R.M. Wambura and D.F. Rutatora, &85

Farmer’s participation in village development activities: the role of agricul-
tural and livestock development institutions in Tanzania

R.M. Wambura, * and D.F. Rutatora**
*Institute of Continuing Education, Sokoine University of Agriculture, P.O. Box 3044, Morogoro, Tanzania

**Department of Agricultural Education and Extension, Faculty of Agriculture, Sokoine University of Agri-
culture, P.O. Box 3002, Morogoro, Tanzania

Abstract

Increasingly, it is recognized that participatory extension generates widespread and sus-
tainable results. “Participation in extension focuses on joint decision making with regard
to problem analysis, solution planning, activities implementation and evaluation of results"”.
This paper is based on a study done in 1998 on “Strengthening Farmers' Participation in
Villuge Development Activities: The Role of Agricultural and Livestock Development Insti-
tutions (MATIs/LITIs) in Tanzania”. Data were obtained through interviews with
MATI/LITI tutors, field extension agents and randomly selected furmers and notes from di-
rected discussions with key informants, and observations. The findings indicated that most
institutes had farmers training sections despite the fact that there were difficulties in farmer
training; and that there was a possibility of Sokoine University of Agriculture (SUA) to es-
tablish formal collaborative links with Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MAC) on
extension services using MATIs and LITIs.
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target g?&lp, the farmers, is proceeding

Introduction (Benor et al., 1984).

' Sokoine University of Agriculture (SUA)

he Jevel of education for agricultural is the only agricultural university in Tan-

development is onc of the most suc- zania. The fact that agriculture is the
cessful achievements for post - inde- main stay of the country's economy un-
pendence in Tanzania. Training facilitics derscores the important role that SUA
have tended to cater for all types and lev- will have to play in enhancing the na-
cls of specialties for agriculture. It is pos- tion's economic development. During its
sible to identify a high level category of inauguration ceremony in 1984 as a new
training programs (the university), an in- university, SUA was challenged by its
termediate level (the training institutes) first Chancellor, Mwalimu J.K. Nycrere
and a low level (vocational, primary and to: (i) expand its functions to include
Secondary schools and informal training adult Cducation, farmer training, exten-
schemes). The strategies behind agricul- sion work and dissemination of research
tural training program are at present un- work 1o serve the community as a whole;
dergoing a wholc series of changes in (1) give education and training appropri-
developing countrics (Bunting,1986; Far- ate to peasants agriculture; and (il1) an-
rington and Martin, 1987). swer the needs and solve the problems of

Tanzanian agriculture and rural life

Farmer’s educational objectives arc being (Nyerere, 1984).
thoronghly examined and the search for
means to make more effective impact to In kceping with these realities the Insti-

tute of Continuing Education (ICE) was
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created by Government Notice No. 25
published on 29th January, 1988 to serve
as an outreach arm of the University. In
order to carry out its functions ICE has
organized its activities around four major
programming areas, namcly: (i) exten-
sion and farmers education; (ii) continu-
ing education; (ii1) educational technol-
ogy; and (iv) adult education and corre-
spondence. ICE recognizes the impor-
tancc, and the need for closer cooperation
with key government Ministries and Dc-
partments as well as other agencies and
institutions that perform functions related
to its own (Wambura,1993). Such insti-
tutions include the Ministry of Agricul-
ture and Livestock Training Institutes
(MATIs and LITIs). All MATIs and LI-
TIs are expccted to carry out outreach
programs. The aim of these programs is
to enhance cooperation between institutes
and nearby villages so that students can
learn from the farmers’ experiences and
disseminate improved agricultural and
livestock production techniques (United
Republic of Tanzania, 1996). The fol-
lowing sections provide thc methodol-
ogy, findings and conclusions of this
study.

Methodology

Data were obtained through interviews

with 41 MATULITI tutors, 37 field cxte-

nion agents and 92 randomly sclected

farmers using structured questionnaires.

Also, notes from directed discussions with
34 key informants and observations were
used. Questionnaires were analyzed using

‘the Statistical Package for Social Sciences

(SPSS) available at the SUA Computer
Center. The method of analysis involved
univariate and bivariatc analysis. Data
from researcher's diary were summarized
and categorized accordingly.

Results and Discussions

MATIs/LITIs Involvement in Qutreach
Activities

The MATI/LITI tutors' opinions on the
extent to which their institutes were in-
volved 1In outrcach activities were
sought. It was assumed that under-
standing of the cxtent to which the in-
stitutes participated in outreach activi-
ties would provide a pictur¢ on how
MATIs/LITIs promoted development
initiatives in the neighboring rural arcas.
The tutor respondents were, therefore,
asked to give their opinions on particu-
lar statements related to their institutes'
involvement in outreach activities (Ta-
ble 1).

Table 1 shows that between 68 and 95
percent of the MATI/LITI tutor

respondents stated that students in the
institutes were involved in outrcach ac-
tivitics. Most institutes had farmers’
training sections, although there were
difficulties in farmer training because of

Table 1: Percentages of MATI/LITI tutor respondents’ on the extent to which

their Institutions werc involved in outreach activities (N=41)

Statement MATI/LITI tutor respondents
Yes(%) No(%)

Students from MATI/LITI engage in outreach activities 95 3 T
Most instilutes have farmers training sections , 88 12 7
Institutes do maintain contact with farmers engaged in out- 68 32

reach activities

There are difficulties faced in farmer training 90 10 ]
There is a possibility of SUA to establish formal collaborative | 93 7 T
link with MAC on extension services using MATIs/LITIs ]
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lack of financial support and training fa-
cilities. Table 1 also indicate that there
is a possibility of SUA to establish for-
mal collaborative links with MAC on
cxtension services using MATIs/LITIs.
This sentiment was also given by key
informants at the MAC headquarters,
SUA, village leaders and MATI/LITI
administrators. Further analysis of field
data showed major weaknesses of car-
rying outreach activities as being not
adequately including survey of farmer
necds conducted by students and the
lack of effective collaboration with vil-
lage based exiension workers. How-
cver, the study also noted that there
were no concrete proposals by the MAC
on how to concentrate its resources to
the 10 MATIs/LITIs carrying outreach
programs in the country. In addition, it
is clear from the study findings that all
surveyed MATIs/LITIs had an extension
sections, which conducted farmers resi-
dential training, and students/tutors con-
ducted outreach activities to farmers in
their neighboring villages (Table 1).

Extension Contact Using MATI/LITI
Students' Farm/Home Visits

Farmer respondents were asked if they
were aware of MATI/LITI student out-
rcach activities, and all of them stated
that they were aware of such activities 1n
their villages. About 66 percent of the
respondents stated that MATI/LITI stu-
dents had visited them. Also, about 74
percent of them stated that other farmers
were present during the students’ visits.
Further inquiry revealed that 55 percent
of the respondents who had been visited
by students shared the information with
other farmers who were not prescnt
during the visits. In addition, about 96
percent of the respondents who had been
visited by students stated that they
wanted to be visited more frequently.
Furthermore, it was established that
during the visits students mostly talked
about farmers' problems.
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However, further analysis revealed that
many respondents (95 percent) who
were able to use fertilizers did not apply
them as recommended by students. This
may be due to the fact that similar rec-
ommendations were given to all farmers
in the area, irrespective of their ecologi-
cal situation (e.g. quality of their soil
and availability of water), access to in-
puts and markets, the resourccs the
farmer had and goals of the farm family.
This suggests that farmers realize that
these points should influence the dcci-
sions they make and, therefore, the op-
timum way to manage their farms can-
not be the same for all, and certainly the
blanket recommendations given by the
extension worker and the visiting stu-
dents cannot be appropniate for all. It
was also found that 24 percent of the
farmer respondents felt that they bene-
fited from MATI/LITI students. It was,
thercfore, recommended that in exten-
sion training, emphasis should be put on
the importance of a two-way informa-
tion exchange between farmers and ex-
perts.

Farmers' Participation in MATL/LITI
Students Outreach Projects

All farmer respondents were asked if
they were aware of different outrcach
projects organized by MATI/LITI stu-
dents in their villages. About 27 percent
out of 66 percent of the farmer respon-
dents who had been visited by students
stated that they were aware of such
projects. It was cvident from these
findings that a small percentage of
farmers dircctly participated in  the
MATI/LITI outrcach activities in their
villages.

In order to examine the extent to which
the farmers participated in planning of
MATI/LITI outreach projects, cach of
the fanmer respondents were asked to
identify one outreach project in which
they were actively involved in their vil-
lages. The number and percentages of
respondents who reported that they were
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actively involved i particular outreach
projccts with thc MATI/LITI students in
their villages are shown in Table 2. Ta-
blc 2 shows that farmers werc involved
in MATI/LITI outreach activities related
to crop and livestock production.The
farmer respondents were further asked
to indicate pcople and their positions
who advised them on tasks they selected
to implement in the MATL/LITI out-
reach projects as shown in Table 3. The
findings show that, in most cases, vil-
lage leaders decided to villagers on tasks
of outreach projects to implement.

Furthermore, respondents felt that they
were involved in making decisions, eg-
pecially in the choice of plots (70 per-
cent) and wherc to get capital (60 per-
cent).  Village extension officers were
identified by 20 percent of the rcspon-
dents as having been involved in making
decisions about the technical assistance
to give. Respondents  felt  that
MATI/LITI tutors and students had lim-
ited involvement in key decision making
relatcd to extension tasks. Only 10 per-
cent of the respondents said that tutors
and students had say in the choice of

Table 2: Percentages of respondents who indicated that they were involved in outreac
projects with MATI/ILITI Students (N=24)

T ype of Outreach Project Farmer Respondents —[
Number Percent
—chctable Production 5 21
Piggery 4 17
Colton 6 25 1
Paddy 3 12 ;
Soybeans 2 8
Maize 4 17

Table 3: Farmer Respondents' Opinions on Who was Involved in Making Decisions R
to Selected Tasks During the Implementation Stage of MATI/LITI Students Out

Projects (N= 24)

Who Involved in Decisions Related to Selected Tasks
Type of Task Village Village Exten- |ATI/LITI Tu- |Farmersyq
Leaders% | sion Workers% | tors/Students %
Source of Capital 30 10 5 Y
Choice of Plol(s) 25 10 5 70 !
Choice of Crop(s) 15 0 10
Technical Aid 50 20 0
Purchasc of Ttems 95 0 0
Timing of Activitics 95 0 5
Allocation of Output 80 0 5
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crops. Village leaders, village extension
officers, MATI/LITI tutors and students
werce all involved in making decisions
related to particular tasks during the im-
plementation stages of the outreach
projects.

The findings also revealed that the re-
spondents were able to evaluate their
outrcach projects in terms of progress
and the type of outputs. Furthermore, it
was found that the respondents were
satisfied with thc advice that the
MATI/LITI students gave.

Conclusions

Based on the findings of this study, it
can be concluded that MAC intended to
concentrate its resources to only 10
MATISs/LITIs in the country with stu-
dents/tutors outreach activities to farm-
ers in their neighboring villages. There
were clear indications from the study
findings that MATIs/LITIs were willing
to cooperate with SUA through the ICE
in arcas of training and outreach activi-
ties. Most institutes had farmers train-
ing sections despite the fact that there
were difficulties in offering them, and
that there were possibilities for SUA to
establish formal collaborative links with
MAC using the MATIs/LITIs.

This study findings showed that farmers
werc involved by MATUVLITI stu-
dents/tutors who participated in plan-
ning, implementation and evaluation of
outreach projects. In this way, relevant
technologies were identified and used in
the project villages. The strategy of
farmer participation in the planning, im-
plementation and evaluation of projects
can greatly improve the work efficiency
of VEQs, and enhancc the process of
empowering farmers.

There is a need, therefore, for MAC to
adopt a policy of encouraging VEOs to
initiate and use projects as part of their
cxtension strategies.  The projects
should be developed with the involve-
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ment of village leaders and specific
farmer groups such as women and youth
in the villages. Together they should
decide what technologies are important,
what information is rcquired and how it
should be provided. This is to say that,
farmers and VEOs should take active
roles with such projects.
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