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3. Increasing Farmer Participation in FSR/E:
the ATIP Experience with Farmer Testing Groups*

by
F.WORMAN, Y. MERAFE, and D, NORMAN*W

Increasing farmer participation in agricultural research and
ension activities has been a praminent theme of nurercus articles
Rfor sae examples see Farrington and Martin, 1987) and workshops
including a workshop at the Institute of Develogment Studies,
Mniversity of Sussex, on “Farmors and  Agricultural Research:
mrplamntary Methods®, July 27-31, 1987 and a workshop at the
Informationcentre for u:w External Input Agriculture (ILEIA), Leusden,
The Netherlands on "Operational Approaches in Participative Technology
pevelopment in Sustainable Agriculture,® 11-12 April, 1988).

In Botswana, the Agricultural Technology Improvement Project
(ARTIP), is completing its third cropping season of actively involving
farmers in the rescarch process through farmer testing groups. More

than 250 farmers, raesearchers and extensionists have boen
[ oollabarating to test new ideas for improving farm productivity
I through farmer managed, farmer implamented (FPMFI) trials.

: In this part we will describe the agricultural setting in

Botswana, discuss ATIP's approach to farmer participation and, using
- the ILEIA guidelines, present operational approaches for two types of
. farmer groupe.

THE BOTSWANA SETTING

Botswana, located in the central part of Southern Africa is a
semi-arid area receiving 450-500 mm of rain a year in the cropping
arcas (less in the western and southern regions). Poor scils and a
highly variable rainfall distribution between years, within years, and
aven between land area in the same village, create a harsh enviromment
for rainfed crop production. Following six years of drought, the
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7-88 cropping scason saw precipitation more than double  the
age. With the rain cam pests and crop damage due to flooding,
ing yields well below carly scason expectations.

piamonds and benf exports are the major income producers for
. Approximately two-thirds of the population live in rural
where 70 percent are engaged in small scale arable agriculture.
mere are 83,300 rural households (1986 Agricultural Statistics) which
ailtivate approximately 300,000 hectares of land; less than 1 percent
of the total land in Botswana. Of the total rural households, 30,400
i (36.5%) do not own cattle, while ten percont of the houscholds own

imately 80 percent (2 million head) of the national herd. Most
rural households operate a small mixed crop-livestock farming system.
The mixed cropping system is based on sorghum with millet, cowpeas,
groundruts, and melons as  secondary  crops. The 'traditional
cultivation pattern is to plant small areas by broadcasting seed and
ploughing with a moldboard plough. This is done after cach planting
rain for a three to four month period. Oxen, tractor and donkey
' traction are used, with only half of the housecholds controlling their
own traction. Yields tend to be low, approximately 250 kgs for
sorghum, and Botswana farmers normally produce only about 30 percent
of the country's basic grain requirements.

Farm families generally rely on livestock (both cattle and small
stock) and off-farm activities, supplemented by government relicf
programmes, for their subsistence. Hence the limited resource farmer
does not aperate as a subsistence farmer, but as a substitution
farmer, who will use any grain harvested to substitute for food which
would have been purchased with funds from other source.

THE INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

In Botswana, as in most countries, there are four groups with a
direct interest in agricultural developrent, These groups are the
farmers, the extension scrvice, the agricultural research
establistment and policy makers (planning/development).  (Norman,
; 1987). The latter threc groups are institutionally separated, each
{ within its own dopartment in the Ministry of Agriculture. This
i institutional scparation has led to vertical integration within the
: departments but has tended to discourage horizontal integration. As
is typical of such situations, developrent tend to be top down with
little feedback from farmers to the other groups. (Norman  and
Collinson, 1986),

! In 1982, the goverrment of Botswana and USAID initiated the
Agricultural *Technology Improvement Project to conduct on—farm
research, primarily in crop production technologies. The on-farm
research programme of ATIP has had two primary goals: {(a) to identify
and test relevant, improved arable production technologies; and (b) to
develop appropriate, low cost methods for on-farm research and

e
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- @xtension. ATIP took as its point of departure the farming systems
approach to research. One of the ocarner stones of this approach is a
spottam-up® perspective of the research and development  process
(Norman, 1980).

Institutionally ATIP is located within the Department of
 Agricultural Research, Ministry of Agriculture. The project has two
. field teams camposed of agronomists, agricultural economists and in

- one case an animal scientist. One team is located at Mahalapye in the

east central part of the oountry while the other is located in
Francistown in the north east. These teams are back stopped by a team
leader located at the main research station and a Research Extension
Liaison Officer within the Ministry. One team has been localized and
the other one will hopefully be localized before the project ends in
1990.

ATTP'S APPROACH TO FARMER INVOLVEMENT

ATIP began its research work by investigating modified
tillage-planting practices and by conducting an in~depth diagnostic
study of the farming system throogh a mlti-year, multiple visit
study. Limitations with existing technologies meant that most trials
work was aimed at answering technical questions and so was carried on
in a researcher managed and irplemented (RMRI) and research managed,
farmer implemented (RMFI) mode. This kind of trials work required a
mjor investment of researcher time, so trials were limited to the
most important problems. There were, however, a mwber of non—critical
interventions which deserved investigation, but could not be
investigated due to lack of researcher time. In addition, it was soon
realized that the ocamplexity of household-farm interactions required
increased farmer involvement in the selection of technologies for
testing, the design of trials and the assessment of trial outeames.
The farmor needed to be included as a partner in the process, and not
just a client.

The emphasis for the last thrce seasons has been to pramwte the
partnership of farmers, research and extension. ATIP's aim is to
include farmer in research and extension activities as other than
clients. Farmers can contribute to research and extension fram their
experiences by oommunicating those  experiences to  researchers,
extensionists, and with other farmers. In addition farmers can expand
their horizons and concept of what is possible through  this
camunication and through training activities.

One of the primary methods of attempting to increase the
interaction with farmers (an] extension workers) has been through
farmer testing groups. In the 1985-86 season both the Mahalapye and
Francistown initiated work with farmer testing groups. The objectives
and procedure for group formation and administration have been
sanewhat  different in the two locations. The groups in the
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interventions, Groups were farmed in three vi camposed

. : 11a amd

of r@r(ﬁentatxyez_; of different target powlatimqi i.e mu:x(:en head of

: households,. partlc:!.pants in prior ATIP trials, and bcth spouses fgr

_ :Z%%nga;:ggal Iu;u{_séa?d] Jroup elected a chairperson and set its own
- 1 al seasons the targetiny of member 5

been less emphasized (Norman et al, 198!!?e 7 Faw 5 s

___ The Francistown group work bejan with twelve farmers i
m tﬁ)tx;go cxge t.echno_ logy. It has, in the 1987—38 seam sonme
Spande) o armmers  in four villajes testing over a d)ze;\
f sog,end.t.o Because of the harsh environment found in Botswana,
u)eanmr dl?‘mmakel a sequence of cropping decisions depending on  how
il hasmmrked lops. In response to this pattern of decision making
Pl y with a scries of options rather than attempting té

opme cn'set: technology package. Farmers in the Francistown groups
d\oose(m) ne ﬂnn?;efpechmlu;y options fram those being studied to test
et of ohog e 1;]].:]. The groups are arjanized by the ATIP staff as
o thelr escarch programme and do not have a formal organization

In 1987-88 an extensjon run farmer i i Froup
I ex oztions  testi
otgngdl 1:;_; ta; n)omc ?TIP"thinsim trigl. btzrtnrsngf this gr:;
1 urber of technologies. The group was run
loc§l Agncultu.yal Demonstratar (AD) with assistance fram the D?,trg:l;
Agricultural Qfficer (Dad0) and ATIP. S

he mmmmerdl :::;1 in a setting where there are multiple clients for
: e s rts. 'gleaijm is to integrate farmer imvolvement and

ee-dba' eSear: extension structure. Thus farmmors
enocour 150
:o;ecf! lrlot mly. to _bropose technologies for stuly, but are also
basaskedic tw(t)i oW a basic trial farmat in their on-farm testing. The
e, ngl pattern is to plant side-by side plots of traditional
situatimted]mmi Ojies on the same day. This provides a comparative
Situation andch farmers  can observe, and also allows some data
e.malysu-‘:.. Replications within the group are also

encouraje by having a limited number of technologies to be tested

GROUP APPROACHES IN BOTSWANA

Groups )(:22 caymittax)_a.re a majar feature of village life in
Parment ’I\aa v1l}aq<_:‘s will have a Villaje Devclommont Camittee, a
o e d(xéros ASS_oc13txm, a Social Health Comittee, a l-‘arm'ars
Cormi ® i fadvme and assist the AD} and one or more special
grw. ence, small stock dosing group, etc.) agricultural
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In 1975 an Agricultural Group Dovelopment programme  was started
the Ministry of BAgriculture with the aim of broadening extension
each. Agricultural Management Association Officors are posted to
Regional  Agricultural Offices and have primary responsibility for

ing ADs in helping farmers irncrease production through group
f tension methods. Unfortunately the majority of agricultural groups
exist in name only {Ntseane, 1986).

X Most groups/camittees tend to be elective in nature and Ntsecane
(1986) identified the following major characteristics of group

menbers:
a) Most of the agricultural groups are dominated by males, Female

members represent their husbands in most cases and do not make
decisions but rather implesent them with the rest of the camunity.

b) Education and wealth are important in being elected into a
camittee.

c) Many members are re-elected several times and often serve on mor?
than one camittee.

Despite the mumber of groups in most villages, the experience
with groups contributing to development has not been outstanding.
Baker [1988] indicates that local institutions research has
consistently led to the following cbgervations:

a) Most group organizations are making few contributions to village
development due to lack of participation and funding.

b) Activities which respond to local felt needs are consistently more
successful than activities formed by outside organizatian.

c) The abilities and interests of particular individuals impact
significantly on group success.

Groups which have a specific focus and which provide individual
benefits for the members secm to have the bost chance of success
whether or not they hawe a formal legal organization. Part of the
reason ATIP testing groups appear to be popular is that they do have a
focus and the benefits accrue to individual members based on thelir oWn

input.

When groups are discussed in Botswana, and in most places, the
jimage is onc of a formal legally recognized organization which exists
to perform a specific function with all members providing an input to
the group activity. A good example of such a group is an agricultural
production cooperative. The ATIP testing groups are not defined in




s v

P

182

thiS way but are instead associations of individuals who are working

on their own trials and sharing their experiences with others. In a

study of the Francistown option testing jroups, Ntseane [1988] found
fthat group members did not favor the formulation of more formal
¥ legalized groups.

¥ ATIP EXPERIENCE WITH GROUPS

f Typoloay of Growps

At the 1987 workshop on "Farmers and Agricultural Research:

'Chlplanentary Methods" held at the University of Sussex, Norman

presented a tentative typology of groups which had been developed ‘by
ATIP. [Norman et al. 19881 The proposed typology included design
graups, focused testing groups and researcher managed options testing
grops. To this we would like to add extension naraged.optla'\ testing
groups. The characteristics of each type of growp are listed in Table
1.

The distinguishing characteristics of the de§iqn and focused
testing groups are the relative haomogeneity of circumstances among
group members and the small range of technologics tested. Rmearchgrs
play a relatively greater role in determining the agenda of the design
groups. The focused testing groups serve as a vehicle fm" organizing
and assessing FMFI trials. The researcher managed options testing
group examines a wide range of options tested by a heterogenecus group
of wvolunteer farmers. ‘The extension managed options testing group
conducts local testing of a limited number of recammended technolog}m
and one ar two technologies in the final phase of farmer testing
before recammendation.

Operational Approaches to Options Testing Groups

The following descriptions of the Researd\er Managed Options
Testing Group and Extension Managed Options Testing Group are based on
the Francistown ATIP Team experience and are reported using the
cperation approaches format suggested by ILEIA. (Worman and Heinrich,
1988].

RESEARCHER MANAGED OPTIONS TESTING GROUPS
Desired output

These groups are organized as a part of the owerall research
strategy of the Francistown team. The objectives for the groupe are:

a) To test a broad range of innovation (technologies) unthr FMFL
conditions  for increased productivity and grain yield
dependability.
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) To involve farmers and ADs (local extensionists) in  the
systems/technology developrent process.

c) To determine what types of innovations are most appealing to
i farmers with different resource situations (recaowendation
damains).

d) To further refine the use of the group process far including
farmer input into farming systems research.

- procelures

There are three primary sets of actors in the groups:

: a) The ATIP research staff, composed of agronomists, agricultural

economists, and animal scientists in Francistown; and ATIP village
staff consisting of a scnior technical officer and four to six
enumerators and/or field assistants.

b) The village AD.
¢) Farmer members of the group.

Secondary actors include on-station researchers who are
collaborating in  particular trials; and district and regional
extension staff (Regional and District Agricultural Officers, (crops
Production Officer, and the ALDEP — a programme to provide equipment
to resource poor farmers -~ Manager).

Between cropping seasons, the ATIP Francistown staff meets with
regional and district extension officers, researchers at the
experiment station, and village level ATIP staff to discuss plans for
the caming year's research, Technologies to be tested by the farmer
groups, as well as those to be tested in researcher managjed trials,
are identified by these parties and form the basis for the ATIP
workplan,

Approximately two months priar to the normal beginning of the
cropping season (the on-set of rains) a traditional village meeting is
called by the village headman at which the Francistown staff and the
seniar  technical officer in the village make a formal report
describing the results of the previous years' research (both
researcher manajged trialse and farmer group trials)., They also
describe the plans for farmer group activities for the coming year,
and invite anyone wishing to participate in the farmer group to attend
the first group meeting.

Before the first group meeting, the Prancistown staff holds a
workshop far village staff to assure that all new technologies,
particularly mechanical technologies, are understood and that the
village staff can teach farmers how to use new equipment. The trial
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Reocedures are reviewed and data collection farms are discussed
village staff are also asked far suggestions to make groups functi N
gore smoothly and efficiently, ; o

Four to six weeks after the village meeti the fi armer
igroup meeting 18 held, chaired by the ATIP v;.?.iaqe smif.;stedfmical
officer. (The local AD and any interested district or regional
extension staff or experiment station rescarchers are invited to
attend farmer group meetings). At this meeting the Francistown staff
reviews a wide range of technologies available for FMFI testing in
terms of t_:helr uses and input requircments. These options include
mrtedmmétoz;&s tested in farmer groups previously, those tested in

r nanaged. trials and ready for hroader farmer testing,
technologies {particularly secd varicties) which experiment station
;oﬁs:arso\er; wish tested, and technologies which the extension staff

tions.ve included. Farmers are encouraged to make additional

The trials procedure are described by the

1 rescarch staff. The
g;ocedure 1s generally to have a side-by-side camwarison (10 metre by
50 metre plots) pla_mted on the same day. The techmology being tested
is in one plot, with the traditional broadcast, plough-down technology
in UEirs‘easx_:i plot..d\elanizty trials inwolving 2 to 5 varieties are
done de-by-si plots, again planted same i
the same planting method acznés ploLq.p on the day and using

Farmers are then asked to select one or more technologi i

] logies which

they want _to test on their own fields. ATTP village stafggrecord ;ll

;.na!.s, assist farmers in staking the trial plots, and provide seed

frtilizer, o other imputs rmirel for the particular trial.
eck olving new machinery and variety trial

limited by material availability. Y iale tend to be

Typical technologies tested  include: actor moun
plwgh(—planter; an animal drawn two-furro: pgctngh- a doubt?g
ploughing/-broadcast planting system; an animal drawn row {)lanter and
two  types of hand held row planters; contour band ploughing; phosphate
fen':xl}zer; crop variety trials; the use of short se::\sm crop
Z:rql;gues to reduce the risk of crop failures; and the use of fodder

S sul:':seqxxznt monthly meetings the trial procedures are discussed

several times and, where necessary, village staff visit farmers to

assist in implementation (particularly with new equipment). During

nmthlythmzetmgs fms report on trial progress, problems and their

observt‘:ial a éoni concerning the trials. Francistown staff visit each

o a ecast once during the season to record details of the trial
assess the accuracy of its implementation.

M\ qpportunity  to discuss relevant topics with a group of farmers,

T i, L SN 17
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Group meetings serve as a forum to adress solutions to
¥ particular problems, such as insect infestations, and also allow
 cenior oxtension staff and oxperiment station researchers  an
These
I petings often produce in—depth discussions between farmers and
F yisitars, and have been responsible for the modification of same

3 experiment station rescarch, so that it more accurately addresses the

farmer's actual problems.

Late in the season the farmer qroup members participate in a
field day. The field day is arganized by the farmer group and ATIP
staff with input, and sometime exhibits, fram extension,  Selected
trials, both RMFI and PWFI1 trials, are visited and the farmer on whose
field the trial is located describes the trial and bher/his
cbscervations oconcerning the trial. Farmers fram other villages attend
these field days as do district and regiomal extension staff and
experiment station research staff. There is generally a very lively
discussion of each trial.

when trials are harvested (by the farmer), the yields are weighed
and recorded by the village staff. A final group meeting is held to
discuss the results of cach trial. The Francistown staff oconducts a
formal ond-of-scason survey of participants and analyzes the data
collected, This information along with researcher and extension
evaluation of the groups are presented in a progress report for
distribution to village staff, extension, experiment station
researchers and other interested parties.

ckill and means for actors

village level staff require a workshop to introduce any new
techmologies and to practice with new equipment. Trial procedures,
material distribution (seeds, machinery, etc.) and data collection
procedures must all be reviewed and agreed upon. This usually takes
place in the context of a general workshop on the entire research
programme and involves one day at a central location and ohe or more
visits to cach village. One to two additional field assistants are
amployed part time to assist in staking fields and other tasks to free
more senior village level staff to make field visits and to train or
assist farmers with implementing trials. Finally, the village staff
must be available to weigh and recard . yields fram the trials. The
senior technical officer chairs the group meetings and the training
for this has boen on~the-job, with suggestion by Francistwon staff.

Group mambers receive training in trials i.nplevent;atim
procedures, the theory behind the technologies (where appropriatel,
and the use of new equipment.

The village AD is asked to attend monthly meetings and to make
any materials or equipment normally available through govermment
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programmes, available to group nmbexs Other extension  staff
participate as they choose ar by special invitation.

Prancistown staff is committed to planning meetings  with

Aatperiment station and regional extension staff — part of the

planning process for the entire research programe. The Francistown
staff organizes and conducts training for village staff and one or
more members attend each group mecting. The staff also organizes tbe
food and transportation for field days, with actual preparation being
the responsibility of the groups. In addition, the Francistown staff
devotes time to field visits to train village staff in assessing the
trials and to address specific problems which may arise.

Materials and equipment for the trials come from several saources.
The rescarch station provides seeds, fertilizers and same equipment
for trials. ATIP provides other equipment for trials and support
equipment, such as scales to weigh the harvest. To date, training
costs have not becn great as they are part of normal training
activities. One of the major costs has br;s;dfor fie?‘im;:a mmtim t;z

oxima Uss$400 villa for .

:a;)cw:istwn t‘(szlt;ff,s andpe‘;or ﬁgii days, is provided out of normal
goverment funds,

Limitations and risks

Several limitations to the group approach, as we have used it,
have been identified. These include:

a) The farmer's do not have an organization apart fram the
rescarch progrgrmanne. They have been established as a part of the
overall research programme.

b) Farmer groups tend to serve as a focal point for extensionists and
rescarchers to interact with farmers about subjects th§t are not
part of the trials work. while this type of gxdmange is useful
for all parties, it may become too extensive, and thus have a
ncgative effect by taking time nceded for actual trials work. The
groups, because they meet on a regular basis, alsobgomeafocal
point far allowing out-of-country visitors an_opportun%ty to meet
with a large group of farmers in one location. Again ocrasional
visitors are helpful to the group, but too many detract from growp
activities.

c) A continuing question is how mach support, in terms of seed,
equipment and other inputs, should be provided by_researchers. It
appears obvious that any new oguipment, seed variety, or other
input, which is not locally available, must be provided if farmers
are to conduct appropriate trials. However, 1t may be argued that
farmers should provide all locally available inputs. ATIP
Francistown has taken the position that providing small measured
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quantities of sced for standardi size trial plots provides better
comparisons than having farmers provide their own seed and
determine the quantity sown. It also aids in trials analysis, and
sced quantities do not exceed 200 grams per plot for small grains,
and 1 kg per plot for large seeded legumes.

d) A related question is when do farmers stop testing and start
adopting? Farmers have indicated an interest in planting larger
areas, with ATIP provided inputs. The problem then becames one of
determining when a farmer is conducting a large scale trial (which
may deserve support) and when the trial is actually an adopted
technology and should be fully farmer supparted. There is an
additional questian of what to do when a piece of equipment is not
locally available, but farmers wish to use it extensively.

e) One of the problams associated with group trials is the desire of
participants to have rescarchers visit the trial sites on a
regular basis, as is done with researcher managed trials. -With a
large number of farmers participating in groups, individual field
visits by research staff are impractical. Yet there is a strong
desire for such visits on the part of the participants,

f) Having farmers select their own trials, rather than having
researchers assign trials, means that more popular options may be
heavily tested, while other options are not tested at all. To
date, we have accepted this as the price far allowing greater
farmer input and freedom.

g) Conducting trials may be very difficult for farmers who do not
control their own draft power, e.3., many cattle were killed by
drought last year, leaving same farmers with insufficient oxen to
form a team. As a consequence, many farmers were forced to hire
tractors. Tractor drivers were very reluctant to perform “"small
plot®™ work. So, many farmers who signed up for trials were unable
to implement them.

BExperience

ATIP Francistown began options testing group work three scasons
ago with a group of 12 farmers testing one technology in one village.
The sccond year groups were formed in two additional villages,
included 97 participants, and the number of technologies was
to five major and several minor technologies. During the current year
approximately 130 farmers have signed up to test more than a dozen
technologies in the three groups.
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EXTENSION MANAGED OPTIONS TESTING GROUPS
Desired output

The extension service in Botswana is currentl i
o X i y v oameni tted

:cfimmrz::srimg drought relu'af programmes. ‘Thus, dmeer{raditional rotl:le)
of e nguiumm agricultural technologies has been greatly
his/her. ner, a single AD may have well over 500 households under

responsibility. Without good cammnication systems, many of
the constraints these households face may go unaddressed. "me farmer
gr:xpt;map?roadm o@fers a means of working with a number of farmers at
e v thm? wmproving the efficiency of the AD. The desired outputs

extension managed farmer testing groups are:

a) Provide a method for ADs to increase their efficiency
. ci
ﬁeszrgm a t_hal.;rge humber of farmers (on technical issues) :{
’ N er f_havmg to make numerous individual visits to
ammteadmi funct'lelds' (The group format allows the AD to perform
2 eac ng ion at the beginning of the year, and a backup
tion throughout the cropping season, through monthly

b) Al}ou farmers to field test recamendations, under extension

quidance, and to provide a basis for local field days.

c) Provide a forum for researcher back-up in extension activities.

d) Provide a test to see if f i
2 ooy armer dgroups are practical under
As was discussed above, ADs are officiall:
. encouraged
with groups of farmers, but date, the system ha.ls’ not beenagerplg;ed‘?;):

the testi £ i i i
fomion. hg of extension recammended technologies in the Francistown

e

Prior to the cropping season ATIP staff met with regional
agricultural officers to discuss establishing a pilot gxtensmn
managed option testing farmer group. With the Regional Agricultural
Officer's approval, the DRD identified one extension area for the
pilot group. The DRO and the AD from the area met with ATIP staff to
discuss the group work, The regiomal Crop Officer and the ALDEP
Manager were also included in the discussions. This group decided on
a limited number of technologies, including types of equipgment
provided through ALDEP programme, which were to be presented for
testing. Logistical details were also arranged.

Just prior to the normal beginning of the cropping season, the AD
asked the village headman to call a traditional village meeting at
which he, and the ATIP Francistown staff, described the farmer group
work in other villages and invited interested farmers to attend the
initial group meeting to be held two weeks later. At the initial
group meeting the AD and ATIP staff discussed the technologies
available for testing and how tests were to be conducted.  Farmers
were asked to indicate in which test or tests they wished to
participate.

At subsequent monthly meetings implementations of trials were
discussed. The famersweretodecicbondmeirownha_vlargetomke
the test plots, and to stake the plots accordingly. While
side-by-side comparisons were recamended, many trials were
implemented without a comparison, and so became demonstrations rather
than true trials. A field assistant was hired to assist the AD in
working with farmers to collect data, provide seeds and equipment,
etc.

Monthly meetings to discuss trials were held. farmers described
their trial experience, identified problems, and report their
observations on the trial to the group. The farmer group meetings
were chaired by the AD., All meetings were attended by ATIP and
district extension staff. ATIP and extension staff visited all trials
at least once during the ssason.

A field day was held near the end of the season. Farmers _fra'n
other villages, extension (including the Director of Field Services)
and research staff all participated.

After harvest the ATIP staff will conduct a formal end-of-season
survey of participating farmers to obtain farmer assessments of the
trials they participated in and the grouwp activities. This information
will be included with extension and researcher evaluations of the
group activity in a progress report.




kills and means for actors

The DAO and AD had the most time camitment to this group. The
D needed training in group management and also in same of the
echnologies, particularly same of the equipment. This was provided
y the ATIP staff on an informal basis. The field assistant hired to
ork with the AD did not receive any training, and so did not perform
ell. Better training is needed for both the AD and field assistant,

ATIP staff attended farmer group meetings and made field visits.
ome equipment, seeds, etc. were provided by ATIP. Other equipment
are fram the extension programme. A proposal has been preparaed to
und a ragional level staff position to provide support and training
or Abs working with farmer groups.

imitations and risks

Because of the limited time available for the AD to work with the
Toup, and due to an untrained field assistant, the level of support
0 group members was low, and many trials were not implamented, or
ere poarly implemented. Partly this is a function learning how to
ork with groups.

The approach is limited in that it does take AD time, a commodity
n short supply due to other demands, There is also the risk of
eightened farmer expectations, which may not be met. Other
imitations will probably be identifiad when the season's experiences
re analyzed.

Xperience

N

ATIP and the extension service are campleting the first season of
orking with this type of group,

ONCLUDING COMMENTS

The ATIP approach to farmer involvement in farming systems
esearch is to attempt to integrate farmer participation into the
‘esearch/extension establishment through the use of farmer testing
roups to facilitate FMFI trials. The use of farmer testing groups
as a number of advantages for the researcher and extension agent.

1} The researcher has limited time for conducting researcher managed
trials, and the P¥FI trials conducted through the group format can
expari the number of tachnologies being researched.

1 The extension agent also has great damands on his/her time for
administering drought relief and other government programmes.
With limited time to devote to extension of technologies, the

o — - . e ———
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i i having

i k with groups of farmers. By .

?ea.s;rt:eg;e ct)gsgifmgtm;elsmogies they are more.mvolvc;d than‘m

traditional extension demonstration plots, and arec in fact teitmg

the recammended technologies for acceptability under local
conditions.

communi i tween farmers, extensionists and re_zseatdxets ‘is

@ ?nireased lm;‘;gnne:z, through t.tlmeir choices of trials, provide

valuable information on what technologies are of interest to them

Research and extension staff also receive early and continuing
feedback on technologies.

i i f extension sonnel in the reseax"d'l process means
@ g:ylmh:uvzmg céhance to sugg:t modifications dur;ng the trials, and
also became familiar with new technologies they will later extend.

® eion f1 13 da of First ta?f\gremis)glggea\f: deal/;f intgx‘g{.
i fie . irst, .

32??;:‘12“ describ)e[st.heir experierx:es. and canclusions ;om wfrn
farmers., Second, inter-village campetition can develop, le ngand
incentive to try new techmlog;aﬁ. Third, mzmﬂ and
researchers can get added information, as farmers t ; o
question of other farmers than they da. of rese.;rcherg. i Y,
the use of side-by-side camparisons facilitates discussions.

A number of problems working wiﬂ) farmer testing‘gszgups have been
discussed above. Several additional issues can be rai .

isti i llected on farmer trials
* Ihgshgu::tnlmml ﬁglihedmgi?mmw t of hard data collected.
The limited amount of data which can reasonably be collectedbe fr;-;\
farmer groups, is one reason why farmer group wprk must be partmre
a large research programme — SO that questions neemmtrials
intensive analysis can be handled by researcher malxlwaeztzc: mr:a
The development of assessment tools and ways of oo trxigls ore
statistically analyzable data fram the. farmer group trials are
important methodological concerns. .'I‘he ability to gene_:hin 2rd
data is important in legitimizing farmer trials wi
research establishment.

i ini i i and keeping the
tion of determining an optimam size group, )
® gr‘gupqueio that size are problams Whlcha;?rautxo Iherhavz lie: nefaed f:;
tinuity but also it is desirable ) _ farme
g;gcﬁte i.ny the groups as they bring new ideas and involve a
larger number of farmers in the develogment process.

i i discussions there may be
For many of the problems raised in group i .
< o idintifiable solution that is technically and socio-

-



Table 1. Typology of farmer grewps

CHARACTERISTIC

FOCUSED-~TESTING

RESEARCH EXTENSION
MANAGED OPTIONS MANAGED OPTIONS
TESTING TESTING

Obioctives

Nurbers of Trial Types

Trial: Proposal
Selection
Managament
Implementation

Quantitative Measurament/a
Assessment: Rescarcher
Farmer

Group: Size

Nature
Selection

Frequency of Meeting

Discuss farmer's
own problems.
in technology Measure economic

Farmer assessment,

Researcher/Farmer

10-15 farmers

Socio=econamic
situation for
acopriate far
design work.

Increased farmer Local farmer and

and extension extension testing
involvment. for local
large scale adaptability.

assessment .,
10 to 12 4to 6

Researcher/Extn. Extn./Researcher
Farmer Farmer

Farmer Farmer
Farmer Farmer
Least Minimal
Least Minimal
Most Most

20~-40 farmers 25-35 farmers
Heterogencous Heterogenous
Volunteers fram Volunteers from
village meeting. village meeting.

Monthly in Monthly in
season Season
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implementable solutions can be

econanically viable. This lack of
rustrating for all parties concerned.

f

g

cial in focusing

Nonetheless, farmer reaction to the farmer testing groups has
been quite positive, and the approach has been benefi

% research on farmer identified problems.

AL Relative to the other typer of ¢roups.
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