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highlighting the primary policy aims of the EU governance andl rdevelopment
model. The methodological approach of this study and a review &f sbithe main
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The second half of the paper focuses on operational strategig® main rural
development agencies in lorras Aithneach, and presents ansianafy primary
gualitative data collected in lorras Aithneach between 200@2868. The analysis of
the gualitative data explores the context of poor engagemeamnitemporary rural
development programmes in lorras Aithneach and points to a @ngegmatic
factors (bureaucratic, economic) and socio-cultural factweslition and identity-
based) that represent central inhibitors.
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1.1 Introduction

The contemporary rural development agenda seeks to focus lessiostream
production in the agricultural and fisheries sectors and more on ativev
diversification of the rural economy (CEC, 1988; CEC, 2005). Ebegovernance
and rural development model, operationalised by the EC LEADERramme,
employs a participatory approach to the development procéssh) wims to harness
the capacity of local stakeholders in designing and impléngerdevelopment
interventions (see Curtin and Varley, 1995; Ray, 1999). Consideringatimmale
underpinning the contemporary rural development agenda as presentéeé in t
bureaucratic and academic literatures, areas like loridse®ach are potentially
valuable sites for enterprises selling local ‘design vaheégause they are laden with
cultural commodities. However, the types of enterprises dhatat the core of the
contemporary rural development agenda — artisan food productiomatudiurism,
and the valorisation of natural resources (see CORASON, 20@9ain peripheral
to economic activity in lorras Aithneach. The central crunraderstanding the failure
of the contemporary rural development agenda to manifest itsetfgst in lorras
Aithneach lies in the complex interplay between how thendg has manifested itself
in operational forms and policy discourses on one hand, and thddotmk (social,
cultural and economic) that make up the implementation ground @slé&ithneach
on the other (see Macken-Walsh, 2009). This paper presentsctogaxtual and
qualitative data collected in lorras Aithneach, highlightcurrent and path-dependent
socio-cultural factors that are determining how inhabitanés emgaging with the
contemporary rural development agenda.

The paper begins with a review of the contemporary rural loleveent agenda,
highlighting the primary policy aims of the EU governance andl rdevelopment
model. The methodological approach of this study and a review &f ebithe main
economic, social and cultural characteristics of lorrgenach are then presented.
The second half of the paper focuses on operational stmtefithe main rural
development agencies in lorras Aithneach, and presents arsianafy primary
gualitative data collected in lorras Aithneach between 200@2868. The analysis of
the gualitative data explores the context of poor engagemeamnitemporary rural
development programmes in lorras Aithneach and points to a @ngegmatic
factors (bureaucratic, economic) and socio-cultural factweslition and identity-
based) that represent central inhibitors. The paper concludesrduydgg a
discussion of the cultural and physical resources in lorrdm@ach in contemporary
rural development rhetoric and highlighting the potential, asagethe main barriers,
for rural development in the area.

1.2 The Governance and Rural Development Model: Partnership &ubsidiarity
The EU LEADER programme is emblematic of a shift in emphasiEC policy-
making to include post-productivist development goals but is ajgegentative of a
new governance-based approach to development. The argument threvidgsign of
contemporary rural development policy approaches is “If the endogenaugialoof
rural regions is to be properly developed, local initiativesst be stimulated and
mobilised” (CEC, 1988, p.62). Specifically, LEADER was formedhato “provide the
European Union’s rural areas with a development method for imgplecal partners
in the future of their areas” (Fischler, 1998). Rather #hgmogramme for economic
development, LEADER is described as “a multi-dimensional gg®dhat seeks to
integrate, in a sustainable manner, economic, socio-culamdl environmental
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objectives (Kearney et al.,, 1994, p. 128, cited by Moseley, 20034) and “a
sustained and sustainable process of economic, social, t@hdaenvironmental
change designed to enhance the long-term well-being of the webabenunity”
(Moseley, 2003a p.4).

The LEADER approach claimed to “enable a better understanditige @frea and its
living strength” (CEC, 1988) and is described as “an innovation anever of
innovation” (LEADER European Observatory, 1997). The main aimthe
programme is to find innovative solutions to rural problems orcalised basis by
facilitating the creation of links between localities @xtlernal organisations in order
to “stimulate and support locally based development” (LEADERrofean
Observatory, 1997). The operationalisation of such an appreagires the active
participation of local development stakeholders and its centadledge is to “invent
new (participatory) institutions which not only can mediate andeywbnd conflict by
providing representation to a wide span of local interests &nitbe an effective
means of developing local economies” (Curtin & Varley, 199743). The tangible
results of governance and rural development programmes, sudhcieased
employment, are not ends in themselves but are meant to bé&dioran integrative
process that focuses on sustainability, capacity building, conynamd social
inclusion. This process is supposed to become embedded in thdiorstl character
of the locality, adding longevity and sustainability to the iialeg goals of
development and spurring further development (Moseley, 2003b, RefBrring to
this process, an evaluation of the first LEADER progranmmreeland states:

“development is not simply a question of undertaking projects, nor of
achieving objectives specified in narrow economic termse@ment is also

a process, by which is meant the creation of social productsas upgraded
local leadership, a culture of enterprise and innovative adioine enhanced
capacity of people to act in concert, purposefully and effegtselas to cope
with the threats and opportunities they face” (Kearney @io8l5).

The programme operates on the basis of two principlesarbrécal decision-making
structures being replaced by mechanisms involving represestitom a wide range
of governmental and non-governmental groups (principle of partnei@bdgti) 2000,
p. 172); and decision-making taking place as close as possibteetsite of
implementation (principle of subsidiarity).

It is envisaged that partnership and subsidiarity, by providingeahanism for the
participation of a variety of sectoral stakeholders at thel l@vel, give rise to an
‘integrated’ approach and thus has the capacity to addressurddedevelopment
problem more broadly. It is claimed that partnership gives o more effective rural
development because of its usage of different sectoral espupoth human and
material. Bryson and Anderson (2000) for example, say that &actdr approach
allows for “an enhanced amount of information to be brought to dea problem,
the building of commitment to problem definition and solutions, filngon of
planning and implementation, and shortening the time neededirtg forward
policies, programmes, services and projects” (p. 143). Echbiagite the officially
perceived benefits of the partnership approach at theeké&l hccording to an EC
evaluation:
Greater effectiveness in programme development and monitoring;
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More effective project selection;

Greater legitimacy and transparency in decisions and idegisaking
processes;

Greater commitment and ownership of programme outputs;
Opportunities for reinforcing innovation and learning across orgionsé
boundaries; and

Development of institutional capacity at sectoral and teiaittevels.

(CEC, 2001)

Of the participatory aspect of partnership, Hart and Mu{2&90) state that not only
does it encourage integrated development, but it “is aboutngadi holistic
contribution to the alleviation of social exclusion, poverty afaprivation thus
helping to build a more inclusive society” (p. 6). By includlogal stakeholders in
the decision-making process, decisions are considered to belikedyeto ‘stick”
(Moseley, 2003b, p. 2). Partnership is thus conceived of aayaoifvaddressing
locally specific development issues and according to theipkénof subsidiarity, the
participation of local interest groups is crucial for its apien.

1.3 Globalisation and the ‘Culture Economy’

The contemporary rural development agenda is representativenof’ement away
from staple development concerns (such as food security and ypalestiation),
towards the valorisation of local resources through high value-gatdedction. One
of the main incentives behind the participation of local osgions in EU
governance and rural development relates to the benefits lo€ally-customised
development agenda in an era when diversifying beyond primangmodity
production is emphasised. It is claimed that partnership and gileernance models
are not simply multi-tier versions of centralised policies fegresent a chance for
localities to focus on their individual attributes, resoureesl forms of capital and
exploit them (Walsh, 1995, p. 1). The type of developmentéatiaes from such a
local focus veers away from the productivist sectoral devedopmodel and towards
a more locally-subjective place-based rural development ddgol This rural
development ideology (which has been discussed in the context aihpdsthity,
see Bryden and Shucksmith, 2000) is closely related to theend® of globalisation
on the economies, societies, cultures, and political systethe EU:

“Globalisation, (thus) is a complex set of processes — natglesone - and these
operate in contradictory or oppositional fashion. Most people tfigkobalisation as
simply pulling power and influence away from local communiéied nations into the
global arena and, indeed, this is one of its consequences; radtidose some of the
economic power they once had. Yet, it also has an oppositd: gffebalisation not
only pulls upwards, it pushes downwards, creating new pressuresodal
autonomy.” (Giddens, 1999)

Ray (2000) says that these new pressures for local autonomyféstahemselves at
the level of individuals and of territories. They are an outcoméh@ escalating
awareness of, contact with and borrowing from, other cultures aigtp@als goods,
people and ideas circulate on a global scale” (p. 5). Echoidde@s (1999), Lash
and Urry (1994) see this as the paradox of globalisation: “it prgdutéhe one hand,
cultural and political cosmopolitanism and, on the other, amrasing awareness of,
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and wish to preserve, diversity, that is, ‘indigenisatiorMoseley (2003b) states that
the development strategy of ‘adding value to local resounszgpiires a positive
attitude both to the potential of local resources and to ithglications of
globalisation. In the latter case it means seeing the wgem of world markets as an
opportunity as well as a threat, and seeking not a rejectiajiobhlisation but a
judicious positioning within it” (Moseley, 2003a, p. 48)

Rhetoric surrounding discussion of the ‘culture economy’ (see Ray 1998; 2000)
has obvious linkages with strategies of indigenisation andrdiitiated production
for the purposes of rural development. Lowe et al (1998) definetitere economy’
approach in rural development as “an admixture of: the economiarythaf
competitive advantage and international trade; the marketorgept of niche
markets; and a response to the critique of exogenous developmeheamation of
modernity as a ‘cultural melting pot™ (p. 53). Ray (1997)catttes that “the term
culture economy refers to the definition and exploitation okrmitorial identity
through local cultural resources” (p. 1), and “cultural symbiolsluding historical
references, and the value systems they represent, arestheces of, and often the
rationale for, these territorial initiatives” (Ray, 1997,2). The role of culture in rural
development is frequently acknowledged in bureaucratic litertttatgoromotes rural
tourism and artisan foods and crafts. Ireland’s White Papewutigsthe Future — a
Strategy for Rural Development in Ireland (1999), for exampi¢e s

“Rural communities are closely associated with Irish tiaak, heritage and
culture which have been critical in shaping the national iyerithe cultural heritage
embraces the language, life-style and traditions, tradltionsic, song and dance,
landscape, unique products, monuments, national games, thetarts)n economic
terms, culture and the arts, and in the Gaeltacht, igtelinguage, contribute directly
and indirectly to the creation and retention of employmemtiial areas and present
an image of an area as a basis for tourism and businessnievee. Traditional and
modern crafts represent a significant and growing sectoth@fsmall business
economy in many rural areas and provide opportunities for peopéneraje income
from their personal resources and skills. The preservatioreainancement of local
culture is also a feature of rural areas which has potdatigenerating new kinds of
economic activity. In recent years the film industry has ndy generated local
economic activity but has promoted the image and attractionsiraf areas for
tourism purposes” (Ensuring the Future — a Strategy for Rurakl®mwent in
Ireland, 1999, p. 53).

Situating the culture economy in the context of development théomye et al
(1998) state that “the approach can be located in the logicasfomic growth within
consumer capitalism in which a cultural system is seem m&ans to create space-
specific resources for economic exploitation” (p. 54). Inevitabyyever, the culture
economy is a manifestation not only of the consumption of localffetdntiated’
goods but of the production of such goods (see Macken-Walsh, 2009).

1.4 Investigating Engagement in Contemporary Rural DevelopmentlLocal
Participation

At the core of the contemporary rural development agend&rasisition in emphasis
from ‘material and labour value to design value’ (Ray, 1999 Wransition from
policies that encourage the production of mainstream commodivesrds high
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value-added diversified rural development entrepreneurshipitabdy causes a
rupture of old development contexts (see Pratt, 2004). This tcemegipresents a set
of new challenges for rural inhabitants, particularly those@lved in primary rural

industries such as agriculture and fisheries (see Mackdsh\\2009).

In facing new challenges and coping with ruptures of old devedaproontexts, a
diversity of social, cultural and economic factors at thalléevel come into play in
determining how rural development programmes take shape and eoperathe
ground. Research has sought to explore how contemporary rural developme
programmes operate in practice in various local contexts (sdey\Va991; Curtin
and Varley, 1997; Osti, 2000; Esparcia-Perez, 2000; Buller, 2000)e Satuable
studies have elaborated how changes in rural development paley differently
enfranchised and disenfranchised various social groups. Kovachuaedoa (2006),
for example, detect the rise of a “project class” thatarticularly well suited to new
rural development opportunities in Central and Eastern Europe. Rrother
perspective, Osti finds in a study of the EC LEADER prograsim Italy that
farmers’ organisations are “bewildered by the disappearafictneir traditional,
privileged channels of influence” (2000, p.176). In Ireland g¢hleas been scarce
gualitative ethnographic research in recent years on the tfpmsors that become
involved in contemporary rural development programmes and the enatlr
development activities that such programmes foster. Tdrerehowever, some recent
valuable studies on specific industries such as ‘alterndioel movements and the
organic farming sector that shed light on how specific aspdaural development is
taking shape in Ireland (Tovey, 2002; Moore, 2003; Tovey, 2006; TavdyWMooney,
2006).

While the partnership model is symbolic of a procedural metfipdwer devolution,

the operation of the model in practice varies from case se @a reflecting the
political and economic context in which the model becomes operatienaell as a
wide range of local social and cultural determinants. Amdsory partner in most
state-funded networks/partnerships/alliances is the sidigh is seen by some
commentators as the ‘coordinator and manager’ of pseudo-governsaathanisms
(Murdoch and Abram 1998, p.41; Varley 1991a). Curtin and Varley (1%98t@ that

in the case of Irish area-based partnerships, “What ite dtate/EU have in mind in
the area-based partnerships is not the simple handing ovespainsibility to local

actors. On the contrary, the expectation is that exterrtaksamust be centrally
involved in providing resources, deciding what is required tadree, who is to be
admitted as legitimate partners and how the partnershipstaraiya to operate” (p.
142). O’Toole and Burdess (2004) convey a similar view when sagy“higher

levels of governance “steer” the self-governing processeduafied) small rural
communities, expecting them to “row” for themselves (p.433)".

In the establishment and operation of locally-led developrtteere is the risk that
only a limited number of local inhabitants will get involvednfining participation to
“a very small number of enthusiastic members” (Armstrong quoBreathnach,
1984). Mannion (1996), for example, points to the danger of loeatldpment
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ending up in the hands of a féw Similarly, Varley (1991b) notes that local
community-based development movements “tend to be dominatedwllagsoup of
enthusiasts, adept at assembling the illusion of consensualltves the interests of
some to masquerade the interests of all (p.236)". It is kribatrparticipatory models
for decision-making can sometimes amount only to tokenism, pacaeven
manipulation in practice (see Arnstein, 1969). One of the bkttewn models for
analysing different levels of community participation imstein’s (1969) eight-step
ladder of degrees of participation.

Figure 1.1: Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation

8 Citizen Control

7 Delegated Power Citizen Power

6 Partnership

5 Placation

4 Consultation Tokenism

3 Informing

2 Therapy

Nonparticipation

1 Manipulation

Source: Arnstein, 1969

1.5 Understanding engagement in rural development from the pspectives of
different social groups

Understanding the circumstances of engagement with the conteynpanal
development agenda goes beyond theories based on economic rationadegcidrs
are expected to indiscriminately adopt profit maximising sjrage Burton (2004)
notes that inflexible models of behavioural analysis empleyrlistic approach to
understanding behaviour, while ‘new’ methodological approachesgergewith the
‘cultural turn’ in many other areas of social science focus'tbe importance of
understanding language, meaning, representation, identity, dacedde” (p. 360).
The approach of this study is broadly informed by theories of ekateather than
economic rationality where the focus is on the individual’gesitive experiences of,
and agency with, the outside world. Understanding existen@tibnality is
instrumental for accounting for individual and social behaviour, whereim is to
understand human subjectivity, i.e. human feelings, perceptindsirelinations
which are generated internally by the self and can beenfled by collective socio-
cultural influences such as locally-held values, traditiwh farms of knowledge.

2 There is a debate in the literature concerning ldgitimacy of non-elected actors and non-
governmental organisations playing a significante rin governance at local and international
(European) levels (see Goodwin, 1998, p. 8).
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It is important to represent the ‘local voice’ in rural studi€sick, 1989, cited in
Kneafsey, 1998) and to thus explore the social and cultural ‘scwpish ultimately
determine identities, attitudes, and behaviour (Canetto, 2@68,in0 Feeney, 2008).
The Socio-Cultural Research Unit of the UNFAO (2008) statet dhalitative
research is necessary to reach “an in-depth understanding ailtheal context and
the factors that determine local level outcomes is créiciathe formulation and the
success of policies and programmes that are acceptable, apprapdasustainable”.

The classical sociological text “The Sociological Imagindtiog C Wright Mills

(1959) provides a prominent theoretical paradigm for understandegnterplay
between the individual person and external pressures and .fddsewy such a
paradigm, external forces (public issues) can cause “contaaitbr “antagonisms”
when they are incompatible with individuals’ own world values and/ben the
means by which they can realise these values are thrdafpngate troubles)
(Wright-Mills, 1959). Bourdieu’s (1993, 1996) theory of capital msnework, where
three main forms of capital are elaborated: economic cafpitaterial property);
social capital (networks of social connections and mutual dldigg); and cultural
capital (prestige) is useful for understanding how different fafcapital are at play
in the creation of contradictions or antagonisms which ultipatgacts on decision-
making in relation to income-generating practices.

The theory of capital as framework is instrumental to unaedstg individual
behaviour and but also trends in collective behaviour within sgectalps. Sets of
values and worldviews are identified with to greater anseleextents by individual
members of the same social group, but nonetheless providdeativef modus for
interpreting attitudes and behaviour which are found to offer expnatory power
than social and demographic variables (Kelly et al, 2004, Kdlly et al (2004) for
example in their research on environmental attitudes and behainduetand arrive
at three theoretical explanations that identify differerd seétvalues and worldviews:
post-materialism; the new environmental paradigm; and cultbheary/grid group
theory (Kelly et al, 2004, pp. 4-6). To elaborate for the purpobetarification just
one of these theoretical perspectives: post-materialisrwsdfeom the work of
Inglehart (1981) whose basic argument for understanding cultural bahavi“that
there has been a shift away from the materialist cascef pre-industrial and
industrial societies (that is, support for the establishedrdidtough maintenance of
law and order and the preservation of economic gains) towards pastaiisttvalues
(that is greater emphasis on individual self-expression, egrgadrticipation in
decision-making, freedom, and quality of life)” (Kelly el 2004, p. 4). The
hypothesis underlying this theoretical perspective is a geomasé theory where
“each successively younger post-war cohort is more postialaerthan its
predecessor” (Kelly et al, 2004, p. 4).

1.6 Farmers and Fishers: distinctive social groups

Small-scale production in the farming and fishing sectoreesemt the Chayanovian
model where income-generating (economic) practices are embgddacdexistential
system of meaning and inseparable from social and culturalges¢see Chayanov,
1925). Vanclay (2004) evaluates farming as a ‘socio-culturatipea@and a ‘way of
life’, and not just a technical or income generating agtifpt 213). Similarly, in a
report compiled for the United Nations’ Food and Agriculture @iggtion (UNFAO),
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McGoodwin (20013) emphasises the need to understand the socio-cultural dgnamic
of fishing communities for effective fisheries managemereGbhbdwin notes “to a
greater degree than seen in large-scale approachesshimg foccupation is closely
tied to the fishers’ personal and cultural identitiesaohg most small scale fishers,
fishing is perceived not merely as a means of assuring olnedihood, but more
broadly as a way of life, indeed a way of life which iwifiéd by important
occupational values and symbols which in turn underscore coresaspemall-scale
fishers’ individual and collective identities” (McGoodwin, 2001).

Burton (2006) takes a social psychology approach to understandingr fageimaviour
and decision-making and argues that social scientists shouisl émcsocial practices
rather than on individual experiences or social structures @Buréon, 2006. p. 96).
Applying Giddens’ (1984) theory of structuration to his study ofnfass, Burton
(2006) notes that “human ‘agency’ (e.g. farmers in the coraéxiur study) is,
thereby, expressed through social sciences (e.g. farmingeulbeliefs, attitudes and
identities (e.g. occupational or religious identities), whktieicture is based on rules
(e.g. agricultural policy, politics), resources (e.g. famadl) or other exogenous forces
(e.g. the wider political economy of farming) influencingnfiers’ actions and
thought” (p. 96). Burton’s social psychology approach to understandimgerfa
behaviour is equally applicable to a study of members ofigha§ community.

Normative methodological approaches, using, for example, surwehere
interviewees select pre-defined responses, can incompleteisaypdhe range of
contextual issues which, as a whole, ultimately guide behaaimidecision-making.
Qualitative research methods have the capacity to tat@se-specific approach to
understanding comprehensively interviewees’ personal circuoestanand to
detecting the inter-dependent nature of experiences andppense which analysed
on their own, can be meaningless or misleading (see Wilson, .199#)is sense,
qualitative research involving either un-structured or seractired interviewing can
deconstruct an individual's behaviour and decision-making by identifyireg t
complete range of issues and perceptions that combine to exatdininterviewee’s
rationality, subjectivity, or ‘view of the world'.

1.7 Methodological Approach

Methodologically, the task of analysing development programnieg #re
implemented locally is different to analysing top-down settdeselopment. The
former changes its very nature and dimensions once it beconas Qu@litative
methodologies, therefore, are highly represented in governadagial development
research where the empirical focus is on individual cpeeHic processes. Many
case-studies have been conducted on rural development partnémshgiand and
elsewhere in the EU (Curtin and Varley 1991; Ward & R&QO0, Osti 2000; Buller,
2000; Bruckmeier, 2000; Esparcia-Perez, 2000; Moseley, 2003). Of asetsitidy
analyses, Doria et al (2003) state that “given the open, mtagmcharacter of the
transformation of rural development, such processes continuotshpoécious hints
which contribute to reshaping the picture” (p. 1). Case-stodlysis has the capacity
to illuminate dynamics that are represented in other econoot@l,sand cultural
contexts and thus offers complex baseline understandings aftdrplay between

® Page numbers are not specified for quotationscitations drawn from McGoodwin (2001) as the
document is published online in html format anck$apage numbers.
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policy measures and socio-cultural determinants. Underpinnieg usage of
gualitative methods in the social sciences are the key conoépmistology (the
scenario or ‘social reality’ which is being investigatexdd @pistemology (‘systems of
knowledge’ i.e. what is known in term of applicable theoriesiriderstanding the
relevant scenario or ‘social reality’). Though the empirifcus is narrow, the
research has broader theoretical (epistemological imipiisgt which extends the
significance of research findings beyond the empirical focud tmethe analysis.
Heanue (2009) states: “in contrast to statistical genatalis to a population,
qualitative research facilitates analytical generiis& In such a sense, case-study
research can clarify, improve, and validate our understandihdbe theory that
explains interactions between farmers and fishers and contempouaal
development programmes (Heanue, 2009).

The Barriers to Change project involved qualitative sociobdgiase-study research
of Irish farmers’ and fishers’ engagement in contemporamal r development
programme’ The objectives of the analysis were to explore the cquusmy EU
rural development agenda in terms of its operational form thed type of
development it gives rise to; to identify the socio-cultusaitdrs that are present in
farmers’ and fishers’ decision-making with regard toasigg in contemporary rural
development; and finally to arrive at conclusions on how theuwistances of
farmers’ and fishers’ engagement could potentially be imgaoin line with these
objectives, the methodological approach employed by the ‘Baroié€hdnge’ project
was threefold:

Policy & literature analysis (secondary data analysis)

Empirical field research (qualitative empirical reséarc

Contextualisation of research findings in policy environment (fgrasp
interviewing with expert practitioners and policy-makers)

wp e

The first stage entailed an analysis of the contemporaryud) development agenda,
framed by three major paradigms: post-productivism, globalisajovernance (see
Macken-Walsh, 2009). The analysis aimed to articulate thr@emporary rural
development agenda as a policy framework, an operational modekaontaultural
movement. The analysis involved secondary data analysis ofucuaéa literature
focusing primarily on EC policy instruments, national policy ninstents, and data
relating to the measures and activities of the LEADER progra nationally.
Qualitative interviews conducted with policy-makers and rudavelopment
practitioners in the second and third phases of the reselslt@amplemented the
final analysis.

Informed by contextual findings emerging from the first phase, ¢bergl phase of
the research involved the design and implementation of prierapirical qualitative
field research exercises. Unstructured and semi-structgualitative interviewing
and participant observation methods were used to explore aws®s’ subjective
views and the context surrounding their poor engagement partcipati the
contemporary rural development agenda. Narrative-type acoaengsproduced by
the qualitative interviewing process that sought to portraydilersity of factors

* The case-study of farmers is presented in Mackats{(2009) and Macken-Walsh (in-press).
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influencing interviewees’ world views and associated decisiaking processes (see
Gubrium & Holstein, 2001; 2004; Wengraf, 2001). There were twio stages to the
qualitative in-depth interviewing. The first stage involvedumstructured interview
where an open ended question was posed to stimulate theeweeis narrative. The
second stage of the interview occurred at the end of@is&uctured interview and
involved posing a series of questions to the interviewee in daodefarify and/or
elaborate issues that arose in the unstructured interviticiPant observation was
conducted at community-based events and public meetings.

The case-studies of the farming and fishing communities wef@aedrto one spatial
location to allow for an in-depth analytical approach in deiteing the factors that
arise from local environmental and institutional (social, uralt and economic)
conditions. The peninsula of lorras Aithneach in Co. Galwag w@osen for the
coastal case-study, which is within the catchment area lotal LEADER rural

development programme (administered by Meitheal Forbartha rtaGda (MFG)).

Participant observation took place at meetings, conferencegwamds within the
case-study locality and outside of the locality (whereevat to the research
guestions of the study).

Different types of qualitative interviews were conducteddepth interviews were
conducted with members of the fishing community and with Ipoéty makers and
rural development practitioners within the case-study aredditidnal in-depth
interviews were conducted with fishers, policy makersfrudevelopment
practitioners outside of the case-study area who were antikgpiesentative groups
of fishing organisations and these interviewees were diedsak ‘key informants’.
Shorter qualitative interviews were conducted with inhabitehtee case-study area
for the purposes of validating local contextual (social, cultueconomic,
institutional) data. All interviews were conducted by théhauface-to-face with the
interviewee apart from in cases where validation antbvieup questions were
necessary and in such cases supplementary questions were pésedbhor using
the telephone. The in-depth interviews conducted with memlbetiseocase-study
social groups and with practitioners and representatives of puobders, lasted an
average of 2 hours, ranging from 1 hour to 3.5 hours. Theviewes with local
inhabitants were shorter, ranging from 10 minutes to 50 minutes.

In-depth interviews were in the most part conducted in tlesvilewees’ homes, with
a small proportion taking place in pre-arranged meeting plswes as a hotel or a
public house. While most of the primary interviewees that semted the fishing
communities were male, many of the supplementary intervi@nducted were with
female members of the community. Interviews conducted véfresentatives of
lorras Aithneach fishing community were not confined to anyndiee occupational
group because many people engaged in fishing in the arégmaly also engaged
in other forms of income-generating activity.

Interviewees were identified in adherence to the pplasi of grounded theory (see
Strauss 1987, Strauss & Corbin, 1990), where the author cameetaciniith
individuals in the localities and sourced interviewees througlitesative process.
Some of the practitioners and policy-makers were known to utimaand others
were identified and contacted through the agencies to whighnteee affiliated. The
interviewee sub-groups are set out below in Table 1.1:
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Table 1.1: Composition of Qualitative Interviews

Interview-type Coastal case-study

Practitioners & Policy- 13
makers (in-depth)

Members of case-study 21
social group (in-depth)

Supplementary Interviews 8
Key informants (in-depth) 4
Total Interviews 46

The third phase of the methodology involved exercises that somugiuntextualise
research findings emerging from the analysis of primary telt@ve greater practical
relevance and policy application for the rural developmeninifay and fisheries
sectors. This was achieved by conducting focus group interviesigsh are
structured interviewing processes where prompts are uséekbtoasdiscussion among
a group of expert participants that is relevant to the reseprestions at hand. For
the ‘Barriers to Change’ research project, two focus grotgmiiews were conducted
to facilitate discussion of the different sets of policlgted issues that emerged from
research findings of the two social groups analysed.cipatits in the focus groups
represented local institutions and agencies where therchseas conducted and
national institutions with policy competency and responsibilitythie area of rural
development. The data generated by the focus groups was uskedtify istrategies
and policy actions to respond to key ‘barriers’ identified throtinghresearch, and to
broaden the discussion beyond the case-study localities in whsgarch was
conducted to give greater applicability to research findiegegted from the project.
Participants in the focus groups represented a range ofosyatnbn-statutory and
semi-state bodies:

Teagasc

Department for Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs
Udaras na Gaeltachta

Cumas Teo (Connemara, South)

FORUM (Connemara, North)

Comhdhail Oilean na h’Eireann

National University of Ireland, Galway (NUIG)
Department of Law Reform, Justice and Equality

1.8 lorras Aithneach, Connemara, Co. Galway: Presentation of th€ase-Study
lorras Aithneach is located on the west coast of IrelanthénSouth Connemara
region which is aGaeltachtarea of Ireland, denoting that Irish is a spoken daily
language. Similar to othébaeltachtareas of Ireland, lorras Aithneach continues to
typify much of what is conceived as uniquely traditional reland with respect to
language, culture, and landscape. There are two maigesllar town-lands on the
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peninsula — Carna and Cill Chiarain. The spatial boundaridsedDistrict Electoral
Divisions (DED) classification used by central and locavegnment do not
correspond with the boundaries of lorras Aithneach, Carna, o€i#rain. For this
study An Cnoc Bui, a DED located within the peninsula, isl dsethe purposes of
presenting statistics that are representative of a DEinthe peninsula.

Figure 1.2 Carna, lorras Aithneach, Connemara, Co. Galway

Source: www.connemara.ie/maps

Traditional agriculture and mariculture activities persisthie peninsula. The 2000
Census of Agriculture records that a total of 105 Annual WorksbgAWU), an
increase of (37 AWU from 1991) were expended on agriculture rigshend forestry
in An Cnoc Bui, representing a total of 167 agricultural worletegorised as
follows: holder; spouse; other family workers; other non-famitykers. The 2000
Census of Agriculture shows that An Cnoc Bui has one of titeeki representations
of agricultural holdings among all DEDs in Co. Galway. Thet |I€ensus of
Agriculture (2000) recorded an increase in agricultural holdirgge 101 in 1991 to
118 in 2000. The DEDs in which there is the highest numbegrafudtural holdings
are: Inishmore (223) (the highest number of holdings in Co. Galvayumna (158);
Crumpaun (126); and Rinvyle (126). All of these DEDs are in Conrseraad
represent the persistence of small-scale agriculturalrgsdn the area.

In terms of employment, the Galway Socio-Economic Profildvw@&ga Co. Council,

2008) shows that the Census of Population (2006) records that 19 peopl€imA

Bui are employed under the category of “Agricultural, Figheand Forestry
Managers”; while 7 are recorded as unemployed in the saegocat8% of the total
working population). A further 11 (9 employed, 2 unemployed, totalling%8) are

recorded under the category of Agriculture, Fishery and Fgrestrkers. As regards
other categories of employment, the following percentagekeofatal population in
An Cnoc Bui are recorded: Professional: 15.9%; Building & Congbruci3.8%;

Manufacturing: Services: .9%; 7.6%; Sales: 6.5%; Office aneridal: 6.2%

Administrative and Government: 2.6%; Transport: 2.4%; Othe#%4Galway Co.

Council, 2008).

® An Annual Work Unit (AWU) is calculated as 1800uns of work per person per annum.
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Galway County Council (2008) identifies An Cnoc Bui as one oE®®in County
Galway in 2006 where there is an unemployment ‘blackspot’ winere the labour
force exceeds 200 and the unemployment rate exceeds 20%). Theirgmiae
DEDs were also in the Connemara Gaeltacht: Scainimh; GoruB8ilterna, An
Turlach and Cill Chuimin. lorras Aithneach and many of ils@inding areas are
affected by poor employment opportunities, with most of the working ptpanl
commuting to Galway City. While there is an official uneayphent rate of 29.1%,
the total proportion of people in An Cnoc Bui who are engaged ifalioair force is
49.1% (CSO, 2006). Of those who are engaged in the labour for¢E3.8% of total
workforce, comprising 42 persons employed and 5 persons unemployed) were
engaged in the increasingly unviable area of building and cmtistn-related
activities in 2006.

Sixty three percent of the inhabitants of An Cnoc Bui havéntemnet access and,
unlike other areas of Connemara (predominantly areas in Northébhara), there is
little tourism infrastructure. The 2006 Census of Populatioraisvthat 13.5% (108)
people are involved in voluntary activity. Given that by défini it is located in the
Gaeltachtit is unsurprising that 88.6% of people speak Irish, and 79.2%Kk speaily.

The population in the area is gradually falling which isilaited by inhabitants

interviewed for this study to a lack of employment opportunitiesabst due to

quality of life issues, such as a deficiency of socidletsitfacilities and services. The
age-profile of the area is quite high and the largest proporfiemhabitants of the

area are in the bracket of 55-59 years, representing 9%eototal population,

compared to the Galway County average of 5.6%, and the &8tarage of 5.3% for
the same age-bracket. Among those who stay and live in ¢3¢ tere is a high
dependency on social welfare allowances and state médicafits.

Figure 1.3 below presents a Deprivation and Affluence Inde&ldped by Haase and
Pratschke in Galway Socio-Economic Profile (2008), which assig®re in relation
to: demographic profile; social class composition; and labourkehasituation
(Galway County Council, 2008). The figure below shows a relatidex score
representing the position of all DEDs in Galway relativall other DEDs in 2006.

Figure 1.3: Relative Index Score by ED, County Galway, 2007
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Source: Galway Socio-Economic Profile, 2008

The following table presents information on population changejoyment levels;
educational attainment; and the prevalence of the Irish langnabge DEDs that are
located in lorras Aithneach (Abhainn Ghabhla; Scainimh; An Cndg Bu

Table 1.2: Population Change, Employment, Education, and Language

Source: Gaeltacht Area Development Plan: 2006-2012, Galway County Council

1.9 ‘Rural Development’ in lorras Aithneach

Development activity undertaken by local agencies in loAdBneach include
services to the public that include advocacy, occupational develdpend social
welfare assistance; and practical and financial supfartfie development of local
enterprise. Udards na Gaeltachta a nation-wide agency for the economic
development ofaeltachtareas is the single largest development agency operating
in lorras Aithneach. Other rural development institutions @wemas Teoand
Meitheal Forbartha na GaeltachtédMFG), which in 2007 were planned to be
consolidated. MFG has been responsible for the implementztibe EC LEADER
programme. All three institutions offer services through teh llanguage.
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Cumas Teois a partnership company and “aims to enable and strengthen
communities through local development programrie#’ undertakes three main
functions: a community information service, which provides mition about
rights, e.g. social welfare, tax and grants and aidal Ipeople with the relevant
administration and form-filling; th&redir programme, which offers assistance to
the unemployed with training, preparation for interviews; meawvith employers
and community development, which offers support for disadvantageghsy The
work of Cumas Teaeflects the high numbers of social welfare recipientsthaut
particular needs by providing its related information and aatwpcservice.
According to staff at Cumas Teo and corroborated by interviewslucted with
inhabitants of lorras Aithneach, these services are highligedt by the local
population. Similarly, under th&redir programme, the ‘back to work’ schemes
offered byCumas Tean conjunction with state training and education schemes (for
example FA9 are in high demand, and such programmes constitute a ngcessar
phase in the transition towards employment or for the reteofigocial welfare
benefits. There are two back to work schemes offere€uoyas TeoOne is for
those who are in receipt of ’jobseekers’ allowance’ and offeert-term
employment in improvement, maintenance, and restoratiorcaf public buildings,
roads and walfs The second scheme offers educational re-skilling in computing
(specifically, the European Computer Driving Licence (ECDL))l & offered to
those who are in receipt of unemployment benefit or assistameder to encourage
recipients back into the workforce. The course is obligaasrwithout attending the
course, eligibility for jobseekers’ allowance is forfeitéfumas Teoalso offers
courses in arts and crafts. These are mostly attended bynaamdeare popularly
conceived as hobby activities rather than as activitiesctratoe used for income-
generation.

MFG is a LEADER partnership company and administers the LEHRProgramme
for all Gaeltacht areas nationwide. The main aim of MFG is “to empower
communities through guidance; by encouraging self-confidence ardeseliopment
throughout the community in every aspect of community life, inolydiconomic
development and development in social, cultural and environmergahs®. MFG
classifies the projects that they fund as pertainintipeofollowing strategic areas of
development: Enterprise, Crafts & local services; Trainidgricultural and
Mariculture products; Rural Tourism; Environment, Culture & Hge; and Analysis
and Feasibility studies; Trans-national; Inter-territorid is clear from the table
below, over 70% of LEADER funding was administered to support psojetating
to Rural Tourism and Environment & Culture and Heritage. Thia i;e with the
LEADER + programme measures (2001 — 2006) and reflects very theikey areas
of tourism and natural resources that are at the core otdhtemporary rural
development agenda (see Macken-Walsh, 2009)

® www.cumas.ie
" www.fas.ie
8 Social welfare benefits of those who are empldygthese schemes are not affected.

® Seewww.mfg.ie
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Table 1.3: Total funding categories & allocations administerecby MFG in
Connemara Gaeltacht in 2006

Category Funding % of Total
Enterprise, crafts, local services  29,799.59 4.0685447
Training 96,547.67 13.181675
Agricultural and Mariculture

products 1,250 0.1706628
Rural tourism 253,018 34.544604

Environment, culture, heritage 271,414.61 37.056298
Analysis and Feasibility studies  34,850.43  4.758137

Trans-national 6,671.56 0.9108696
Inter-territorial 17,176.13 2.3450609
No category 21,710.56 2.9641476
Total 732,438.5E 100

Source: Compiled from data received from MFG

Table 1.4 below presents the distribution of MFG LEADER fugdin the last
programming period, highlighting the discrepancy between therfgradiocations to
some of the areas that have tended not to engage with thamprogr(e.g. Carna, Cill
Chiardin, Rosmuc) and the area that has engaged with tgramme most
successfully (Acaill).

Table 1.4 Funding administered by MFG in 2006 in Carna, CIil Chiardin,
Rosmuc & Acaill

Area No. Project No Funding % of total
Applications Projects  allocation funds
Funded

Carna 4 2 5,550.00 0.695978392
Cill 4 2 7,341.00 0.920572501
Chiaréin

Rosmuc 1 1 6,940.00 0.870286494
Acaill 44 32 329,430.58 41.31109287

Source: Compiled from data received from MFG

Of the total funding allocation to Acaill, 94,032 was awarded to a local community
development organisatio;omhlacht Forbartha Aititil AclaA total of 114, 234
was allocated to tourism projects (including allocationsCtamhlacht Forbartha
Aitigil Acla and Turaséireacht Acleamong others). The largest single grants issued
were: 100,000 (allocated for the restoration of a school and convergigheo
building into offices) and 65,000 (allocated t€omhlacht Forbartha AitiGil Acla
Excluding these two sums from the total of MFG funding admimadtevithin the
area of Acaill, 69% of the remaining projects were rucalrism initiatives. This
emphasises further the significant proportion of tourism projectded by MFG
LEADER.
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Udaras na Gaeltachta was established in 1980 as “the regighatity responsible
for the economic, social and cultural development of the Gaeit3 The overall
objective of Udaras na Gaeltachta is to protect and promotérishelanguage in
Gaeltacht regions. Udaras na Gaeltachta has three mmaiag& areas: economic
development, cultural development, and social development. The Walttanas na
Gaeltachta is broad and concentrated mostly on offering falamcid practical
support to companies, cooperatives, and community organisations and 2000
people are employed in client companies of the organisatione Asith its work in
assisting community organisations in providing crucial sensces as childcare and
administrative assistance to community and enterprise grdopsexample the
Connemara Hill Lamb Producers’ Group) Udaras offers grant taidprivate
enterprises in lorras Aithneach regions. Udards na Gagltagtteived 131
applications for grant aid from private enterprises in the&and Cill Chiarain areas
over the period from 2000 to May 2009. It administered a total4¢gf49,089 to
successful applicants. Udaras also provided grant aid tmaoaity organisations and
invested in infrastructure totalling,659,243.

Table 1.5 Funding categories and allocations administered byJdaras na
Gaeltachta in Carna and Cill Chiarain, January 2000 - May 2009

Category Funding % of Total
Enterprise Grants

Natural Resource & Marine Enterprises 3,137,418 66.06%
Food enterprises 1,128.893 26.93%
Engineering enterprises 14,537 0.84%
Service-based enterprises 1,576,837 4.42%
Culture, Art & Craft Enterprises 19,168 0.25%
Sub-total 4,749,089 100
Other Funding

Capital Investment (Buildings and Industrial 5,136,029 90.75%
Space)

Community Development & Community- 523,214 9.39%
based Enterprises

Sub-total 5,659,243 100%
Total 11,536,096

Source: Compiled from data received from Udaras na Gaeltachta

As shown in Table 1.5 above, the majority of grants adneirddtby Udaras (66%) in
Carna and Cill Chiarain were awarded for the developmettaifiral Resource &
Marine Enterprises’, which contrasts with the small proporijdiv%) of MFG
LEADER administered to applicants in the Connengaaltachtin the counterpart
category of ‘Mariculture and Agriculture Products’. Of théatdunding allocation
under the Udaras category of Natural Resource & Marine ErgesprD3.4% or
2,943,300 was accrued by ten large fish farming and processmpgaaies in the
area. The largest number of individual grants to support ‘@amerprises’ were
funded through two schemes that are offered by Udaras ist sssll-scale fishers.
The first is a scheme to assist inshore fishers, which ggevirant aid to purchase a
new currach, outboard engine and/or pot hauler. A total®7,249 was administered

10 \www.udaras.ie
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to 43 applicants through this scheme from 2000-2003 (the scheme wastidised

in 2003) and the average individual grant was#47. The second scheme, which is
ongoing, is targeted at supporting seaweed harvesting andigsoyiant aid for the
purchase or repair of currachs and the purchase of outboard edgtoed.of 6,751
was granted through this scheme to five applicants in CamdaCill Chiarain from
2000 up until May 2009 and the average individual grant wia687. Funding
administered within the category of natural resource andhmanterprises was also
channelled to other marine enterprises such as seawewthgrand a research and
development project conducted by the Martin Ryan Institute, NUil&a

Two grants were administered to a seaweed processingyfartdra fish processing
factory under the ‘Food Enterprises’ category, amountingltd41,580. Six grants
totalling 14,537 were issued under the category of ‘Engineering’ for thigrdasd
building of boats. Under the category of services, the sargeant (1,182,500) was
allocated for the purpose of providing nursing care facilitiegHe elderly. Tourism
enterprises are categorised under the ‘Services’ categyumtymost of the grants
awarded for tourism were allocated for the direct purposes praividing
accommodation amenities. In addition to the funding categydiséed in the table
above, Udaras na Gaeltachta administers management tpatdsal community
organisations and allocated a total &23,214 to three community organisatidns
from January 2000 — May 2009.

It is clear from the figures presented above that Udar&Samdtachta is a source of
major financial support to lorras Aithneach, while the fundin@/6G LEADER is
comparatively small. It is significant to note that the fugdallocations of MFG
LEADER reflect core economic activities of the contemponamal development
agenda, concentrated in the categories of Rural Tourism arniment, Culture
and Heritage. Funding allocations of Udaras na Gaeltachtaheoother hand, are
concentrated on such activities to a lesser extent artdginly represented within the
category of Natural and Marine Resources.

1.10 Pragmatic and Bureaucratic Barriers to Change

In the context of small-scale fishing becoming increasinglyalohe due to regulative
and other constraints, the contemporary rural development ageregaesentative of
a policy response to create alternative avenues of enternd employment. As
evident from the data presented above, while mariculturerginuingly popular
among inhabitants of lorras Aithneach, there is low uptakeanhcial assistance in
the area of tourism and other activities that are in liith the contemporary rural
development agenda.

Interviews conducted with inhabitants of lorras Aithneach rexepfagmatic barriers
to the take-up of small enterprise grants, primarily in fitven of bureaucratic
constraints and fears of losing social welfare entitlemditis.latter issues are framed
in the most part by a socio-economic context where there ishadeijgendency on
social welfare assistance. Primary deterrents citetheninterview data were in
relation to financial constraints, echoed in the hesitancylochl people to
compromise their eligibility to social welfare entitlemeiity becoming involved in

" These community organisations are as follo@smharchumann Sliogéisc Chonamg€onnemara
Shellfish Cooperative)XComharchumann Chonamara Thi@€onnemara South CooperativEjrbairt
Chonamara LaifConnemara Development).
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private enterprise. In this context, many interviewees readathat their existing
income-generating activities, for example fishing and sedweaevesting, are already
being policed and regulated to the extent that they areallevi Interviewees
emphasised their perception of unfair taxation on seaweeddtang and other types
of income-generating activities. One interviewee, who h#empted to start a
business in the previous year but failed to get planning psioni for a small
premises remarked.. life is tough enough out here already without being taxed on
every little bit we get...A business would probably fail out heygvay. We can’t take
that chance”.

A common barrier cited among those interviewed was limigegberience of
bureaucracy (particularly reporting and formal business planniogpled with a
perception that the bureaucratic procedures in place werestxedo the extent that
they rendered the process of gaining and utilising fundingé@sasible for most local
people. Inhabitants expressed opinions sucthascivil service way of thinking and
our way of thinking don’t match up’A number of interviewees related their own
personal experiences of interacting with local bureauesaeind of their feelings of
frustration and powerlessness in relation to the difficutti@s arose‘They want us
to prove that the business will work before we’ve even stéite

The main bureaucratic obstacles cited were in relatiomoldtaining planning
permission, business planning and form-filling, and perceivedradiotory and
unsatisfactory rules governing how funding can be utilised (smekéh-Walsh, 2009
for an elaboration of bureaucratic obstacles identified by rdetelopment
practitioners). References were also made to lingustblems in the application
processes, as expressed by one inhabita’'ré native Irish speakers yet we come
across vocabulary and terminology in the literature and application fdhast we
don’t understand and have never come across before. It's like new a@dvented
for these forms”

While the information and advocacy service supports of Curaasnere identified by
interviewees as a key support to local people in the aegmtive attitudes were evident
in relation to the ‘back to work’ schemes provided by FASvds commonly perceived
by interviewees that the course is arbitrary as the taygetp for these courses are
unemployed individuals in older age-brackets who do not identifiy tethnological
culture. Interviewees who had participated in the coutssukated that the course was
cognitively and culturally unsuitable for them and made referet@ having
experienced feelings of humiliation and frustration. Some\ir@eees also noted that
technology-based employment opportunities in the Connemara areaereeally
lacking, as noted by one intervieweé&it's a myth that these ‘class A’ jobs will become
available in our community”.

Overall, interviewees expressed disappointment at the da@conomic and social
progress in their area, as well as a lack of confidem¢lke overall direction of how
‘rural development’ was being progressed in general. |@eres were of the view
that most young people born in the area would leave to have e suocessful life
elsewhere. A lack of hope prevailed in relation to tikelihood of employment
opportunities becoming available into the future.

1.11 Socio-Cultural Barriers to engagement in ‘Rural Developmd’
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The contemporary rural development model is designed to accortentutal
resources as well as socio-cultural norms in the developmecegs (see Lowe et al,
198; Macken-Walsh, 2009).Through the governance model, local peeme@ected
to be able to take control of local development issues aondni® ‘empowered’
through income-generating practices that are reflective afl loalture and local
resources. In cases where normative components of theclatale and economy
clash with or are estranged from extra-local conceptions @it wbnstitutes rural
development, ‘barriers’ to engagement ultimately emergdebutset. Therefore,
how the community views its local economy and culture is an irapbgoint of
departure for exploring such ‘barriers’ and for identifying avenwésrural
development for the community that are socially and culturallyogpiate.

From the data generated through qualitative interviews condurctedas Aithneach,

it was clear that forms of cultural and social capitatemeredominant in subjective
accounts of decision-making in relation to income-genergimgtices. Fishing, in
particular, arose as a main subject in how interviewd&siated what is intrinsic to
their local economy. Underpinning this conception of fishing as intritesthe local

economy were forms of cultural capital that took pride ingkiéds required to fish

knowledgeably and efficiently in the area. Forms of samagital were evident with
respect to interviewees’ ascription to collective norms, tnedswhich served the
purposes of maintaining numbers of fishers in the area. Tloess of capital are
discussed below.

Cultural Capital

Fishers interviewed for this study made reference toqueaitly oriented forms of
cultural capital. The predominant way in which prestige witaclaed to fishing
practices related to how fishers managed to effectimeéyact with their local fishing
grounds. Fishers spoke with pride of how their inshore fishingipeschave been
informed for generations by a deep knowledge of the local seaoebb@al natural
conditions. It was claimed by interviewees that local fisheugilies have special
knowledge of boulders and crevices on the seabed, and of thfcsperas where
different types of fish, shellfish, and seaweed can daend. It was furthermore
explained by interviewees that different types of weatherdifferent times of the
day give rise to a set of different variations in knowing wisdt can be caught in
different parts of the bay and when. As articulated by one ieteee:

“The seabed is made up of seaweed, all different types of wemakl, broken
ground. It's deep in some areas, then shallow, there are rockbraadters. Currents
all over the place, recurring in the same place, but at diffestrengths. Depending
on the wind direction. We know the names of rocks, the commonaeckgitten
down, but the less known rocks, their names are being forgotten abouersdbs
around the edge of seaweed, crabs are on the sand, it all depends gnouhd...
Knowledge about where crayfish congregate, would all be based about yauetish,
the rocks, the names of the rocks, the behaviour of brealk®rtain weather, in
accordance with the swell, at certain tide-heights, you'd know aihowbu'd have
heard it from someone else. There are places you go for diffyyeet of fish, it's all
handed down. In general, no matter where you go, you'll get axfagkerel. In the
evening when the tide is in, you go to one area, when thestaig, you have to go to
another area”.
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References were also made to the skills of previous geores:

“No matter how you compare it, they were brilliant fishermen\aadvere
never as good. We have engines now and horsepower and new gadgets but we're
still not fishing as well as they used to. They made their mots, from rods, if
you needed a few hundred you’'d get them from a neighbour and give thiem bac
again. Back then, everything was made and done specifically todwdvwant it.
Everything was done in a way that was suited to how you’'d oesdal things here,
and they knew every bit of the water and beyond”.

The cultural capital of fishers interviewed for this studywhearly rooted in forms of
knowledge that are locally innate and peculiar intuitive abithat is seen as
necessary for effective fishing.

Social Capital

Duggan’s (2004) notes from her research conducted in Carna hilatfarming is

“absent from the local conceptual framework of occupations wittérarea”, fishing
represents a “distinct and coherent collective occupationatitge(p. 10). Duggan
(2004, p.11) notes that despite this coherent occupational ideweiitg lvithout

“objective validity” (only half of the 400 households at thate in Carna had a full-
time or regular fisher).:

“The local society...has defined itself as a fishing econofhw. interests
and well-being of the fishermen are seen as the interesteelhbeing of the
entire area. Local people invariably refer to the aresuch terms as “this is a
fishing area” and “everybody here fishes, it's all theyga” (Duggan, 2004,
p.11).

Interviews conducted for this study revealed that indigenous fisbairs are bound in
a broader network of members of the local community, whaiteedded conventions
and norms are present to govern collective action in responssuts of concern to
the local mariculture economy. There is a significant histédyow the inhabitants of
lorras Aithneach have mobilised effective and sophisticagadpaigns of collective
action in reaction to issues impacting on their local fighndustry. Duggan (2004)
documents how the inhabitants of Carna have over time demonsiratgh level of
resistance to attempts at undermining their local managemgéstiofy resources. The
first incident corresponded to a Gael-Linn scheme for the purafaighing boats,
when a contract for the supply of parts and engines for the boataweaded to a
prominent local fish buyer. The fish buyer stipulated to Idisklermen that the sale
and supply of parts was conditional on their sale of theirdahhes to him, which
would result in his control of the local market. The locahérmen resisted this
coercion by organising the purchase of parts directly from theddl boycotted the
buyer to whom the contract had been awarded. A second exampshermen’s
resistance to external control occurred ten years lateenva US-based company
proposed to local fishers to provide large boats and pots for theshiag of lobster in
Cill Chiarain bay. The proposal was that the fishers woulgdx on the basis of their
catch. It was claimed by the company that there wémaillion worth of lobster in the
bay (Duggan, 2004, p. 7). Local fishers evaluated the propassdiemg both
exploitative and unsustainable from the perspective of the longat@bility of the
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lobster beds and refused to cooperate with the company. Thesfigiidicly opposed
the ambitions of the company, until such a time as the comgiesigted in its efforts
and left the area following the bombing of one of its larghiriig vessels in Cill
Chiarain bay. A third example occurred less than a deeddg Wwhen Gael Linn
purchased oyster beds within the area, which although previougtiwate ownership,
had been publicly fished by local fishers for generations| Gaa’s strategy was to
improve the long-term viability of the beds for the use adfal fishers, and this
involved the imposition of a two year ban on fishing the bedsileNocal fishers
agreed in principle with this strategy and adhered to it theetwo years, when Gael
Linn extended the ban to a third year the fishers protestedrgadised a week-long
‘fish in” and subscribed the appropriate licences to avoid pet@in (see Duggan,
2004). Gael Linn found itself out-manoeuvred and abandoned the impositahicd
year of a fishing ban. A further example of the fisher§traftion of autonomy was
the arrival of the multi-national Carroll's to the areaadahe company’s attempt to
establish a large salmon farm in Carna Bay. Local pesjplen the area had serious
concerns about the environmental impact of such a development, aasistwated
threats to the sustainability of their existing fishing pcas (see Duggan, 2004). The
locals’ response to Carroll's proposed development was orcteestthrough a
specially formed local cooperative. While questions were beaiged by the
cooperative about the legitimacy of granting state licenoethé Carroll's multi-
national were addressed by means of a public enquiry, Carrotésn@ted to
‘ingratiate’ themselves with the local community (Duggan, 2G94). The outcome
was that Carroll’s did indeed establish a salmon fartherbay but only after assisting
the cooperative to purchase the oyster beds from Gael Linmma&imestated objective
of the cooperative was to secure livelihoods for as many fstedrmen as possible,
whereas a capitalist model would have employed onf# @Duggan, 2004, p.7).
Today, according to local reports, the cooperat®emharchumann Sliogéisc
Chonamarahas 80 active members and many of these operate oroaadaasis.

Disempowerment

As far back as the 1930s the local mariculture economy iadofithneach was
undermined in favour of the development of a ‘petty agricultural ncodity
economy’ despite the former being linked to strong internationatkets (see
Duggan, 2004). It is clear that inhabitants of lorras Aithnéwole been vigorously
challenging threats to their local fishing economies over.tiisediscussed above,
fishers’ ‘tenacity’ tends to arise less from economimratle and more from issues of
cultural and social capital. McGoodwin (2001), for example, notesa“tgreater
degree than seen in large-scale approaches, the fishing ooouisatiosely tied to
the fishers’ personal and cultural identities. Among mostlssnale fishers, fishing is
perceived not merely as a means of assuring one’s livelitmddnore broadly as a
way of life, indeed a way of life which is vivified bynportant occupational values
and symbols which in turn underscore core aspects of smédlfssizers’ individual
and collective identities” (McGoodwin, 2001).

Contemporaneously, interviews conducted with inhabitants of lorith®each and
particularly those conducted with fishers made frequenteeées to threats being
experienced to sustaining their fishing culture. Rather tharhreats arising such as

2 Lawrence Taylor's (1990) paper “The River WouldriRRed with Blood: Community and Common
Property in an Irish Fishing Settlement” echoesrigstingly with the lorras Aithneach case.
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they have traditionally in a way that is visible within tbemmunity more recent
threats are perceived as arising externally, manifestéukilack of fish stocks in the
area and legally enforceable regulations on fishing practicksea® to the
sustainability of community-based fishing were identified byerwviewees as
stemming from a broad range of policy related issues, apdrticular, to the impact
that large-scale fishers were having on mariculture ressuncthe area:

“In a currach, you'd generally have about 100-200 pots for commercial
purposes. Other people who are at work, would only have a hundredTpets.
weight of lobsters have dropped hugely, they’re all just about the Vegjght.
Only one in seven pots will have a lobster in it. Out of ten, yots might get
two lobster. A few years ago, 200 pots was a huge number of potstobem
nowadays is the number of pots that boats are fishing, There are trawibra
1000 pots, 6-8 times more than what a currach will have, and thatdesltwo
men. People who aren’t from here come in and put pots all overdhe.prhe
rest of us haven't a hope. A bigger boat can fish what it likesad long as it
likes. They're all outside the bay, the fish never gehance to come in, the
whole perimeter of the place is littered with pots”.

Local fishermen in lorras Aithneach claim that theraasfinancial incentive to fish
due to excessive monitoring of fish catches and policies #vatuf larger fishing
vessels. Local inhabitants’ sense of anger and frustratiomeletion to the
diminishment of their fishing livelihoods and their lack of crexzkein the range of
policies that are currently regulating fish stocks wererfarst in all of the interviews
conducted:

“I saw a boat on TV that can catch 500 tonne of mackerel with oneit'set...
not fishing, it's hoovering. What they throw away, we wouldn’ticatca year.
Around here, all you can catch are six mackerel and two Pollacksery®u're
categorised as a commercial fisherman. By law you can’t evieh emough to
eat.”

In December 2003, Udaras na Gaeltachta was instructed bypdpartment of
Communications, Marine & Natural resources to cease thmsinore Fishermen
Support Scheme (which took the form of grant aid for the purchpa@/ad currachs
and the purchase of outboard engines and pot haulers) due to the &ehegnén
breach of EU legislation’ because of issues relating to t@nneggine power; and
increases in the effectiveness of inshore fishers’ fishing egupnThe cessation of
the Inshore Fishermen Support Scheme had been popular in thendreaused a
great degree of debate and anger in the local commungsinilar to the reactionary
nature of past campaigns that had been instigated by ipbabitants for the
protection of their livelihoods, interviewees claimed thathm face of current threats
such as incompatible regulations and noticeably diminishéd sfiscks, they feel
powerless and disenfranchised:

“I'm so angry about what they’ve done to us that | can’t even talk aibolut
really don’t know what to do. Nobody does”

There was evidence of anti-EU sentiment in how fishersviete@ed for this study
attributed blame for the unviability of their livelihoods ahérmen:
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“from now on, | will vote no, no, and no again to any treaty that comg way from
the EU”

Frustration at the ‘criminalisation’ of fishing practices lotl@ag regulations and
legislation was frequently conveyed in the interviews conduclis issue has also
caused consternation among fishers’ interest groups at tienaldevel:

"We hold no brief for serious offenders in fisheries butuse of this type of
language indicating a capital crime should have no place in the lexicon
relating to fishing, which is a totally legal activity ofegt benefit to the State
and is a proud and honourable way of life in our coastal communities. The
inclusion of fisheries offences in the Criminal Justiceibith disgrace and is
very regrettable evidence of an effort to mis-place public gpien of the
sector by people who should know bettdrbrcan O Cinnéide, Chairman of
the Federation of Irish Fishermen.

While it is beyond the scope of this study to analyse in anyhdéptimpact of the
fishing policy framework on fishing communities, feelings atistration and
disempowerment are inevitably implicated in understandingifsslengagement in
the contemporary rural development agenda. In circumstances balr@eople are
faced with leaving their fishing traditions behind, it hasrbthe case that ‘barriers to
change’ are often perceived as owing to ‘passiveness’, aewtrackwardness’ on
the part of the community (see Duggan, 2004). According todhergance and rural
development literature, such perceptions require confrontationfiest atep in the
analysis of understanding barriers to engagement and in heipicbart a more
socially and culturally acceptable route for rural development.

“People from the dominant culture often accuse those remainisgciaties
whose culture has been eroded or destroyed of lack of initiatisleenterprise...
The removal from the community of control over their own deslaawes a
depleted community without a belief in its own worth, its aa&pacity to change
things” (Bryden, 1991, p.17 quoted by Ray, 1997, p. 16).

1.12 The Contemporary Rural Development Agenda and lorras Aithneach

It is claimed that partnership and other governance modelaarsimply multi-tier

versions of centralised policies but represent a chandedalities to focus on their
individual attributes, resources, and forms of capital and explein (Walsh, 1995, p.
1). The valorisation of local traditions and customs rempitssine central aim of the
culture economy, representing thus a more conducive development tharte
heretofore productivist policies for areas like lorras Aitlute Lowe et al (1998) note
that the culture economy promotes:

“further participative rationale...in the empowerment of an hisadly repressed or
marginalised cultural system... such as Gaelic, Bretohap® (p. 54) where such
cultural commodities can provide a focus for the development afralkconomies.
In such a fashion, the culture economy is claimed to Havedpacity to “raise local
consciousness of territorial identity... and raise confidenceeiraliility of the area to
regenerate itself” (Lowe et al, 1998, p. 54).



10-WP-SEMRU-01

Rural areas, it is conceived, particularly those that amote and have been
heretofore marginalised by mainstream policies, can oftéhad many of the ‘raw’,
authentic and increasingly rare cultural commodities su¢bpesmkers of the regional
language, traditional foods, remnants of craft skills, immportaistorical and
archaeological sites and the native flora and fauna” andfdnerare particularly well-
positioned to develop a localised culture economy (Lowe efl@88, p. 55). In
addition, it is claimed that through the development of theieileconomy and the
associated valorisation of local custom, tradition, and skifher status jobs are
created for local people (Lowe et al, 1998, p. 56). In lina miinciples of governance,
the culture economy is claimed to put local inhabitants, asdtmers/guardians”, in
control of the management of local resources (Lowe et al, p9%3)).

So, what are the unique local resources in lorras Aithneathstidnad to provide a
basis for both a vibrant local economy and the reinstatemdataifconfidence? In
light of arguments put forward in the literature on the poteotithe culture economy,
the following section identifies primary local resources amrds Aithneach and
observes the extent to which they are currently being valorispdboroted through
contemporary rural development initiatives. A summary of thessources is
presented in Table 3.5 below.

Table 1.6 below presents summary information on local resirces, and factors
influencing the utilisation of these resources.

Local Resource/ | State/Agency Local Utilisation/ | Influential Factors
Practice Initiative(s) Uptake
Small-scale Udaréas na Traditionally Policing; Regulations;
Fishing Gaeltachta major, currently Licensing
‘illegalised’
Boat building / Udaréas na Falling numbers Grant-aid under threat; fewer
Boating Gaeltachta engaged in boat | young people entering the
building practice
Seaweed Udaréas na Traditionally Non- lucrative; unfavourable
harvesting Gaeltachta major, now taxation.
diminished
Food production/ | None Traditionally Regulations, no tradition of o
Domestic food major, now facility for local market-place
processing diminished sale
Tourism Udaras na Minimal Cultural disinclination toward
Gaeltachta; tourism
MFG
Irish Language | Tax incentives | Strong uptake from Tax exempt; recently built neyy
for hosting indigenous houses facilitate an increaseq
students of population number of students
Summer
Language
Schools

13 While Cumas Teo is not listed here, it is impotrtéam note that Cumas Teo’s information and
advocacy service is instrumental in local knowledfiand access to initiatives and grants.
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Connemara Lamli Marketing Food | Minimal Lack of awareness; Tax issugs
Initiative;
Teagasc;
Udaras na
Gaeltachta

Connemara Udaras na None
Marble Gaeltachta

Pony Breeding None (private Moderate Local sale; lack of
farmers) representation and agency

Irish Music & Various: Major Part of strong local tradition;
Dance Udaras na aided by festival support
Gaeltachta;
MFG; National
Arts Council.

lorras Aithneach: a fishing community

Mariculture does not received equal attention to agricultureeimutal development
literature, yet arguments in favour of ‘real’ or ‘new pagadli rural development are
as much relevant to fishing as they are to farming. I'Rea'’new paradigm’ rural

development, by placing the role of fishing, and the formsoéll knowledge that
underpin it at the heart of the local economy, is a developmwené¢ for lorras

Aithneach that has obvious potential. Contextualising ‘real’ rdealelopment to
fishing, it seeks to re-centralise primary production actisiiin rural development,
transforming understandings of

“the role of [fishing] in rural development, moving it fronparipheral and dying to a
central activity in rural places” (Tovey, 2006, p.173). Inlttexature, ‘new paradigm’
rural development is described as emerging from “cognitivedilmm”, “autonomous
processes” and “in spite of official attempts at rural tgument” (Tovey, 2006). It
is stated that small to medium [fishers’] experience ofdisastrous effects of trying
to integrate themselves into the dominant modernisation modt, itsi goals of
continuous expansion of scale, industrialisation of production and itiggrato
increasingly globalised [mari]-industrial corporations force thenifind a range of
ways to ‘jump over the boundaries that model prescribes for’tidam der Ploeg

and Renting, 2004, p. 234).

In this sense, ‘new paradigm’ rural development is understood asounter-
movement’ (Marsden, 2003) and a ‘widespread resistance pay¢saneder Ploeg
and Renting, 2004; Tovey, 2006). Arguments in favour of ‘real’ rura¢ldpment

“restates rights and possibilities of rural inhabitants émegate a livelihood for
themselves from a sustainable use of the natural, culturaloamal resources specific
to their own rural locale” (Tovey, 2006, p.173).

While the engagement of disenfranchised farmers and fisimer§eal’ rural
development does not represent a significant social movementeland, the
paradigm offers nonetheless a progressive route for fishevslvement in the
contemporary rural development agenda using their existing stsll Bevey (2006)
notes that the numbers of rural inhabitants engaging in ‘newdigan’ rural
development are difficult to determine but references stieation of Van der Ploeg
and Renting (2004) that 50% of all farmers in the EU are engagithese types of
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activities and the less optimistic view of Marsden (2003} ‘it possibilities of its
full realisation are unequally distributed across European spade and will never
become ‘mainstreamed’ unless given strong and appropriatessfgierts” (Tovey,
2006, p. 192-173).

In lorras Aithneach, from interviewees’ accounts of tlfficulties in sustaining
their fishing way of life, the realisation of ‘real’ rurdévelopment seems threatened.
As discussed above, constraints and challenges to tHéndives of small-scale
fishers’ have given rise to a virtual cessation of thehihg practices. What is more,
any hope of this reversing this trend would require a drastichaukrof fishing
legislation and the protection of small-scale fishers agpecial group under the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP).

The previous sections on forms of cultural and social capéahbedte the connection
between fishers and local forms of knowledge that have beedetiadown for
generations. Currently, much of this local knowledge is not baimgsferred to
younger generations and is being lost as a result of fewdsarsrtaking up careers in
fishing:

“Only one or two of the young lads know where to go to fish. fAthe old
things like where the seaweeds are, or where you'd see nideitike seals,
is all forgotten about. It's a pity because there is an enormossuree of
folklore and skills that’s trickling away”

Similarly, associated traditions to the strong tradition no&riculture in lorras
Aithneach such as boat-building and seaweed harvesting aréhré@at of
discontinuation.

Traditional Boats

lorras Aithneach is renowned for the building of Irish traditidowats. While these
boats were traditionally used for transport around the islan8swth Connemara and
further afield, today these boats are used in the mastfgasailing and racing.
Udaras na Gaeltachta offers grants for the repair and builditrgqditional fishing
boats specifically théluicéir, Gleoite6gandPucanboats. However, local inhabitants
referred to the possible discontinuation of such grants anthtlat this posed to
losing skills required for the building of the boats:

“If the boat building stops now you may as well say that it's gorevér because not
that many have the skills even now”.

There are currently sixteen festivals that celebrate émigs boating traditions and
all but three of these take place in the Connemara Gaelfaghere they are attended
in the most part by local people. Local people attach grestigeee(cultural capital) to

M The festivals areEéile Eanach MheainAn Aird Mhair, Cill Chiaréin;Céibh an MhaiminFéile na
gCurrachaj an SpidéalBeal a’DaingeanAn Patrun Inis Mér; Féile Béthar na Traféile Mhic Darag
Carna; Roundstone FestivaFéile Chuigéil Leitir Meallain; Féile an Dailin, An Ceathri Rua;
Cruinnid na mBagdKinvara; Féile Caladh ThaidgAn Ceathru RuaFéile na nOilean Leitir Mor;
Féile na Mara Cill Chiarain.
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their unique local tradition of boat-building. However, while gngicant number of
young people participate in these festivals as spectatoris noted by local
inhabitants that comparatively few are involved in boat buildimdj racing:

“Sometimes we have misconceptions of what our local resources areasJda
put money into local boat racing festivals but there’s also thd m@support
setting up training for currach racing. Most of the people involvedboat
racing are getting old and no young lads are going into it. Themething
wrong with promoting festivals, but if we're not careful we wba¥e anyone
to sail and race the boats”.

The changing significance of traditional Irish boats from workingats, to
recreational boats, to heritage boats was noted by inhabitartsras Aithneach
interviewed for this study. Attention was drawn to these obsray the opening
address of Th€ruinnit na mBadestival in Kinvara (Co. Clare) where the speaker
stated that It is hoped that the destiny of the Galway Hooker is to rersailing in
the sea where it belongs, and not suspended from the ceilingalafay City
Museum”(Breathnach, 2006).

Interviewees in lorras Aithneach claimed that water gafegulations prevent the
usage of a traditional type of boat, tbarrach used locally for harvesting both
shellfish and seaweed. The boats are small and accomntadapersons on average
for fishing purposes. Due to this size constriction, it is repbtihat the boats are not
large enough to carry the safety equipment required by regulation

Seaweed Harvesting

Seaweed is an organic prolific resource in lorras Aithneachtartaivesting is an
indigenous income-generating practice that dates back seheralred years.
Historically the seaweed was sold as fertiliser tadéra who would transport it to
fertile agricultural land in East Galway. Today, there s&aweed processing plant in
Cill Chiarain, Arramara Teo, that is funded by Udaras na Gaeltachta and utilises
local harvests. Udaras offers grants for the purchase aiutemance repair of
currachs and engines to be used for collecting seaweed. MMestiteg of seaweed as
an income-generating practice in lorras Aithneach has diminishexdtioe past two
decades, however, and regularly there is not enough seaweedariagted to meet
the factory’s demand. Though the factory also buys seaweedsieameed cutters
based in other parts of Ireland, such as in Counties Magidonegal, the shortage of
seaweed caused the factory to close for several weeks dbergummer of 2007,
putting employees on mandatory leave of absence. There areenprises in lorras
Aithneach that grow seaweed or process local seaweed supptiesate high value-
added products, although the lucrative use of seaweed propertiesrfiofacturing
pharmaceuticals and food is well documented and practicedresew Ireland and
particularly abroad. The National University of Irela@@lway (NUIG) is host to the
Irish Seaweed Research Centre and its Marine Reséastitute has a laboratory
based in Carna. The centre receives funding support for rastara Udaras na
Gaeltachta.

From interviews conducted in lorras Aithneach, more disadvasthge advantages
were cited in relation to the harvesting of seaweedilé\seaweed is prolific and
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widely available on the peninsula, it was claimed by pastpmresent local seaweed
cutters interviewed for this study that seaweed cutting is lfettendangering and
non-lucrative (cutters explained that they receivéd per tonne of (wet) seawead

A further disincentive identified by local cutters is thag t40 per tonne is taxed, and
that government revenue officials visit the factory redulao inspect details of
seaweed suppliers. It is clear that the harvesting afeed has become a devalued
practice and very few younger people are taking it up:

“Anyone who is harvesting seaweed is either too old to do anyéhéegor is
unable to do anything else. No one has any respect for it and you gedmey
out of it. Long ago you could get something out of it, but then youistadgf as
well”

It is noted that contemporarily, in light of the collapsehaf building and construction
sectors, that seaweed harvesting is increasing in South @armeAccording to local
reports, the seaweed factory processed approximately 25,006 foomeMay 2008-
May 2009. However, similar to fishing and boat building, tkélssof seaweed
harvesting are not being transferred to younger generatiorssnttéd furthermore
that there is a demise of local knowledge of different sedwygpes and where they
grow. In recent years complications are arising in reldboseaweed rights’ which
are claimed by individuals from generation to generation:

“people have completely lost touch with the tradition of theiaar&he link
was broken two or three generations ago. They don’t go to the bog, don’t
go fishing, cutting seaweed or fishing, or picking winkles, tlueyt know
how to sow a spud. In Brussels they might think that peopteastal
areas of Connemara know how to cut seaweed to supply it to theyfarct
Cill Chiardin, but they don’t. If you went into the local school aséed
the kids to bring you down to the shore and show you some diligk, the
wouldn’t be able to recognise it”

Subsistence Farming and Household Processing

Although lorras Aithneach, due to its poor soil and weather conditihas never
been conducive to large-scale intensive farming, the $roaliehold farm has been a
dominant characteristic of the landscape. The farm householdrdditionally
functioned less as an income-generating practice and maraliasrse food-source,
primarily of pork (domestically preserved by salting); ‘blagkdding®; mutton;
chicken; eggs; butter and other dairy produce;auwa baile/caiscirf*home bread” -
a light wheaten bread). The consumption of raw dairy prodsctiscouraged by
health regulations contemporarily, as well as the domestic grodwf butter; salted
pork (bacon); and associated pork products (such as ‘black puddimglay, the
domestic processing of dairy and pork products has become rareaim Aithneach,
as well as throughout Ireland, and it is illegal to produce fiwaf@ consumption or
sell such domestic produce without conforming to the relevant tempdaand
licensing procedures.

!5 The factory dries and packages seaweed but isureently producing additional high value-added
products.
18 A product made from pork blood and cereal.
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Similar farm household processing is ongoing outside of Irelanthigr EU member
states where they are acknowledged to be at the he&s afttsan food industry (see
Fonte 2008). However indigenous household food processing in Irelarldy $mthe
usage of seaweed as a food and food ingredient, has gow&timab discontinuation.
This was presented as an accepted fact among interviawleesas Aithneach and as
stated by one interviewee:

“We don't produce any of that food anymore. It became extinct wgtllagons
and because we could buy it in the shops. There are a fearstihd that can
make pudding, usually the sheep’s pudding, but the young people don’t know.
They wouldn’t know what even it tastes like, let alone make it”

Cultural Tourism

One of the main vehicles identified in the literature tbe valorisation and
exploitation of local resources is the tourism industry, or mspecific to
contemporary rural development initiatives, ‘cultural tourisiie West of Ireland is
recognised in the literature as a site possessing uniqueataibmnmodities. Kneafsey
(1998, p.113) citing Nash (1993, p. 86) writes that “Images of ttstewelandscape
function in promotional publications as a shorthand notation for the laredsdfap
Ireland in general’. Kneafsey (1998) furthermore identifies ibheader cultural,
political and social connotations of the West of Ireland aagbé&endowed with
particular qualities ranging from lawlessness, sensualityphysicality in the writings
of Synge, to peasant resilience, Puritanism and courageeinision of nationalists
such as Pearse and MacNeill” (Kneafsey, 1998, p. 113). Kneafses how these
political and cultural connotations are “sustained in contempooarnstm images and
texts. For instance, Uris (1978, p. 60) writes of the Westtlee Irish conscience”
describing its people as “the gentle beauty of Ireland,asaftunsophisticated yet so
full of wisdom and so dogged”; “the last great peasantry ofbeir and “the
backbone of the race™ (Kneafsey, 1998, p.113). Byrne et al (198%) that despite
different constructions of how, and the extent to which, Conneragrarceived as an
authentic tourism experience, “Connemara has been seen agalmpagpheral area,
a paradigmatic contrast to urbanised industrial life, oradsie repository of intrinsic
Irishness...” (p. 236). Similarly, Failte Ireland West in #&egional Tourism
Development Plan (2008-2012) states “Ireland West is arguablgoait iregion of
Ireland due to the perception of the rugged Atlantic Coastwiliss of Connemara,
the culture and heritage of the islands, and the attractioBslofay. It is in many the
ways the essence of the Irish tourism product” (p.12).

Despite this cultural and political romanticism, tourism ion@emara tends to be
mostly concentrated in the North of the region. Tourism in $oAg&hneach was
identified in the current study as being an aspect of tlwal leconomy that is
undeveloped. Many of the inhabitants and development workers ewedifor this
study noted the virtual absence of a tourism industry in #ee amnd stated that there is
little on offer for tourists in terms of organised actedtiand amenities such as quality
restaurants. One rural development professional remarked:

“If we see a group of tourists passing our window, we wait tdhe@elong it takes
them to turn back. They have probably taken the wrong route orathtoow
Clifden...”
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“What is there for tourists around here? Nothing”

Inhabitants of lorras Aithneach interviewed for this study sliovea overall
disinclination towards tourism. In discussing the potential for tourismorras
Aithneach, many interviewees were disdainful of the imafj€€onnemara that is
portrayed in the tourism industry. Interviewees were refudtaspeak about how the
cultural uniqueness of Connemara is commonly articulated ésga place of
‘intrinsic lrishness’ or as the culture being ‘the backbonéhefrace’) and gave the
impression of being uncomfortable with or embarrassed ph“&lk”.

“The tourists rave about things around here, the scenery and ttanb't listen to
that kind of talk. | love Connemara, it's where I'm from. Tarigee it in a different
Way”

The attitudes of interviewees in lorras Aithneach were misgent of a quotation
presented in a 1979 report on the arts and culture in the NattBauth of Ireland:

“to an Irishman who has a social conscience, the conception of Irglarrdromantic
picture, in which the background is formed by the lakes cdiidily by moonlight,
and a round tower or so, whilst every male figure is a ‘broth bhoy’ and every

female one is a colleen in a crimson Connemara cloak, is apenadifig as the
conception of Italy as a huge garden and art museum inhabited by pégueragtists’
models is to a sensible Italian”

GB Shaw (1896) cited iA Sense of Irelanq1979, p.39).

Inhabitants of lorras Aithneach were of the perceptiontthatsm is“full of fanciful
notions” and not based on the realities that frame living in Connemara

“the music and dancing that’s put on for tourists is fake carry on”

“There’s nothing here for tourists, only the wind and the rain. Hanplss what we
have here — would the tourists like that? Some of them come thrgelgtycl don’t
know what they’re looking for”.

Compared to how practices such as fishing and boating were spbkem with
genuine passion, the majority of inhabitants of lorras Aitbineaterviewed for this
study were unenthusiastic overall about tourism. Such attitudessaociated with the
‘artificial separation between production and consumption’ (P28f4; see Chapter
1) that often arises in the culture economy, where consumptiorthandesires of
consumers are the main drivers. Despite the emphasis auttuge economy on
promoting authentic place-based branding, is noted in the literglhat a type of
‘bogus’ culture can emanate in the context of cultural econornedand’s tourism
economy is susceptible to bogus cultural portrayals:

“...critics of the rapidly developed heritage industry in Ineldave accused it,
among other things, of creating ‘twee’ (McDonald, Irish Tim28/09/1992),
‘jumbled’, ‘folksy’ (Busteed, 1992), ‘stereotypical’, ‘nostalgicand ‘biased’
(Mullane, 1994) images of Ireland and the Irish. An overarctiiegne of these
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criticisms is the idea that heritage centres contriltotethe ‘trinketisation’,
commercialisation, and trivialisation of culture” (Kneafspy 13).

The lack of a developed tourism industry, according to theafitex, makes the
cultural commodities in South Connemara all the more untouched anchtauihe

the premise that: “[W]hen indigenous inhabitants of placesthle West of Ireland
gradually abandon local criteria regulating forms of reasorthioleght and feeling,
they will have become much more similar to people everywhkse® (Byrne et al,
1993, p. 253, cited by Kneafsey, 1998, p. 113). In this lighttttreats of cultural
tourism (see Lowe et al, 1998; Ray, 2001; Macken-Walsh, 2009) ouogbke t
considered in the development of the industry in lorras Aétbine

The Irish Language

In the context of a dominant a national language in the public avatesectors, it is
noted in the literature that regional languages can oftgefmived as “inferior, and
lacking utility in modern life” (Ray, 1998, p.62). It is ot@ed that contemporary rural
development initiatives, however, can position that minoritgleages can be a driver
of local economic development (see MacKinnon, 1991; Ray, 1999; Ray, 199
et al (1998) note that in the context of contemporary cultural ecpapproaches

“regions where there is a regional language issue caordsn two ways: they may
argue that a regional language should be maintained for itsdonas a cultural
marker; and they may promote the language as an agent fibori@rreconomic

development” (p. 62).

Both these ways of positioning the Irish language in the cootesdntemporary rural
development are evident in the case of lorras Aithneach. dihea significance of
the Irish language is becoming stronger as an industry iactiefh of Ireland’s
growing social movement relating to the preservation and tidagon of Irish
culture and heritage. This movement has been promoted by alagencies such as
Gael Linn and Udaras na Gaeltachta. Alongside this widemnralitnovement where
the Irish language is attaining a cosmopolitan status, consudroersa diversity of
sectors are coming to South Connemara to learn the languasye. are a number of
schools operating in South Connemara that cater for school-going altdeadhers
and the schools have tended to adopt an immersion approachléartiiag process,
where students typically live with an Irish-speaking fgnidr the duration of their
language course.

Many households in lorras Aithneach are hosts to Irish langsag#ents and
earnings from the provision of domestic accommodation and foodigbrlamguage
students are tax-exempt. This is claimed to be a major incdatatty. Many of the
inhabitants of lorras Aithneach interviewed for the purposes ofstuidy had a
positive attitude towards the Irish language summer schodlqrgblematic issues
were identified with regard to the extent to which theeraling students were
genuinely integrating with the local community. The vast nigjoof students
attending language summer schools in South Connemara are of asgceakool-
going age and it was noted that these students were “cordofiddonf the local
community, causing some dissatisfaction among local youngsters:
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“The local kids can be very disgruntled about the special treatthanhthe summer
school students get. They're not encouraged to speak to treyirethot allowed to
participate in any of their activities, they’re not allowedgo to the discos”

It was claimed by several interviewees that adultsingsthe area for the purposes of
attending language schools:

“...get the same treatment as the youngsters. Every evengyggohto an art
class or some activity in the school and there’s no way ohgetiem to find out
about the area or meet the locals. The only people who speaksintieats are

the local shopkeepers”.

It is argued in the literature that the linkages betwemmidm and place-based
identities are best understood by analysing the social relati@bsare constructed
between the two. Kneafsey (1998) in her research on tourisiplacel identity in the
rural town of Foxford, Co. Mayo, differentiates betweeregaties of visitors to the
area in terms of how (and the extent to which) they intexdttt local people and
local institutions. In this sense, Irish language students madohithneach can be
understood as representing less the type of tourist who “arepareted into the
rhythms and routines of the place” (Kneafsey, 1998, p.116) and neorasv“the
swallows who return ever summer” (Kneafsey, 1998, p.116). Asnclistrom
Kneafsey’'s analysis of angler visitors to Foxford who retunnually and have
‘become part of the extended community’, however, the languaderg visitors to
lorras Aithneach are different each year and thereforaotldypically form lasting
social relations in the area. In the findings of a Teagasdysbf Gorumna, a
neighbouring DED to lorras Aithneach, it is interesting that dffy of inhabitants
identified the value of the Irish spoken language as beirgdweantage to tourism
(Frawley et al., 2005). It is also recorded in this surtleat 18% of respondents
associated “no advantage” with the lIrish language while rtfagority of total
respondents to the survey (55%) attributed the benefit to acsiigj cultural value -
“it’'s our culture” (Frawley et al, 2005).

Irish Music and Dance

Irish music has a particular tradition in lorras Aithneactd surrounding areas of
South Connemara. The unique tradition in the area is seanagisgsand dance, and
lorras Aithneach is where many of the primary exponents of éar-80s tradition
have originated. Music and dance legendaries such as Muintartain and the
Devane family are native to lorras Aithneach. The naais festival to celebrate local
music and dance tradition Béile Joe Einnifia renowned but small festival that
celebrates the life of Joe Einniti (Joe Heaney) and ateathsisiasts of the sean-nos
tradition. Attendance at the festival is dominated in tlostrpart by local people and
gaelgoirs’. The festival showcases local talent in Irish traditionasic generally as
well as the sean-nds traditions combined with guest musicianseafodmers.

lorras Aithneach also has another tradition of music, whaghopular among local
inhabitants in public houses and other venues for social interattsis branded
Connemara Country and Western ©edl Tire and demonstrates the significant

17 people who can speak the Irish language.
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influence American culture has had on South Connemara, indbke part mediated
by returning and visiting emigrants from the region. The musichai that have
been composed within this genre, all using the medium dfidtelanguage, has been
vast. There is, however, no festival or initiative thaul®s on this tradition.

‘Connemara Ponies’; ‘Connemara Lamb’; ‘Connemara Marble’

Additional local resources that are associated with the €oara area are high value
added products that are widely marketed, such as ‘ConnemarsPd@onnemara
Lamb’; and ‘Connemara Marble’.

The breeding of horses and Connemara ponies is the most predatbese three
forms of economic activity, and Caladh Mhainse (an areamitiiras Aithneach) is
one of the breeding strongholds. Connemara Ponies, however, ary et
elsewhere at national and international events and theneoareurism activities in
lorras Aithneach that valorise the tradition of Connemara poiiiee main body that
represents pony breeders is the Connemara Pony Breedersiadissp which is an
international association with a comprehensive business maridaseassociation
operates on a global basis and clearly represents a highderatiie industry.
Connemara ponies are sold by lorras Aithneach breeders in theparbstt local
markets in nearby areas of Clifden and Maam Cross or througtt siales ‘from the
field’. Inhabitants of lorras Aithneach interviewed for thssudy claimed that
individual farmers receive low prices for their ponies, whichd then sold on by
dealers at a profit. One interviewee claimed that a potdyls/ his father to a dealer
for less than 500 was sold on at a profit of several hundred percent six months
afterwards. Similar stories were related by other imerees. It is notable that there
IS no agency or cooperative in South Connemara representibgetigers who in the
most part are individual farmers. Inhabitants claimed that Connemara Pony
industry is centred in Clifden, and that local breedesgd¢ban lorras Aithneach do not
have roles in vetting ponies or judging competitions.

Connemara marble, although the subject of a lucrative industignally and
internationally, is not utilised for the purposes of high valueeddd the region. It is
qguarried in Recess, but is crafted elsewhere. While ghgs,ithe quarrying of marble
in Recess was supported by Udaras and represents a suceetsfuiise, employing
six people at the end of 2008

Connemara lamb is another high-end product that is associdtedheiregion yet
there have been few local cooperatives established to vatbgsenique way in
which lamb is reared on local mountains. Recently, howesxeproducer group
‘Connemara Hill Lamb’ orUain Sleibhte Conamarahas emerged and in March
2007 and the group’s product was listed as a protected foodstu# IBI{Protected
Geographical Indication Status), which recognises the laminigsie to Connemara
and prevents it being produced and marketed as Connemara l|ambhele.
Announcing this development, Ireland’s then Minister for Agriceltemphasised the
place-based value added of the projéicam particularly delighted to announce the
registration of this product, unique to the far-famed Connemara regjioprotecting
the traditional origins of our regional foodstuffs we strengthen our oreagi

8 There was a past attempt to process marble tilishwwas hindered by technical and financial
difficulties.
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identities” (Sheehan, 2007). The formation of this producer group was asbisted
Teagasc and the group currently receives administrative sufipar Udaras na
Gaeltachta. Currently there are six producers involved inrthgpgand of these none
are located in lorras AithneachHowever, with advances made by the Connemara
Hill Lamb Producers’ Group, the production of lamb may represeddyaarea for
growth into the future.

1.13 Operationalising ‘Real’ Rural Development in lorras Aithneat

Of course there are ‘barriers’ arising from how local govereaand rural
development initiatives are operationalised and from how |peaticipation is
fostered in the design and implementation of local developnecal inhabitants
interviewed for this study were critical of some existingamisations and community
organisations that have strong local support are notably lackifayras Aithneach.
However, there are broader socio-cultural issues thatiadering the realisation of
the contemporary rural development agenda. The agenda, whict te gaie rise to
new opportunities for developing unique cultural and physical resouncéscal
communities, has borne little or no evidence in lorras AithneAckording to
contemporary rural development rhetoric, local knowledge and resobese the
status of key drivers for local development initiativesiyet evident from this study
that many unique forms of knowledge and resources in lorras Aithnaee
continuingly marginalised.

Traditional income-generating practices such as fishing eame2d harvesting draw
from existing knowledge and culture and therefore represent obviouss rimrte
development in lorras Aithneach. Other development avenuesngtilise place-
based value-added of Connemara (i.e. ponies, lamb; cultural @titres such as the
Irish Language and sean-ndés dance; and tourism projectsjeplgsent significant
potential. Some fundamental adjustments are required, howavehow the
contemporary rural development agenda for lorras Aithneach igptatised and in
identifying initiatives that represent a feasible, as vesll socially and culturally
acceptable route for rural development.

In order to realise the objectives associated with theniceof governance and rural
development, fishing as a central feature of local culturalceedpational identity
must be re-instated into the core of local development imggt Much of the
literature, although relatively recently acknowledging the inggme of farming
culture and agriculture as a central activity in achievoagifsecurity as well as socio-
cultural sustainability (Marsden, 2003; Van der Ploeg and Ren#ieg4; Tovey,
2006), is lacking in references to mariculture in how the copteary rural
development agenda is described and theorised. That is re thag arguments in
favour of “transforming understandings of the role of agriculturaiial development,
moving it from a peripheral and dying to a central actiuityural places” (Tovey,
2006, p.173) cannot be applied to fishing.

In their elaboration of ‘real’ rural development Van der Plard Renting (2004) and
Tovey (2006) emphasise the importance of: ‘deepening’; ‘broaderdnd’ ‘re-
grounding’ processes in relation to the production of local food (f®@06, p. 176;
see Chapter 1) where value is added to food products ¢i¢.within the locality in
which it is produced. Annexed income-generating practices toctine fishing

9 The producers are located in Cor na Mona and Reces
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enterprise are crucial for achieving sustainability. Incgeeerating activities that
surround fishing culture such as sea-weed harvesting and btwhtduare also
crucial for realising ‘real’ rural development. Additional exdes of ‘deepening’,
‘broadening’ and ‘re-grounding’ are selling fish to local restauragtablishing fish
markets for direct sale, processing local mariculture ressusred fishing tourism
activities (further examples are presented in Mackersky&009). It should be noted,
however, that fishers themselves may not be inclined ttavaervice-based and
processing income generating activities, such as marketibaale and tourist
services. As such, a holistic family approach in appraiavejlable skill-sets and
occupational preferences is requirement from rural developonactitioners.

Surrounding the core income-generating activity of fishing, householdsrras
Aithneach have traditionally been engaged subsistence agricatidrdomestic food
processing (the latter was undertaken predominantly by women). Carméamb, as
discussed above, is a potentially high value-added product, yet nerfaom lorras
Aithneach is involved in the Connemara Hill Lamb Producers’ grégpConnemara
Lamb is now a protected food stuff (see above) there is exigtitential for lorras
Aithneach farmers to become involved in a marketing schenselt their lamb at a
higher profit. Associated by-products, such as sheep’s puddingphbtedtial in the
artisan foods industry. For pony farmers in lorras Aithneadrgetls a clear need for
stronger agency in how they are represented in sales and juagngs. Local
concerted efforts are required bring recognition to the arealaseding stronghold
and to take control of the means by which profits are generatedgh the sale of
locally-reared and bred ponies in order to retain a morefisignt proportion of these
profits within the community.

While the ‘cultural homogenisation’ threat of tourism is acknowaeldig the literature
(see Byrne et al, 1993), Lowe et al (1998) identify opportunitiescegsd with new
forms of cultural tourism as a primary vehicle for theowviahtion of unique cultural
and physical resources: “Until comparatively recently, trevvof cultural theorists
and regionalists was that tourism represented a threag taahility of local cultural
systems, bringing with it international consumerism and theathof cultural
homogenisation — what Ritzer (1993) definedvie®onaldisation However, the new
approach argues that this may no longer automatically beate and that a tourism
sector and an indigenous culture are not mutually exclusivehdfarore, tourism, as
an explicit recognition of the worth of a local culture, canyparole in building
community self-confidence which, in turn, can drive its repation” Lowe et al (1998,
p. 57)

Avoiding, then, the ‘spectacularisation’ of consumption assetiavith the culture
economy (Pratt, 2004; see Macken-Walsh, in press), cultouaisin (if managed
appropriately) redresses the *“artificial separation of prodmceind consumption”
(Pratt, 2004) by placing local culture as the driver of doalleconomy. In this sense,
cultural tourism can be understood less as conventional tourism wheiees and
goods are produced in reflection of what tourists visiting aa @t and more as a
means of attracting consumers to a rural locality to pagérvices and goods that are
attached to cultural commodities and income generatingitagivthat exist, in the
cultural sense, independently of tourism.

In lorras Aithneach, unique local knowledge underpinning boat buildingings
local marine navigation, local folklore, the Irish langualgsh music and sean-nés
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singing and dance is in abundant supply for the purposes ofisisiiadpla critical
mass of high-value added enterprises. Recognising “thecydartirole of cultural
tourism in raising local self-confidence and socio-cultuitalancy”, Lowe et al (1998,
p.175) note “the argument used Bpmunn na Gaidhlign support of their approach
to Gaelic development in Scotland is that cultural tourism esrergte higher status
jobs for local people”. Given the problems of disempowermentdamadoralisation
experienced by disenfranchised fishers in lorras Aithneaclhuralltourism may
represent a positive aspect of what tourism could achievenaspart of the
community economy in lorras Aithneach into the future.

1.14 Conclusion

It is evident that fishers interviewed for this study #mcicultural capital (prestige) to
the skill and local knowledge that underpins local fishing presstied social capital to
norms governing equitable and sustainable usage of fishing resamong members
of the local community. Fishing, as highlighted by Duggan (2004)ntinsic to
community identity in lorras Aithneach, despite the numbeulbfhd part-time fishers
having gone into decline. The popularity of the Inshore Fisher&@gport Scheme
administered by Udaras na Gaeltachta’s is demonstrated lgldtieely high number
of applications (48) submitted for support under the scheme in cmmpdo the four
applications that were submitted to MFG from 2000-2006. The vilbvsal of the local
fishing industry has given rise to significant disillusionment disempowerment, and
is exacerbated by the absence of collective action on the pia¢ cbmmunity to deal
with local challenges and to strategise ways of dealitig tese problems.

While the evaluation of policies that have impacted on tlability of the fishing
industry is beyond the scope of this study, how local knowledge hambedevalued
within a changing policy context has crucial implications for ¢herent discussion of
principles underpinning the contemporary rural development agendanthast to ‘top-
down’ approaches, one of the claims of the governance modet i$ ltlaa the capacity
to hone in on the peculiarity of local conditions and circums&nthough governance
and rural development models are purported to promote a ‘poweatt@rrthan a
‘power over’ approach, local governance agencies can be posvésiabe face of
greater economic national and supranational forces. In lorthae&ich, external factors
(such as stringent fishing regulations) have given risedecay of income-generating
practices that utilise unique resources and knowledge and ieglogment initiatives
have no remit to challenge these factors. Antagonisms betii@@aown’ sectoral
policies and EU development initiatives that have a martdatespond to local culture
give serious questions about how ‘bottom up’ the contemporary ruralogevent
agenda can aspire to be. Governance and rural developmaeattviestican be faced
with the significant challenge of engaging with a commutitat is suffering from
problems of disempowerment and disempowerment, caused by poligunegand
forces that are generated outside of their control.

A central obstacle to operationalising and realising the ngeary rural development
agenda in lorras Aithneach is that distinctive income-generataiyities that are
underpinned by local forms of cultural and social capital fisking; the harvesting of
seaweed; domestic processing of agricultural produce; the_histuage; and sean-nos
music & dance) have somehow failed to link up, conceptually padticably, with
rural development initiatives. The findings of this study woslgjgest that fishing
culture continues to represent a significant lynchpin of commidetytity and as such,
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local rural development programmes should be grounded in and devdloped
traditional fishing. Grounded within the context of traditionahifig, a wide range of
economic activities, such as cultural tourism and artisadfosels production (see
above and Macken-Walsh, 2009) are possible in lorras Aithneach. i$Vimore, such
economic activities that celebrate local culture arelfike® give rise to greater
confidence within the community. For this, however, strong dolieaction on the part
of the lorras Aithneach community is required to articulatel negotiate a local
development agenda. The merits and benefits arsing fromipaitiyy development
discussed at the beginning of this paper are only realisable thlees are genuinely
representative institutions in place to lead the typsotééctive action that is required in
this context.
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