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Abstract 
The main abjective of this research was to investigate the major factors influencing 
farmers ' participation in the training program given at FTCs. It was also intended to 
examine the current status offarmers ' participation in the training program. To achieve 
this, the survey research design was used. The data were collected through the 
questionnaire, semi-structured interview and FGDs. The participants were 128 trainee 
farmers, 21 facilitators' and sLy key informants. To select the respondent groups, simple 
randolll , availability and pU/posive sampling techniques were used. Frequencies, 
percentages and means, correlation, factor analysis, multiple regressions and Mann­
Whitney U- test were used as statistical tools to analyze the data. Based on the analyses, 
the main f indings of the study revealed that the lIIajority of the farmers were not involved 
in the training program development. 771e study also showed that farmers' low 
participation was determined by synergistic action of multiple obstacles. Institutional 
factors such as inappropriateness to the needs of farme rs, distance of the FTCs, lack of 
facilit ies, and incompetent facilitators; socio-cultural fac tors such as farmers ' lillie 
awareness and low expectations; and structural factors include central planning system 
and ,veak local institutional capacity were the major limiting factors included in the 
study. From the abave findings, it could be concluded that due to the collective influence 
of these factors, the whole process of the training program development was not 
participatOlY. Thus, it has been suggested that motivated and competent extension 
personnel, pre-service and onjob training for facilitators , and a continuous awareness 
creation are timely essential. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background of the Study 

In Ethiopia, 85% of the populat ion is rural and depend s on subs istence agri cul ture for its 

li ve lihood (CSA, 2007). Agriculture in Ethi opia is predominant ly characterized by 

traditi onal ways of farming and low productiv ity. Hence, various poli cies and strategies 

have been set to move the farming technology deve lopment since the last century. 

In the hi story of Ethi opian agriculture, it is onl y recent ly that development interventi ons 

began to penetrate into rura l areas with the aim of improving the life of the 

people. Espec ially, after the second half of thi s century, vario us extension interventi on 

programs have begun either III the fo rm of full y fl edged programs or as 

pilot projects. Unfo rtunately, the impacts of all of these development interventi ons 

were not given much s ignifi cance in terms of improv in g the li fe of the rural populati on 

in genera l and the mode of farmin g and productivity in pa rticular (Habtemari am, 1997) . 

Accord in g to the rural deve lopment poli cy and strategy doc ument, agricul tura l education 

and tra ining is one of the major ways of motivating the human labour in agriculture so as 

to implement modern fa nning methods through extensive ut ilizati on of human labour. 

Although there has been an increas ing wide coverage of primary education in the rural 

areas still farmers have no access to use modern technologies, which would enable them 

to bring about the expected rural tran sformation. 

Realiz in g the situat ion the government des igned the agricultural TVET program since 

2001 /2. The objective of the program is to prod uce middle leve l skill ed competent and 

moti vated agri cultural practitioners who would in turn be potenti al teachers and/or 

deve lopment age nts at each farmers tra ining center (MoA, 2000; MoA RD, 2006). 

The establi shm ent of farmers' tra ining centers is a part of the agricultura l TVET program. 

It is envisaged to establish about 15,000 farm ers training centers throughout the country. 

Each tra ining center woul d g ive tra ining for 60 farmers in one in-take. It is a lso envisaged 
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that all farmers will have access to agri cultural extension services (MoARD, 2006). 

Agri cultural educati on and training are key elements in the whole process of agricultural 

change and the achievement of ri sing levels of rural prosperity. Agricultural education 

and training can succeed in their objecti ves onl y when integrated into an overall 

development program. The training program must be shaped to meet the needs of 

the farmers. Identi fY ing and meeting the needs of the parti cular community 

requires trainers familiar with and acceptable to the people among whom they work for. 

The most important characteri stics of the good multipurpose trainers are those of 

maturity and ability to inspire confidence (Assefa, 199 1). 

Currentl y, food security obj ecti ves have taken the malll emphas is in the Agricultural 

Development Led lndustri ali zat ion (A DLI) strategy of the country, which aims 

transformation of Agricultural production and producti vity through technolog ica l means. 

This program has been run through Participatory Demonstration and Extension Training 

system (PADETS). The program works with the objectives of increasing production and 

productiv ity of small-scale farmers, through research generated information and 

technolog ies, empowering fa rmers to participate acti ve ly in developing processes. 

However, practi cally it is not participatory (Belay, 2003). 

The evolution of the different methodo logies of agricultural extension in the country is 

implemented by the public extension organization, until now, shows that the approaches 

are based on, transfer of technology model (MOA, 1993) . To some Extent, agri cultural 

deve lopment in the country has been attributed to the agri cultu ra l extension program. 

However, the program has been criticized for being top-down or lacking genuine 

fa rmers' parti cipati on. 

Palticipatory approach evolved in response to the need for reverslllg the fl ow of 

initi ati ves and ba lancing the fl ow of info rmation and knowledge fro m experts supply to 

the users/farmers demand, and to help extension to better wo rk within the changing 

contexts and opportunities. It is assumed that more far mer participation in pl anning and 
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policy form ul ati on improves the essential " feedback system". Thus, it requ ires att itudi na l 

change and ro le reversal concerning the relationsh ips between farmers and extension 

workers to facilitate co-learn ing and equal involvement of all stakeho lders. 

In its true meaning, genuine participation of people is non-directive and does not impose 

ideas on them ; it is based 011 a dialogical process; it is educational and empowering; starts 

from what people know and from where they are: is based on resou rces mob ili zcd by 

them ; re lies on tileir co llective errort; promotcs se lf reliance but acknow ledges the 

partllcrsii!p among ind ividuals and their change agent as co-learners 

(Burkey. 1993 ;Oakiey & 1vlarsden, 1985).Genuine palticipation also entai Is the act ive 

involvement of peaple in the plan ning process and is en hanced by thei r in teraction with 

ex perts through educational meth ods that increase the influence fa nn ers can exert up on 

the progral1\ planning process. 

Research works in re lation to the extens ion program depicted the top-down natll1'e of the 

programs. D~.iel1 , Ar2gay and Aune (2000), lor instance, cited ;n Ephrelll (2009) claim 

that there was no a wide degree of adherence in fanners' participation in pla!lning. 

imp!on1cllt atia " and evaluation 0 1.' th e ex.tcnsion program s. They noted that the practice of 

st3kc ho lders' par, ;ci pation is di fre rcnt from what is bein g bel icved in prin ciple. 

T hus. thi s study i~ an attempt to investigate the major factors influencing farmers ' 

po,t ic ipation in ski !1 training program given in the FTCs of !\ ssosa Zone. 

3 
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1.2. The Statement of the Problem 

Today, the government of Ethiopia is exerting fa rmers' sk ill training program on large 

sca le across the country. About 15,000 fa rmer tra ining centers (FTCs) are being 

estab lished (one in each rural kebele) . The FTCS are des igned as local-level focal points 

for farmers to rece ive inform ation, tra ini ng demonstrat ions, and advice, and include both 

classroom and demonstration fi elds. They are expected to fo rm an important node 

between extension and farmers in the agricultura l sector (MoARD, 2005). 

The target benefi ciary groups of FTCs are adul t learners. The approaches of ad ul t and 

non- formal skill training determine the success or fa ilu re of the deve lopment programs. 

Adult learners need to palt ic ipate in planning, implementation and eva luation of adult 

and non-fo rmal tra ining programs (Gboku and Lekoko, 2007). 

Fann ers ' parti cipation on various areas of human resource deve lopment is a cruc ial tool 

to brin g vo luntary behav ioura l change (change in practice, knowledge, skill , and 

att itud e) . However, prev ious studies indicated that majori ty of the fa rmers in rural areas 

were not palti cipated. Belay (2002) points out that farmer make a very marginal 

contri bution in des igning and fo rmul ating extension activ it ies. He a lso notes that neither 

the fa rm ers nor the frontline extension agents are consulted in the co urse of poli cy 

fo rm ulation. 

It has been a lso noted that the rea lities of Ethi opia may not support truly part ic ipatory 

approach as various studies rev iewed. In line with thi s, Ephrem (2009), in his paper, adult 

education and Deve lopment; a study of Farmers' Training Centers in Dale Woreda in 

SNN PR, reported the top-down nature of the Ethi opian extension tra ining programs. He 

stated that far mers were not in volved in the plannin g process. 

A ll ofth e works to which I come across show that the Ethi opian extension program is not 

partic ipatory. However, none of th em tri ed to see the facto rs whi ch are impedi ng far mers' 

acti ve participation in the tra ining centers. 

4 
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Fanners ' contribution and in vo lvement either in program planning or implementation 

process has remained very low in most parts of the country in general and in the region in 

particular. According to the regional BoARD annual report (BoARD, 2008), and from the 

researcher 's observation and experience, only few fanners are in volved in the training 

program in each FTC in the region . 

Thus, thi s study is expected to investigate the major factors influencing farmers' active 

participation in sk ill training program in the selected zone. To this end, the following 

objectives are formulated to this study. 

1.3. Objectives of the Study 

The study is expected to achieve the following specifi c objectives: 

1. To investigate the extent to whi ch farmers contribute to the development of the 

training programs. 

2. To examine in which stages of program development do farmers' participate in 

skill training programs significantl y. 

3. To investigate the major factors influencing fanners ' participation 111 sk ill 

training program. 

1.4. Basic Research Questions 

In order to achieve the above stated objectives, the study will try to answer the following 

basic questions: 

I. To what extent the farmers participate 111 the deve lopment of the training 

programs? 

2. At what stages of program deve lopment do farmers have significant level s of 

participation in training program ? 

3. What are the factors that determine farmers ' participation 111 skill training 

program? 

5 
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1.5. Significance of the Study 

Development tra ining activities are among the major functions of the extension services. 

Since the study tries to in vestigate the major factors which are hinder ing fanners ' 

participation in sk ill training and as no study was undertaken in the reg ion concerning the 

issue, it is hoped that this study mi ght be relevant and w ill make significant contribution. 

Based on this, the study will have the following contributions: 

);> Indicate the current leve l of fanners' patti cipat ion in sk ill training program in the 

FTCs fo r the concerned beneficiaries. 

);> For program planners in program planning to rev ise the contents and methods. 

);> For researchers to conduct further study on the problems related to farmers ' 

participat ion in skill training program in the FTCs. 

] .6. Scope of the Study 

Though Assosa zone has seven woredas, the study was confined to three woredas only 

due to geographi cal distance, ava ilability, and shortage of time. The study focused mainl y 

on the major factors influencing trainees' palticipation in planning, implementati on and 

eva luati on in jun ior leve l skill trai ning programs be ing offered in the FTCs in the three 

Woredas of Assosa Zone. 
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1.7. Definitions of Terms 

Communality: The proportion of variance of a parti cular item that is due to common 
factors (shared with other items). 

Facilitator: A person who teaches or trains farmers in farmers trainin g centers (FTCs). 

Factor Analysis: A stati stical technique used to (I) estimate factors , or (2) reduce the 
dimensionality ofa large number of variables to a fewer number of factors. 

Factor Loading: Correlation between a variable and a factor, as they are extracted by 
default and the key to understand th e nature ofa particular factor. 

Farmers Training Centers: Local training centers in which farmers skill training 
courses are offered with the help of facilitators within a specified period of 
time. 

Obliqne factor rotation: Factor rotation such that the extracted factors are correlated. 
The oblique solution identifies the extent to which each of the factors is 
correlated. 

Orthogonal factor rotation: Factor rotation such that their axes are mainta ined at 90 
degrees. Each factor is independent of, or orthogonal to, all other factors. 

Participation : the active invo lvement of fanners in the process of planning, 
implementation and evaluation of farmers ' skill training programs 

Skill Training: A training which is being given in the fanners training centers aiming at 
improving the living standard of rural people. 

Woreda: refers to an area regarded as an administrati ve unit consists of different kebeles 
in it. 

Zone: refers to an area regarded as an administrative unit embracing different 

woredas in it. 

7 
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1.8. Organization of the Stndy 

Th is thesis cons ists of five chapters. The first chapter deal s with the background, 

statement of the problem, objectives, sign ificant and scope of the study. Chapter two 

reviews li terature related to the research topic. Methodological issues including 

description of the study area are presented in chapter three. The fourth chapter presented 

the results of the study and the ir interpretation. The final chapter cons ists of summary, 

conclusion and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1. Overview and Definitions of Concepts 

2.1.1. Adult Education 

Adult education has been defined differently by different ed ucators. Some define it in 

terms of age wh il e others define it in terms of matu rity and social ro les in the commu nity. 

Adult educat ion, as fndabawa & Mpofu (2006:3) defined, "any learning or educational 

act ivity that occurs outside the structure of the formal education system and is undertaken 

by people who are considered to be adults in their society." The purpose of ad ult 

educat ion , according to these scholars, is to sati sfy the learning needs and interests of 

adults outside the formal schoo l systems (lndabawa & Mpofu, 2006). 

Rogers ( 1992:28-29) has defi ned adu lt education as: 

All planned and purposejiil learning opportunities offered to those 
who are recognized and who recognize themselves as adults in their 
own society and who have leflthe formal initial educational system 
(or who have passed beyond the possible stage of initial education if 
they were never in it),whether such learning opporl1lnities are 
inside or olltside the formal system, so long as sllch learning 
opportllnities treat the learners as adults in decision-making, lise 
appropriate adult learning methodologies and styles and allow the 
learners 10 use the experience for Iheir own purposes and to meet 
their won need,. 

Furthermore, adult education covers com munity health education, nutrition, and 

agricultural extens ion, vocational ski lls training, 111 short, any form of education and 

training for adults (Gboku & Lekoko, 2007). 

2.1.2. Nou-forl11al Education 

The term ' non-formal educat ion' has a different definition. However, the common 

definition is that of Coombs and Ahmed ( 1974:233): "any organized activity with 

educat ional purposes carried on outside the highly structured framework of fo rmal 

educational systems as they ex ist today. The assumption is that it shou ld be applied to 

people not attend ing schools (ad ults or out-of-schools youth). 

9 
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In line with this, Duke (1995:63) has defi ned as "non formal education is intentionally 

organized learn ing even catering essenti ally to persons who are not currently 

participating in formal ed ucation." 

Similarly, Fordham (1992:30) defines non forma l educati on as: 

Any activity oU/side the structure of the formal education system 
that is consciously aimed at meeting specific learning needs of 
particular subgroups in the community be they children, youth 
and adults. 

Accordi ng to Hannan ( 1976), non-formal ed ucation operates on two concepts basic to 

non-formal education. The first is specificity of the situation; considers the needs and 

characteri stics of the target groups and fo llows with a program design w ith four main 

co mponents that include parti c ipant groups, content, form and instructi onal methodo logy. 

The second is, su pport systems, considers the components necessa ry to support the 

ed ucationa l program design, subject matter, in formation delivery and methodo logy. 

Regardless of the target groups, thi s approach to the non-formal ed ucati on has proven 

successful throughout the world by app lying educat ion to sol ution of problems. 

The common characteristics of the various defini tions are identified as non formal 

ed ucation is an organized educat iona l process; sati sfie s a di versified needs of the soc iety; 

provide access to formal education for those who denied it during the ir childhood; and an 

alternati ve program for the form al schoo l ing (MoE, 1997). 

Furtherm ore, non forma l educat ion is flex ible in which the programs can be organized in 

consu ltation ofthe learners. The learners can decide where to learn, what to learn, how to 

learn and when to learn. The program can be organized in the fi eld, village centers, 

factories and other workplaces of adu lt learners. The class can be hold whenever 

appropriate, the duration class less may also be max imized or minim ized as convenient to 

the learners and the faci li tators. The content is associated with specific soc ia l, economic, 

10 
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cultural and environmental needs of each learner group. The curri cu lum is flexible, 

diversified and respons ive to contemporary prob lems of the soc iety (Dahama and 

Bhatnagar, 1980). 

2.1.3. Non- formal Skill Training 

Ski ll Training is the aggregate of two separate concepts. Skill is the ab ility to behave or 

perform correctly and effectively in action-based situations, whil e training is a planned 

and systematic sequence of instruct ion under su pervision, designed to impart 

predetermined ski ll s, knowledge, information, and even att itudes (Jarvis, 1990). 

Therefore, the overall purposes of any training are acquiring of new skills, att itude, 

concepts, and behaviors and so fou rth . 

In developing cou ntries, most of the very poor live in rural areas. Agriculture is the main 

source of income, supplemented by income earned through non-farm works. As the land 

available fo r expansion of agriculture becomes increasingly scarce, opportunities of non­

farm emp loyment must be expanded so as to eliminate rural povelty (S ingh, 1999 and 

Middleton et a i, 1993). 

Sk ill Training in rural areas has a long history, not on ly through agri cultural extension, 

but also through integrated rural development and informal ad ult education programs 

(M iddleton et ai , 1993). Increasing the sk il ls and capabi li t ies of farmer in rural areas and 

workers is vi tal to economi c growth in an increas ingly integrated and competi t ive global 

economy. In vesting in people can boost the living standards of househo lds by expanding 

opportuniti es, raising productivity, and increasi ng earn in g power (World Bank, 1996). 

Sk ill training as one type of education encom passes a broader variety of components to 

be offered. Some of these are life sk ill s, literacy sk ills, technical ski ll s, vocational sk ill s 

and business sk ill s (M illion, 2006). 

I I 
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Therefore, the provision of the non-formal skill trainings can en hance the productivity of 

the rural people. Non-formal sk ill trainings have the ro le of wideni ng the sources of 

income for the rural poor, whi ch in turn fac ilitate the overa ll rural development. 

2.1.4. Farmers' Training 

T raining is a term, which covers a wide range of activities. Its length can vary from short­

term training activities such as one-day demonstration, to longer-term professional 

co urses that may last severa l months. It can be one of the best ways to develop human 

resources. 

T ra inings are impOitant tools for assisting government officia ls, development personnel, 

extension experts and agriculturalists in the rea lization of their program objectives and 

plans. It allows those who wi ll be involved in and/ or affected by the change (FAO, 

2002). 

Farmers ' training IS educati on that most often takes place outside formal learning 

institutions. rt differs from education in schoo ls because it is geared towards adult 

learning. Ad ults are se lf-directed and sufficient in most aspects of their lives. They do not 

accept being talked down to or having their autonomy restr icted in ways that show a lack 

of respect. 

In pedagogical learn ing, teachers decide the content to be delivered to students as we ll as 

how and when the teach ing is to take place. Ad ults on the other hand, begin new learni ng 

ventures with some ideas of what they will gai n from doing so (Knowles, 1990). 

It is necessary; then, development agents (DAs) discover what a farmer wants to learn. 

This may seem. Like a natural step and perhaps not worth much emphasis. Nonetheless, 

failure to accommodate farmers' needs and interests is a common pitfall. Development 

agents/ facilitators often assume the teacher's role and decide for the farmers what they 

need to know. 

Decisions on the content and methods of training must be the shared responsibi lity of 

farmers and development agents. The common purpose whi ch emerges from such cho ices 

leads to sense of cooperation necessary for learning to take place. A cooperat ive sp iri t in 

12 
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adult learning is important because it allows for the sharing of useful knowledge and 

skills that adult learners bring with them to a new learning s ituation. The past experience 

of adult lea rners is central to adult learning, so activities such as discussion, role playing, 

and sk ills practice are designed whi ch use that experience as foundation for flilther 

learning. 

The other characteristic of adult learners which sets them apalt from children has to do 

with their time perspective and how it affects their orientation to training overall. Adult 

learning is based on the principle that all experience contributes to a learning process that 

does not end with the closure of a training events, but continues throughout one' s adult 

life. It promotes learning by working on today's problems. The immediacy of application 

is the determining factor to se lect the actual content of the training (Knowles, 1980). 

In the extension services 111 the developing countries, adult learning is not widely 

practiced. In these countries, fanners are often told what is ri ght (" Modern techniques") 

and what is wrong ("traditional techniques") what to grow (often , cash crops), and where 

and when to se ll their agricultural products. The following statements explain the 

situation best: 

In too many cases, the change-agents deny to the participants the 
right to take decisions; like a doctor, they give out prescriptions. 
They restrict the amount of choice and experimentation, mainly out 
of fear that they will get it 'wrong'. But is surely better that the 
participants 'get it wrong'. (if they are going to) in the context of a 
program where it can be put right than in the field when the agency 
has left (Rogers 1992:143). 

This approach to extension denies the choice of fanners in deciding what they want to 

learn. It does not focus on the farmers ' most immed iate need to grow more food for their 

family. It doesn't consider farmers' accumulated experience of the environment where 

their crops are grown. 

In general , adult learning occurs when it is self directed, fills immediate needs, 

participatory, experiential , provides feedback, shows respect for the learner, provides a 

13 
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safe atmosphere and occurs in a comfortable environment (Knowles, 1980; Fasokun et a i, 
2005) . In relation to this, the study tries to assess the current status of fa rmers' 
participation in skill tra ining program. 

2.1.5. Participation 

Bengal ( 1989) cited in Veramu ( 1997: 15) notes th at "participati on is expressed in the 
extent to which the learners are in contro l of the educati onal process, goals or outcomes" . 
Gboku and Lekoko (2007) also expressed that participation is a process during which 
individuals, groups and organizations are given the 0pp011unity to become actively 
in volved in program development. 

Accord ing to Rogers (2004), there are three main approaches of part ic ipat ion: ( I) The 
first is pal1icipation as presence. In the deve lopmental contexts, it means persuading 
people to ' take up' the inputs offered to them. Whereas in ed ucational contexts, 
participation focuses on access to education. Target groups need to be moti vated to attend 
classes; it deals w ith how to moti vate learners, how to ensure their pal1ic ipation and how 
to stop drop outs. (2) Parti c ipatory Act ion Research (PRA), Participatory Rural Rapid 
Appraisa l (PRA) and other related activ ities mean encouragi ng the local comm unity to 
join in the pre-determined activities of projects- for example agricultural practices or 
health . In educationa l terms, partic ipation as activ ity means encouraging learners present 
in the cl assroom to become active learners. Instead o f being passive rec ipients of 
knowledge imparted by th e faci litator, participation in interactive learner-centered 
methods leads to more effective learning. (3) The th ird approach is participation as 
control which means encouraging the p31ticipants to take control or take responsibili ty. 
Participants have s ignificant ro le in decis ion-mak ing, implementation and eva luation so 
that the program does not refl ect the concerns of the providers alone but al so reflects the 
concerns of all stakeholders. 

There is also a debate among practitioners about whether participation is means or an end 
or both. Participation as means impli es the use of partic ipation to achieve a , 
predetermined goal. Here, partic ipation serves as a way of harnessi ng the exi sting 
phys ica l, economi c and hum an resources to attain the des ired objectives (Walters, 1989). 
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In genera l, participation in agricu ltural extens ion impli cated as farmers' involvement in 

a ll stages of the program development that is parti cipation in planning, participation in 

implementati on and participation in evaluation. 

2.1.6. The Training Process 

In the broadest view, there are three phases of the train ing process: planning, 

implementati on and eva lu ation phases (F AO, 2002). 

2.1.6.1. The Planning phase 

The planning phase includes: Need assessment, and determining objectives, contents, 

methods and material s. 

Training Need Asscssmcnt : Various definitions of needs and assessments are found in 

the literature. Needs are freq uently defined in psycholog ical and biological terms as in 

Mas low's Hi erarchy of Needs. Another definition is Miller and Verd uin 's (1979:42) "the 

stated differences between the "is" and the "should be." Kn owles (1980:88) defines them 

ed ucati onally as "something people ought to learn for their own good, for the good of an 

organizat ion, or fo r the good of soc iety." Thus, it can be defined as a gap between present 

s ituation and the req uired s ituat ion. 

Tra ining need assessment is the process of determining if there is a di screpancy between 

desired and actua l performances of the trainees. The TNA is the beginn ing of a 

systemati c approach to training. If appropri ately carried out, it defines the scope and 

requ irements of training and he lps establish the objectives against which training results 

can then be eval uated (Hassen and Amdissa, 1993) . 

If trainin g is related to ones actual work situation that is a fe lt need , or a problem that 

is in some other way is expcrienced as important or re levant, it will be more effective 

in bringing the intended outcomes. Thus, the benefi c iaries need to be central and actively 

partic ipated both in needs assessment and setting priorities. 
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Training Objectives: Once training needs have been identified, the program objectives 

will be formulated based on the priority problems and needs of participants. Unless 

training objectives are developed a training activity cannot be systematically designed to 

achi eve particular out comes. Objectives are statements of what trainees will be able to 

do after trainings (FAO, 2002). Hence, objectives arise out of 'gaps ' and deficiencies 

identifi ed in the process of needs assessment. If objectives are inadequately formulated , 

even a good training program will not be effective. Incompatible training objectives are a 

weakness comm on to many programs. 

Training contents: Trainin g contents refer to the subj ect matters that are included 

in the trainin g activity, which the trainees will be able to use to meet the training 

objectives. Accord ing to G boku and Lekoko(200700, program contents should be 

selected and sequenced in response to the tra ining objecti ves and assessing them against 

the criteria of what must be learned to achieve them. 

Training methods and materials: Training methods and materia ls provides trainees 

with learning act ivities and suppo rts and help the facilitators to effectively present and 

accomplish training content (FAO, 2002). Combinin g methods and materials is 

preferable since some methods are most suited for presentation, others to encourage 

learners ' participation and yet others are best as activities outs ide the c lassroom(Hassen 

& Amdissa, 1993) . 

Effective training invo lves uS1I1g a variety of methods, in cluding visual and auditory 

methods and a ids. It also invo lves the learners in the use of severa l senso ry modes 

or representational system, i.e. facilitates observation, discussion and pract ice (Hassen 

& Amdissa, 1993). Thus, full palticipation of the adult learners requires proper planning 

of training methods and materi a ls. 

2.1.6.2. The Implementation phase 

It refers to doing what is necessary to achieve you r goa ls and object ives. It is the process 

of putting the tra ining program objectives and instructional plans into operati on Gboku 
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and Lekoko (2007) . It is de li very of tra inings. Once trainings have been adequate ly 

conce ived, des igned and prepared, it is ready fo r de li very. Successful implementation 

requ ires co llaborati ve effOlts of coordinators, faci litators and the target groups. 

2.1.6.3. The Monitoring and Evaluation Phase 

Thi s stage of the tra ining cycle refers to checking whether the intended objecti ves are met 

or not and where necessary, mak ing changes to improve trainin g acti vity results in the 

future (FAO, 2002) . 

Evaluation is about assess ing the effectiveness o f the vari ous aspects of tra ining. It is an 

interacti ve and systemati c process of in vestigating the va lue and quality of a program in 

which various stages of tra ining are appra ised from the v iewpo int of the ir adequacy and 

contributi on to achieve the training objecti ves (G boku and Lekoko, 2007). 

To make th e training process effecti ve, the stages and the sub- stages of the 

cyc le of tra ining should be treated in the way that makes them producti ve and fr ui tful. 

Ana lys is of the vario us aspects of tra ining shou ld be undertaken by organ izations, 

stakeholders, and beneficiaries. Thus, deciding on what and how to eva luate and by who 

are crit ical palts of the evaluati on process . 

2.2. Principles of Adult Learning 

Kn owles' et al (1998) core princ iples of adult learning are a criti ca l frame work from 

which to consider strategies that could improve programs and services for fa rmers 

tra ining program . Adult learning theory is cons idered most relevant to this study fo r three 

reasons. One is th at the majori ty of the target groups of extension service are ad ults. The 

second is that the nature of non-fo rmal ed ucation employs program deve lopment and 

de li very processes that are consistent with ad ult learning theory (Harman, 1976). Fina lly, 

much of the pedagog ical theory is shi ft ing from a teacher centered foc used to learner 

centered approaches (Gboku & Lekoko, 2007). 
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Knowles ' core principles of adult learning are based on the overa ll principle that peop le 

make themselves available for learning when certain conditi ons exi st. When the decision 

has been made by the learner to engage in the learning process, educators become part of 

the process to facilitate the presentati on of informat ion for th at purpose. 

Before a commitment can be made by th e learner, he/she will often need to understand 

the nature of the information, why they need to know it, and how it wi ll help them. 

Second ly, adul ts have a need to be self-directed and respons ibl e fo r their own decisions 

and will o ften resist and/or resent learning opportunities that are imposed up on them. 

Ad ults a lso come w ith a wealth of experience and as they age, the depth and scope 

becomes greater and increases heterogeneity when a group o f adu lt learn ers is assembled. 

Inco rporating thi s experience into the learning process can turn a potenti al barrier into 

strength that en ri ches the learning env ironment. A fOlllth co re princ ipl e of Knowles is 

readiness to learn , a quality re lated to developmental stages and the timin g of th e learning 

experience. Ensurin g that the learners are ready or simply that the timing is ri ght, will 

assure more successful engagement of the learner. A fifth principle is the adu lt ' s 

ori entation to learning, a qual ity that involves the learner' s need to apply the in formation 

to rea l life prob lems and s ituations. In the absence of a practical application, adult 

learners may not engage in the learning process. Finally, motivation while integral to the 

other core principles stands independently because of its strong influence over the ad ul t 

learnin g process. Whether motivational factors are internal or externa l, an understanding 

o f motivation theory and strategies can be a strong tool for any ed ucat iona l des igner. 

The largest contrast that Knowles' theories have over traditional pedagogical models is a 

lea rner ori entation that orga ni zes and de li vers education based on the learner' s needs 

rather than the traditional pedagogica l mode l that uses the ed ucator as the foca l po int of 

in stru ction. 
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2.3. The Need for People's Participation in Training Program 

Many ed ucators argue that participation is the bas is for grassroots development. Gbok u & 

Lekoko (2007), for example, emphasize that sustainable deve lopmen t ca n onl y be 

ensured through peoples part icipation. They justi fy that peop le are resourceful , rational 

and have indigenous know ledge that cou ld make bottom up development. 

Oakley ( 1991) identifies some of the benefits of promoting peop le's participati on: 

I. To obta in information about needs, pri orities and capabilities of loca l people, 

II. To mobilize local resources 

111. To improve util izat ion of facil ities and services 

IV. To obta in more re li able feedback 

v. T o bui ld the capac ity of loca l institut ions. 

When adu lts are engaged in the learner-centered approach, knowledge's they have they 

can develop strategies togeth er to change their immediate situat ion. Hence, the 

parti cipants control the process of learning and the trainers play the role of fac ilitators. 

T hi s process gives participants a sense of empowerment and they start recogniz ing the ir 

exist ing knowledge and its va lue (G boku & Lekoko, 2007). Therefore, participating 

people in train ing programs is vita l for social change when they start valuing the process 

of co llective analysis. It is a lso important to enab le ind ividua ls and communities to 

identify what types of change they wish to achieve and how to go about attain ing that 

change. 

Rogers( 1992: 1 04) on the other hand, argued as " participation in the loca l community's 

and the country's economic, soc ial, cultura l and poli tical activ ities is the intended goa l of 

Development, to be achieved through a process of empowerment, people ga ining an 

understanding of al)d control over social, economi c and or political forces in order to 

im prove the ir standing in soc iety". However, in practice participation has rema ined 

rhetoric in the agricultural extension acti vities. 
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2.4. Levels of Participation in the Context of Non-formal Education and 

Training Program 

Adult learners have to partic ipate in the planning, decis ion-m aking, and implementation 

and eval uation process as of learn ing. Accord ing to Rogers ( 1992), d iffe rent leve ls of 

partic ipati on can take place depending on th e condi tions and influences that appear in the 

commun ity. In line with thi s, Oakley (199 1) ident ifie s fo ur leve ls of partic ipation: 

I. Nonparticipation : participants have no chance to choose what they want to learn . 

Training programs that are considered to be best are introduced to the 

benefi ciari es and they have to accept it. 

2. Nominal participation : At this level parti ci pants need assessment are conducted, 

but the program content is determined at higher leve l. It a ims ma inl y to prevent 

opposition from the communi ty. 

3. Consultative participation : when the dec is ion-makers seek adv ice, they usually 

ask people for advice. However, the feedbacks g iven by the parti c ipants may be 

ignored by th e dec ision-makers. 

4. Active participation: At thi s leve l partic ipants can discuss issues, identify thei r 

needs, and suggest a lternat ives. share responsibil ities. T hey have control over the 

ad ult education program over its vari ous components, fo r instance, its contents, 

goa ls or outcomes and its process . 

In re lation to the above discuss ion, this study tries to investigate the current status of 

fa rmers' part ic ipat ion in skill tra ining program given at the FTCs. 

2.5. When do Farmers Participate in Non-formal Education and Training program? 

Ed ucat ion and part ic ipation are considered as im portant tools to make peop le aware of 

their potent ia ls and th e ir capac ities for a better change . Hence, the rura l development 

approach ca ll s for active participation in a ll d imens ions o f the ad ult learn ing process. 
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These include planning, deci sion makin g, imp lementation and evaluation of the traini ng 

programs. 

I. Participation in Planning: participating people in identi fy ing needs, problems, 

goa ls and objectives, and methods is a crucia l thing in the training program. When 

part icipants are involved in the program planning, the program w ill be responsive 

to the local needs (Gbok u & Lekoko, 2007). 

2 . Participation in Decision-making: it enco urages vo luntary in volvement and 

commitment. Participants can share responsi bil ities such as prov id ing resources 

and time whi ch make the program viable. Participating peop le in decis ion-making 

makes them fe ll that the program is theirs (Gboku & Lekoko, 2007). 

3. Participation in Implementation: It helps for effective mobilization of local 

resources. Gboku & Lekoko (2007) explained as it is true that programs built on 

the loca l reso urces of parti cipants are more likely to be sustainable than those 

entire ly dependent on externa l support. In addition, partic ipating people in 

program implementation, helps to build loca l managerial and leadership capacities 

and strengths the power of the partic ipants . 

4. Participation in Evaluation: it helps the participants to evaluate whether the 

program met their needs or not. They may assess the efforts, activities and 

benellts obta ined from the program in the context of the ir enviro nment. They can 

readjust, and reform the program based on the eva luat ion made (Oakley, 1991). In 

line w ith th is, Knowles et al ( 1998) notes that ad ult learners should have a chance 

to eva luate th ei r own learning process. 

One of the objecti ves of this study is to examine in which stage do farmers' pal1icipate in 

skil l training program s. 

2.6. Barriers to Farmer's Participation in Training Program 

Levinson and Sutton (200 I) indicated that poli cy provides legitimacy to ad mini strative 

techniques used in an educational in stitution and sets the tone for daily employee 
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conduct. As such, policy and related factors became a critical component in any study of 

an organ izations programs and services for fanners. 

The factors that affect farmers' pmticipation in skill training programs are varied and 

complex. According to Oakley (1991), obstacles to participation can be grouped as 

structural , institutional, and soc io- economic and cultural barriers. 

2.6.1. Structural Barriers 

The country ' s policy, political and legal system can affect people's palticipation 111 

development activities. In countries where the existing ideology does not encourage 

openness of citizens, there is likely to be no genuine participation (Oakley, 1991). In the 

development interventions people need to be organized to influence the policy in terms of 

sharing political and economic power (UNDP, 1992). In thi s case, a centralized political 

system that neglects local capacity for self-administration and decision-making can 

greatly reduces the potential for authentic participation. 

On the other hand, Narayan (1995) argued that decentralization by itse lf does not ensure 

meaningful participation unless reinforced by sound leadership. The country's existing 

legal system can also affect the efforts to enhance participation. For instance, a legal 

system with inherent bias to maintain the soc ial status impedes participation. At lower 

level, many rural people are unaware of their legal right. They do not know the services 

legall y available to them. Many legal systems do not seek to impart the right information 

to rural people (Oakley, 1991). 

2.6.2. Institutional Barriers 

Planning and coordination of development programs are impOltant factors. When 

institutions or program planners fail to plan and design training program properly, adult 

learners could be discouraged. This may result negative effects on marketing adult 

learning programs (Fasokun , Katahoire & Oduaran, 2005) . In practice, few institutions 

are committed to encourage effective local participation in program planning (Narayan, 

1995). In several countries planning procedures do not encourage both local involvement 
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linkages among development partners. Barriers inherent in the planning process are 

many. The common ones include failure to address the needs of the local people, 

inappropriate duration, and inflexible provision. 

Poor management is another institutional factor that discourages adult learners ' (farmers) 

palticipation in training programs. Training program should be monitored and supervised 

effectively to achieve the intended objectives; otherwise, the program does not achieve its 

objectives. If the objectives are not achieved, adult learners (farmers in this study) will 

not be interested to attend such programs (Fasokun, Katahoire & Oduaran, 2005) . 

. Many adult learners also do not want to attend the training programs due to incompetent 

af1d unmotivated facilitators. Their poor methods of training, inadequate knowledge and 

skill s disco urage fanners pmticipation in the training programs (Fasokun, Katahoire & 

Oduaran, 2005; Nafukho et.al, 2005). 

Other institutional barriers are the place of residence and the availability of facilities and 

resources. Regarding this, Nafukho et.al (2005) stated that the location of the adult 

training centers and availability of program material determines participation of the adult 

learners. 

In general , the priority initiatives and resources assigned by administrators, expectation , 

organizational leadership, organizational structure, training methods, staffing patterns, 

and the climate set for change are among the institutional factors. 

2,6,3, Socio-economic and Cultural Barriers 

Within a community there are economIc and social differences that characterize the 

people. Hence, understanding the soc ial, cultural , economic, reli gious, geographic and 

other important aspects are determinant factors that affect fanners ' palticipation (Oakley, 

1991). Attitudinal motivational and situational barriers within the target groups are the 

results of these differences. If programs are planned without considering the above 

differences, adult learners will not have interest to participate in the training program 

(Nafukho et.al , 2005; Rogers, 1992). 
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Based on the discuss ion above the following model was developed to determine the 

impacts of the three major variables on farmers' participation. This model also helps to 

describe the relationship among independent (institutional , socio-cultural and structural) 

and the dependent variables (participation). 

Socio-cultural 
Factol's 

Lack of awareness 
Low expectation 
Family and social 
rcspol1sibil i(ics 
Significant gap of 
age among trainees 

Figure I: Research framework 

Institutional F<tctors 
Inapproprialeoess to the need~ of 
farmers 
Di~lance of the training center 
Lack offacilili es 
Facilitators' poor coordi nating 
ability 
Inappropriateness of trainees 

selection critelia 

Farmers' 
Participation 

2.7. Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia 

Structural Factors 
Centralized planning 
system 
Weak local 
institutional capacity 

Agricultural extension work in Ethiopia began in 1931 with the establi shment of the 

Ambo Agricultural School. The Ambo Agricultural School was the first agricultural hi gh 

school offering general education with a major emphasis on agriculture. Even though the 

school did not do extension work in the sense of the term that we understand today, it has 

been training students and demonstrating the potential effects of improved varieties and 

agricultural practi ces to the surrounding farmers (Belay, 2003). 
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The formal genes is of agricu ltural extension system was started with the estab li shment of 

the then Agricultura l and Technical Schoo l at Jimm a in 1952 and the th en Co ll ege of 

Agriculture and Mechanica l Alts at Alemaya opened in 1953 (Be lay, 2003). During the 

1953-63 periods, a num ber of research fields that also served as satellite extension 

demonstration plots were initiated by the Alemaya Co llege of Agriculture (Belay, 2003). 

In 1963, the agricu ltura l extens ion program was transferred to the Ministry of 

Agricul ture. In 1983, the Trai ning and Vi sit extension system was in itiated as a pilot 

project with the ass ista nce o f the World Bank. The approach emphas ized regul ar vis its to 

contact fa nners by the Deve lopment Agents (DA), monthly trai nin g of DAs by subject 

matter specia lists. The a im o f the project was to test the appropri ateness and su itabil ity of 

the extens ion approach fo r Ethiopia (Ad ugna et a I. , 199 1) . 

In 1994, PADETES (Partic ipatory Demonstration and Tra ining Extension System) was 

adopted to be the nationa l agricu ltural exten sion system in the country (MoARD, 2005). 

PADETES adopted the merits of past extens ion approaches parti cul arl y that of Training 

and Vis it. The principle of the PADETES approach is to ensure the part icipation of the 

farmer in the delivery of extension in the country. Th is approach was based on on-farm 

demonstration plots approach known as Extens ion management Plot. The DAs serve as 

facilitat ing role in the management of the plots as we ll as tra in both parti c ipating and 

neighbor ing farmers to adopt the im proved recommended packages (Ad ugna et aI. , 

199 1 ). 

The agricultural extens ion increasingly has been requ ired to provide locat ion-specific 

services to improve the management and efficiency of input use, conserve natural 

resources, support di versi fi cation and value added production respond to farm ers' needs 

and interests, and provide non-farm informat ion servi ce relating to poverty reduction. 

Thus, we can say that decentralized extension system he lps to the real izati on of 

partic ipat ion at grass root levels. 

Currentl y according to MoARD (2005), the agricultural extension and agricultural TVET 

foc uses on participatory demonstration and training extens ion system; midd le level 
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agricultura l TVET; FTC Gunia I' level agricultura l TV ET) program; integrated agricu ltural 

deve lopment program and the agricu ltura l marketin g and development plan. 

This study tries to assess the major factors that affect farmers' pm1ic ipation 111 skill 

trai ning program given in the FTCs. 

2.8. Farmers' Training Centers (FfCs) in Ethiopia 

In addition to implement po licies addressi ng poverty, most notably the Plan for 

Accelerated and Sustained Development to End Poverty (PASDEP), the Government has 

adopted a policy response spec ific to the country 's food secur ity and agricultural 

producti vity challenge, including the Agricultural Development Led Industrial ization 

(ADLI) strategy. 

The Agricultura l Development Led Industrialization (A DLI) strategy is the Government's 

overarching policy response to Ethiopia's food security and agr icultura l productivity 

cha ll enge. 

The strategy promotes the usc o f labor-intensive methods to increase ou tput and 

productiv ity by applying chemical inputs, diversify in g prod uction, utilizing improved 

agricu ltural technologies. 

To implement the ADLI strategy effective ly, the education and training of rural farmers 

has been given higher priority during the last decade. The Ethiopian government has 

launched the Agricultura l Technical Vocational Education and Trai ning (ATVET) 

program, as one of the major components of rural deve lopment program s ince training of 

skilled labour has large ly been recognized as one of the major requirement to eradicate 

povelty (MoA RD, 1997 E.C). 

A key feature of this innovati ve policy measure is the deployment of extension workers 

to every rura l kebele in Ethiopia to facilitate susta ined know ledge and sk ill s transfer to 

smallholder farmers . 
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In a situation where many farmers are illi terate, acquiring competence in production, 

adding val ue, and marketi ng presents chall enges. Recognizing thi s fact, the 

Government's response incl udes increas ing the number and educati on level of 

Development Agents through provid ing extensive techn ica l vocational education and 

training (TVET) in agriculture and through the establishment of Farmers Training 

Centers (FTCs) to transfer improved agr icu ltural technologies and give adeq uate services 

at a closer reach. 

The ATVET program is aimed at raising the leve l of skills and productivity of labour 

force in the agricultural sectors. The program is also designed to overcome diverse soc ial 

constraints like the reduction of unemployment and enabl ing trai nees to util ize the 

avai lab le resources wisely and economicall y for soc ial benefits (MoA RD, 1997 E.C). 

The program seeks to train 55,000 Development Agents from Agricul tural TVET 

Co ll eges and estab li sh 15,000 FTCs across the country. More than 5,000 FTCs have been 

established in 2004 (MoARD, 2005). And more than 20 training mod ul es have been 

prepared on different areas of agricul ture (crop production, li vestock production, natural 

resource conservation and business course). Some of the training centers are currently 

training farmers while some are still being establ ished (MoE, 2008). 

The Farmers Training centers target youth and ad ults primarily school dropouts in order 

to upgrade or enhance their capab ility to adopt modern fann ing technologies. They have 

been estab li shed to provide extension service and j unior level training to farmers with the 

vision of creating educated farmers (MoE, 2008). 

In the FTC guideline there are two aims mentioned for establi shing training centers. The 

fi rst is, to give specialized train ing on modern farming techniques; to provide agricul tural 

extens ion services easily; produce market oriented agricultural products; to provide 

information and adv isory services on market, entrepreneurship; and to serve as permanent 

exhi bition centers to transfer technologies (MoARD, 1997 E.C). 

The second, is building up the country's economy by improving the fa rmers' subsistence 

livi ng standard through market oriented agri cultural production by mak ing use of 
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integrated agricultural knowledge of indigenous and modern sc ience and technology 

(MoARD, 1997 E.C). 

According to the FTC work guideline, to achieve the objectives for which the FTC stands 

and to help their beneficiaries achieve expected outcomes, the centers organizational 

structure and management hierarchy should be short and clear (MoARD, 1997 E.C). 

Accordingly, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rura[ Deve[opment is responsi ble for 

policy provision and designin g of initial curriculum guidelines for the extension training 

while the RBoARD(Regiona[ Bureau of Agricu[ture and Rura[ Development) is 

responsible for giving various decisions on the FTC issues including where and how 

many of them should be build. [n addition to its responsibilities of adapting the designed 

curriculum guide to the regional training needs, the provision of on-job training for 

DAs/faci[itators and the approval of financial and material inputs for the implementation 

of the training are the responsibilities of the RBoARD (MoARD, 1997 E.C). 

The WBoARD (Woreda Bureau of Agricu[tura[ and Rura[ Deve[opment) allocates the 

FTCs budget and controls their activities. The FTCs are entitled to have their own 

internal manage ment and needed to report to WBoARD. There are three development 

agents (DAs)/faci[itators assigned in every FTC. 

Though eva luation of the effectiveness of the training program, its viewpoints of 

contribution or achievements, has not been performed yet, reservations from the farmers 

side have been observed in the region. Hence, the major limiting factors needs to be 

identified and alleviated. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Description of the Study Area 

The BGRS is one of the developing Regional States in Ethiopia which were formally 

estab li shed in 1995 by the New Constitution of Ethi opia during the creation of federal 

governance system (Article 47). 

The total area of the region is estimated at about 50,380 km2 It stretches along the 

Sudanese border on its western perimeter, and bordered by Amhara, Oromiya and 

Gambe ll a Regional States in the north, east and south, respectively (BoFED, 2007). 

Administratively, the region is divided into three zones such that AS::Jsa zone consists of 

seven woredas ; Kamashi zone consists of five woredas and Metekel zone cons ists of six 

woredas and there are two special woredas, namely Pawie and Mao-Komo. 

According to CSA (2007), the reg ion has population of 670,847 people, out of wh ich 

50.7% and 49.3% is male and female, respectively . Furthermore, 85.4% of the population 

li ves in rura l area and 14.6% li ves in urban area. The spatial di stribution vari es from zone 

to zone i.e., 46.1% lives in Assosa zone (including Mao-Komo special district), 40.8% 

li ves in Metekel zone (i ncluding Pawie specia l di stri ct) and 13.1 % li ves in Kamashi zone. 

The population density of the region is 12 persons per km2 and it varies from zone to 

zone. This variation mostly depends on the suitability of the area for human settlements. 

Assosa zone has relatively hi gh density i.e. , 19.9 persons per km2 whereas Metekel and 

Kamashi zones have 10.5 and 7.6 persons per km2
, respectively. 

Assosa zone has a total population of 267,421 people, out of which 56.04% lives in the 

three woredas namely, Assosa, Bambasi and Homosha woredas wh ich are the sample 

woredas in this study (CSA, 2007). See the sample woredas in Appendix ix. 
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3.2. Research Method 

The main objective of this study, as indicated earli er (in Chapter I) , was to in vest igate 

factors influencing farmers' participation in skill training program. To th is end, a survey 

research method was used. The method was selected because it produces data that is 

representati ve and also helps the researcher to descri be the situation as it is at a particu lar 

moment (Kri shnaswami & Ranganatham, 2007). It was se lected to survey a sample 

number of farmers who were attending training in the FTCs. 

3.3. Sample Size and Sampling Techniques 

In Assosa Zone, there are about seven wo redas from which three were se lected uSll1g 

purposive sampling technique. Similarly, from the nine FTCs in the three woredas, seven 

Farmers' Trai ning centers (FTCs) were selected. Accord ingly, four FTCs were fi'om 

Assosa woreda, two were from 8ambasi Woreda and one FTC h om Homosha Woreda. 

Geograph ica l distance, availabi li ty, and access ibi lity, are among the se lection criteri a of 

the researcher. 

With regard to respondents, six subjects we re se lected as key informants for sem i­

structured interview using purposive sampling technique. These were three farm ers 

training program coordinators and three supervisors from the three Woreda Agricultural 

Rural Development Offices. Similarly, twenty-one (2 1) development agents (DAs) or 

facilitators were se lected to complete the questionnaire. Because these participants were 

small in number, the researcher used availability sampling technique. 

Inline with this, about twenty-four (24) participants of FGDs were se lected from farmer 

trainees. Accordingly, three FGDs with trainee farmers were conducted on major factors 

influencing fa rm ers' participat ion in the skill training program. About eight participants 

were participated in each group. 

Since the study focuses on f'lI"Illers' participation in ski ll tra;ning program, more relevant 

inform ation was believed to be ga ined fi'om farmers th emse lves. Therefore, the size of 
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the sample of farmer tra inees was determined based on the clai ms of Best and Kahn 

(2003). According to Best and Kahn , "A n ideal sample size of a target popul ation shoul d 

be la rge enough to serve as an adequate representative but sma ll enough to manage in 

terms of time, money, manpower and complexity of data analysis". Accordingly, the 

target population of farmers attending the skill training program in th e se lected FTCs was 

two hund red ninety-e ight (298). From thi s, 135(45.3%) of respondents were se lected 

using simple random sam pling method. The following tablc (Tab lel) shows the sample 

distri but ion of Farmers in each woreda and FTCs. 

Table 1: The Sample Distri bution of Farmers in JlTCs. 
- --

Number of Selected 
No. Woreela Areas of farmer sample size 

Training center trainees -
I Homosha I-Iomsha 35 16 

2 Ham bas i 
Sonka 43 19 
Amba- 16 36 16 ._-
Amba-7 r-- 51 23 

3 Assosa Nebar Komoshiga 48 
-------

22 --1---' .. -
Amba-4 37 17 ---------

48 22 __ L...C\mba- 1 -- -----.. -- _ .. 
Tota l 298 135 - - _.-

3.4. Instruments and ])rocedufc of Data Collection 

To maximize the quali ty of data. different approaches were used in the data co llcction 

process. Us ing more than one data co llection method is very important to combine the 

strengths and corrects some defic iencies of any source of data . Therefore, to maximize 

the re liab il ity and va lidity orthe data, questionnaires, semi -structured interview and foc us 

group di scuss ion guiding questions were used fo r data co ll ection. 

3.4.1. Qucstionnail'c 

The principal too l of data col lection for thi s study w,,, the qucstion naire. The 

qu esti onn ai re which has two parts -I,vas used 10 col lect the in for mation fi'oln two groups, 

namely th e tra inee farmers and the fac il itators. 
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The questi onnaire designed to co llect informat ion from the trainee farmers has three 

parts. T he first part is about the respondents' demographic profile and some open-ended 

questi ons abo ut farme rs' parti c ipation in the plan nin g process of the tra in ing program . 

The second part is dea lt w ith areas of participati on in which farme rs are expected to 

parti c ipate. The third part of the questionnaire is dealt w ith major factors influencin g 

farmers' pa rtic ipat ion in the tra ining program . 

i\ li ve-point Likert-sca le ranging from very low ( I) to very high (5) and ranging from 

strongly agrce (I) to strong ly di sagree (5) were used in the seco nd and third part of th e 

q uesti onna ire. 

The questi onnaire des igned to co ll ect informati on from the facili tators has two parts. T he 

fi rst part is about the respondents' demographic profil e and some open-ended questions. 

T he second part is dea lt w ith major factors innuencing lanners' partic ipat ion in the 

trainin g program. 

A fi ve-poi nt Li kert-scale ranging from strongly agree ( I) to strong ly di sagree (5) were 

used in the second part of the questionnaire. 

3.4.2. Interview 

Interview is onc of the prominent methods of data co llection . Peop le are usua l!y !11 or~ 

wi lli ng to talk than to wr ite. According to (Kri shnaswami & Ranganatham, 2007). 

interview enables the researcher to seek c larifications and brings to the forefront th ose 

questions, lhat for one reason or another, respondents do not want 1"0 an svver. 

T hus, the interview is used to obta in an in-depth and deta il inform at ion. It also used to 

suppl ement the data col lectcd through questionnaires. 
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3.4.3. Vocus Gro up Discussion 

To max im ize the quality of the data, the researcher used FG Ds as the third important data 

collection instru ment in the study. Jt allows the researcher to understand , determi ne the 

range of responses and ga in insight into how the participants perceive the current 

situation (Ch il isa and Ju lia, 2005). 

3.5. ])i1ot Study 

Before a pilot test has been conducted, the validity orthe questionna ire has been checked 

by one TEFL post graduate studen t. Then, the resea rcher's adv isor was consulted to 

check whether the questionnaire can measure what it was intended to measure. 

Accordi ngl y. some modifi cat ions has been made on items I and 4 from instruction 11 and 

itcm I fi'om instruction 111 in questionnaire type I; and item 6 fro m instruction II in 

questionna ire type II . 

A pi lot test was ad min istered at Afas im Farmers' Training Center which is not included 

in th e sample. By se lecting simi lar participants from th e training center with random 

sampling mcthod, the pi lot test was conducted with twenty trainee farmers and three 

faci litators. 

In the pil ot srud y. the questionna ires were ana lyzed using Cronbach's Alpha. On the basis 

o f the leedbaek, all sorts of amendments were made on li ve items, hence; in 

questionnai re type I, items and 4 [i'O Ill instruction II : aI,d items 2, 4 and 9 fro,." 

instructi on " were modified and their appropri aten~ss was rechecked. Thus, the 

re liabi lity (Cron bach' s Alpha) value of the trainees ' quest ions was found to be 0.864, and 

of the fac ilitators' questions was 0.940. This shows hi gh degree of re liab ili ty 0 1' the 

q uest ionlla ires. 

Aner the pilot lcst. the quest ionnaires were di stributed to thc respondents with the 

necessary explHnatiol1s and instructions on hO\~1 to complete thelll. 



3.6. Proced ures or Data Collection 

The rcsearcher used the fo ll ow ing data coll ecti on procedures. The re li ability of the 

instrum ent was tested us ing Cronbach coeffic ients (alpha) formula after conducting pilot 

test in one of th e FTCs in Assosa Woreda (Afasim FTC). 

Seven ass istant data collectors were se lected and trained fo r hai f a day on the background 

and purpose of the study; samplin g procedures; interview ing procedures and techniques 

to be used ; tran s lating the questi ons to local languages and how to ask them. 

Personal in terview schedules were used to coll ect data from la rmers who were not abl e to 

read and write. T he seven trai ned ass istants and thc researcher who was the coordinato r 

visited fa nners at their training centers and interviewed them. Thi s approach was lIsed 

because o f the fol low ing reasons: 

• it provides the most direct evidence of fa ce-to face interac ti on with the 

respondents 

• It y ields a hi gh percentage of return s as most people are willing to 

cooperate 

• The interviewer has an opportunity to explain the questions to the 

respondents 

• Complete an swers to ali questions can usua lly be obta in ed, thi s co ntribute 

to stati stical accuracy validity and reliabili ty. 

3.7. Data Ana lysis 

Frequenc i e~> . percentages and means. corre lation, factor am .. Jysi s, multiple regress ions and 

Mann -W hi tn ey U-test we re used as sta tistica l too ls to analyze the data. The quantitative 

data 'were allalyzcd using descr iptive stati stics like fi'cqueHcies, percentages. mean s, and 

Pearson correlation were used tn test the signi fi cance of' the relationship and liTAucncc. 

among dependent and independent variables, 
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Factor analys is was carri ed out to assess the unidimens ional lity and validity, and thu s 

suitability of the co nstructs for the subsequent analysis. The princ ipal components 

extraction method was used w ith the oblique hlctor rotation (Eigenva lue > I) by 

cons id erin g all dimensions are conceptuall y linked and all thc items with factor loadings 

of 0. 75 we re accepted . items in the questionnaire were extracted and loaded in each 

variabl e by us in g principal component extraction method. Cronbach coefficients (alpha) 

were computed to test the internal cons istency of the items. 

In addition , a s imul taneou s multiple linear regress ion was used to determine the 

combined effects of the predictor variables on the dependent variables. Mann-Whitney U­

test was al so used to see whether there is significant difference between the two sample 

groups (t rainee lanners and faci litators) in rating the major factors. Stat istical Packages 

for Soc ial Sc iences (SPSS 15.0) was used for the above stati stical ana lyses. The 

qualitat ive data were described and interpreted to supplement the quanti tat ive data. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSES AND INTElU)RETATlON 

This chapter deals with the data analyses and interpretat ion of the study. As it is already 
explained, the purpose of the study is to investigate the major factors influencing farmers ' 
part icipat ion in sk ill tra in ing program. So, data have been co llected from sample tra inees 
and facilitators through questionnaires. semi-structu red interv iews and focus group 
di scuss ion. Out of the 135 question naires di str ibuted to trainee farm ers, 128(94.8%) were 
returned. However, 7 respondents (3 respondents li'om Amba-16, 2 from I-i omosha and 2 
fro m Amba-4) did not come back to the training centers after they had co llected the 
question naire and hence; it was difficu lt to collect th e 7 questionnaires fi'om these 
respondents. Out of the 2 1 quest ionnaires distributed to fac il itators, all (100%) were 
retu rned. 

The col lected data are categori cal ly 3nalyzed and inl'erenccs are made in relation to the 
bas ic research questions. The ana lyses are enriched with interviews and FGD resulis. The 
delHils arc presented as foll ows: 

4.1. Charactuistics of the Respondents 

As discussed earl ier (i n Chapter 3), in this study th e trainee farmers. the facil itators mld 
the program coord inators were selected as sample respondents. Hence, the following two 
tab les show the demographic profi les of the tra inee hmne rs and the fac ilitators. 
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Tahie 2: Trainees' Dcm ograp hic I'ro l;lc 
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As observation of Tab le 2, among the total number o f tra inee respondents. 93(72.7~,) (lrc 

male respondents and 35(2'l.3 1){J) arc females. 

From the ~.,amc lc~blc . one Ci.ln nlsa observe that a sign ifican t portion of the respondents 

54(42,1 'Yo) are between the ages 01'20- 30, However, in th e lou rth category, that is, above 

50, were observed o nl y 8(6 ,3%). As age group in creases enro ll men l decrease, One can 

observe a negative correlation between age and enrollment in the program. According to 

Fasokll n, Ka taho ire & Oduaran (2005), as age increases, peo ple lTIay think th at th ey are 

' too old to learn', ThllS, th is kind of' percept ion may afrcet the ir partic ipat i"n. On the 

other hand. Cross (19B9) argued that the time required for learn ing new things incr('ases 

as agc IIl cr~asl's. In this study. the majori ty 01" "respondents fall in nn appropriate agt~ 

group since th is ngc group represents the prod uctive portion o':thc soc iety. 

r.,·1ar ita l S[~l~l.IS i~ another dctnogr~lph i c vari~ b l e of tra inee rcspOi1dcl1t::;, As observed li'om 

Tab le 2, 9'\(,i 3,4%) of' trainee respondents arc married. 28(2 i ,9%) arc s;ngle and tht: res: 



o 

Co 

) 

6(4.7%) respondents are divorced. Thi s difference in marital status among trainees may 

result in difference in participation. 

To make the respondents profile comprehensive, they were asked to show their 

educationa l background. As observab le from Table 2, 17( 13.2%) of the respondents are 

illiterate and 39(29.7%) of the respondents can only read and write. On the same table, 

48(37. 5%) o f the respondents answered as they arc li'om grades 1-4, 24( 18.8%) are l"i'OI11 

grades 5-8, and one adu lt learner (0.8%) is from grades 9- 10. Hence, from th e data one 

can observe that there are differences in the respondents' ed ucationa l leve l. The disparity 

between trai nees' educat ional status would create differen ce in the leve l of trainees' 

participation. 

Table 3: Participants' Response on the Distance ufthe Training Center 

I 
item Frequency I Percent 

< 30 minutes -'-~-f-- 53. 1 
How long does it take (in hrs) on 30-60 minutes _ 32 ---f-- 25.0 ,[ 
foot from the training cenler to your > 60 minutes 
home? 

_._------- ___ 28 1 ___ 2 19_
l Tota l 128 : 100.0 

As can be observed in Tab le 3, a little over ha lf of 68(53. 1 %) of the responde nts tra ve l 

less than 30 minutes, 32(25%) of them travel 30-60 mi nutes "nd 28(2 1.9%) of them 

travel more than 60 minutes. Thi s implies that as the di stance of the training center 

increases the number of the trainee farmers decreases. As observation o f the researcher, 

many of the trainee fa rm ers do not come early to the tra ining centers as per the centers ' 

time schedule (9:00am - 12:00pm in the mornin g). The results of FGDs a lso show that 

the participants lVerc traveling a long di stance to attend the tra ining program. Remote 

geographic location of the training center is one o f the determinant f:1ctors of active 

partic ipat ion of adult learners (Gbok u &Lekoko, 2007). 
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Table 4: Facilitators ' Demographic Profil e 

-------_._--- - --,.- -
No. Demographic Category Freq uency Percent 

Variables --
Ma le 13 6 1.9 

I Respondents' Sex J':emale 8 38.1-
-

Total 21 100 
20-30 15 7 1.4 - -

2 Respondents' Age rl-!-:40 -- 6 ----~--
Tota l 2 1 100 

1---
Respondents ' Marital Sing le 10 

.-
48 --------

3 Status Married -- II 52 -------- 1------ -
Total 2 1 100 __ c--- 1-.-----

Educat ion J2ijJloma ( 10 + 3) 12 57 
4 Background Dip loma_el2 + 3) 9 43 

Total 2 1 100 
----- --:-:-:---_._ .. ----

Work experience 0-2 years 12 57 
5 3-5 ~ears ---- 5 24 

> 5 years 4 19 
--------- 1--

-6---~ Qualifi cation 

Total 2 1 100 ---------
. Plant Science ______ 7 _____ 1-_ 7.33 ___ 
Anima l Science 7 7.33 

___ L ____ . __ -- -- ----- - .-- -- - --
Natural Rcsou rc~ _______ ..2_______ _ -ZlL--J Tota l 2 1 100 -_._---- -----'-----.---

An observa tion of Tab le 4 revca ls that 13(6 1.9%) of the facilitators are males and 

8(38. i %) are female, T he majority of them 15(7 1.4%) are between the ages 20-30, and 

the rest 6(28.6%) o f them are between the ages 3 1-40. 

Table 4 al so shows that all of the respondents have AT VET diploma and they arc equal in 

num ber 7(33.3%) in each department. All orthe FTCs have fu lfilled the requ ired number 

o f extension agents as recomll1ended in the FTCs work guideline i.e. one in pl ant science, 

one in animal sc ience and one in natural resource (MoA RD, 1997 E.C) . 

Co ncerning work experience, Table 4 shows that i 2(57%) of the respondents ha ve 0-2 

years of experience, 5(24%) ha ve 3-5 years and the rest 4( 19%) of them have above 5 

years o f experience. From the table, one can understand the majority o f the fac ilitators 

have inadeq uate work experience in teaching adulls. In adeq uate work ex perience i~; 

li kely to be an obstac le to fac ilitate proper adultlcarlli ng. 
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<1.2. Factor Ana lysis and Scale Reliability Results 

To identi fy th e categor ies of the questi onnaire items and to measure their 

unidimensionali ty, factor analys is was carried out. Tab le 5 revea ls the factor load in gs, 

communali ties, and rel iabi lity (Cronbach alpha coeffi cients) scores. 

Table 5: Factor Loadings, Comm unalities and Scale Reliabilities (alpha 
Coefficien IS) 

--:-
No. KcyVariables & Items Loadill~_. :rommuna li~Rcliabili 

t Institutional 
--

The train ing program is not appropriate to 
.802 .75 J.J_ the needs of farmers. 

--~- -----
8 

The training center is very far for m<my of 
.838 .74 

1.2 the trainees . o 
--- ----------- - ._ .. --_.---_. - _ .. - --
The Training center lacks adequate .84 I .69 

1.3 physical facilities. 2 0.SG6 
---- ----- --- ... -

The: facil itators have no good 
.74 I .50 

~- coord inat ing abi li t~ . - -_ .. _-
Trainees' selection criteria arc 

1. 5 inappropriate to the adult farm ers. 
.730 

.56 

7 

8 -----
2 Socia-cllitural 

1-- --_._--- --- -----
I:armel's have little or 11 0 awareness about 

.758 .67 
_? I- rhl!e training ~rosram . -- -----

Farmers have low interest to be trained at 
.720 .59 

,.,22. _ FTCs. ._--- -----
Fanners' expectation abollt the benefi t of 

.737 .56 
? ' J.1~.~.!!..ailli.!!Kgiven at FTCs is yCI1..1.?~ __ ~:~-.-

e--_______ ._----_. 

3 

2 

7 

Adull ntnncrs have socia l responsibility 
2.4 and they lack enough time to be enrolled .738 .67 5 0.803 

in the FTCs . --- ----_. .---- ~. -- -- ._--
There is ':) ignificCl nt gap o f age among 

.7 13 .67 
2.5 trainee fanners in a class. 

9 
.- -. ---- ._----_.- _._- -- --

3 Structural 
- -------- - --------- -- -----

Cent rali zed program planning and 
.73 1 .661 

.l:~ _ _ ~~I~~~t1tation oftr~~lj~_E.r~)gri!n~: _ _ . __ ----- -- -.- --- _.-._ . J Weak loca! institutional capacity find 
. 77? .601 11 _c~1~ I i.t y..~~ ________ ._ .. _____ ------.-- --_._---_. 

0.783 

.. _--'------' 

Table 5 above shows the key vari ab les, items, loadings, and communalities and 

Cronbach' s Alpha cstimates. An ob lique luctor rotation was cmployed for all the analysis 

for Ihe foll owing two reasons: First, it represents the clustering of variables more 

accurakly; second. the factors are conceptually li nked. wh ich requires correlation 

between the I ~le '()rs . cor th is study. an obliq ue liletor rotat ion is more suitable than th e 

orthog.onal rota tion, which keeps factors ul1carrelu ted throughout the ro rat ion process 

(Fab ri g,!r et. ai, 1099). Thus. hi gh com muna lities were obse rved in Table 5 above . 1-'r0111 
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th is one can understand that the ab ilit ies of the items to descr ibe the rcquired var iables 

were very high. 

The litcrature rev iew proposcs the relati onship between the three major factors 

(institu tional, soc ia-cultu ral and structural factors). All items related to institutiona l, 

socio-cu ltu ral and structu ral factors were loaded as they were in iti ally proposed. Hence, 

no new dimcnsion/vari ab le was identified. 

The interna l consistency of the instrument was tested via re li ab ility ana lysis. 

Accord ingly. re li ab il ity estimates (Cronbach' s alpha) fo r the key va riables are as follows: 

participat ion (0. SS6), institutional factors (0.866) soc io-cu ltu ral factors (0.803) and 

structural factors (0.783). This suggests that there is a high degree of reli ab ility I'or each 

var iab le since the results are above the min imum requirement/0.70 Cronbach 's alpha 

(Brace, Kemp& Snelgar, 2006). 

4.2. Farmers' Contribution to the Development of the T rainin g 
Program 

Si nce adu lt learn ers will learn best what is most relevant to thcm, they must be involved 

in the determinat ion of their own training needs and planning of a learning management 

system (O live r, 2000). Tables 6 & 7 shows to what extent the respondents participated in 

the developmen t o rthe tra ining program. 

Table 6: Pnrticipants' Response on the Planning Process of the Tra ining Program 

------_. __ . ;--,-;---j­
Did YOll panicipatc in the 
planni ng process of the 
training program ? 

·-------------1 

Count Response I 

_/ ~-~~-- -::~ -~~~-~- ~: -~~-~=-~~~~-~j 
% 18 82 100 

As can be observed from Table 6, the majori ty ortlle trai nces 105(82%) answered as they 

did not participate in the plHllning process of the training program. This implies that the 
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planning process or fa rmers' modular training program was not part icipatory, When they 

were asked the reason why they did not participate in the planning process, the majority 

of the respo ndent replied th at they were not inv ited to pa rticipate, This fi nding is 

supported by the res ults of th e semi-structured in terview with Woreda leve l program 

coordinators and superv isors as fo ll ows: 

The /raining program IVas designed centrally by /he Federal 
Agricuilural Ex/ension and TVET Departmen/ and 
dispatched 10 all regions to be implemen/ed depending on /he 
local situations (2 5/0312010), 

However, in plann ing of adult and non-formal education, active partic ipation of the target 

groups is vita l (Veral11u, 1997), 

Table 7: Pa rticipants' View on their Levels of Participation 

3 

---'-j--------' - -------------
4 Tra inees an.~ wi lling to contribull: Inbour J 3 15 '}j jg 25 t78 

5 

6 

I 
l:lml/or money 10 tlu.! trainin3 probram during 
jmp t~mctl[ati on. r---- - - -1--- -,..-- -- - - - J 68 

% 2.3 I i. 7 ~ I. J 115.3 19.5 1(10 .---.----------- --- --- ----1--------- -_. - ---- --... ---- ---- ----- .-- - ----

"I"filincl's \.;now the soun..:es o f resourcl'S for ~ ____ ~~ __ ..:.I c!~ _~~.~ __ 62_ .. : : . __ ~:~ __ 

rlmn illg the traini ng program. I 2.73 
% 14. 1 3 1.3 6.3 ·18 .'1 -- 100 

--; I ~~~i;~ecs arc l'nl.:~~r.,'i~~Jlo CO';~ lllC IlI 0;111Ic-- -_ ... -_. l :~i-. I ····---·-
lraillill ~ Hh.:t lmds illid w nlenl o f til': courses. __ ,.1: _~ n S'l J (j ! 23 _ 

I , ~A t 

I -'I--I~ -: I<UIICCS .II\" o.!nco~:I·~~~~~~ cva lu"h.: ~\lldh:'-l~ ---:: -I -'~:t!'-j 2~~~ __ --~: - I- ~~ -~~:--t- -
. 1I' t.:: tl :l1 1l!l lt' PIl)~ l dlll was c!lccl1V\! 01 not 1 2 4:: 
L ..... ___ L, __ . ____ __ . __ . ______ Y~....LJ15_ l? I _~ ~~ L l ~' L! ~ 5_.L_ !QO ______ , 

As preseilleu :n Tab:\.' 7. 5() (4J. 8~/o) or the tra inees repl ied that trai nees' par l"ic ipal"ion in 

identi fy in g the training needs and problems was low and 4'2(3L8%) or them rep lied as 
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very low. The mcan value 2.0 I al so depicts low part icipation of' farmers in identifying 

nced and problems. However, very small number of the trainees 13( I 0.2%) respond as 

they had high part icipati on. From this, one can observe that farme rs were not involved in 

identifying training nceds. Literature revea ls that the most important function agricultural 

extcnsion is identification or needs (felt and unfelt needs) accord ing to whi ch 

deve lopment arc to bc planned, initiated and updated. Adul ts learn more when they 

themse lves fec i a need to improve or change than if they arc "to ld" to learn something or 

change for reasons that arc alien to them (Hassen and Am dissa, 1993). 

'f hc table clearly reveals that 68(53. 1 %) of the respondents reported that they had low 

participat ion in se lect ing the most urgent needs in the program development. On ly 15.6% 

,,['them reported as they had high participation. The mcan va lue 2. 18 also indicates that 

th ey had low partic ipation in se lecting the most urgent needs in the program 

deve lopment. It is true that what a client cons iders rat ional for him or her is not necessary 

what the change agent beli eves rational for tbe client. As re vealed by literature, the needs 

of the hl1'Jners should be the bas is for deve lopment of the training progra m. Th is me"ns 

that the train ing program can only be meani ngful if farmers parlicipate in identirying the 

COUl'$es ti le), need to be trained on. It is the context that th is study intends to determ ine 

how farmers arc involved in the development of the training pl'Ogram. According to 

MW<lng i & Ru talOra (2002), lack or poor needs assess l11cntl11ay lead to l11i sperc.eption or 

misunderstanding ofc licnts' needs, prioriti es, and genuine response to technical advice. 

Concerning trainees participation 111 dec iding the location of the [rai ning center, 

67(52.3%) o f' the respondents replied as they had very low participation and 46(36%) of 

,hem as th ey bad low participation. The results or semi-structured inte rview also reveal 

!h::1t ( -~lnni.;r~~ had 110 participat ion in deciding the locat ion !.hc trai ning center. Almost all 

p .;lnicip~m[ ~ ()I~ the semi -structured interview exp lained that the \""BoARD pruv iues i:\ 

pn)pos,d 0!1 thc: locat ion of th e FTCs to be approved by '-'Vorceln ,'\ dmin istnni vc council. 

Thus. one Gin) (;ol1ciude lhat lr~lil1ces ' participation in deciding the loenlion of the FTCs 

was neA considered. 
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As can be seen on Tab le 7. 58(45.3%) of the respondents respond as they had high 

participat ion in contributing labour and/or money to the training program during 

im plementation. The mean va lue 3.68 also shows that the respondents have relati vely 

hi gh part icipation during im plementa ti on. Similar ly, 62(48.8%) of the respondents had 

know the sources of resources for run ni ng the training program. The resul ts of semi ­

structured interview a lso revcaled that fa rmers had re lati ve ly better pa rt icipat ion at the 

implementation stage of the tra ining program . The key informants exp lained thi s as the 

fo llowing: 

Almost all farmers had cOi1tributions during the constrllctions of 
the FTCs especially in providing building materials slich as 
wood, stune and labour. Ajier the constructions of FTCs also 
they registered voluntarily to be trained in the training centers 
(22/03/2010). 

However, one can see that a signi fi cant number of the respondents (31.3%) did not 

participate in ident ify ing the resources that they have and that they need from outside 

sources. 

In the samc table. it is vividly seen that 52(40.6%) of the respondcnts reported that they 

were 11 01 encouraged to give comments on the training methods and content of the 

courses. Similar ly, the mean va lue 2.41 shows that trainees were not cncouraged to give 

comments on the training methods and contcnt of the courses. 

Another area of tra inees' participati on was tra inees ' partic ipation in eva luating whether 

the tra in ing program was erfccti ve or not. Accord ingly. a little over halt: 7 1(5 5.1 %) or 

the trainees respond as they were not encouraged to eva luate the training program was 

cffective or not. The mean va llie 2.42 al so shows that trainees were not encouraged to 

eva luate whether the train ing program \vas effecti ve or not. From this, one can concl ude 

that farmers' partic ipation in eva luation phasc was limited. However. Kn owles ct al 

( 1998) ull dc rli n~d Ih at au ul t kamers should have a chance to evaluate their own learning 

process . 
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4.3. Factors Influencing Farmers' Participation in the Training 
P.-ogram 

The main objective of the study was to investigate the major factors infl uencing farmers' 

participat ion in ski ll training program. As di scussed in chapter 2, factors influenc ing 

farl11ers' part icipation can be grouped as structura l, institutiona l, and soc io- economic and 

cultural barriers (Oak ley, 199 1). The followin g three tables show the l11ajor facto rs 

mentioned above: 

Table 8: Participants ' View Oil Structural Factors 

No. Structural factors Resl )ondents' Levels of Response "Total I e, ttegory SA A U OA SO 
Centrali zed 
program planning Trainees f 42 59 9 18 -- 128 
and 
implementation of % 32.8 46. 1 7.0 14.1 -- JOO __ 
trai ning program. 

Facilitat ors L 10 8 3 2 1 ---------- ---

% 47.6 38.1 -- 14.3 -- 100 
J--.:-- -I---------------- r--- J--- - - --- r------- J----

2 
Wcnk loenl T ra inees ~-r-~?-.- 33 ___ ~ __ ....:-______ _ Il§ __ 
institutional 

I copac;tyand % 69.5 25.8 47 -- -- I 100 

_ _ 

[ ca

p

,_""" -" :; "''"':l~:- - ~-- r-;;--:- - ~~ -- -;8~ -- - ----- -- ~-- -~~~-
- --'----

As presented in Tab le 8, 59(46.1%) of the trainees agreed and 10(47.6%) of the 

fac ilitators strongly agreed that there is central ized program planning. From this, one can 

understand that central ized program planll ing is one of the structura l obstac les that affect 

farmers' parhc ipation. I f th e target groups are marg inalized or ignored in decision­

making process. they may th ink that the program planners have no interest in serving 

their needs and interests and they will refuse to attcnd the training program (Gboku &. 

Lekoko, 2007) . Treunicht, Stcyn and Loots (2001) also emphasized tltat local interest 

groups should identify needs themselves according to their own vaiues and 11 orms. 
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In the same table, 89(69.5%) o f the trainees and 15(71.4%) oflhe lac ilitators agreed that 

there is weak loca l institutional capac ity and capability. The results of the PG Ds show 

that the FTCs were not empowcred. Participants of FGDs underlined that the FTCs could 

not give timely response to solve problems. A centra lized system that neglects local 

capacity for self·admini stration and dec ision·making can greatly reduces the potenti al for 

authentic participation. 

Table 9: Participants' View Oil Institutional Factors 

No. 
Instit ut ional factors 

The tn;in ing program is 
not appropriate 10 the 
needs or J"Clrlllcrs. 

Respondents' f--::-- -- Levels of Res onse 
category SA A U 1M SO Total 

-----T 27 66 10 25 .. 128 

~~ajn~cs % 21.[ 51.6 ---.1:_8 19.5 .. lOa 
~ 6 12 .. _. 3 .. 21 

~_-j_===::c:-==c:--+-,F-"ac",·i ",[j l",at",or",s_+'%""_1-,2",8'o;.I'--i,-,5'i7i.1. ___ -- [4 .3 -- [00 __ 
2 The training center is ~r-}~_I-~L __ ~~n- 13 _. _ 128 

vcry far for Illany or the f-·",r'c·',,,,ill,,,ce,,,s __ t-7%c __ l-..l.!.:l._ .. _~~ _2)'~_ r..!.Ql.. ~::. __ . 100 
trainees. f 7 10 II -- --•. __ 21 

Facil itators ~ 33.3 . i"LL -=-i9...:L _-=--- --=-____ "I~ 
f-c;3" --+"T"he-cT"""'-~in~in-g-c-cn-:-lc-r--+-'-"==c,,-- f 11 G I 6 45 2 128 

lacks adequate phys ical Traill~es %--- '-']09 '17 7 ,17 35.2 1.6 --tOo--
facilities. f--'-c==--t-7r'---t-- "6-- - --9- --1-- 5 -.--.- --' -I --

Facilitators % ~-2~~i2.9 - ~----23. 8 1-- ::--- - I-OO-~ 
--Th-e fac(iit-nl-o-rs"Ch-av-e-' ,-,n-+':""=="'- --~~ •. =i2--- =~j_~_ .~.~)_~_-~ -~-=IG -=-_~C~~=-~ 128 _ 
good coordinating Traill t!~_ .l£ ___ _ 1:1.8. __ _ ..:!~J__ 1.6 )3.6 ___ 3. J __ _ J~ 
abili lY· .1 -- 5 -- 9 I 5 I 21 : 

4 

'-:-::-' ___ ""'7' __ ~ ___ +rc:~~:~I[llato~ __ ~-~_i~ _.'12~ ="=-I! :~ _- _?}_~ ~ f--~(~ -- 100 =I 
5 Trainees' select ion r 14 lj 74 j I [n 

l 
cn tcIJa <II:! r r.unecs -%----:=----- --IQ? - -. -l-~- -~}L8 ht~ -=-100--1 
InapplOpll ate to the 11=~ .. __ .=--t-'I .. - __ ..1.. _. -_..1'--[ 5 ___ ~~ 

______ n.d.l~~il_IIl1 C." _____ .. FaCilitators I I 
__ % .L .. _= __ L ..!2c.O_L_:UL ... L 52i!_ 21 M 100 J 

An observation of Table 9, revea ls that 66(5 1.6%) of the I.minees and 12(57.1 %) of the 

facilit ators responded as they agreed that the train ing program is not appropriate to the 

needs o f the f;1rmers. Below onc·f·ourth , whi ch is 25( 19.5%) and 3( 14.3%) of thc 

faci litators, reported as they disagreed. From thi s, one can understand the trai ning 

program give n at FTCs is not nced based. Thc table indicates that the training approach 

is top·down and directive, and it neglects one or the basic extension principle namely, iilll 

part icipatio n by all role players. The program planncrs and extension agents considered 

only the unfelt needs of respondents, but not the fc lt needs. One of the institutional 

lactors in adult education is lack relcvant or approp ri ate programs (G boku & Lekoko. 

2007: Fasokun , Kata hoire & Oduaran , 2005). 
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As one can observe from Table 9, 55(43%) of the trainees and 10(47.6%) of the 

faci litators agreed that the training center is very far li'om many of the trainees residence. 

Only 13( I 0.2%) of the trainecs were di sagreed on thi s idea. So, one can observe that the 

di stance of the trai ning center is another importa nt factor influencin g fa rmers' 

participation. This find ing is strengthened by results of semi -structured interv iew with 

woreda level program coord inators and superv isors. The parti ci pants expla ined thi s as: 

We know thaI one FTC was buill to serve for six acijacent kebeles 
due 10 budgel and lack of adequale res01lrces. So, farmers need 10 

travel 2-4 kll1s 10 allend Ihe Iraining This wil! be improved in Ihe 
jilt lire (30103120 I 0). 

If the training ccnter is located far from adu lt learners, accessi bility will be a problell1 to 

a!tend the training program (Nafu kho, Amutabi & Otunga, 2005; Gbok u & Lekoko. 2007 

and Indabawa & Mpofu, 2006). 

Simila rly. lack of phys ical fac ilities is another institutional ractor in the study. 

Consequent ly. 61(47.7%) of the tra inees and 9(42.9%) of the fac ilitators answered as 

they agreed on lack of the facil it ies in the training ccnter. Only 2( 1.6%) of the trai nees are 

strongly disagreed on lack of physical facilit ies. This implies that lack of adequate 

phys ica l facil itics is one of the major institutional factors impedi ng fa rmers ' part icipation 

in ski ll training program givcn at FTCs. Availabili ties of program materi als determinc 

pa rticipatiOl' of aclu lt learners (Nafuk ho, Amutabi & OlUnga, 2005). In !inc with thi s, 

most or the participants orthe sem i-structured interv iew underlined that 111 0St of the FTCs 

have not been hil ly cquipped due to budget constraints espcc ially practica l eq uipmen t 

which are essentia l in agricu ltura l technology transfer process. 

Table 9 also shows that Facil ita tors' coordinating ab il ity as limiting Factor. Accordingly. 

60(46.9%) oJ' the trai nees alld 9(42.9%) of th e Fac il ita tors rcp li ed as they agree that 

fac ili tators havc no good coord inating ab il ity. but on ly 4(3. 1%) o f thc trainees and one 

(4.8%) 0[' the luci li tators strongly di sagreed on this idea. From th is, one can undcrstand 

that facilitators have no good coordinating abi lity. and thi s is one or the hindrances to 



farm ers' participati on. As di scussed earlier, this may be due to inadeq uate experience and 

inappropriate ed ucationa l background . A common barrier to effect ive extension work 

is the extension worker's lack of competence in such important areas as techn ica l 

knowledge, far ming skills and communication skill s (Chaudhary & AI-Haj , 1985 and 

Fasokun , Katahoire & Oduaran, 2005). Regarding the fac ilitators' competencc, the results 

of focus grou p di scuss ion were consistent with the above finding. Most of the partic ipants 

said that facilitato rs lack adaptation trial s for some site-specific technologies (for 

example. lack of location speci l'i c fe rt ilize r recommendat ion). 

In the same table, it is vividly seen that 74(57.8%) of the tra inees and II (52.4%) of the 

facilitators disagreed that tra inees' selection criteria are inappropriate to the adult 

farmers. Sim il arl y. 3 1(24.2%) of the trainees and 5(23.8%) of the faci litators strong ly 

di sagreed thaI. trainees' se lect ion criteria are inappropriate to the ad ul t farm ers. The 

above l'indings are consistent with the results of semi -structured interview and FGDs. 

According \0 most of the participants, anyone who was interested to .join the !'TCs co uld 

be registered and could learn lVithout any restric tion. From thi s, one can observe that 

every lilrmer had equal ri ght to access the trainings being given in the FTCs. 
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Table 10: Pa rtici pants' View 011 Socio-cultural ],'acto rs 

. ---_ .. __ . 
No. Socia-culll inti facto rs Respondents' 

------
ve little or Farmers ha 

no awarenc 
the training 

category -. ---T 
ss about Trai nees % 

~ program. 

faci lil<llors 
ve low 

Levels of Res 
SA A U c-_ _ ------
24 65 12 

18.8 50.8 9.4 -. 
4 10 

19.0 47.6 - ---,. -
3 1 62 5 

onsc 
DA ---,--
27 

2 1.1 
5 

23~8 
30 T---~~lers ha' 

interest to b 
al FTCs. 

J ---. 

3 

e trained 

peclalion Fanners' ex 
about the b 
the training 
rTCs is very 

Cllcfi tof 
given al 

low. ,----
rs have '4'-~-farmc 

socia l rcspa 
and Ihey lac 
time to be e 
the FTCs. 

ns ibility 
k enough 
moiled in 

niticant S-- t-o;T';-h-e'-'e"'is- s-'-ig 
gap or age a 
trainee ram 
class. 

ll10ng 
lcrs in a 

Trainees % 

f 
Facil itators % 

Tminees ~ 
I 

Facilitators ~ - ' 
~L 

% 
Trainees 
Facilitators r 

% 

L 
r-l~a inecs ___ % 

L 
Faci I italors % 

___ .1 ____ _ ._--- '--_._----" --

24.2 48.4 3.9 23.4 
5 10 -- 6 

23 .8 47.6 28 .6 1-:----r;:-29 3 23 
22.7 56.3 2.3 Ts.o-

5 10 -- 6 ---
23.8 47.6 -- 28.6 
45 60 4 19 

35 .2 46.9 3. 1 14.8 

4 II -- 5 
19.0 52 .4 -- 23.8 

77 - f--ji ?9 9 
f-22' 7 60 .2 9.4 7.0 ----

5 10 e.--:- ... 5 ---_. 
23.8 47.6 23.8 

---.----- .-

TOla'l-
SD 1--------

128 

-- 100 
? 2 1 I--=--

_I~ 9.5 

-- 128 
-- 100 

-- 2 1 
1-' 

100 ----. 
I I-~ 1--O.S -- -..!Q!l_-

2 1 
-- 100 _._-------
-- 128 __ 
-- 100 

f----
~-I 

4.8 100 
--

I 128 
----0"=-- ----

0.8 100 --- --.-. 
I 21 --_.- -----

4.8 100 

-- - ___ .J 

As shown ahove in T~b le 10, 65(50. 8%) of the trai necs and 10(47.6%) of the faci litators 

agreed that I;trtners have little or no awareness about the tra in ing program. However. 

27(2 1. 1%) or the trainees and 5(23.8%) of the lacil itators are di sagreed on lack of 

awareness. From thi s, one can understand that lack of awareness abo ut the trai ning 

program can bc considered as one of the barriers to fanners' part ic ipation. Training of 

loca l peoplc is at the very heart of building loca l capac ity (Roling, 1988). He also 

describes that prior to, or durin g, in itia l project experience, mobilization aims at fosterin g 

de velopment awa reness, at in div idual and group concess ions of their pos ition in soc iety 

and of their aff!liati on with oth ers in a sim ilar position. 

Similariy. 72(56.3%) of the tra inees and 10(47.6%) of' the fac ilit ators rep li ed as they 

agree on l ~ll"In c rs' low expectati on about the benefit of the trai ning program. This also 

reveals that low expectati on is one of the soc io-cultural factors. Pcoplc may perce ivc the 

program as ~: sourcc o f prob lclns and believe that it wi ll not have any benefit for them 
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(G boku & Lekoko, 2007). A Continuous awareness creation is very important to make 

the target groups understand the objectives of the training program. 

As ind icated above in the same ta ble, 60(46.9%) of the trainees and 11 (52.4%) of the 

fac ilitators agreed that farmers lack enough time to be enrolled in th e FTCs due to socia l 

responsibility. As discussed earlier (in Table 2), the majority of the respondents were 

married and they would have fa mil y responsibility particularly women trainees. If adu lt 

learners havc cxtend ed famil y problems, it is extremely difficult to attend or learn 

attentive ly (Fasokun , Katahoire & Oduaran, 2005). 

The participants of FGOs also reported that they had different soc ial responsibi lities that 

lag them from training program . According to the participants, some had family 

responsib ilities (workload and large fa mily with low household income) and some had 

coordinating and managerial responsibil ities in the farmers' assoc iations. Understanding 

the soc ial, cultural , economic, and other related aspects are important in promoting 

partic ipat ion (Oakley, 1991). 

Regarding to trainees' age di ffe rence, 77(60.2%) or the trainees and 10(47.6%) of th e 

t;lc ilitatOl's agrecd that th ere is a significant gap of age among trainee farmers. In contrast 

to this, 9(7.0%) of the tra inees and 5(23.8%) of the trainees disagreed. So, one can 

understand that there is significant gap of age among th e tra inee farmers. In adu lt 

learning, when thc di sparity between age and abi lity is wide among group members, the 

fee ling of being insecure to Icarning becomcs stronger. The results of the FGOs also 

revea l that there are ga ps in age among the trainee fa nners. The participants especially 

the elders reportcd that they could not learn new things as equal as youngsters. They al so 

reported that the facil itators did not cons ider them; they simply fo llow thc youn g learners. 

Thus, understanding the characteri stics of adult learners is highl y important to maximize 

the learncrs' participation and th eir enthusiasm . l'acilitators should continually read 

learners' fee lings and reacti ons to modify their teaching methods as nccessary (fasok un , 

Katahoi re & Oduaran, 2005). 
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4.5. Corre lation Analys is of the Dependent and Independent Variables 

This secti on describes how the independent vari ab les assoc iate each othcr and how each 

of them associates with the dependent var iable. To identify how each of the independent 

variab les (namely institutional. soc io-cultural and structural) contributes for the variation 

on farmers' participation, multi ple regression analys is was appropriate. However, 

correlation ana lys is was carr ied out to obtain the degree or assoc iation between the 

dependent and independent variab les before regress ion analysi s was prepared to 

determine their impact on farmers' participation because it is log ica l to obta in the degree 

of association between va riables th rough correlation analysis. 

Table 11: Correlations Ma'trix alllong ]>redictor Variables and/with Dependent 
Va riable 

Correlation Coefficients 

No. Variables Structural Sociocullliral Insti tut ional Participat ion 

St ructu ral I I 
", ,',"~ -~ "" -

I 
--'-. ~.(2-ta i led) __ L _ __ ___ _ . _ _ __ 

Sociocultural J-. ------------
2 I ~ i~,(2:!.ailed) __ 0.089 I I ----- - -. -'-'-'-'i- -'--- - -- ---- - .. --- ------_. 

Institutional I 

3 -o...:.~-t--~-I I -I ___ ___ ~.9... ___ ---

S~g. (2- ta i l ed) 0.06 1 0.210 - - - -T----------------·-Participation 
-0.267** -0 .327** -0.527** 1.00 j 4 

Sig.(2-tai led) ____ ~OOO __ C~.oo~-I~~-· __ .-_ .. - .. -

Note: .,. p <./J.n i (2-tniled), N=i 28, r ?:. 0. 25411 critical poillt 

As indicated in Table I I above, the correlation cocffi cients 1.00 in the correlat ion matrix 

indicatcs th e intra co rrelat ion. The results of the Table te ll us there is sign illcant 

correlat ion between the independent variables (insti tutiona l. soe io"clIltu ral ~nd structural) 

and the dependent var iable (participat ion). Whereas ihc cOl"rdat ioli coefficients among 
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the indcpendelll vari ab les ind icate that thcre is no sign iticalll relat ionship . This indicates 

th e occurrence of multico lincarity problem is very low and enables us to implement 

multiple regress ion ana lys is. 

As the resu lts of th e same Table above indicate participation was found to be 

signifi cantly (p<O.O I) associated with the structural ( r~ -0.267), Soc io-cultural (r= -

0.327), institutional (1= -0.527). The results of the abovc table also indicates that 

stati stica lly not significant but pos iti ve associati on between structural with soc io-cultural 

(r~ 0. 15 1). structural with institutiona l ( r~ 0.2 12) and socio-cultural with institutional(r= 

0. 111). From this one can deduce that all the three vari ables have significant negat ive 

association with participation. 

4,6, Regression Analysis of the Predictor Variables, 

The values of correlation coefllcient reveal th at only the degree and direction of 

relationshi p they have but not what kind of assoc iation they have. Therefore, to 

determ ine the kind of their assoc iation and the contri bution levels made by each 

independent va riab le in predicting the levels of partic ipation, mu lti ple regression analys is 

was carried Olll. 

Table 12: Summary of Unca r Multiple Regression Ucsults of the three Predictor 
Variables on Fa rmers' Pa rticipa tion 

NO: F~:~;d,"-_t v_-~i'-lb~l_e-. ~-~~I-. -_.-_-_~_t=~~-':'-'::'__I~,,~~c..i~l'_:~_:_--_1._.~_:_:J_"~:~-_._- -- -~-_~ i-_g-:~·_--l 

. ~ __ l ln st~tu~9~'."~ _____ .________ -0.45 I __ -6_.64'---_ ~_O_._OO_O ____ _ 
I 

2 SOGiocultural -0.346 -4.963 0.000 
._-_._ .. _---_._---+-

3 Struclura l -0.1 43 -2 .079 0.040 

R square = tJ .468; Ad.illstt·u R sql1are = 0.456; F :-' 3G.-i33; 
___ ~~!J..!J.5 ___ ___________ . ___ ~ ____ ~ __ ... _._. __ .~. ___ . ____ . ___ . , 
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Considering farmers' participation as the depcndent variab le and the three major 

inrluencing ('Ictors as independent variables, a simultaneous multiple linear regression 

was perform ed to pred ict the combined effects of the se lected variables. Results of the 

regression analyze include unsta ndardized coeffi cients, regress ion beta weights (~) , t­

val ues, mult ip le regress ion correlation coefficients(R) and the F-value. 

The results of the regress ion analysis in Table 12 above show that structural , institutional 

and soc io-cultural variab les as a whole contribute significantly (at F~ 36.433; p < 0.05) 

and predict 45.6% (Adj usted R' = 0.456) of the variat ions in participation. The remaining 

54.4% of' the variation was accounted by other vari ab les whi ch are not included in thi s 

study. The r-test was also conducted to determine the sign ificance of the contribution 

accountcd by the three prcdictor variables together. Accordingly, the F-va luc was 

stat istically significa nt F (36.433, P<0.05). From thi s, one can deduce with 95% 

confidencc that the three independent va riab les (institutional, socio-cultural and 

structural) arc important in predicting fa rmers' participation. 

As indicated in the Table 12, among the three predictor variables entered in the 

regre:;sion ana lysis, thc institutional lactors contri bute wi th highest regression coefticient 

and negat ive ly significant ((3= -0.45 1, P < 0.05). This relationship ind icates that an 

increase in level of institutional factors resulted in a decrease in the leve l of part icipation. 

Surpri singly, the results of the focu s group di scuss ion were main ly focused on 

insti tutional facto rs. According to the participants, the fac ilitato rs have no practical 

knowledge i.c. they cou ld not show them practical ly what they have learned in class, lack 

of iilci lit ies and teach ing nl<lterials, ti'equent interruption of the training due to the 

abscnce of both trai nccs and (ileilitators were the major barriers to farmers' act ive 

partiei pation. 

As it can be observed in Table 12. socio-cultural factors were the second determi ning 

factors which contri bute significantly (rJ=-0.346, P < 0.05). This \\l eanS that an increase 

of one standard dev iat ion in the leve l of socio-cultural problems was associated with a 
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decrease in raImers ' participation by -0.346 standard units li'om the average. Th us, one 

can concl ude that fa nners, who had soc io-cultura l prob lems, were fo und to be low 

participant in the tra ining program. 

The above find in g is consistent with th e FGD results. During the focus group discuss ions, 

considering the researcher as higher offi cial , most of the participants raised the following 

idea: 

Ji'aining is no/ our main problelll- we halle prac/ical 
knowledge abou'. ji:m ning, perhaps i/ Illay help /he youths no/ 
jor us. Our main issue is shor/age ojji:mning land and lack 
ojjer/ilizers (15/04/2010). 

Dlivel ( 199 1) indicated that a lacking, insufficient or absent as far as any aspect of 

agricultural dcvelopment has been found to be a critica l factor. Thi s relates to overrat ing 

or underrat ing own effic iency, being an aware of poss ib ilities and being sat isfi ed with the 

present situat ion. Thus, the above response could be because of overrating their 

knowledgc of farmi ng. The implication is that th ey may not be aware of thc poss ib le 

resul ts of the trai ning. or their perception at present is thot they are sati sfi ed with what 

they are prClclicing. 

Simi larly, the thi rd determin ing factors, as shown above in thc tab le, were structural 

facto rs. The standard ized regress ion weight (/3= -0. 143. P < 0.05) shows that structural 

factors have negati ve ly significant contribution for the vari ation in farmers' part icipation. 

This indicates that an increase of one standard dev iation in the level of structu ra l barr iers 

was assoc iated with a decrease ;n fa rmers' participation by -0. 143 standard un its li'om the 

average. 
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Table 13: Summary of Malin-Whitney U- test till' Trainee J;'armcrs and Facilitators 
on Rating the Major Factors 

~--~--- ------~-- .. - .-. r-'--~-~--~--~ 

~_ Respondents Gro un _~_ 

Tra inees Faci litators Mann-
No. Variables (Grou p I (GroLip 2) _ Whi tney Zu P 
______ . ______ MR N, MR 1'12 ___ ~U'---I __ _ ___ _ __ _ 

I--~__'.-"i n!o'sl"it~uu"'.'tional __ .1L~ __ _ 1,~2"8'---1--6=1.=:2.1"--+2=-,1~+-,-1 'C0=5,5=-,.'C00,,,0"-. __ .:.I.J SO __ 0.1 I~~ 

2~- ~oc io~,,~ 74.50 _ _ +---"1 2=-,S~+-,-7.,-S,,.0,,-7~1_2,,-,--1 -.j 1279.500 -0.3,,5.4 --i..-O",.,,72':.:3"-__ 

l_~ ___ .2i1ucILu:aL ____ LZ2.J2 _ .:..1,.2_S"-L"6c:.7.:.o. S,,,S'---L.::.2-,-1 _-'-'-I. 1-.:9 ... 4",.5".'0,",0~_I_- ",0,",S.:..45=-- -L-"0.:.o.3,9",,-S--, 
MR= Meall Rank: 211 "" Stolldardized U-lest: Z=± f.96 (critical pOint); P< OJ)5 

As indicated in Table 13 , the Mann-W hi tney U-test was used to compare the ex istence of 

signilicancc diflerenee between the two respondent groups (trainee farmers and 

fac ili tators) in rat ing the major tilctors influenc ing farmers' participation (B race, Kcmp& 

Snelgar, 2006; Couch, 1982). 

Accord ingly, a!l the observed (ca lcu lated) Zu vcdu l:s are less than the criticai va lu e. This 

ll1eans thai Ihe null hypothesis is not rejected at th e given sign ificance leve l (1'< 0.05). 

80th respondent groups had no significance difference in ranking the institutional factors 

al (N -" 149. U ~ I OSS. OOO, Z,, - - !.580, P<O.OS) , lite socio-eultural factors at (NO" 149, 

U '" 1279.S00, Z" = -0.354, P<O.GS) and Ihe structural at (Nc·' 149, U= 1194.500, Z" ' -0 

0.845. 1'<0.05) From thi s, ol1e C:lI1 conc lude that both respondent groups (trainee riLrmers 

and f'acilitalors ) have similar perceptions and re spon~.es concerning the major factors 

inllucilcing bnncrs' participation in skill training givell at FTCs. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SlJMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDA nONS 

5.1. Summary 

To increase the capabilities, motivation, and overa ll effecti veness of the FTCs, proper 

planning and management of human resources within extension organizations is 

essential. Furthermore, to be more relevant to the needs of fa nners, extension pol icy 

shou ld be revicwed and formu lated through a participation approach. Thi s process could 

be initiated by ded icated profess ionals from the public and pri vate sectors, with the 

active participat ion of farmers themse lves. All these will be effective if the major 

limiting factors are clearly identilied and alleviated. 

The objectives of the study were to invest igate the extent to which farmers contribute to 

the development of the training programs; to exam ine in wh ich stage do farmers ' 

participate in skill trai ning programs; and to in vestigate the major factors influenc ing 

farmers ' participation in skill training program. To ach ieve th is, the survey research 

design was Ll sed. T he data were co llected through the questionnaire, semi-structl1red 

interview and FGDs. The part ic ipants were 128 tra inee fa rm ers, 2 1 facil itators · and six 

key informants. -r 0 select the respondent groups, simple random, avai lab ili ty and 

purposive sampling techniqucs were used respective ly. Frequencies, percentages and 

means, corrclation, factor anal ys is, multiple regressions and Mann- Whitney U-test were 

used as statist ica l tools to analyze the data. 

Based on thesc objectives, the major findings of the study are summarized as follows: 

I. The data used for the study were found to be high in its rcliabi lity. The items in 

each variab le have hi gh communalities in describing the vari ables and loaded at 

signifi cant level. Thi s tel ls LI S the analys is and findin gs Illade on this study were 

based on reli able and objcd ive data. 

2. Concern ing th e f~ml1crs ' contribution to the developmcnl of the training program, 

lhe majority of the trainces 105(82%) had no any contribution ill the pla nni ng 

process oCtile training program. 
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3. Farmers' level of participation at dif'f(, ren t stages of the train ing program was 

fo und to be almost none except at the implementat ion stage in whi ch relatively 

hi gh participation was observed. 

4. With regard to limiting facto rs, the descriptive results revealed that almost all 

inst itutional, socio-c ul tu ral and structu ral factors had negati ve impacts on 

farmers' partici pation in the training program given at the FTCs. However, the 

majorit y of both respondent groups (82.0% of trainees and 76.2% of fac ili tators) 

wcre positive towards the trai nees' selecti on criteria. 

S. The tra inees ' demographic profil e revealcd th at there is disparity between 

trai nees' educational statu s that would create difference in the level of tra inees' 

participation. 

6. The findin gs of mu ltiple regression analysis show that all the independent 

var iab les (institutional. soc io-cul tural and stru ctural facto rs) had significant 

combined (interact ion) effect on the prediction of fa rmers' partic ipation. The 

threc major factors as a who le (co llcctive ly) had signifi can t impact on the 

var iation of fa rm ers' participation at (P< 0.05). 

7. The most cru cial tactors of farmers' parti cipation in the modular training program 

\vere institutional factors. I t had significant negat ive inllucncc on fa rll1crs~ 

participation at (P < 0.05). In line with thi s, the results of semi-structu red 

in terv iew and FGDs we re consistent with thi s finding. 

8. The second influential ractors of farmers' partic ipat ion were the socia-cul tural 

factors. It had negati vely significant contribution on farmers' participation at (1'< 

0.05). 

9. The third determining factors of fa nners' pal1icipation were the structural factors. 

It had also signifi cantly negat ive impact on tarmcrs' pa rtic ipation. 

10. Fi nal ly, the results of Mann-Whitney U-test revea led th at rhe responses of the 

trainee farmers and the rac ilitators had no significant dirfe rence. This implies that 

both r~sPQndenl groups were consistent in ratin g th e litll itin ~ lactors. 

<j'J 
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5.2. Conclusion 

Based on the find ings of the stud y we can arrive at a conclusion that practica lly, the 

whole process of the train ing program deve/opment was not participatory. There is a 

signifi cant gap between the contents of the trainings and the identified needs of 

farmers because of lack of participatory need assessment. Tra ining needs assessment has 

not been undertaken with participation of all concerned stakeholders espec ial ly farmers. 

Thus, the client system prob lems and potentials were not assessed thoroughly and 

prioriti zed according to the loca l conditions. In short, the training program developmen t 

has top-down nature and expert-centered . It was likely to be assumed that experts would 

make the best judgment about what shoul d be learned by the farmers. 

Other Institutiona l factors such as the di stance of the tra in ing centers, lack fac ilit ies and 

l>,cilit ators ' coordinat ing abil ity; soc io-cu ltural f1tctors such as lack of awareness and low 

expectat ion; and structural factors have great impacts on fa rmers ' part ic ipati on and were 

not treated in the in the tra ining program. 

5.3. Recommenda tions 

Since research is not an end by itself, but rather a means of improv ing the current 

situation. it is appropriate to propose recommendations based on the findings of th is 

study. 

I. The major ity of the traineeS had no any contribut ion in the plan ning process of the 

training program. Based on the client system prob lems anci potentials, change 

agems' competency, commitment, engagement, role and tasks and work 

organization's miss ion, vision, objectives and resources, the needs should be 

idelltificd and prioriti zed for fu rther im provements through joint or partic;patory 

(bottom-up) planning at all leve ls. Such joint participatory appra isa ls by all the 

stake holdcrs, heirs not on ly to prepare the plan that meets the immediate needs 

or the I,m'llers, but also increase moti vation, sense of ownership and shared 

respoi1 !': ib il ity amollg th em . 

2. Participatory extension approach requires fi lii pa rt ic ipation of all concerned stake 
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holders, especially of fa rmers. in prob lcm identification and prioritization, seek ing 

so lutions to the prob lems, implementatio n, and monitorin g and eva luation 

activiti es . To thi s end, moti vated and competent human resources within 

ex tension organizations are timel y essential. 

3. According to the FTCs Work Guideline (MoARD, I 997E.C.), the FTCs should be 

bu i It at each rural kebele. However, the study revealed that the distance of the 

traini ng centers (FTCs) for many of the trainee fa rmers was one of the lim iting 

fitetors. Thus, to all ev iate th is problem the training centers (FTCs) should be 

estab li shed near to the target groups' residence as per the rTCs Work Guideline. 

4. Thc study al so revealed that there is di sparity between trainees ' educational status 

that wou ld create difference in the leve l of trainees' partic ipation. Thu s, a special 

trai ning time schedule mainly functional adult literacy program shoul d be 

arranged for the ill iterate farmers to help them learn better in the training 

program. 

S. Most of the facilitators have inadequate wo rk experi ence and they lack good 

coordi nating ability. Therefore, pre-service and on-job training should bc 

arranged to equip them with basic principles of adu lt educat ion and facilitation 

skil ls. 

6. Thc fundamental objective o f extension IS to develop the rural people 

economically, sociall y and culturall y by means of educat ion. However, most 

of the traince farmers have little awareness and low expectation about the training 

program. !-ience. a continuous awareness creati on work has to be done through the 

loca l leaders o ftne area. 

7. Finally, the results of regress ion analys is implicd that there are other potential 

va ri ab les (which are not included in thi s study) with signilicant contribu tion for 

the predict ion of vari ation of far mers' participation. Thus. other researchers and 

practitioners are encouraged to investigate such variables. 
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APPENDIX I 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND TEACHERS' 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 

(ADULT AND LIFELONG LEARNING) 

A Questionnaire to be filled by Farmer Trainees 

Thi s questionnaire is designed on fa nners' part ic ipation in skill training program in the 

Farmers' Tra in ing Centers (FTCs) in Assosa Zone. 

The main purpose of thi s questi onnaire is to co llect the necessary inform ation on the 

major factors influencing farmers' parti cipati on in skill training. It also intends to co llect 

relevant data on the current status of fa rmers' participation in skill training program given 

at FTCs. 

Thus, your si ncere cooperation in answering each questi on is highly im portant since the 

success of th is study enti rely depends upon your earnest and gen uine response to the 

questi ons. Writing your name in any part of the questionnaire is not requi red. Individual 

data will be kept confidenti al. 

Than k you in advance! 



) 

Instruction I: Read carefu lly and write short answer on the space provided or circ le the 

lette r of your cho ice 

I. Woreda - -----

2. Training Center --------

3. Sex: A. Male B. Female 

4. Age: _ _ ____ _ 

5. Marital Status 

A. Marri ed B. Sing le C . Divorced 

6. Educati ona l Background : 

A. III iterate 

D. Grades 5-8 

B. Read & Write C. Grades 1-4 

E. Grades 9-1 0 F. Grades 11-1 2 

7. How long does it take ( in hI's) on foot from the trainin g center to your home? 

8. How have you been admitted in this train ing center? 

A . On my own request B. I was forced by the kebele 

C. Ifa ny other ___________________ _ 

9. Did you parti c ipate in the pl ann ing process of the training program? 

A. Yes B. No 

10. If your answer is "No", why? 

----- - -----------------_._-------

I I . If your answer is "Yes", to what extent did you partici pate? 

12. What do you think about the impOltance of your partic ipation in all stages of the 

training program? 



) 

Instruction II: The fol low in g li st shows areas of farmers' participation in skill training 

program. Please indicate your answer by putting a /--J/ mark. 

No. Areas ofParticipatiou 

I Trainees' participation in identifying the 
training needs and problems 

2 Trainees ' pa l1i cipation III selecting the 
1110St urgent needs III the program 

None Low Average High Very 

High 

~ __ ~d~e~ve l op~ln~e~n~t.~~~ __ ~ __ ~~ __ ~-4 ______ ~ ______ ~ ______ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ 
3 Trainees ' participation III deciding the 

location of the train ing center. 
4 Trainees are wi lling to contribute labour 

and/or money to the training program 
d~ring implementation. 

1-5~--t-;;Trainees know the sources of resources 

J--c----j for running the training program. 
6 Trainees are encouraged to comment on 

the train ing methods and content of the 

~ __ -1~C~o~l~lr~se~s-~' ______________ ~~ ____ ~~-I-______ t-____ -I-________ t-______ I--____ -l 
7 Tra inees are encouraged to evaluate 

whether the training program was 
L-__ --" .. ~e~ffi~ec~1~i v:~c~0~r~n~02t~. __________________ ~ ______ l_ ____ l_ ______ ~ _______ ~ _______ _ 
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Instruction III: The fo llowing list shows the major barriers to farmers' part icipat ion In 

ski ll tra in ing program. Please ind icate your answer by putt ing a ,..;, mark. 

No Ba rTicrs to pa r ticipat ion 
Strongly 

Agree Uncertain 
Dis- Strongly 

Agree agree Disagree 
I The training program is not 

appropr iate to the needs of farm ers. 

2 The training center is very far for 

many trainees. 

3 The Training center lacks adequate 

physical fac ilities 

4 The facili tators have no good 

coordinating abi lity. 

5 Trainees ' selection criteria are 

inappropriate to the adult farmers. 

6 Farmers have litt le or no awareness 

about the traini ng program. 

7 Farmers have low interest to be trained 

al FTCs . 
. _--
8 Farmers' expectation about the benefi t 

of the traini ng g iven at FTCs is very 

low. 

9 Adult fa rmers have social 

responsibility and they lack enough 

time to be enro lled in the FTCs. 

10 There is significant gap of age among 

trainee fa nners in a class. 

II Centralized program planning and 

implementat ion of training program. 

12 Weak loca l instituti onal capacity and 

capabilily 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND TEACHERS' 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 

(ADULT AND LIFELONG LEARNING) 

A Questionnaire to be filled by Facilitators 

Th is questionnaire is des igned on farmers ' participation in skill training program in the 

Farmers' Tra ining Centers (FTCs) in Assosa Zone. 

The main pu rpose of this questionnaire is to co ll ect the necessary informat ion on the 

major facto rs influencing farmers' participation in sk ill train ing. It also intends to collect 

re levant data on the current status of farmers' participation in ski ll training program given 

at FTCs. 

T hus, your s incere cooperat ion in answering each questi on is highly important s ince the 

success of this study entirely depends upon your earnest and genuine response to the 

questions. Writing your name in any part of the questionnai re is not req uired. Individual 

data will be kept confidential. 

Thank you in advance! 
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Instruction I: Read carefully and write short answer on the space provided or ci rcle 

the letter of your cho ice. 

I. Woreda 
2. Training Center 

3. Sex: A. Ma le B. Female 

4. Age: 

5. Marital Status 

A. Marr ied B. S ingle 

6. Educational Background 

A. 12 Complete 

C. Divorced 

B.12+ 1 

C. 10 + 3 (Dip loma) D. 12+3 (Diploma) 

7. Area of Qualification -----------

8. Total Service Years: --- ---------

9. Do you have any form of train ing that related with adu lt education? A. Yes 

B.No 

12. Do you have criteria to select trainees among the target group? 

A. Yes B. No 

13. If your answer is ' Yes' please specifY the criteria ------------ -
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Instruction II. The fo ll ow in g li st shows th e major barriers to farmers' participation in 

skill training program. Please indicate your answer by putting a I..JI 

mark. 

No Barriers to participation 
Strongly 

Agree Uncertain 
Dis- Sh ongly 

Aercc agree Disagree 
I The training program is not need based. 

2 The training center is very far for many 

trainees 

3 The T raining center lacks adequate 

phys ical faci lities 

4 The facilitators have no good coordinating 

abi lity .. 

5 Trainees' selection crite ri a are 

inappropriate to the adult fa rmers. 

6 Farmers have li tt le or no awareness about 

the training program . 

7 Farmers have low interest to be trained at 

FTCs. 

8 Farmers have low expectation about the 

benefit of the trai ning given at FTCs. 

9 Adult farmers have social responsibility 

and they lack enough time to be enro lled 

in the FTes. 

10 There is significant gap of age among 

trai nee farmers in a class. 

II Central ized program planning and 

implementation o f training program. 

12 Weak local institutional capac ity and 

capab ility 
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APPENDIX III 

ADJ)[S ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

Interview Guiding Ouestions 

The follow ing interview guiding questions are des igned to know the current state of 

fa rmers ' partic ipation in the sk ill training program given at FTCs in Assosa Zone. It also 

intends to identify the major factors influencing farmers' pa rticipation. 

I . In yo ur Woreda FTCs have been built and they started training farmers; were they 

involved during the program development? 

2. At what stages of the program deve lopment did they partic ipate? To what extent 

did they partic ipate? 

3. How do you explain the current s ituation of fa nn ers' partic ipation? 

4. What criteria are used to select the trainees in your woreda? 

5. How fa nners' partic ipation is percei ved by the local community and local 

government official s and other stakeho lders? 

6. From yo ur experience in yo ur woreda, what are the maj or factors influencing 

farmers' participation in the train ing program? 

7. What measures do you suggest to be taken to improve fa rm ers' participation? 

T hank you' 

r 
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APPENDIX III 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

Interview Guiding Ouestions 

The fo llow ing interv iew guiding questions are des igned to know the cu rrent state of 

farme rs' partic ipat ion in the ski ll training program given at FTCs in Assosa Zone. It also 

intends to identify the major factors influencing farmers' partici pation. 

I . In your Woreda FTCs have been bu ilt and they started train ing farmers; were they 

in vo lved during the program deve lopment? 

2. At what stages of the program deve lopment did they part ic ipate? To what extent 

did they partic ipate? 

3. How do you expla in the current situation of fa rmers' partic ipation? 

4 . What criteri a are used to se lect the trainees in your woreda? 

S. How fa rm ers' partic ipation is perceived by the loca l community and loca l 

government offic ials and other stakeholders? 

6. From your experience in your woreda, what are the major factors influenc ing 

farme rs' partic ipation in the training program? 

7. What measures do you suggest to be taken to improve farmers ' participation? 

Thank you! 

r 
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APPENDIX IV 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

Focus group discussions Guiding Questions 

I . Did you participate during the training program deve lopment? 

2. What was you r contribution during the construction of FTC? 

3. What benefits did you get so far from FTC? 

4. What problems did you faced in the teaching learning process wh ile you were 

attending the trai ning? 

5. From your observation what wo uld you suggest to a lleviate these prob lems? 

Thank you! 
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Figure 1: Map of Assosa Zone and its Districts , 2007 
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