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Abstract 

The aim of this study was to identify the determinants and patterns of farmers ' participation in 
Farmer Research Groups in Adama Woreda. Statistically significant association between 
socio-economic characteristics and farnlers ' participation in Farlner Research Groups 
were tested. 

The specific objectives were to: (1) determine the relationship of the socio-demographic and 
economic factors with farmers' participation; (2) describe the patterns of participation in 
Farmer Research Groups by farmers and researchers and (3) identify constraints to 
farmers' participation in Fam1er Research Groups. 

The respondents were selected through a combination of probability proportionate to size 
and systematic sampling, and 120 farmers (60 participants and 60 non-participants in 
Farmer Research Groups) and 20 researchers were included. The respondents were 
selected from 'Awash', 'Batu Degago ', 'Ulaga Melka Oba' and 'Wake Miya' peasant 
administration. 

Focus group discussions, in-depth interviews with key informants, and case studies were 
al so employed to collect qualitative primary data. Quantitative primary data, on the other 
hand, were collected through questionnaire administered by enumerators. Secondary 
sources were also adequately referred from recorded archives to support primary data. 
The data were analyzed by using both descriptive and inferential statistics like mean, 
frequency, percentage, chi-square, phi-coefficient and point-biserial correlation. 

The findings of this study showed that socio-economic and cultural factors such as age, 
household size, educational attainment, size of farm land, and gender are significantly 
related to farmers' participation in Farmer Research Groups in Adama Woreda. Based on 
this finding, it can be concluded that younger farmers relatively participated more in 
Farmer Research Groups. Besides, those farmers who had larger households, large size of 
farm land and exposition to formal education tend to be more involved in the Farmer 
Research Groups. 

In addition, the study indicated that the majority of Farmer Research Group members in 
Adama Woreda have been involved in consultative and collaborative type of 
participation. 

There are constraints to farmers and researchers in participation in the Farmer Research 
Groups in Adama woreda. Expectations for subsidized inputs, farmers ' reluctance to 
work with researchers on the site due to the underestimation of their indigenous 
knowledge in the research process and inadequate motivation of researchers to use 
participatory approach have been the most commonly manifested problems among the 
participants in Farmer Research Groups. 
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1.1. Background of the Study 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the major development challenges facing most developing countries is their 

inability to adequately feed their ever-increasing population. Ethiopia is one of the 

developing countries that have remained in low economic status for years. Chronic food 

insecurity has been a defining feature of the poverty that has affected millions of 

Ethiopians for decades. The vast majority of these extraordinarily poor households live in 

rural areas that are heavi ly reliant on traditional agricultural technologies. An indicator of 

this condition is low agricultural production. 

The problems associated with agricultural production in Ethiopia are low production, 

diseases and pests, low and poor performing breeds/seeds, management problems and lack 

of capital (EARO and JICA, 2004). The solutions to these problems can only be found 

through appropriate research. Most agricultural researches have been conducted using the 

" top-down" approach instead of the participatory "bottom-up" approach that ensures 

farmers' participation in the development of technologies that are meant to solve their 

problems (Abera and Fasi l, 2004). 

The wide scale dissatisfaction with the performance of "top-down" approach of 

agricultural research has made organizations working to change the livelihood of rural 



communities to look for alternative paradigms. This has led agricultural research to move 

from such approach to other approaches appreciating stakeholders ' involvement (farmers). 

Accordingly, it is increasingly being recognized that a demand-driven process, where the 

end users participate in the design and implementation, rather than in just the final testing 

of any new technology, can better serve the rural communities (Selener, 1997). 

Furthermore, it is widely believed that participatory research leads to the empowerment of 

rural communities through the recognition of their ' indigenous' or 'traditional' knowledge 

and the awareness that they can contribute to their own development. 

Previous studies suggest that effective agricultural research is very crucial to agricultural 

development in developing countries (Chambers and liggins, 1998). Researchers ' 

interaction with the farmers has been enhanced by the use of participatory methods since 

the mid 1980's by encouraging direct involvement of farmers in data generation and 

evaluation, choice and assessment of technology, and direct management of experiments in 

the field (Collinson, 2001). 

Participatory diagnosis in farming systems research is important for an understanding of 

fanners' priorities, management strategies and resource constraints. It is pm1icularly vital 

for the identification and subsequent shaping of solutions, including improved technologies 

(Collinson, 2001). The full benefits of participation are gained only when farmers have an 

active role in setting the course for research (Merill Sands et aI, 1989; Ashby, 1990; 

Roling, 1989). 
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Participatory research is a principle of successfu l innovation. Technologies developed 

through this approach are usually appropriate to farmers' technical level and culture (ibid). 

Such technologies are also relevant to farmers' needs, easily and readily adopted by 

participating farmers and their colleagues, thus increasing their productivity and ensuring 

sustainability. 

Starting from 2004, MARC (Melkassa Agricultural Research Center) and JICA (Japan 

International Cooperation Agency) have implemented one of the approaches of farmer 

participatory research known as Farmer Research Group (FRG) in Adama Woreda (EARO 

and JICA, 2004). The goal of FRGs is to strengthen verification, transfer, adoption and 

technology development through active involvement of farmers (ibid). Since 2004, 40 

FRGs with 1,000 farmers (male and female) have been established and carried out by 60 

researchers from 18 disciplines (FRG, 2008). The researchers conducted both on-station 

and on-farm experiments in a participatory manner with the farmers. There was also FRGs 

which had been implemented in Holeta, Adami Tullu, Debrezeit, Bako agricultural 

research centers in addition to those in Melkassa Agricultural Research Center. 

In this paper an attempt has been made to identify the determinants and patterns of 

farmers' participation in FRGs in Adama Woreda. 
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1.2. Statement of the Problem 

By the ti me they leave uni versities, scient ists have been deeply conditioned to be lieve that they 

know more than farmers, that their knowledge is superior and they should be the people who 

determine what research to be done and how it shoul d be conducted [------] in fo rm ation is extracted 

from the farmers and their fa rms and analyzed by scientists to diagnose and prescribe for the fa rmers 

[-----] the key dec isions about what to try and what to do remain with the scienti sts (Chambers and 

liggins, 1987:39-45). 

The quotati on above clearly depicts that agricultural research has been dominated by 

scienti fic researchers fo r years. However, there is now a growing evidence that agricultural 

research can be most productive and effecti ve in helping farmers when both fa rmers and 

researchers acti ve ly participate in technology generation, evaluation and di ssemination 

processes. 

The necessity of agricultural research services in stimulating agricultural development and 

modernization has long been a critical issue for Ethiopian governments since the 1930s and 

even before (MARC, 2004). Institutes of Agricultural Research in Ethiopian have recently 

started Farmer Participatory Research approach known as Farmer Research Groups to 

address the major problems inherent in previous research approaches. The proponents of 

FRG approach argue that as Farmer Research Group approach has also only serves to 

extract information from farmers. The key decisions about what to try remain with the 

scienti sts and the result of on-farm researches are simply the validation of technical 

recommendations by researchers. 
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The researcher ob erve that the FRG approach in it practical implementation have actuall y 

further led to exc lusi n rather than inclusion becau e they have not adequately considered, 

understood, or add ressed the power relation and oc io-economic characteristics of 

farmer. For example, only local elites or authoriti es in the communities may be invo lved 

in research and development initiati ves (which could be in part becau e it is easier to reach 

them), and poorer or marginali zed farmers may be absent. That in turn increases the gap 

between fa rmers of different ocio-economic characteri stics. 

Participation is often determined by rule, norms and perception of communities and 

societi es, and these factors may di sadvantage women or other social groups. It is, 

therefore, very important to speak with different farmers (poor, women, and men, religious 

and social class, yo ung and old) in order to understand their diffe rent level of participation 

in research. 

The socio-economic characteristics that enhance or hamper the pa11icipation in FRGs and 

patterns of farmers' participation in FRGs are not given sufficient attention. Such 

experiences attract thi s researcher's interests to examine the determinants and patterns of 

farmers' pa11icipation in FRGs. 

Therefore, thi s study attempts to address two important issues. The first issue is to identify 

the socio-economic factors that are related with farmers' participation in FRGs. The 

second issue is to investigate the patterns of farmers' participation in FRGs. The problem 

is exan1 ined through case study of FRGs in Adama Woreda in Oromia Region, East hewa 
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Zone where Fa rmer Research Group approach has b en extensively introduced by MARC 

and JICA. 

1.3. Objectives of the Study 

The overall purpose of thi s study is to identi fy the determinants and patterns of fa rmers' 

parti cipati on in the Farmer Research Groups (FRGs) in Adama Woreda, East Shewa Zone. 

Specifically, thi s study is conducted: 

1. To determine the relationship of the socio-demographic and economic factors with 

farmers participation in FRGs; 

2. To describe the patterns of participation in Farmer Research Groups by farmers 

and researchers 

3. To identify constraints to farmers and researchers participation in FRGs. 

,. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

Studies on determinants and patterns of farmers' participatory research in general and 

fatll1er research groups specifically have not received serious consideration in Ethiopia. 

Hence thi s study is intended to: 

1. Provide some fresh insights on methods of improving farmers' participation 111 

Farmer Research Groups and coordination between farmers, researchers and 

implementing agencies. 
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2. Id nti fy ocio-economic and cultural factors d t rmining farm r participation 

and patterns of participation in FRGs. Thi s tudy may come up with sugge tion 

that prospecti ve rural development agencies may utili ze when implementing 

agricultura l technology development act iviti es with farmers' acti ve involvement. 

The study also plays vital role by identifying the constraints farmers face in 

participating in Farmer Research Groups hence, contributing for sustainable rural 

development. 

1.5. Methodology 

1.5.1. Target Populations 

Data were collected from target populations: participant and non- participant farmers in \ 

FRGs of Adama Woreda of East Shewa Zone and Fanner Research Groups researchers in 

Melkassa Agricultural Research Center. There are thirty seven peasant administrations in 

the Woreda. Out of these twelve peasant administrations have Farmer Research Groups. 

The data of this study were gathered through interviews of 120 respondents, 60 from FRGs 

participants and another 60 from non-participants in FRGs. Additionally, data were 

collected from 20 researchers, 8 key informants and 12 focus group di scussants 

purposively selected. The data collection took place over two months of fieldwork from 

the first week of February to the last week of March 2009. 

Secondary data were also collected from ex isting and relevant literature and publications. 

Vital information was also collected from the reports by MARC, FRGs, Ministry of 
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Agricultural and Rural Development research results and related reports, maps and census 

data. 

1.5.2. Research Design Used 

To achieve the objectives of this study, a combination of data collection methods were 

employed. In view of that, the thesis draws on survey. Two groups of respondents ', FRGs 

participant and non-participant farmers were surveyed purposively by criteria of 

participation and non-participant in FRGs. The second group of farmers was incorporated 

as control group for the study. Additionally, case study was also employed for this study. 

The explanation of how respondents were selected, sample size, reliability and generality 

of the data collected from selected peasant administrations to draw a general picture of 

farmers' participation in FRGs in the Adama Woreda is given below. 

1.5.3. Sample Selection Procedures 

Four peasant associations were selected by probability proportional to size (PPS) based on 

the number of participant farmers in Farmer Research Groups from the peasant 

associations. The data were collected in the four selected peasant associations which have 

large size ofFRGs participants, namely: 'Awash', 'Batu Degago ', 'Ulaga Melka Oba', and 

' Wake Miya'. 

The two groups of farmers were selected from the four peasant associations using the 

following procedures: 
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Selection of Participant Farmers in Farmer Research Groups 

election of thi s group of re pondents was done by taking li sts of members of FRGs of 

fO Llr pea ant association as sampling frame, fro m Melkassa Agricultural Re earch Center. 

Since this group of respondents was intervention group becau e of the treatment 

(parti cipation in FRGs), and to enable compari son with non-participants in FRGs, the 

samples were selected L1sing systematic sampling. The sampling interval for selecting the 

samples was determined as follows: 

Total Number of farmers in FRG from the PAs = Sample Interval 

Total number to be interviewed 

Hence, the sample intervals to select 60 FRGs participant farmers from the four peasant 

associations were obtained as the followings: 

FRG member farmers in PA (1) = 77=5.133 :::::5 

15 

FRG member farmers in PA (2) = 60 = 4 

15 

FRG member farmers in PA (3) = 110 =7.33::::: 7 

15 

FRG member farmers in PA (4) = 80 =5.33:::::5 

15 
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Selection of Non-participant Farmers in Farmer Research Groups 

This group of respondents was selected using systematic sampling technique. S ixty 

farmers were sampled fro m the fo ur peasant associati ons by taking households in the 

peasant associations as sampling units. The li sts of households of each se lected PAs were 

used as sampling frame fo r sampling. To avoid danger of periodi city, the pattern that 

co incides with the sampling interval was avoided by reshuffl ing the lists. The sampling 

interval fo r selecting the sampled using systematic sampling was determined as foll ows: 

Number of household heads in PA minus FRG participant farmers Sample Inte rval 

Total number to be interviewed 

Hence, the intervals fo r each of the four peasant associations were obtained as fo ll ows: 

HHS ofPA (1 ) =226 = 15.06 ~ 15 

15 

HHS of PA (2) = 180 = 12 

15 

HHS ofPA (3) = 230 = 1 5.33~ 15 

15 

HHS ofPA (4) =200 = 13. 33~13 

15 
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Where: PA l stands fo r Awash, PA2 fo r ' BatLl Oagago ' , and PA3 fo r ' Ulagaa Melka Oba' 

and PA4 for ' Wake Mi yaa' peasant associations. The li sts of households in were obtained 

from their respective peasant admini stration offi ces . Those households, from which there 

were FRGs parti cipant fa rmers, were rejected from the li st as the target of the above 

sampling design is to select non-participant farmers in FRGs. 

Table -1 : Sample Size Determination Using Systematic Sampling Technique 

Peasant 

Associations Participant in FRGs Non-participant In FRGs Total 

Awash 15 15 30 

Wake Miya 15 15 30 

Ulaga Melka Oba 15 15 30 

Batu Degago 15 15 30 

Total 60 60 120 

1.5.4 Variables Treated in this Study 

In this study, farmers' participation in Farmer Research Groups is treated as dependent 

variable while socio-economic characteristics such as : 

• Age 

• Household size 

11 



• ducati nal attainm nt 

• Mari ta l tatu 

• ize of land 

• ex 

are treated a independent vari ables . 

1.5.5. Determination of Data Collection Tools 

Structured Interview Guide and Questionnaire 

A structured interview guide was used in generating data needed in the study (Appendix 

A). The fir t part of the structured interview guide d alt with the respondents' personal 

informati on, soc io-economic info rmation, patterns of participation and constraints to 

parti cipation in FROs. Questionnaire was (Appendix B) used to gather data from 

researchers in FROs. 

1.5.6. Focus Group Discussion 

Two focus group di scuss ions were held to coll ect data about fac tors that may mitigate 

farmers' participati on. The researcher chose focus group di scussions because they allows 

part icipants to interact with and build off the ideas of one another generating richer and 

more detailed data than a single interview with one person. Thus, the research method 

chosen brought farmers together for discussion and brought valid information about how 

participat ion occurred in FROs, and the fac tors that may constrain their parti cipation in 

FROs. 
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The two foc u gro ups were fo rm ed based on their ocio-economic statu in th tudyarea. 

The fir t group consi ts of ix part ic ipants that can be called re ource-poor fa rmers. The 

econd group also compri sed of six re ource- ri ch farmer . Both group , discussants were 

parti cipant in FRGs. 

Each focus group parti cipant completed a parti cipant profil e describing their identiti es as 

farmers, the type of fa rm operati on and other characteri tics of their fa rm . The parti cipants 

ranged in age from 25 to 54 years. 

1.5.7. Case Studies 

Case studi es were conducted to co llect info rmati on on how participati on occurs and factors 

miti gating parti cipati on in FRGs. Four FRGs participant farmers, three male and one 

fe male, were purposely se lected. Their composition is believed to have brought the diverse 

attitudes and perspectives about participation in FRGs. 

1.5.8. In-depth Interviews 

In-depth interviews were held with eight key info rmants: fo ur Development Agents (DAs), 

one FRGs coordinator in MARC, two farmers and one researcher: to collect info rmation 

about local tradition, attitude and indigenous knowledge of farmers, and constraints 

mi tigating farmers' participation in FRGs. The informants were purposely selected for 

their knowledge, experiences, and public and government responsibilities in the study area. 
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1.5.9. Administration of Data Gathering Tools 

The draft structur dint rVlew guide was subj ct to I' view for content va lidi ty by the 

re carcher. Their inputs were incorporat d into the final draft. Pre-testing wa therea fter 

conducted u ing the test-retest method, at an interview of one day. 

The structured interview guid was first written in Engli sh language and later translated 

into Afan Oromo before the final interview of the respondents. Add itiona ll y, questionJ1aire 

was administered to 20 researchers of the FRGs by MARC. A structured interview guide 

was prepared and administered by fo ur development agents (OA's) who were elected for 

their experience and fami li arity with their respective peasant assoc iations. Those 

household heads that were not around were substituted by nearby fa rming household 

heads. 

1.5.10. Data Analysis Procedures 

Both qualitative and quantitative data were analyzed using the following procedures. As to 

qualitative data, the main interest was to group data into themes or categories created as 

part of interview guide or those emerged during conversation with informants. In this 

respect data obtained from key informants and focus group di scussions were analyzed 

quali tatively. 

After co ll ecting the data US1l1g structured interview guide and questiOimaire, the 

quantitative data were stati sti cally analyzed and interpreted in relation to the obj ecti ve of 

the study. The levels of measurement of the variables treated are nominal, ordinal and 
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interva l-rat io. Descri pti ve stati tics li ke frequ ncy counts, percentages, m an (when 

nec ssary) and range w re u 'ed in treating the data. Infe rential stati stics like chi -square, 

phi -coefficient and point-bi eri al correlati on analys is were used to test. 

The status of the respondents level of parti cipation (parti cipation or non-participati on) in 

FRGs was classified in groups and with respect to each socio-economic variable, a 

contingency table was drawn up. The chi-square test of association was used to test the 

hypotheses hav ing vari ables measured at nominal level of measurement. 

2 "" 2· E' I X = L... (fcfo) Ife ------- quatlOn 

Where; 

l =Chi -square 

fc == Expected frequency 

fo == Observed frequency 

The use of chi-square test of association helps to decide whether variables are associated or 

not associated in a population. It was employed due to the fact that we make no 

assumptions at all about the shape of the population and the decision to reject the null 

hypothesis can be made with greater cel1ainty. The test also determines if a conspicuous 

di screpancy ex ists between the observed and expected frequencies. It was employed in thi s 

study to test whether the explanatory variables were related among the participants and 

non-partici pants. 

Additionally, for variables fo und to be associated by using chi-square, phi-coefficient was 

used to see the strength and direction of the association between variables. For variables 
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that could not be computed using chi-square, ye t nonetheless, essential in findings of the 

study, point-biseri al co rrelation was used for anal ysis. 

Where; 

o =Phi-coefficient 

N= sum of frequencies 

x2 = Chi-square 

1.6. Scope and Limitations of the Study 

The problem is examined through case study of FRGs in Adama Woreda in Oromia 

Region, East Shewa Zone where Farmer Research Group approach has been extensively 

introduced. 

The following were the limitations of the study: 

1. Survey timing within the calendar year was good, but not ideal. The ma1l1 

agricultural season of FRGs in the study area runs from May to October, although 

there are some agricultural activities in other months too . Main activities 

undertaken by FRGs are supposed, for the most part, to occur during the 

agricultural season, i.e. , from May to July. Given the survey timing, the researcher 

had extensive information on participation in FRGs activi ties from February to 

April 2009, but missed any activities that occurred in June and July, 2009. 
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2. In th r p nd nt wer pair d gr up , qual numb r f n n-p rti ipanl and 

parti cipant farmer in FR were taken a if their PI' p rti n ere equa l in lh 

po ul ati n. And the compari on between the contr I and tr atmenl gr up wa 

fa cili ta t d by tak ing ampl f eq ual i e. The a lual, number of h u hold head 

fa rmer i larger in th population than the farmer who were participant in FR 

in the study area. For both group equal sample ize was taken. But the ample 

taken may not be repr sentat ive in both group in th ame manner. 

1.7. Definitions of Terms 

1.7.1. Conceptual Definitions of Terms 

Contract pal"ticipation : type of fa rmer parti cipati on In research in which cienti st ' 

contract with farmer to provide inputs, land or services. The fa rmers' rol e i pa sive and 

parti cipati on i not an explicit objective (Merri ll sands, 1989; Bigg , 1989). 

Consultative Participation: type of farmer parti cipation in research in which scientists 

consult farmers about problems and then develop solutions. Farmers involve mo tl y in the 

di agnos is and later in the evaluation of proposed solutions (Se lener, 1997). 

Collaborative Participation : type of farmer participation in research in which cientists 

and farmers collaborate as partners in the research process with more intensive and 

continuous interaction (Merrill sands, 1989; Biggs, 1989). 

Collegiate Participation: type of farmer pali icipation in research in which scienti sts wo rk 

strengthen fa rmer's informal research and development system in rural areas. The 

emphasis i on increasing the abili ty of farmers to carr out research on th ir 0 n a well 
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a r qu t in rmati n and fr m th ~ rma l r ar h (em rrill and 

Bi , , I ). 

' ducational attainment: th I ve l f du ati n r th number fea r f ~ rma l 

ch olin f th re p ndent . 

Family incomc: the e timat d gr 

re p ndentl fa mil y. 

annual 10 me f every arnlng memb r f th 

Faml 'izc: the IZ f fa rm land in he tare. 

Fannc.'s' Indigenous Knowledge ys tcms: the the rie, beli f: pra ti ce and 

technol gl that all pe pies in all time and pl ace have elab rated with ut direct input 

from the m dern fo rmal cientifi c establi hment (M nu , 19 7). 

Farmer Participato.'y Research: "the c Il aborati n of farmer and scienti 111 

agri cultu ral re eareh and deve lopment" (Farri gton and Martin 1988 : 48) 

Hou ehold size: numbers of persons who compose th household and who tay in the 

hou e in the year of study. 

Pa.,ticipation: farmers' involvement in FRGs acti vities 



1.7.2. Operational Definitions of Terms 

Variab le 

H us h Id h u eh Id Ize 

Ed uca ti on ed ucati onal 

attainment 

Farm farm Ize 

Income income of family 

Children number of children 

Participation in 

farmer research 
Partici pation 

gro ups 

Indicators Level of meas urement 

numb r f r sid nt in huh Id Interva l-rati 

wheth r attended f, rmal nominal 

ducation r not 

SIZ of cultivable land owned by interva l-ratio 

respond nt in hectare 

t tal income from all s urce ( n­

farm, off- farm and non-farm 

activities) in y ar 2000 E. by 

fam i I y mem bers 

the number of chi ld Ichi ldren 

living with respondents in 200 1 

E.C 

invo l vement 111 farmer research 

groups 
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1.8. Organization of the Pape." 

The th i is di id d into fi v chapt r . Th fir t chapl r pr vid a ba kgr und f th 

tudy, lalcmcn t of th pr bl m, the bj ti e h poth i nifi an e, and 

m thod I gy, cope and the limitation f th tudy and d finiti n [term. 

The econd chapter prc nt th literature relate on ptual and th al ue of 

parti cipati n, agri cultural re ca rch and oC lo-ec n mic characteri ti 

The third hapter attempt to pre ent de cripti n [the study area. In c ntains ge graphical 

locati n, cio-e 'onomic condition, agri cultural practi ce and Farm r R ea rch r LIp 

backgroun d are di CLI ed in the hapt r. 

The ~ urth is aboLlt data analysis and di scll ion of re LIlts. It contain analy i and 

interpretati on f da ta and di cLl ssi n of r LIlt . The la t chapter present conc lLl Ion and 

rec mmendat ion 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

This part of the thesis deals with conceptual and theoretical Issues of participation, 

agricultural research and farmer participatory research. 

2.1. The Concept of Participation 

It may be hard to give simple definitions of participation as the practice and assumption or 

theories di ffe r considerably. 

2.1.1. Debate on Participation 

Three impoliant shifts seem to have characterized the debate on the concept of 

participation. In the 1970s, "popular participation" was seen as an important component of 

rural development and basic needs strategies. In the 1980s, it became associated with 

discourse of grassroots self-reliance and self-help, with non-government organizations 

(NGO's) often having to fill in the void left by retreating states as a consequence of neo­

liberal reforms. The 1990s saw participation being advocated on a larger scale, being 

moved beyond the boundaries of project or grassroots interventions to other spheres of 

social, economic and political life. Participation then came to be seen as a tool towards 

important policy objectives such as "empowerment" and "good governance", whi le 

maintaining, at least in theory, a role as an end in itself (Oakley, 1991). 
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The term participation IS used, for example, to refer to farmers paying for irrigation 

facilities, but also to farmers exerting deci sive influence on the activities of research and 

ex tension institutions (Lee wi and Van den Ban cited in Elias, 2004). Hence, we can have 

normative, descriptive or literal meanings. 

Literally speak ing for some people, to participate means to ' take part in ' or to 'be involved 

in '. In thi s sense, everything people do is ' participation ' . However, such a literal definition 

does not help much to inform interventions on 'how' to involve stakeholders in innovation 

process . 

The descriptive mean1l1g also has some literal essence. For example, p311icipation IS 

everything that interventionists label it to be. However, participation is often defined in 

normative and prescriptive terms, indicating that certain criteria must be met in order for 

something to count as ' participatory ' . For example, participation includes a process 

through which stakeholders' influence and share control over development initiatives and 

the decisions and resources, which suffice them. In absolute terms farmer participation 

implies local people can to a large extent, identify, and modify their own solutions to suit 

their needs. It means that outsiders such as researchers and development agents focus on 

enhancing farmers' capacity to il1l1ovate, to experiment, to develop their farming system in 

a sustainable way, and to increase their control over resources and decision-making 

affecting their farms. 
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2.1.2. Sociological Explanation of Participation 

There is no doubt that participation in social acti vities is central to social well-being. The 

danger of non-participation were seen as sociologicall y signi ficant with the advent of 

modern, industr ia l society; anomie or social di saffection was closely a li gned with suicide 

rates (D urk.heim, 189311933 cited in Shortall , 2008). ]t is still a common phenomenon; the 

quality of li fe of socially isolated individuals who do not participate in social activities is 

compromi sed , and Shortall (2008) goes as far as arguing that the quality of society IS 

compromi ed by no n-parti cipati on. 

The agricu ltural technology development program thi s research examines IS heavily 

committed to enhancing participation and avoiding the 'exclusion' of any group. There 

seems to be an inherent presumption that the default pos ition is to participate and there is a 

problem if ind ividuals or groups of individuals do not parti cipate. However, as Fiorina 

(1 999) cited in Shortall (2008) argues, perhaps it is time to abandon the notion of 

participation as part of human nature. He argues it is not; rather it is an unnatural act. He 

further argues that people participate when motivated to do so and this means that those 

with more extreme views tend to be the ones motivated to participate. Hence the transition 

to a more participatory democracy has increasingly put politics into the hands of 

unrepresentative pmiicipators who have more extreme views than the norm (ibid). 

While partic ipation is seen as an indication of social inclusion and social engagement, it is 

not the case that non-participation equates with social exclusion (Hayward et al 2004 cited 

in Shortall , 2008) . No n-paliicipation can represent a valid and legitimate choice, and often 

23 



one made fr m a pos ition of power (ibid). No r does partic ipati on mean equal part icipation. 

Research has ind icated that di fferent groups experience a di ffe rent quali ty of participation 

and the voices and views of some groups a re given greater weight than the vo ices of other 

groups ( hortal! , 2008; Edwards et al 2000). Most of a ll , the question of power 

di ffe renti als has to be negotiated in any group in which individuals parti cipate, particul arl y 

when trying to advance economic and social acti vities. 

In Northern Ire land , rural development documents state a particular commitment to redress 

the under-representati on of women, small fa rmers and Protestants in local initi ati ves 

(Shorta ll , 2008). The usual response is to target resources at ' pre-development ' or pro­

active work with these groups to try to increase their representati on in partnership 

structures. In some areas where Protestants predominate, development workers have been 

appointed specifically to this end . Each of these identified excluded groups will now be 

examined in tu rn. It is suggested that not a ll of these groups are excluded and Protestants 

are very civ icall y engaged and actively choosing non-participation in development 

structures. Women are excluded, and small fa rmers are choosing not to participate. 

Current strategies that label all three groups as socially excluded can lead to 

misunderstanding of the extent of these groups' civic engagement and how non­

participation can be an active choice . It is acknowledged that these tlu'ee groups are not 

distinct and obviously overlap. 
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2.1.3. Benefits of Participation in Development 

Oakley (1991) integrated some arguments on the usefulness of participation to the 

functionina of development proiects Th ~ II· I . b J . e 10 owmg are t 1e more substantIve arguments: 

1. Efficiency: implies a greater chance that resources ava il able to development 

projects will be used more efficiently. Participation can, for example, help 

minimize misunderstanding of people disagreements and thus the time and 

energy, often spent by professional staffs explaining or convincing people of a 

project's benefits can be reduced. Participation is also cost-effective since if 

rural people are taking responsibility for a project, then fewer costl y outside 

resources will be required and highly paid professional staff will not get ti ed 

down in the details of project administration. Participation, therefore, allows for 

more efficient use of the resources available to a project. 

There is, however, another side of the coin; arguments to justify the resource efficiency of 

participation in development project can be met with accusations that this cost 

effectiveness often results in governments and agencies making fewer funds available for 

development work and indeed transfers the burden ofproject costs on to the local people. 

2. Effectiveness: Participation will also make projects more effective as an 

instrument of development because participation allows these people who are 

beneficiaries to have a voice in detelmining objectives support project 

administration and make their local knowledge, skills, and resources avai lable 

and must result in a more effective project. A major reason why many projects 
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have not been effective in the past in achieving objecti i b au I al 

people were not involved. Effectiveness and participation can help t n ure thi . 

3. Self-reliance: Participation helps to break the mentality of depend nce, 

completion of objectives, prompts self-awareness, boo ts el f-c nfid nc , and 

causes participation in "good thing" as it breaks people's i olation and lay the 

groundwork for them to have greater independence and control over their li ve. 

2.1.4. Encouraging Participation 

There are many ways to increase the level of participation in project, these are: 

1. Use small groups 

2. Begin with one activity, which is of interest to all. 

3. Use active rather than theoretical methods by involving everyone, and ensuring that 

everyone is involved or has a chance. 

4. Provide meaningful data and information like simple graphics, models, number and 

chart. 

5. Facilitate access to more information by taking the group to the library, government 

offices, and field trip where they can increase their knowledge. 

6. Creating political awareness, where people are willing and mentall y be able to help 

themselves. There is a need to create awareness that appeals to them a one of the 

most powerful forces for action and collective action necessary to achieve progre s 

against oppression. 
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7. Making arrangement for careful selection d f'C" . . an e lectlve trammg that are n ded ~ r 

people's participation (Oakley, 1991). 

Most of the time, people participate by being informed f h t hI ' o w a as a ready been decided or 

has already happened, or they have been consulted or asked t' h ques Ions suc as "We have 

certain projects, do you like to join?" or "We can provide so e hId . ? m e p, 0 you want It. 

Instead of these, "How do you consider the problems you are encountering?" and "What 

would you like to implement to solve your problems?" Extension agents define the 

problems and do the information gathering and controlled analysis. 

2.1.5. Constraints in Participation 

According to Oakley (1991), there are three components of non-participation In 

development intervention in rural areas: the structural obstacles, the admini trati ve 

obstacles, and the social obstacles. The first component looks at the political envirolUnent 

within a particular country constituting fundamental obstacles. In a country where 

prevailing ideology does not encourage openness or citizen's comments, genuine 

participation might be difficult to achieve. Furthermore, a central political system that lays 

less emphasis upon local mechanism for administration and decision-making can greatly 

reduce the potential for authentic participation; the legal system within a country often has 

an inherent bias. In addition, many rural people are unaware of their legal ri ghts and of the 

legal services to benefit them. 

The second component gives emphasis to the bureaucratic set up of a go er1UTIent. 

Centralized governments encourage centralized administrative structures 
hich, b their 
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nature, create major obstacles to peoples' participation over d . . k· eClslon-ma mg and r ur 

allocation. Resource allocation, information, and knowledge are the ba ics whi h p pI 

will require if they are to play effective part in the development activiti . imilarl th 

planning of development programs and project is often centralized and planning pr du er 

discourage local involvement. 

The third component considers the social environment around the beneficiaries. The m t 

frequent and powerful factor to constrain the participation of people in devel pm nt 

projects is a mentality of dependence, which is deeply and historically ingrained in their 

lives. The lack of leadership and organizational skills, and consequent experien e in 

running projects or organizations leave most rural communities incapable of re p nding t 

the demands of participation. 

2.2. Models in Agricultural Research 

Three models of participation of farmers in agricultural research: The Research, 

Development and Diffusion (RDD), Farming Systems Research and Extension (FSRE) and 

Farmers-First and Last (FFL) models in agricultural research are reviewed. 

2.2.1. The Research, Development and Diffusion (ROD) Model 

This model has been labeled differently as the "Horizontal Model of Research and 

Development" (Ashby, 1987) and the "Transfer of Technology (TOT) Model" (Chambers 

d D·ffusion Model looks at the proce 
and Jiggins, 1987).The Research, Development an 1 

fi the oint of view of the originator f an 
of agricultural research and development rom p 

. ed receiver'S needs. The initiati e f 
innovation who bases his innovatIOn on a presum 
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identifying problem areas is, therefore taken by the r h f -I ' , , esearc er 0 t le mnovatl n \ h 

focuses on the design and development of a potential soluf Th" C II lon, 1S IS 10 owed by the 

dissemination of the solution to the receivers Thus in this m d I th ' , " 0 e , e recel ver I a pa I e 

partner so far as the identification of the problem or the design and development f the 

solution to the problem is concerned. In practice, what actually occurs is a chain of 

activities through which farming ideas and practices are developed and te ted in the 

research plots and then channeled to extension services for dissemination to farmer 

(Monu, 1994), 

The Research, Development and Diffusion model has been credited with the miracle of the 

'Green Revolution' . However, it is this very 'success' that generated the critici m aga in t 

the RDD model. While the 'Green Revolution' technologies led to dramatic increa e in 

crop yields, most of the beneficiaries were large-scale resource-rich farmers. The mall 

scale resource-poor farmers fell behind further. In addition, these technologies were not 

sensitive to the environment. It has been argued that the results of the adoption of the 

'Green Revolution' tec1mologies reveal the inadequacy of the RDD model especiall y as it 

applies to the resource-poor farm families. 

Although there have been several criticisms of the RDD model (Roling, 1989; Merrillsands 

and D 1997· M - 1982) perhaps the most thorough and comprehensive rev iew of ean1, ,onlt, , 

this model has come from Chambers and Ghildyal (1985) and Chambers and Jiggins 

(1987). 
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First unlike the practice within industry the RDD model does not d·fe t· b 
' , I leren late et e n 

output-oriented science and client-oriented technology. In industry, scienti st are train d in 

market research. In addition, the scientists are encouraged to use method which w uld 

enhance responsiveness to user concerns. On the other hand, the RDD model is output­

oriented and leads to a situation where scientists develop the technology and then expect 

the extension service to sell it to be researched. The scientists then design and conduct the 

experiments ·under controlled conditions on experimental farms and laboratorie and pa 

on the results to the extension service for transfer to farmers. Since resource-poor fa rm r 

are not part of the pressure groups which influence the research agenda, most of what i 

researched and the recommendations emanating from the research are often inappli cable to 

their situation. 

Agricultural scientists who operate within the RDD model are committed to the model 

because of the education and training they receive, funding and influence of government 

and commercial organizations, the research methodology associated with the RDD and the 

professional and personal rewards and incentives the scientists receive (Chambers and 

Jiggins, 1987). 

on "leamI·ng .crom above and teaching to below" and this is The training is modeled 11 

.. d ith scientific method and detail. The 
reinforced by the curriculum whIch IS concerne w 

1 d 10 ment and how to learn from fanners. 
training contains very little about techno ogy eve p 

RDD del are government and commer ial 
Other sources of reinforcement for the mo 

rcial organizations are more likel to gi e 
funding and influences. Government and comme 
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support to export cash crops and/or commercial food crops Th' h' . . IS emp aSls on com mer lal 

production directs attention to regions that have the natural C· ·· · resources IrrIgati on ra11lfa ll 

good soil) to support increased yields and to focus on resource-rich farmers wh co uld 

more readily take advantage of the technologies developed. 

The research methodology of the RDD model supports commercially oriented, re ource­

rich farmers. The RDD research methodology studies only a few variables which affect the 

farming system at a time. This type of methodology fits more the simplified cropping 

patterns of the resource-rich farmers (e.g., mono cropping).This type of methodology i 

unlikely to yield a comprehensive knowledge of the resource-poor farming systems. The 

scientist's support for the RDD model is also reinforced by the personal and proft i nal 

rew::1 rds received by the scientists. Rewards are based on output and not service. These are 

calc ulated in terms of publications in academic journals or how useful the finding are for 

commercial organizations. 

In addition to the above, Chambers and Jiggins (1987) suggest that a comparison of the 

phy"ical, social and economic conditions which exist on research stations with those of the 

resource-poor farmers would indicate that the technologies produced by the RDD model 

. . ' c: ers In most cases the research efforts are ~ . kely to be mappropnate for resource-poor Iarm . , 

ha\ . been concentrated on the individual (mostly the male head of the family) as the unit 

. AC'. · en contribute a greater portion of the 
of analysis. This ignores the fact that III Inca, wom 

. . as women are completely in control of 
laho'.l r required in agriculture. Indeed, III certaIll are 

fo ('. : Droduction. 
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Furthermore, using the farm family as the unit of analysis (rather than indi idual all \ 

us to examine the distinct roles and multiple goals of individual 'th' h ~ r.. • 
S WI In t e Jarm famIly In 

addition to the recognition that farming is only one of several strategies within th farm 

famil y economy. It also enables us to analyze how the farm family adju ts to dim rent 

demands in order to satisfy its mUltiple goals which may compete with one anoth r at 

times. 

Finally, the RDD model fits well with the principles of bureaucratic organization which 

characterize most of the agricultural research institutes/centers in Africa. uch 

organizations are normally characterized by close adherence to formal procedure a 

centrally administered control system with a hierarchical structure within which one' 

authority is a function of hislher position and organizational rank. Organizational 

procedures are specifically designed to limit varied responses to individual or group 

demands since such variations are seen as interfering with the rational functioning of the 

organization. 

2.2.2. Farming Systems Research and Extension Model 

. dE' (FSRE) approach was largely developed in The f 3rmmg Systems Research an xtenslOn 

reaction to the RDD model. 

. I if th farmers ' experience and their 
The concept FSRE explicitly recognizes the va ue 0 e 

. . . te ies fior improving the productivity of 
traditional experimentatlOn as mputs mto stra g 

existing farming systems (Gilbert and Winch, 1980:14). 
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In this approach, there are four successive stages in the research process: de cripti n 

design, testing and extension. The description or diagnostl'c stage is undertaken 

understand the constraints, flexibility and needs within the f:arml'ng systems. Thi 

information is then fed into designing, testing and extending improved technologie and 

strategies. Norman and Gilbert (1982) have identified five attributes of the F 

approach: 

1. The objectives of the farm families are incorporated into the research proce 

This involvement of the farmers ensures the use of evaluation criteria that will be 

relevant to them. 

2. Efforts are made to take into account community and social needs. For example 

satisfying the short-run needs of individual farm families could lead, in the long-

run, to the degradation of natural resources and increased inequalities in welfare 

distribution. In addition, by involving farmers, the approach draws on the pool of 

knowledge in the group and thereby enables the researcher to start with the strength 

of the system, thus minimizing the time spent on 'rediscovering the wheel ' . 

3. The strategy recognizes the location, and specifics of the technical and human 

element. This means that for research purposes, the farm population is divided into 

. 11 h he and indeed the extensionist to homogeneous sub-groups. ThiS a ows t e researc r 

deal with a group of farmers with similar farming activities, social customs, and 

access to support systems, comparable marketing opportunities and resource 

endowment. 
. . with links in both direction among 

4. The process used is dynamic and mteractlve, 

farmers researchers and extensionists. , 
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5. Finally, unlike the Research, Development d D'ffu . 
an 1 SlOn approach the F 

approach is concerned with the entire f:ann' 
mg system. Thus, it can dea l \ ilh 

technical and non-technical or institutional issues. 

The FSRE approach is, thus, more holistic than the RDD model Thr h 
. oug system anal 

three subsystems are delineated. These are the Research Subsy t (th ' t: . s em e Int'onnatl n 

technology generating system), the Extension Subsystem and the User ub y tern 

(fanners). These subsystems are envisaged to be in interaction with each other thr ugh ut 

all the stages from description or diagnosis stage to the extension stage. 

Clearly the FSRE model has a number of advantages over the RDD model. As Acker and 

Sungusia suggest: 

The farming systems perspective (FSP) identifies farmers' most (pressing) problems and 

best expansion opportunities and the appropriate technology to solve those problem and 

better exploit those opportunities. By this process it focuses attention on to 

recommendations most likely to be rapidly absorbed by local farmers, enhancing the cost 

effectiveness of research and extension efforts (1986: 172). 

However, the available evidence indicates that the practitioners of the FSRE model ha e 

fallen short of their theoretical model. Although scientists have succeeded in working ith 

f: . .' t t d from the farmers and their armers in diagnosis and testing "[ ----] mformatIOn IS ex rac e . 

f: . . d 'b for the farmers [-----] the k arms and analyzed by scientIsts to dIagnose an prescn es 

d '. . ith the scientists' (Chamb r and eCISlOns about what to try and what to do remam w 

Jiggins, 1987:45). 
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Secondly, the FRSE model assumes a multi-disciplinary 11 b' . 
co a oratIon. ThJS co p rati n 

between social scientists and agricultural scientists is hard to come b 
y. A Rh de 

(1983 :2) have observed: 

Difference in perception and role definition between biologl'cal and . I . . 
SOCIG sClentl IS re ull 

in a mutual respect that is miserably low ... the upstart of this disciplinary tribalism (i ~ Ihal 

social and biological scientists tend to line up on opposite sides of Ihe fence alld Ihr \ 

spears. 

Perhaps this ' tribal warfare' could be partly attributed to the fact that the conventi nal 

methods of social investigation have not produced the relevant, useful and timely 

information required. In the desire of social scientist to have a comprehensive databa e the 

agricultural scientist could be frustrated with the endless process of socioeconornjc data 

collection. 

It is further argued that like the RDD, the FSRE lack "explicit focus on resource-poor 

farmers" since resource-rich farmers is seen as better informants and better collaborator . 

These resource-rich farmers who have resource for experiment with the technology being 

developed are also seen as the most effective group for diffusion. This means that rno t f 

the on-farm trials that are undertaken use resource-rich farmers as collaborator wh e 

. . farmers who form the maj rity f condItIOns are very different from the resource-poor , 

African farmers . 
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2.2.3. Farmers -First and Last Model 

Chambers and Ghidyal ( 1985) and Chambers and Jiggins (1987) . 
argue that In rd r t 

increase farmers' participation in the research process and to make the re earch m re 

relevant to resource-poor farmers (RPF), a change in the formulation of the FSRE m del i 

required, Their model is referred to as the Farmer-First and Last (FFL) model. The m del 

starts: 

[----1 not with scientists and their perceptions and priorities, but with RPF famili S 

and theirs', It begins with a systematic process of scientists learning from and 

understanding RP F families, their resource needs and problems. The main fi LIS of 

research and learning is the resource-poor farm, rather than the research station and 117 

laboratory. Research problems and priorities are identified by the needs and opportullili ,s 

of the farm family rather than by the professional preferences of the scientists. Th 

research station and the laboratory have referral and consultancy role, secondary to, and 

serving, the RP F family. The criterion of excellence is not the rigor of on-station or in 

laboratory research, but the more rigorous test of whether new practices spread amon the 

resource-poor (Chambers and Ghigyal, 1985:45). 

According to Chambers and Jiggins (1987), the ecological and social complexity and 

d· , ,c.' t d mand two simplifications, namel Iversity of resource-poor farmers larmmg sys em e 

large-scale surveys and massive multi-dimensional data analysis and reduction of 

d ffi t these simpljfication dependence on multi-disciplinary teams, In or er to e ec 
the 

. , bl RPF families themselve to idenli 
SCIentIsts should " .. , directly encourage and ena e 

, . d J' ' 1987'112) pnonty research issues" (Chambers an 199ms, ' ' 
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The eight major elements of the model which, together, lead to what Chanlber and 

Ghilyal describe as reversals of explanation learning and I . , ocahon are: 

1. Research priorities and conduct are detennined . I b 
mam y y the need pr bl m 

perceptions and environment of farmers. 

2. The crucialleaming that takes place is the scientl'sts Ie . c. f: armng Hom armer . 

3. The role of the farmers is that of a client and professional colleague at the arne 

time. 

4. The role of the scientist is that of a consultant and a collaborator. 

5. The main research and development location is the farmer's field and 

conditions. 

6. The physical features of research and development are mainly determined y 

farmers ' needs and preferences. 

7. The explanation of non-adoption of innovation is sought in fann-Ievel re ource 

failure of scientists to learn from farmers and research station constraints. 

8. The evaluation of the innovation is done through adoption by farmers. 

The FFL model has been criticized to be "extreme farmer-centric" (Farrington and Martin, 

1988:21). It is argued that scientists and the scientific method have a more important role 

to play in the technology development process than suggested by the FFL model. 

However, others would argue that this "farmer-centric" view is justified if onl to 

. f oor fanners in the re earch emphasIze the importance of the involvement 0 resource-p 

process. 
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Despite the fact that the FFL model has provided a number of excellent 
1 

improve farmer participation in the research process all the reco d ' 
, mmen atlOn cann t 

adopted in a wholesale manner (Baker et al. 1991). According to Frankenberger ( I 2 

farmer-articulated demands tend to relate to short-term priorities. Thus an exclu i e fI 1I 

on farmer priorities could lead to over-concentration of research on issues related t 

term benefits, and to the neglection of those issues that would deal with long-term benefit 

hence sustainable option systems. 

Secondly, it should be recognized that even among resource-poor farm familie , there are 

inter-and intra-differences in household priorities in terms of gender roles, geographical 

location of villages. These differences must be taken into account in deciding which and 

how farmers would be involved in the research process. 

Finally, the attempt by the FFL proponents to give greater control of the research proce 

to farmers is likely to be resisted by most national agricultural systems which are u ed to 

the RDD model. Thus, an educational program is needed to convince the researcher in 

these institutions. In some cases compromise may be needed to gain acceptance of greater 

farmer involvements in the research process. 
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2.3. Theoretical Background of Farmer Partl" t R clpa ory esearch 

The tenn fanner participatory research was coined b F . 
Y arnngton and artin In 

1987(Selener, 1997). The approach has also been called i::ann b k ~ 
Ii er- ac to-J armer r ar h 

fanner-first and last research and participatory technology development by dir~ rent 

proponents of the approach (Selener, 1997; Monu, 1997 and Chambers and Jiggin 

A basic tenet of this approach is that agricultural technology must emerge fr m the 

farmers ' needs as they identify them. Fanners conduct experiments and va luate th 

appropriateness of a technology on the basis of their own criteria. 

Farmer participatory research emerged as a response to the generation of inappr priate 

technologies by scientists at research stations whose work was based on the Tran [er- f-

Technology Model (Chambers and Jiggins, 1989).Those working in this field begaJ1 t 

develop a series of new research approaches that would result in technologies that would 

be beneficial to, and therefore adopted by, small fanners (ibid). 

The Transfer- of -Technology model was predominant in the 1950s, and 1960s. The fact 

that small fanners did not adopt the technology packages developed at research tation led 

researchers to conclude that farmers were backward or ignorant, and that the key to ue e 

. . . (S 1 1997) Thus the training and lay III creating a better system of extensIOn servIce e ener, . , 

visit system of Agricultural Extension was widely implemented (ibid). 
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In the 1970s and early 1980s, non-adoption still a probl . 
, em, was attnbuted to 

occurring at the farm level. Farming Systems Research ar 
ose as a respon e emph izin 

research at the farm level to diminish constraints to the adoption of new techno I i . 

Finally, in the 1990s, some researchers came to believe that the problem wa n t th 

farmers , but the inappropriate technologies they were being encouraged to adopt. Thi 

marked the emergence and gradual evolution of farmer participatory re earch nd 

approaches aimed at creating appropriate technology for small farmers ( hamb r and 

Jiggins, 1989). 

Both farmers' and researchers' knowledge are crucial in coming up with technologie that 

fit local environment and circumstances. Chambers and Ghildyal (1985) put that the 

criterion of excellence is not the rigor of an on- station or in-laboratory research r ield 

in research station or resource-rich farmer conditions, but the more rigorou te t of 

whether new practices spread among the resource-poor. 

For technical, environmental, political, and socio-economic reasons, the agricultural clen e 

have had little to offer small, resource-poor farmers (Selener, 1997). Farmer participato 

. . ., 'able solution to the problem f research has emerged III response to thIS SItuatIOn as a VI 

developing appropriate technology. 

F vI'ew the lack of interaction between re ear her and armer participatory researchers 

~ . th thods earlier developed. To C rr t lhi 
lanners as one of the principal weaknesses In e me 

defiCiency, proponents of this approach propose in collaborative work 
ith faml r l 
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identify their most urgent agricultural problems d d I 
an eve opment of appr pri t 

technologies at the farm level. As a result researchers learn b 
' a out an array f int rr lt d 

matters at the farm level that need to be considered in the d I . 
eve opment or adaptatl n f 

technologies. This process involves tapping into the farmers ' own agricultural kn 

(Trauger, 2008). In the process, researchers come to appreciate and respect small fa rm r . 

The challenge for development workers, researchers, and farmers is to de ign aJ1d u 

research methodologies that ensure the development and adoption of improved agri ultural 

technologies to create sustainable agricultural production that will benefi t the re ur e - p r 

farmer. 

One of the principal tenets underlying farmer participatory research is that fa rmer a l 

rationally in using resources available to achieve their production needs. Farmer manage a 

complex set of biological processes which transform these resources into useful pr duct , 

either for home consumption or sale. 

Decision about crop and livestock production, and the methods and timing of culti ati n 

husbandry and harvesting are determined not only by physical and biological con traio t but 

. . . . ' 1 d r factors that make up the larger also by economIC, soclO-polItlCal, mfrastructura an po ICY 

milieu within which farmers operate. 

h . t researchers assume that farm r In undertaking a farmer participatory researc proJec , 

. ' and their environment and ha a 
possess indigenous knowledge of theIr farmmg systems 

. d d trengthened for technolog d el pm nl 
capaCity for experimentation that must be use an s 
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(Selener, 1997). Monu (1997) portrays indigenous knowled . . ' 
ge systems as con I tlng f: "Th 

theories, beliefs, practices and technologies that all people' II ' 
s In a times and pia e ha 

elaborated without direct inputs from the modern fonnal scientific establishment . 

Indigenous knowledge has been regarded as backward and irrational by researcher wh rei 

on science based knowledge. However, the fact that scientists are unaware of the ientifi 

value, principle or explanation for a practice does not mean said practices or kn wledge d 

not work well for fanners, nor that they lack a scientific basis. It just might be that n n 

has conducted a research on traditional farming practices. 

According to Chambers and Jiggins (1987) this is due at least in part to the dependence [ 

officials and experts on scientific knowledge to legitimize their superior status and in the 

process pull down indigenous technical knowledge. Scientists often do not allow farmer t 

participate in the generation of new technical knowledge and agricultural practices. Tbu the 

task of scientists involved in fanner participatory research is to engage fanners in re earcb s 

that the latter will gain confidence and knowledge (ibid). 
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2.4. Types of Farmers' Participation in Agricultural Research 

In a swnmary of the findings of study by Merrill- Sands 1989 and Bi 

four distinct types of farmers' participation: 

nl in 

a) Contract participation: Scientists contract with ~armer 
ti to pr ide input , 1< n r 

services. In this approach, the farmers' role is passive and parti ipali n i n I n 

explicit objective. The investigating researchers manage the trial th m 

to maintain tight control over the variables. Multi-Iocati n te tin 

example of contract participation. Although this mode cann t 

considered as client-oriented research, it may form an important c I11p n nt 

efforts. 

b) Consultative Participation: Scientists consult farmers about pr I ' /11 <U1d Ih'l1 

develop solutions. This type of participation has been likened t the "d I [-

patient" relationship. Researchers use formal and infonnal urv 

farming systems and diagnose priority problems. They then de ign xperimen 

test various solutions or to better understand identified problem . Tb mpha j 

on adapting technology to the socioeconomic as well as the a r - . al 

conditions facing the farmers. They involve farmers mostly in the di agn an 

later in the evaluation of proposed solutions (Selener, 1997). 

c) Collaborative Participation: Scientists and farmers collaborate partn r in th 

research process. This approach, which involves more inten i 

interaction. Researchers actively draw on farmers ' knowled 

. . . 'd'fi d tral'nts Regular meetin 
III seekmg solutIOns to I entI Ie cons . 

~ understand current farmin g pra ti larmers and researchers to 
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among research problems develop potent'al I . 
, I so utlOn , m nit 

review results. 

d) Collegiate Participation: Scientists work to strengthen raml r' In 

and development systems in rural areas. The emphasi i 
n In rc in th ilit 

of farmers to carry out research on their own, as well a n III 

services from the formal research system. This mode r parti 

with large-scale commercial producers, but Ie s C 111m n \ ith r 

farmers. 

These various types of farmers' participation are not mutually ex lui e. 

are appropriate for different institutional settings and for different re ear h pr bl 'm ' un 

objectives. Researchers can use them together or sequentially (Bigg . ar a ' and 

Arnst 1992). 

2.5. Patterns of Participation in Participatory Research 

Participatory research has received an increasing level of attention as a mean f 'ahan in I 

the relevance and impact of research. Parkes and Panelli (200 I) (cited in Jakku, 

note that participatory research involves "forms of inquiry where r ear h r ill 

researched population form collaborative relations in order to id nti 

mutually conceived issues or problems through cycles of research '. 

and d re 

Participatory research can take a variety of different forms in tenn 

how and when and who decides about what, how and when. In an , 

research activity, usually more than one form is employed (ibid . 
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2.6. Socio-Demographic and Economic Characteristics 

2.6.1. Age 

Many studies about participation on social and economic a ti iti h v 
m h 1/ 

relationship of participation with age (Delos Reyes, \990). In th di fer nl I. 

th 

there is the tendency for an individual to categorize activitie appr priate I Ih I. 

Age is one of the intermediate variables through which culture and w ri d 

the behavior of people (Seyoum, 1990, cited in KCTE, \998). 

Delos Reyes (1990) pointed out that young people participate m re in ial a ti iti \: than 

do their adult counterparts especially where gain is seen at a di tan . The adu lt 1' l1d I 

involved with economic rather than social activities, as the priority chan \ ilh I . an 

responsibilities in life. 

2.6.2. Household Size 

The study conducted by Gomez (1999) cited in Abaynesh (2002) howed that famler \ illl 

bigger famil ies had a greater tendency to adapt to the recommended culturaJ pra Ii 

greater proportion of low adapters had smaller families. Bigger famjlie mean ha in 

members to do farm work and more people to facilitate adoption of inn ali 

Household size was found to be an important factor in participating in farmin 

In another study, Bascug (1981) cited in Abaynesh (2002), hou ehold 

related to securing capital for farm operation. 
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2.6.3. Educational Attainment 

Education is the process of "becoming someone", it involve 

attitude, values and experiences. Education starts with awar n 
n lhr 1I h ill 

transfer to active participation. It improves culture and make chan dll al i n 

motivates people and enables them to do things for them elves (K 

Education is a factor that symbolizes qualities to take part in rgani zati n. Iii hi 

persons are more active than those with low education (KeT 

higher the educational attainment, the higher participation in every ta f d 

project could be expected. 

Education offers a highly reliable correlation with participation becall e it htd p de >1 p a 

sense of civic duty, political competence, interest and re ponsibility a \ °11 a 

characteristics of self-confidence, dominance, interest, re pon ibilit and art i lI lat 0/1 ' 

(Gregorio, 1990 as cited by Abaynesh, 2002). 

Numerous studies have shown a significant relationship betw n dll ati n an 

participation. Apinantara (1980 cited by Thau, 2001) for in tance Ii lind that mem 

with high educational attainment tended to participate more 10 
iati n a ti vi li 

h b h wn to be related t Education or educational attainment as een s 0 

extension activities (Thau, 2001). 
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2.6.4. Farm Size 

Farm size affects the household labor allocation patterns and land u 
pall rn I h u, 

cited in Abaynesh, 2002). Fann size or land size is a base for agri ultur I pr du ti n < nd it 

is one of the factors that determine participation in production. In encral ann r \\ ilb 

small lands suffer from low income (Fujimto, 1993 cited by Thau 200 I . 

Small farm owners often engage in intense cropping pattern and u e ramil 10 r 'r 

effectively to meet household food needs. Attachment to the land i J n raIl 

this usually results in broader contribution to community improvement rural d 

and economic progress. But this holds only true if the small holder ha e equal a 

water, credit, additional land, knowledge related improved agricultural mt!th d' and thl:f 

requirements for successful fanning operations (Leymann, 1993). 
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2.7. Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework is designed to analyze farmer 
parti ip Ii 11 in 

participatory research in the Fanner Research Group approach. In plannin ' 

development, the proponents of Fanner Participatory Research (FPR) 

as a process where "The fanner acts as a subject who investigate mea ur and III i in 

collaboration with researchers" (Ashby et al. 1987 cited in Selener I 7:4 . 

The framework highlights the information necessary and the proce by hi h P ni irant 

and non-participant fanners in FRGs are assessed. 

In order for agricultural research to properly address farmers' bi I i 31 and . J -

economic constraints, the Ethiopian Agricultural Research Sy tern 

promote participatory research approaches to develop technologie with farm er a ti > 

involvement (MARC, 2008). 

In the context of rural development, change in ways of adapting tecbn I g dep nd n 

the patterns and extent in farmers' participatory research in the agricultural te hn 

. th d development program such as the Fanner Research Groups, and farmer 10 tu 

in general. The farmers' participation and patterns of participation in Farm r Re ar h 

Groups may be determined by many factors, such as: 

. . d 'c characteristics ag 1. SoclO-demographlc an economl 

educational attainment, farm size, and sex). 

d 't ia ofrecruitrnent ~ r 
2. Type of the participatory research, an cn er 
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CHAPTER THREE 

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA 

This part introduces the geographical and socio-economic sett' f h 
mgs 0 t e study area. It 

contains the description of location, topography, climate, household, and acce to land 

and agricultural practices in the study area. 

3.1. Location, Topography and Climate 

Adama Woreda is one of the districts in Oromia Regional State located in southern part f 

East Shewa Zone in south of Adama town to the north of Awash River where tbe ri er 

forms a natural boundary between East Shewa and Arsi Zones. The woreda cover a t tal 

land area of 96020 hectares (A W AO, 2007). 

The topography of the woreda is almost plain bisected by rivers, and small hill . In 

general, the altitude in the woreda ranges from 1400 to 2300 above sea level. Awash i a 

major river, with a potential for irrigation development in the Woreda. The river has been 

exploited in both traditional and modem irrigation (including tbe new irrigati n 

implemented this year (2008/9) by Wonji Sugar Factory to produce sugarcane). 

I b d 'Weine-dega' (moderate . n general, the Woreda's 92 percent climate can e terrne as 

According to the Woreda agricultural office's documents (WAO, 2008) there i 

. . . . . W d According to East She a Z n 
lilslgmficant percent of Dega (wet) climate m the ore a. 
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Planning and Economic Development Department (2002'19) th Ad 
. e ama W r da I \J / 

gets insufficient amount of rainfall. The annual rainy season is from June t 

while April and May are months of short rain. Accordingly, farmers in th 

prepare land for new crops to be planted during the months of April, May and lun . 

The agro-ecological zone of Adama Woreda is not yet established. On the ther hand 

informants I divide the agro-ecological zone of the Woreda on the basis of oil t p and 

cropping patterns. As a result of agricultural extension and research inter enti n 

Melkassa Agricultural Research Center, farmers focus on horticulture (fruit and 

vegetables), crops (lowland pulse, sorghum, millet, maize, and teft). According t th 

Adama Woreda Agricultural Office (2008), there are three types of soils categ ri zed a 

red, brown and black in the Woreda. 

3.2. Household Organization and Function 

Household in the study area is almost a production, reproduction and consumption unjt. 

The production practices, property management, rearing of children and consumpti n ar 

based on the household structures. Household in the Woreda tends to assume the form f 

nuclear family. As a result, most households consist of spouses, children and in om cas 

hired laborers. 

3.3. Access to Land an Overview 

. rarian country like Ethjopi a. B ~ re th 
Land is the socio-economic foundatIOn for any ag 

. W da as elsewhere in Ethiopia 
fall of Haile Selassie's regime, land III the ore , 

communal land ownershj p ac 
owned by land lords. Although there was 
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informants
2
, land was not equally shared among the 

COrporate group . few indi idu I 

possessed the largest portion in a COrporate group b' f" . 
Y virtue 0 p htl al nd 

powers. 

The systems of landownership in the study area are: communal and PrJ at 
I n 

ownership. Grazing land, mountains and other uncultivable land under 
I1ll1lun I I nd 

ownership, whereas the privately cultivated land under private owner hip th uhland i 0 

state property by law. 

3.4. Agricultural Practices: An Overview 

Agriculture in Adama Woreda is a combination of crop, vegetable fruit pr du ti n an 

animal husbandry. Each household has an initial endowment such as land altJe and ther 

household property from parents. On the basis of these resources, each h u eh Jd plan. 

manages and conducts agricultural practices independently and/or with co- perati n f 

other households and hired labour on contractual and reciprocal basis. 

Agricultural activities (crop production) could easily be described in ea n . Th 

informants3 of this study divided agricultural activities into rainy and dry eas 11 . But it i 

difficult to establish a clear-cut line of the three agricultural seasons from th 

natures of different crops. The three agricultural seasons have guided the rh run 

life. 
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3.5. Calendar of Agricultural Operation 

Agriculture in the Woreda is almost rain-fed and some I ' " 
re y on lIT! atl n fr 111 Ih !\ \\ a ... h 

River. The crucial task is carried out in Kiremt (rainy sea on), It i 
p ri \\h n 

intensive cultivation, sowing, weeding and other activitl'es are pe C d If I ' rtorm , 11 rain I n 

in May, intensive cultivation and sowing will be started and c ntinucd until rI 

September. This is the time that makes households very busy, 

The second period, which extends from September to late January i Mahicr har elin 

season), It is a period when harvesting, collecting, threshing, and st ring ar p r nn 'd , 

These seemingly separate tasks are done in most cases side by side, The v r dim ult to 

is harvesting and threshing. These start in early September and end in early JaJJuar ' 

The third season is Bega (dry season) when both agriculture laborer aJJd x ' o t3k> 

relative annual rest. It starts from almost late January and continues to earl Ma , But 

people said that it is not a period of rest in the strict sense of the term, A nwnber f 

economic activities are performed. Agricultural implements are supervi ed read ' u t 

prepared, and minor cultivation of the plot in the mornings and evenjng are arri d ut. 

01 . . . th's time The ne h u eh I d houses are mamtamed or replaced by a new one III J ' 

construct their independent house. A plan action of about the proce 

f ss to input and contractual labor agreement, the arrangement 0 acce 
ntr 1 al 

agreements for access to land are done in this period. 
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3.6. Farmer Research Groups Background 

Farmer research groups (FRGs) in Adama Woreda is one of FR 

established jointly by Ethiopian Institute of Agrl· It I R cu ura e ear h 

Agricultural Research Institute (OARI), Melkassa Agricultural Resear h 

and Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) for five year fr m 2 

FRGs of Adama Woreda has been operating in thirty seven peasant admin i trati 

are funded by JICA. The program components of FRGs are cIa ified int ~ ur m . r 

categories, namely: 

1. Creating sustainable livelihoods 

2. Increasing production and productivity of food crops 

3. Establishing drought coping farming system and 

4. Enhancing the income of vegetable growing FRGs. 

The concept of FRG as fanners ' participatory research approach was flr t intr du 'd t 

Adarna Woreda by Melkassa Agricultural Research Center (MAR ) and Jal an 

International Cooperation Agency (JICA). When it was introduced, di fferent pe I I 

different meanings to FRG. For instance, some said FRG is a group of pe pie \ b d 

just similar activities to what researchers do in their ordinary job, while other nid it i 

group of people who focus on "transfer-of-technology" (Elias, 2004:30). 

A . . d development worker s time went by and awareness Improve , many 
he 

. ·fi t role in rural de eI ment in 
came to recognize that FRGs could playa slgm lcan 

and in participatory technology development process in particular. 
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FRGs in Adama Woreda have group identifications s h 
uc as, name and type of a ti itie In 

which the group is engaged and group categories of sex d' . 
, e ucahon and SOClo-e n mi 

status, While forming the groups, care has been taken in proxl' 't d' , 
ml y, Iver Ity of a t r 

(male and females) and interest of farmers, 

The process of FROs formation and establishment involves various steps which arc 

summarized as follow: 

1. Situation analysis: Where existing scenarios are assessed and opportunitie a well 

as gaps identified, 

2, Forming groups: Based on the result of the situation analysis, groups are form d 11 

particular problem area, Membership in a particular group is mainly dependent 11 

the interest of the farmer to work on a problem the group is formed to solve. 

3, Planning and designing activities: The groups sit together to analyze acti vitie et 

time table, establish group norms, design experiments and share responsibilitie . 

4, Implementation: The group implements activities planned in previous stages. 

5, Monitoring and evaluation: The group follows up, monitors, and evaluate the 

implementation of the planned activities, 

" 'II h 't experience with other farmer 6, Sharmg results wIth others: The group WI s are I s 

and FROs, 

id 
F f: fi m the same social class to a 
armer Research Oroups were composed of armers ro 

d' , ak' behavior of different classe . 
Ifference in interest, resources, vision and fIsk t mg 
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On average the number of member farmers in a given FRG is 25 I: . 

larmers In th tud ar 
(FRG 2008). The group size is believed to facilitate innovation . 

' process In general nd 

daily routine in particular. The functions of FRGs are often framed to on-farm a ti it i 

such as observation, discussion, analysis, taking appropriate action on on-farm a ti itic . 

This is done through organizing workshops, seminars, trainings and field days. 

Strong leadership is crucial in forming and maintaining a cohesive farmer gr up with 

consistent and innovative objectives. Hence, farmers are encouraged to elect their Icad r 

i.e. chairperson, and secretary. Apart from their day-to-day duties and function the 

committee members serve to playa major role in creating liaison with external 'upp rters 

and facilitators. 

For group work frequent meeting is critical and this has to be manifested in tbe rule and 

regulations of the group. Meeting dates, time, and place should be notified in advance and 

all group members need to be informed. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

This chapter presents data analysis, interpretation and discussions of the re ult r Ih 

study. 

4.1. Socio-Demographic and Economic Characteristics of Respondents 

The summary of the distribution of respondents by socio-demographic and e n 011 

characteristics such as age, sex, educational attainment, household size and marital talu i 

presented below. The respondents are classified in terms of their associati n with th 

Farmer Research Groups (FRGs) as participants or non-participants to facilil3l 

comparison between the two groups. 

Table - 2. Distributions of Respondents by Sex and FRGs Affiliation 

FRGs AFFILIATION 

Participant Non- participant Total 

Sex 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Male 49 81 48 80 96 0 

Female 11 19 12 20 24 20 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 
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From the total respondents the majority (80 percent) are males while the rernainin 

females. The percentage of male and female in FRGs participant and non-participant al 1m I Ihl 

same with percentage in the total respondents. 

Table -3. Distributions of Respondents by Age Group and FRGs Affiliation 

FRGs AFFILIATION 

Age Group (in year) Participant Non- participant Total 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency (Yo 

20-30 12 20 9 15 20 17 

31-40 8 , l3 18 30 26 22 

41-50 24 40 6 10 30 2 

51-60 10 16 12 20 22 

61-70 6 11 15 25 29 18 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 
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Table- 4. Distribution of Respondents by Household S' d F 
lze an RGs Affiliation 

FRGs AFFILIATION 

Household Size Participant Non-participant 

1-3 

4-6 

7-9 

10-1 2 

Total 

Frequency 

1 

42 

14 

3 

60 

Source: Author' s Survey 

% Frequency 

2 

70 

23 

5 

100 

13 

33 

14 

60 

% 

22 

55 

23 

100 

Total 

Frequency 

14 

75 

28 

3 

120 

% 

The respondents ' household size ranged from 1 to 12 persons. Seventy five percent f 

them have from 1 to 6 family members. The average household size of the respondent 

five. 

Table-5. Distribution of Respondents by Educational Attainment and FRGs 

Affiliation 

FRGs AFFILIATION 

Educational Attainment Participant Non- participant Total 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

No formal Education 14 23 34 57 48 40 

Attained Formal Education 46 77 26 43 72 0 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 

Source: Author' s Survey 
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In tenns of their educational attainment, sixty percent (60%) of the t tal rc p n 

gone through schooling while the remaining 40 percent of the re p nd nt 

attained fonnal education. Seventy seven (77%) of FROs participant rc p nd nt h \ 

fonnal education. The remaining 23 percent of FROs Participant ha e n t 

fonnal schooling and therefore do not have formal education. Fifty e en p r nt 

participants of FRGs have no formal education while the remaining 43 percent he n11 I 

education. 

Table -6. Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status and FRGs Affiliation 

FRGs AFFILIATION 

Participant Non- participant Total 

Marital Status Frequency % Frequency % Frequency "I" 
Single 2 3 6 10 7 

, 
Married 47 79 38 64 85 71 

Widowedler 4 6 5 8 9 7 

Divorced 7 12 11 18 19 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 

Source: Author's Survey 

. d Th emaining 16 7, and 6 per The majority (71 %) of respondents are marne. e r , n ar 

divorced, widowed and single respectively. 
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Table -7. Distribution of Respondents by Size ofF 
arm Land and FRGs Affiliation 

FRGs AFFILlA TJON 

Size of Farm Land Participant Non- participant Total 
(In hectares) Frequency % Frequency % Frequenc % 

Landless 4 6 4 3 
0.25- 0.50 4 6 5 
0.51-1.00 2 4 7 12 10 
1.1-2.00 4 6 12 20 14 

2.1 - 3.00 24 40 14 24 8 
3.1-4.00 17 29 11 19 2 4 

>4.1 12 20 8 12 20 17 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 

Among participant respondents, there was no who was landless wnile 6 per ent f n n­

participant respondents were landless; On other hand, 73 percent of all the re nden 

owned relatively large farm land (more than two hectares) wnile the remaining 4 p' r ent 

had small farm land (two hectares or l~ss). It is observed from the Table- 7 that the avera 

land holding of the respondents was 2.683 hectares. 

According to informants4, the farmers in the study area have different me hanj m th I 

allow them to use the land through different forms of local arrangement . 

(Irtaa) , rent (Kiraa) , purchase (Bittaa), gift (Kennaa) and inheritance Dhaala at 

different forms of access to land. But the most important forms of acce t land r 

cropping, and to some extent rent and purchase. Those who have horta e f Ian 

plough land by using one of these accesses to land. 
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Sharecropping is a local fonn of contractual agreement to plough and u I nd u uali 
n 

annual basis. This is a widely practiced form of access to land in th th 

who have no oxen or weak oxen use to share crop out their land t \\ h 

have more oxen but less land or no land. Such form of land arrangem nt i m d t\\ n 

the one who share crops in the land and the one who share crop ut the land . In rm nl. 

said that they could plough more than their personal land holding. 

4.2. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Researchers 

Table - 8. Researchers Characteristics (N = 20) 

Characteristics Freguency % Characteristics Freguency % 

Age Research Experience 

20-30 3 25 1-5 years 8 4 

31-40 9 45 6-10years 10 

41-50 4 20 11-15 years 

51-60 2 10 16-20years 

Total 20 100 Total 20 100 

Mean 37 years Mean - 8years 

Educational Attainment 

Diploma 4 20 

First level Degree 5 25 

Second Degree 6 30 

PhD 5 25 

Thtal 20 100 

Source: Author's Survey 
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The majority (70 percent) of the researchers are below 40 y ar 

years. Eighty percent (80%) have obtained first degree and ab 

and 60 percent have above 6 years of experience in agricultural re 

8 years for all. 

4.3. Relationship of Variables 

4.3.1. Socio-Demographic and Economic Characteristics 

f a e \! ilh rn '. n 

in di 

The socio-demographic and economic characteristics of the resp ndent 

household size, educational attainment, marital status, sex, ize f faml land and 111 'i r 

relationship with fanners' participation inFRGs were determined by hi - ' u< r ' phi ­

coefficient (when necessary) and point-biserial correlation analy i . Porticipati n r -f~ r t 

whether the fanners are engaged or involved in the FRGs in the tudy area. 

Age of Respondents. The point-biserial correlation technique is u ed here t t t UP 

relationship between age offarmers and their participation in FRGs. 
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Table - 9. Point-Biserial Correlation An I . ~ 
a YSIS or Age and Participation 

AGE 
GROUP 

P ARTICIP A nON STATU 

Participants Non- participants 

X X2 fl fIx fix2 X Xl ro ~ \ 

20 - 30 25 625 12 300 7500 25 625 9 ill ~ 12~ 

31 40 35 1225 8 280 9800 35 1225 18 630 220~ 

41 -50 45 2025 24 1080 48600 45 2025 6 270 121 ~ 

51 60 55 3025 10 550 30250 55 3025 12 660 li 

61 - 70 65 4225 6 390 25350 65 4225 15 975 (; ., 

I -- 11125 60 2600 121500 -- 11125 60 2 60 I ( C 

Source: ComputatIOn by the author' s 

rpb = - 0.158 see Appendix D 

The results of correlation analysis show that there was a sigruficant negati r lati n hi 

between age and participation in FRGs (r = -0.158). Hence the strength f 

weak as the value -0.158 is near to zero; the value, nonetheless, i telling that arm r 

below the mean age ( 45 years) participate more in FROs. 

The fact that Farmer Research Groups (FROs) participant fanner 
er 

than non-participants shows us they are at their better producti e 

and biologically. This tells that in different stage of life there i th 

individual to categorize activities appropriate to the age. 
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Household Size The point-biserial correlation te hn' . 
c Ique I al u cd h r ! I h 

relationship between household size of farm d " ers an participation in R . 

Table - 10. Point-Biserial Correlation Anal . ~ 
YSIS or Household lze and Participation 

PARTICIPATION STATUS 

HOUSEHOLD Participants 
SIZE 

Non-parti c ipu nt ~ 

XI Xl
2 fl fIxl fIXl l Xo X Ol f. fo. 0 

(midpoint) (midp in! 

1 3 2 4 1 2 4 2 4 13 26 

4 6 5 25 42 210 1050 5 25 33 16r -

7 9 8 64 14 112 896 8 64 14 11 2 

10 12 11 121 3 33 363 II J21 -- --

L -- -- 60 357 2313 -- -- 60 

Source. ComputatIOn by the author 

rpb == 0.23 1 see Appendix D 

The correlation analysis shows that the household size of farmers and parti ipati I1 in 

FRGs were positively correlated (r== 0.231). The strength of correlation i t ill extent 

moderate. Farmers who had larger household size were engaged m re in th 

Research Groups. The implication of this is that the more number of h u eh I m m 

in the household, the more farmers getting involved in the FRO. Thi uld 

deemed as a way of increasing their opportunity to have varied and m re pr du ti \ 
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Educational Attainment For this variable, the chi-square (x,2) te t f a 
n \\ U 

to see whether association exist or not between educational attainment 

participation in FRGs. Additionally, phi-coefficient (0 ) of corr lati n \ u Ih 

strength and direction of association between educational attainm nt and pe rt i ip Ii n. 

Table -11. Summary of Distribution of Respondents by Educational tatu 

Educational Status 

Participation No Formal Has Formal Total 
Status Education Education 

Participant 14(24) 46(36) 60 

Non-participant 34(24) 26(36) 60 

Column Total 48 72 120 

Source: Source: Author's Survey 

Null Hypothesis - (Ho) 

Educational attainment and participation in FROs are not related. 

Alternative Hypothesis - (HI) 

., t' . FROs are related. Educational attainment and partlclpa Ion III 
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Table - 12. Computation ofthe Value ofX2 

Observed Expected (0 E) 
Frequency (0) Frequency (E) 

14 24 -10 

46 36 10 

34 24 10 

26 36 -10 

LO 120 LE 120 

Source: Computation by the author's 

Degree of Freedom: d.f. = (2-1) (2-1) =1 

(0 - E) 2 

100 

100 

100 

100 

4.1 

2. 777 

4.1 

2.777 

-/= 13.887 

X2 (critical) = Tabulated value of X2 for 1 d. f. at 5% level of ignificance= .841 

Decision: Reject the null hypothesis (education and participation in FR ar n t related . 

Since, the null hypothesis is rejected6
, the alternative hypothe i i a pted . 

educational attainment of farmers and participation in FRGs are dependent r J t d . 

Strength of association between educational attainment and participali n 

calculated value of Phi-coefficient8 (0 = 0.l16) indicates that there 

between educational attainment (attending formal and not attending fonnal edu 

participation in FRGs. 

From data in the contingency Table-12, we can deduce that tho e famler \,: h 

\! h h n 
education tended to be more participants in FRGs while th 

education tended to be more non-participants. The role of du ati n I 

68 

mIl 



participating in rural development projects could be expected. And num r u 

also shown a significant relationship between education and participali n. 

IU i h \ 

Marital Status For this variable, the chi-square (X2) test of a ci Ii n \ < U 

whether association existed between marital status of re pondcnt 

FROs. 

Table-13. Summary of Distribution of Respondents by Marital tatus (In frc(~u cn c 

PARTICIPATION MARITAL STATUS 
STATUS 

Single Married Widowed Divorced Tutul 

Participants 2(4) 47(42.5) 4(4.5) 7(9) 60 

Non participants 6(4) 38(42.5) 5(4.5) J J (9) 60 

Column Total 8 85 9 18 120 

Source: Author's Survey 

Null Hypothesis- (Ho) 

Marital status and participation in FROs are not related 

Alternative Hypothesis- (HI) 

Marital status and participation in FROs are related. 

Degree of freedom == d.f. = (4-1) (2-1) = 3 

2 2 d f at 5% level of ignifi an X (critical) = Tabulated value ofX for 3 . . 
= . I 
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Table -14. Computation of the Value ofX2 

r- Observed 
. Frequency (0) 

2 

47 

4 

7 

6 

38 

5 

Expected 
Frequency (E) 

(O-E) ( _ . 2 

_4_~r--- -2 4 -~ 
42.5 4.5 

.4 

4.5 -0.5 

I -2 ~ -I .444 

----

,····························-···4······:-····-.·-5··· ....... -.-.. -..... -.......... -. ~----~--F 20

4

25 1r---"-.4~7 -1 
9 

4.5 0.5 0.25 I 
___ 11 ___ - ----·------9--------r 2 ,-4 I ' 4 

/r--- -'r----r l = 3.95 1 IO=120 IE=120 

Source: Computation by the author 

Decision: Failed to reject the null hypothesis (marital status and participati n in FR ' I 

not related). 

Since, the computed value of X2 = 3.951 is less than the table va lue 7. I . thi re h 

failed to reject the hypothesis that marital status and participation ar ind 

Therefore, there is no evidence to support the hypothesis, "Marital tatu f farol e 

participation in FRGs are related in the study area". 
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Sex For this variable, the chi-square (X2) test of ' . 
- association a u d I h 

association existed or not between sex and participant in FR 

coefficient (0) of correlation was used to see the strength and dire Ii n 

between gender and participation. 

Null Hypothesis - (Ho) 

Sex and participation in FRGs are not related 

Alternative Hypothesis - (HI) 

Sex and participation in FRGs are related 

Computation of the value of chi square (X2) is presented in Table- 15: 

Table - 15. Summary of Distribution of Respondents by Sex (In frequene ) 

Participation Status Sex Total 

Male Female 

Participants 49(48.5) 11 (11.5) 60 

Non-participants 48(48.5) 12(11.5) 60 

Column Total 97 23 120 

Source: Author's Survey 
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Table -16. Computation of the Value ofl 

Expected 
Frequency (E) 

(O-E) ( _ 2 

r 
, 0:-5 I 0.25 -r 

,-__ . _____ , ___ , __ ~_._1'-1.-5 -1 -0.5 /0 25 -r-. 
48.5--, -0.5 /O.25 -r 

r--________ 1_1._5 __ Ir---O-.5--~ -~ 
_, __ ._:~_~.~.~_~ ____ .. __ L~ ~.120 I I I -/ 0.0543 

Source: Computation by the au'-t:-ho-r-. -'------

48.5 

Degree of Freedom: d.f. = (2-1) (2-1) = 1 

"1..
2 (critical) = Tabulated value ofX2 for 1 dJ. at 5% level of ignifican e = , 41 

"1..
2 (obtained) = 0.0543 

Decision: Failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

Since, the computed value of l = 0.0543 is less than the tabulated aJu f "1..
2 ~ . I. it 

is insignificant (or falls in the acceptance region). 

The data about sex and participation do not provide any e iden e a in l th null 

hypothesis: sex and participation in FRGs are not related which ma I th r ~ r 
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Size of Farm Land For this variable, the chi-square (X2) te t of a 

see whether association existed or not between size of faml land owned 

participation in FRGs. Phi-coefficient (0) correlation was u ed t 

direction of association between the variables. 

iati n W LJ 

c th 

Table - 17. Summary of Distribution of Respondents by Size of Farm Land 

Relative Size of Farm Land 

Participation Status Small Land Large Land 

Participants 7(17) 53(43) 

Non- participants 27(17) 33(43) 

Column Total 34 86 

Source: Author's Survey 

Null Hypothesis- (Ho) 

Size of farm land and participation in FRGs are not related. 

Alternative Hypothesis- (HI) 

Size of farm land and participation in FRGs are related. 

Computation of the value of X2 is presented in Table - 18 
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Table -18. Computation of the Value of/ 

OBSERVED EXPECTED 
FREQUENCY(O) FREQUENCY (E) 

(O-E) (0- . 2 _I 1 

7 17 -10 100 5.88 

53 43 10 100 2JJ 

27 17 10 100 5.88 

33 43 -10 100 2JJ 

:LO 120 :LE 160 -- -- .. / = 16.42 

Source: Com utatio p n by the author 

Degree of Freedom: d.f. = (2-1) (2-1) = 1 

x2 (critical) = tabulated value of X2 for 1 dJ. at 5% level of signjficance = . 41 

x2 (obtained) = 16.42 

Decision: The null hypothesis (Size of farm land and participation are n t related 

rejected. 

Since, the computed value of X2 = 16.42 is greater than 3. 841 , the null h 

rejected and the alternative hypothesis size of fann land and participati n in 

related is accepted. The result of phi-coefficient (0) of correlation 10 0 = .1 nd h 

defined contingency table indicated that farmers who had large ize f fann I n en 

Participate more in FRGs than those who had small farm land. Fr m thj . it 

concluded that size of farm land that the fanners owned had relati n hip \\ ith 
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in FRGs. Fanners who had large size of farm land tended to parti ipale m r il1 ,. 

those who had small farm land. This may happen because of the fa t th I farm it 

size is a base for agricultural production and it is one of the fa I r 

participation in production. FRGs in the study area demands land ~ r 11- rm ' rim .111, 

which is provided mostly by farmers. 
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4.4. Description of Types of Participation in Farmer Research Groups 

Table- 19 shows the distribution of types of fanner parti ipati n 

researchers. 

Table - 19. Distribution of Respondents by Type of Participation 

Types of Participation Farmers (01=60) Researcher. (n2- 20) 

Frequency % Frequency 

Contract Participation 12 20 

1. Farmers provided land 

2. Management of the farm activity 12 20 

Consultative Participation 

1. Problem identification 18 30 7 

2. Diagnose priority problems 18 30 

3. Evaluation of proposed solution 15 25 

Collaborative Participation 

l. Continuous interaction with farmers 9 15 

2. Monitoring of progress research 6 10 

3. Investigating productivity and 

system of farming 6 10 

4. Research observation 3 5 

Collegiate Participation 

1. Participation in seminars and 
3 5 

discussion sessions 
2. Carrying out research on your own. 

Source: Author's Survey 
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I 

Under classification of contract participation 15 pe , rcent out of the 20 rc 

that in some of the researches conducted, they requested farmer t pr id I n 

inputs they used for experiment. Twenty percent of the Carro . d' 
I, ers In I at d Ih 

and participated by managing the farm activity (expert'ment) 'th ' . . ' 
WI tn t In l ru I I n . rn 

the researchers. The management practices included watering, pe t and di e 

and control, and security. 

In consultative participation, 30 percent of the fanners indicated that the parti il < t d in 

identification of farming problems and development of solution t addrc th . pr 

with the researchers while 35 percent of the researchers said the sam thin . 1 h' dio 

and identification of priority problems and felts needs followed a imilar p Item ilh 'qU'lI 

percentage of farmers and researchers (30%) indicating the same. An ther nullOti\ ' 

participation element was the evaluation of the perceived effectivenc 

solutions jointly by farmers (25%) and researchers (30%). 

It is observed from Table-19 under classification of collaborative participati n that I 

percent of the farmers indicated they were involved in intensive and continu u inte ( ti n 

with the researchers on execution of the research program. The re earcber di 

farmers on what why and how of the research. This element was indicated , , 
. 1 0 asked \ helher the 

of researchers and farmers respectively. Farmers were as 

. ) d I vel of producti il /. Thi 
relationship between farming system (expenment an e 

'f th experiment affe ted r u ti it . Thi 
farmers to investigate in their own ways I e 

occurred in few conducted researches. And, the proportion of re p n en 

. d 15 ercent of re ear her . 
thIS was very low- 10 percent of farmers an p 

ut I 
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of the farmers indicated that researchers involved th ' ' . em III mOllltonng 

and review of research results. Here farmers parr ' t d . . 
IClpa e III monlt rin if th r her 

accomplished his aim and if the results and performance of the 
xpcrimcnt (hu 'lr \\ r 

good. Five percent of the farmers participated in observl'ng 
the xpcrim nt l kin '. 

recording and safekeeping of research data for the researcher. The farm r in 

do this by the three researchers who indicated to do so, 

Under the classification of collegiate participation, only five per en! 

responded that they were invited to participate in seminar n re ear h. III n' 

researcher invited farmers to a seminar on research, 

Both group of respondents (farmers and researchers) are distributed in all t P" 

participation in research (Table- 19), From this, we can learn that FR 

employs together all the four types of farmer participatory research: contra t 

collaborative and collegiate participations. However, participation in all f the 

different meaning as far as extent of farmers and researchers ' participati n in re ear h 

process is concerned. 

The contract participation fit with The Research, Development and Di ffu i 11 

Model. In this model of agricultural research, the farmers are passi e partner 

'd ' . ' d d I pment of solution 
1 enhficatlOn of the problem or the deSign an eve 0 

" tory becau e farmer ar 11 
concerned. Contract participation is the least partlclpa 

to influence the research agenda. As far as what is researched and re mJl1 n 

emanates from the researchers. 
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Farmers' participation III contract participation takes place b 
pr vi In 

researchers and activities defined by researchers in the en e f 

informally contracted to provide services and support. There i a li ke! 

farmers who have resource (land) for experiment in the technol g 

seen as more participants in this type of participation. 

In 

The fact that, the FRGs participant farmers and researcher in I d m r ' in 

consultative and collaborative participation (Table-19) goe with 

Ghildyal (1985) called Farmer-First and Last Model. Indicator f th 

priorities are determined mainly by the needs, problems and envir nment f fann'r • til . 

main research and development location in the farmers ' fields and c nditi n '. II \\ . cr, 

reversals of explanation some elements of the model like: re earcher I 'amin r 111 

farmers is in question in the study area. 

The ideal type of farmers' participation in research, collegiate participati n n t 

developed as such in FRGs in the study area. Farmer Research Group appr a h 

great potential for catalyzing the participation of farmers as partner in re ear h 

development activities. These indicate that there are great potential ~ r 

participatory research in FRGs of the study area. However, achie ing u h 

.. ' dynamics that br aden th 
requires investments in managing and faclhtatmg group 

of participatory research from a functional consultative type to a m r 
II . I 

empowering type. 
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4.5. How Participation Occurs in Farmer Research Groups 

. ~ 11 h' d Two Inl0rmants to t IS stu y said that in principle the . 
, re rUltm nt rrn l: in II 

was to be made by involving all fanners to ensure that all farm r 

participation. They actually said that, the mandates of select ing parti ipant 

given to all development agents, kebele administrators and the mmunit 

the recruitment of farmers to FRGs was conducted by developmcnt a 

kebele administrators without involving the community. Thi limited cl ti n 

. nne 

of FRGs by community members. Another two informants l2 agreed that qu< 1 

selection of farmers did not happen. They confirmed that cOl11l11lll1ity tlI In 'r 

have a chance to discuss and chose the participants in FRGs. me f the farm ' r di lilt 

see participation as their right. They said that the DAs kebele admini lrat r an 

researchers defined the problems in agricultural production and decided bat t d and 

who have to participate. 

On the other hand, one key informant 13, a development agent has c niirmed that 111 

attention of DAs and kebele administrators was to get "good" and con in d farm 

that was why they did not involve all farmers in the recruitment of FRG parti i ant . 

. an 

[: did n t kn \ 11 \\1 h The focus group discussants l4 agreed that most of the armer 

Participant farmers in FRGs were selected. But the discussant un 

fanners did not have interest to participate in the FRGs for variou 

. 'th the finding of thi Were not requested to participate. ThIS goes WI 

. rt' characteristic tend t chapter four that some farmers havmg ce am 
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non-participants in FRGs. This supports the debate that attempI 
at In r In 

participation in rural development programs can over look the extent I 

15 • t t d' h 
whi h m 

groups are III egra e III ot er social process and sometimes a ti el 
nIt 

participate (Shortall, 2008). Shortall (2008) further argues that n n-p< rti ip Ii n 

represent a valid and legitimate choice. 
n 

On the other hand the key informants
l6 

from non-participants of FR s in~ rm d that n 11 -

participation in FRGs comes from the under estimation of the role f FR 

agricultural problems. This is due to low self-esteem of the reliabilit rm 'r ' 

indigenous knowledge in relation to innovative work of scientific re ar he', I h . 

following cases can illustrate more how non-participation and participati n f farm 'r 

FRGs occurred. 

Case- 1 Beyene Megersa (real name) 

Beyene, 45, was a non-participant farmer in FRG from 'Awa h ' P a 0111 

Administration. He was first informed about FRGs by DA in hi p 

Administration. The DA asked him whether he would like to join FR 

decided not to participate because scientists ' experiments do not mak 

him. Additionally, he believed that he lacks knowledge and skill to mpl 

0/11 

If 

111 

. k 'th scientific research r ill arm 'r scientific method which enables him to wor WI 

research groups. 

17 'd ort the above argument However, one of the key informants dl not supp 

., fon in FROs. The ~ II 
know farmers who refused invitation for partIClpa 1 
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Ginna can illustrate more how recruitments of the participant f: rm r 111 

conducted. 

Case- 2 Girma Gemmechu (real name) 

Girma, 38, was one of FRG participant farmers in ' 10 a NMka l I ' P I 1111\ 

Administration. He was an active participant in the p a 'Ol1t A /m ill i. I ,. III 1/ 

politics. He heard information about FRGs from offi i Is 

Agricultural Office administrators in the year 2004. His politi 01 P If'I i i, III 1/ II I 

helped him establish good relationship with the development a !If '. II , Ii I.\' I I 

information about the establishment of Farmer Research r OUI ",' il1 til J wor e 10 I 

virtue of his linkage with them. The DA recruited him to parti ipot . in FR . 0 /11 

he accepted 

Unlike the above participants, there was also a farmer who was recrujled \ illJ ul 

discussion in advance. The case of Lemi is one of the best examples. 

Case- 3 Lemi Tola (real name) 

Lemi, 41, was a farmer from 'Wake Miya ' Peasant Admini tration 

. kn . the area a a hord workill Agricultural Research Center. He IS own 111 

. . articipating in 0 11- farm prim' 11 successful farmer. He had expenence In p 

b ,f, Ih illlr du Ii /1 conducted by Melkassa Agricultural Research Center ejore 

I he was recruited b a I' FRGs in the area in 2004. Fortunatey, 

Id t' ipate in the FR knew in the past. He was simply to to par IC 

d R till believes that he 1 a PI' agent and he eagerly accepte. e s 
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his hard-working quality in the fiarme h ' . . 
r researc activities 

Agricultural Research Center on his farm before 2004. 

The recruitment of fanners to FROs has been issues of . 
argument In th 

discussions. Focus group participants agreed that some farmer w rc clc t d 
th 'ir 

virtue of contact with development agents and kebele officials. Th yare d un h r th I 

there were other interested farmers who would participate if they were 

They maintained that the first FROs participant farmers ' recruitment "em d t h 1\ . 

focused on those farmers who had contact with local power structure. 

Therefore, as the cases, focus group discussions and key informant indicated 

for participation in FROs was more determined by attachment of farmer' 

researchers and local political authorities. Hence, recruitments of farmer int FR 

done by the will of agricultural officials and the DAs. Development agent and tl1 

holding local political authorities invite those whom they know. This goe with lbe findin 

of Valeara (1993 cited in Abaynesh, 2002) that "Most development proje t implement d 

and directed by government and non-governmental agencies reached ooJ the pri iJe d 

member of rural people". 
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4.6. Constraints to Farmers and Researchers Participation in FRGs 

In what follows, the researcher illustrates constraints that mitigate farmer 1 p ni i 

FRGs from data obtained from survey, focus group discussion and in-depth int . 

Table -21 and 22, highlights constraints to farmers' and researcher pc ni ipc ti n in I 

Table - 21. Distribution of Farmers by Constraints to Participation in Farmer 

Research Groups 

Constraints to Participation in FRGs 

1. Expectation for subsidized inputs for 
participation in FRGs 

Frequency 

47 

% 

7 

7 

,', 

1,1.,- 2. Undermining the role of their indigenous ~Ir 
knowledge in research I 

~-3 .- r-na-d-e-q-ua-t-e-kn- ow--::-Ie-:d-ge- an-d:-s'7k"7;il;-ls-:-i-n r:farm~-::-::er:---~ ~ 7 

participatory research methods I 

J . 

1-·4.·--Ext~~ti~e isrequired to participate in farmer ~Ir-
I research groups I . 
J ___ . ________ _______ ::.--....:.::.......::.....:::.......---..-:..----!...-------

Source: Author's Survey 

The constraints identified by farmers are expec d· d ' t (' r parti i atin tation for subsi Ize 1I1pU 11 

. . d' ous knowledge in re ear h \\ i 1 in FRGs (78%), undermining the role of theIr III Igen 

, ' h 
. . knowledge and slcills in partlclpat learned researchers (75%), theIr madequate 

. . d articipate in FROs (46% ' methods (75%). Other is extra tIme reqUIre to P 
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Table - 22. Distribution of Researchers be' 
y onstramts to Participation in FR 

, .................. ". .... . .................................... ............. . ... ...... -.. .•... "~ .... -.•.. -

i Constraints to parti~iP~ti;;~i~FRG~---
Frequenc) 

r 1. Requires extra funding and i~puts , I 
i · 2. Fafmers do not have the foima(irain;~IPo- :: -, 

enable them participate 

3. Ina~e~ua_t_e _S_kl_'ll-;-S_O~f-;-r_eS-,-e-,-a_rC_h_er_l_' n_u_s_in_g ...... f:_arm_ e_r_15 -, 
partIcIpatory research 

l 
r--'---' I 4. Extra time required by researchers 

7 

12 

I 
! 

Source: Author's Survey 

The constraints indicated by researchers are extra funds and inputs req uired % farm 

not having the formal training to enable them participate (80%) and inadequat 

researchers in using FPR (75%). Other are that extra efforts and time r quired 

researchers to implement FPR (60%). 

According to focus group participants, farmers ' expectation for free inpu fr m 

the factors which determine their motivation in participating in FRO . Th 

. . .. FRO Th ke 
problem occurs because oftheu expectatIOn when they Jom s. 

DA said it is due to expectation for subsidized inputs that the number f 

. ber dr ut n III 
Initially high when FROs were formed, then declines as mem 
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decline especially when they see that FRGs objective is putting more alu I kn wle 

and skills through their participation in FRGs. It is obvious that poor fanner ma n d t 

see their economic situation improved if they are to participate. Which ma in tum I d t 

the less participation of resource-poor farmers. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. Conclusions 

Based on the summary of the major findings of the present' 
tudy the rc ar h r dra w. 

the following conclusions: 

1. The finding of the present study revealed that, farmers parti cipati n in I. m1 'r 

Research Groups (FROs) relies on their socio-demographic and n mi 

characteristics such as: age, household size, educational attainment and 

farm land. 

2. The study also found out that, there are elements of farmer participat re ear h 

(FPR) in FROs of Adama Woreda. Most farmers and researcher are in I ed 111 f' 

in consultative and collaborative than in contract and collegiate t p f 

participations. These indicate that there are potentials for farmer parti i at 

research in the study area that could be improved and built upon . 

3. The present finding also indicated that, constraints to farmer parti ipati n in 

FROs are expectation for subsidized inputs, undermining the role of indi 

. . . d h' dequate knowledge and kill in knowledge III research wIth leame researc ers, rna 

. 'red to participate in FR participatory research methods and extra time reqUl 

d t ' abl a i ul lU I these could be addressed, FPR would be enhanced an sus am 

development be ensured. 
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4. The constraints indicated b y researchers are need t: f 
11 r eX Ira und 

fanners lack of the formal train· 
mg to enable them part icipate inad 

researchers in using Farmer Part" . IClpatory Research and extra 

required by researchers to implement F R armer esearch roup . 

5. Fanners' interest to participate in Farmer Part· . lClpatory Re ar h i del m,in 

whether they are sincerely conscious that their indigenou kn wi d e and r ur 

capacity are integrated in research conducted. 

6. The DAs, kebele administrators and researchers decide on h w part i i, 9\i J1 in 

FRGs occurred. 

5.2. Recommendations 

Based on the conclusions drawn above, the researcher forward th ~ II \ 1J1 

recommendations: 

1. The researcher proposes research institutes and unj versitie t d 1 and 

implement policies which will encourage and motivate researcher in u in 

Participatory Research. This may include extra funding and pa ment fi r 

Fanner Participatory Research training and workshops for famler and r 

2. The researcher also recommends research institutes in c Ilab rati tl with 

extension agencies should conduct training and workshop fi r farm r I re I 

awareness in order that their indigenous knowledge and re ur 

integrated in research conducted to build and increa e their apa iti 
ki II an 

knowledge to participate actively in FROs. 
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3. The researcher recommends that if we are to develop t 

relevant and adaptable to farmers, The Mini try 

Development should design the way fanners ' involvement in th r 

th t \\. ul 

move closer to the "collegiate". If that, a meaningful inv I m nt in til 

research process can be achieved and strengthen the farm ri al 

conduct informal research and development at the individual and J11lt1 unit 

levels. 

4. The researcher also asks agricultural research institute and 

the socio-demographic and economic characteristic f fa rmer II h aa: tI 

household size, educational attainment, and size of farm land while iml Jcm 'ntin 

Farmer Research Group approach. 

5. The researcher also suggests agricultural research in titute t 'q llal 

opportunity of being involved in Fanner Research Groups for farmer . 
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APPEDIX-A 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY 

STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR FARMER 

PART I: GENERAL REMARK 

This instrument focuses on Fanner Research Groups participant and n n-parti ipanl f: r111 'r 

experiences and opinions about fanner research groups. The main purp e f thi ILJd i ' t 

identify the detenninants and patterns of fanners' participation in farmer re ear h 

Adama Woreda. This can help give plausible recommendation for it impr vement. 

So, frank and sincere response is highly appreciated for it will contribute t the th 

data to be obtained. There is no right or wrong answer and what is required i t I 'vel 

of the respondents' personal opinion to each item. 

Their answers are confidential and, no need to write their name. 

Appreciate their devotion of time and participation! ....... . I .. . 



FARMER RESEARCH GROUP AFFILIATION 
Participant B 

Non-participant 

Name o/investigator (data collector) 
--- - ------

Name of the Peasant Association - ------
Name of FRG ______ _ 

Instruction: Mark ,; in the Given Box/or the Interviewed Response 

PART I: SOCIO-ECONOMIC INFORMA nON 
1. Sex: 

2. Femal 
1. Male a 

2. Religious affiliation. 

1. Orthodox D 
2.Islam D 
3. Protestant ~ 
4. Catholic ~ 
5. Others (please specify) -------------------------

3. Age ____ _ 

4. Educational attainments: 

1. Never attended schO 

2. Read and write 0 . 
3. Primary education B 
4. Junior secondary 

5. Senior secondary 0 
6.Postsecondary 0 

5. Marital status: 

1. Single D 
2. Married 0 

3. WidowedD 

4. Divorced 0 



6. Household size ______ _ 

7. Source of income: 

1. Sale of animal live stockD 
2. Sale of vegetable D 
3. Sale of fruits D 
4. Sale of cash crops 0 
5. Others, specify ----------

8. Income level per year (in Birr) -----

9. Do you have any income-earning endeavors besides farming activitie ? 
1. Yesc=J 2. No D 

10. If 'Yes' for question 8 what is/are your income source/s? 

11. Do you have farm land? 

1. Yes 00 
2. No 

12. Do you have land for renting? 

1. Yes CJ 
2. No 0 

13. Size of farm land (in hectares) 

1. None D 
2. 0.25-0.5 D 3. 0.51 1.0 EJ 4. 1.1 2.0 
5. 2.1 3.0 D 
6. 3.1 4.0 B 7. >4.0 

f to land in additi n l . . . I d b different forms 0 acces 14. Do you have expenence m usmg an y 
own? 

1. Yes 0 
2.No 0 

ur 



[ 
/ / / / / / / / AFTER THIS POINT FOR FAMER RESE 
FARMERS ONLY 'ARCH GROUPs PART! 

16. When did you join Fanner Research Group? 

1. This year 
2. Last year 
3. Two years ago 
4. Three years ago 
5. Four years ago 

§ 
D 
D 

17. What is your role in farmer research groups? 

18. Do you participate in farmer research group meeting? 
1. YesD 
2. NoD 
~ If yes, how actively you participate in the meetings? 

1. Listening D 
2. Giving opinions c=J 
3. Voting c=J 
4. Giving proposalsD 
5. Others, specify _______ _ 

PART II: PATTERN OF PARTICIPATION 

2. A: How Participation Occurs 
1. How you joined Farmer Research Group? 

1. By self initiation 
2. By others initiation 

. 't' f ) by whom? 2. If your answer above question is 2 (by others 101 la 100 

1. Extension workers (DA) 
2. Research institution/project 
3. Senior members of FRG 
4. If other (please specify) -----------------------

2. How did your membership FRG occur? 

1. You go to FRGs 
2. Somebody from FRGs come to you 
3. If others (please specify) ~ __ ---- --



PART III: Type of Participation in Participatory Research in by Farmers 

(INSTRUCTION: MARK "X" UNDER YES OR NO OPTIONS FOR EA H Q E TI 
IN THE TABLE BELOW) 

NQ ITEMS 
Yes( l) No(2) 

1 Do you provide land (inputs) for researchers? 

2 Do you participate in management of the farm activity with 
researchers 

3 Do you participate in problem identification? 

4 Do you participate in developing solution for problems 
with researchers? 

5 Do you participate in diagnosing priority problems with 
researchers? 

6 Do you participate in evaluation of proposed solution with 
the researchers? 

7 Do you have intensive and continuous interaction with 
researchers on execution of research programme? 

8 Do you participate in monitoring and joint review of 
research results with researchers? 

9 Do you participate in investigating the relationship 
between productivity and system of farming? 

10 Do you participate in FROs meeting? 

11 Do you participate in research observation? 

12 Do you participate in seminars and discussion sessions 
with farmers to strengthen capacity to carry out research on 

your own? 
13 Do you carry out research in your own? 



PART IV: CONSTRAINTS TO PARTICIPATION 
1. Do you have adequate knowledge and skills in participatory research meth d 

1. YesD 2. No 0 
2. Do you expect payment for participation in Farmer Research Group? 

1.Yes D 2. No 0 
3. Did you get any incentives from Farmer Research Groups before? 

1. Yes D 2.No 0 
4. If 'NO', for the above question does lack of remuneration have an effect n ur m 

of participation in Farmer Research Group? 

1. Yes D 2. No 0 
5. Does the time you spend in participating in Farmer Research Group take time fr m th r rn 
activities? 

1. Yes D 2.No 0 

6. If 'Yes', for the above question is there situation in which you was ab ent fr m Farm r 
Research Group activities? 

1. Yes CJ 
2.No D 
3. I don't know D 

7. Do participation in Farmer Research Group result in economic benefit ? 

1. Yes D 

2. No D 

k v If" Than lOU .... 



QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE FILLED BY RESEARCHERS 

Instruction: Mark Y in the Given Box/or Your Response 

PART I: SOCIO-ECONOMIC INFORMATION 

1. Sex: 

1. Male c=J 
2. Female L-J 

2. Age: 

1. Below 25 CJ 
2. 26-35 CJ 
3. 36-45 CJ 
4. 46-55 CJ 
5. 56 & above CJ 

4. Educational attainments: 

1. Certificate 0 
1. Diploma 0 
2. Degree 0 
3. Masters 0 
4. PhD 0 
5. If other (please specify) ______ _ ____ _ 

5. What is your specialization? 

6. Your experience in research? 

1. < 5 years [==:J 
2.5_10 years CJ 
3. 11_15 years 0 
4. > 15 years 0 

7. How long you after you joined Farmer Research Group ? 

1 One year 0 
2: Two years c=J 

c=J 

B 
3. Three years 

4. Four years 
5. More than four years 

8. What is your role in farmer research groups? ------------ ----



9. Do you participate in fanner research group meeting? 

1. Yes D 
2.No CJ 

P ART II: Type of Participation in Participatory Research by Researchers 

(INSTRUCTION: MARK "X" UNDER YES OR NO OPTIONS FOR 
EACH QUESTIONS IN THE TABLE BELOW) 

ITEMS 

1 Do fanner provide land (inputs) for research to you? 

2 Do farmers participate in management of the faml acti vity 

with you? 
3 Do farmers participate in problem identification? 

4 Do you participate in developing solution for problem 

with you? 
5 Do farmers participate in diagnosing priority problem 

with you? 
6 Do farers participate in evaluation of propo ed so lution 

with the you? 
7 Do you have intensive and continuous interact with 

farmers on execution of research programme? 

8 Do you participate in monitoring and joint review of 

research results with farmers 
9 Do you let farmers in investigating the relati onship 

between productivity and system of farming? 

10 Do farmers participate in research ob ervation? 

11 Do farmers participate in seminars and di e ll Ion e ion 

with farmers to strengthen famlers' capaci ty to carry ut 

research on their own? 

12 Do famlers informal research? 

Vesel) No(2) 



RESEARCHERS CONSTRAINTS 

1. Does the organization you are working for motivate you to use farmer participatory appr ach? 

1. Yes D 2.No D 
2. Do the research activities in FRGs require extra funding? 

1. Yes D 2.No D 
_If' Yes' do you get extra funds? 

1. Yes D 2.No D 
_If 'No' do lack of extra fund hinder the research process? 

1. Yes D 2.No LJ 
3. Do the farmers in FRGs have formal training about participatory re earch? 

1. YesCJ 2.No 0 
4. Do you have adequate skills of using participatory research? 

1. Yes CJ 2.No 0 
5. Is extra effort required in research with FRGs? 

1. Yes CJ 2.No 0 
6. Do you think farmer research group approach is be t7 

1. Yes c=J 2.NoD 

7. Are you interested in farmer participatory research approach? 

1. Yes c=J 2. No 0 
8. Do farmers have interest to participate in FRGs? 

1. Yes 0 2.NoD 

10. Do farmers participate in farm management activitie ? 

1. Yes c=J 2. No 0 
If'Yes' in what kind ofactivitie ? 

APPEDIX- C 



1. FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDELINE 

PART I: DISCUSSANTS PROFILE 

Group __________ __ 

Number of Discussants -------

Sex Male Female 

Ages __ _ _ _ 

Fanning experience in Years - - -- ----

Experience in Participating in FRGs in Years 

Part II: Constraints to Effective Participation in Farmer Research Groups 

1. Do researchers encourage FRGs participants for innovation? 

2. Do researchers have motivation in working with farmers in FR ? 

3. Do farmers have adequate skills and knowledge in research meth d ? 

4. Do farmers get any inputs for activities in FRG? 

5. Do the FRG activities conflict with other farm acti vities? 

6. From experiments conducted in on-station and on -farm whi ch do farm r prefer? 



2. Interview Guide 

This interview Guide is for Development Agents, Researchers and Woreda Agricultural 

Officials 

These questions were used as guide only. It is not expected that every question were relevant to 

each of the interviewed . 

. Guiding Questions 

1. Does FROs target resource-poor farmers' agricultural needs as well as re ource ri ch 

farmers? 

2. Do FROs activities build on farmers' knowledge and skill s? 

3. Do FRGs activities consider both the subsistence and cash crops? 

4. Has considerations been given to how farmers other roles and re pon ibili ties may 

constrain their participation in FRO activities? 

5. Do farmers have land tenure, or access to sufficient land area to participate in FR 

6. Do female researchers involved in research activities? 

7. Is training and technology suited to farm productivity? 

8. Are there legal barriers to the participation of farmers in FRGs? 

9. What socio-cultural factors inhibit farmers' participation in FROs in the area? 

10. Do strategies developed to take account of the socio-cultural con traint ' ? 

11. Are there adequate resources to carry out FROs activitie ? 



APPENDIX-D 

Calculated Value of Point-Biserial Correlation for Age and Household size 

Age 

120(294175)-(5855)2 

Sy= (120) 2 

35301000-34281025 

14400 

Sy=8.416 

Household Size 

120(4086)-(660)2 

Sy= ( 120)2 

490320-435600 

Sy= 14400 

Sy=1.949 

5.95- 5.05 .f0.5X0.5 
rpb= 1.949 

Appendix- E 

43.333 - 46 ';0.5XO.5 
rpb= 8.416 

rpb= - 0.158 for age 

r pb=0.231 for hou ehold ize 



End Notes 

1. Gadisa and Aman 

2. Kebebush, Aman, Gadisa 

3. Alemayehu and Mohammed 

4. Gadisa and Mohammed 

5. Chi square is test of statistical significance 

6. In chi-square decision to reject the null hypothesis can be made with greater certainty 

7. Ifwe reject null hypothesis, the research (alternative) hypothe i will be upp rted. 

8. Phi-coefficient (0) = X2 
/ N= 20.41 /120 = 0.1 J 6 

9. Since we failed to reject the null hypothesis, there is no need to exam ine c lumn per ellla e . 

10. The value of phi coefficient >0.30 indicates strong relation hip between variable 

11. Aman, Gaddisa 

12. Girma, Aberash 

13 . Alemitu 

14. Alemayehu, Mohamed, HaiJu, Tekle, Alemu and Tadele 
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