they assume somebody else is going to 
come up with the resources.  

So you’ve either got a choice: you get creative people or you get lazy people. And it all 
depends on how you plan your action. So we train them. How do you get creative community 
people? And, how do you avoid lazy community people? So we deal with Organizing, Resource 
Discovery, and Encouraging. And here’s where that very biblical notion of being an encourager 
comes in. Not just a manager, not just a leader, you know, in the sense of the instructor, in the sense 
of the teacher, in the sense of the person who emphasizes the schedule and keeps everybody in 
line—the person who simply exhorts and encourages.  

And then we move into the last phase which is the how do you carry out action. A lot of 
projects get to the planning phase and stop. How do you see it through? How do you take that first 
step? And here’s where, of course, the Christian folk have an edge over some of the rest because 
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sometimes moving into action in a community that is in bad, bad shape is a tremendous act of faith. 
And that’s the way we put it to them. There are real faith steps that you have and you have to make 
them. There are things that you say [presumably to oneself]: Well, this seems too small a start. It’ll 
never succeed. It won’t get anywhere. We really won’t be able to do it. We won’t be able to do it. It’s 
hopeless. Remember, have faith and start. Get hold of something and start it to moving. How do 
you do that? What are the management tasks involved in that and what are the problem-solving 
skills? Nothing ever goes the way it’s planned; nothing every goes the way it’s planned. It got to be 
re-adjusted a dozen times. What are the problem-solving skills?  

Now, we’re going to talk tomorrow more about why these two phases are called 
“conscientization” and why these two phases are called “praxis” because it relates to an ideological 
notion about how development really takes place in terms of the emergence of human 
understanding. How do people who have such a small view of themselves and such a small hope for 
themselves ever come alive in development? And that’s why tomorrow we’re going to focus on the 
community development consultant and the ideological issues involved in conscientization and in 
praxis. These are practical sorts of training and regardless of the field—whether your interests are 
theological education, church leadership, Sunday school development, raising kitchen gardens, 
health, family planning, whatever—you’ve got those four training tasks in your community 
facilitators. Don’t try to do it all at once. Don’t assume that people can instantly become expert in all 
of those areas. Plan your training so that each training event can help people reconstruct what they 
failed to get and failed to do from the last one because you have a lot of that. You have some people 
that catch on; other people that don’t; some people that become discouraged. Make it easy for 
people who are discouraged to not feel hopeless. Allow every training to give people, again, the view 
of the whole thing and then break it down into manageable parts. Always do a good reviewing job; 
always look ahead. Give people the whole and also the parts, but help people find something that is 
tangible and manageable for them to do.  

One of the things that I’m trying to demonstrate in this workshop—although at a much, 
much higher level because of your backgrounds and levels—I’m trying to demonstrate some of the 
strategy steps in training that I think make important strategy steps for you. Where did we start our 
workshop? What did we spend two days doing? Listening to each other, identify themselves and say, 
in effect, I have a work to do that’s important and I need you to listen to me tell about it. And we 
did that honestly because we believe that. That’s where we started. And then what did we do? We 
began opening up some information, sharing, then we increased the amount of discussion going on. 
And what did we begin doing today? Began clarifying some plans—Planning Action. And by the 
time we are through here on Friday, I’m going to be asking you some very, very specific questions: 
What do you intend to do in your situation? We’re not just here to tickle our imaginations or to be 
somehow entertained. We’re here to make a difference in our own working field.  


