FARMING SYSTEMS INTEGRATED
PEST MANAGEMENT PROJECT:
SELECTED REPORTS 1996 - 2000

Volume 3

A A, Ay
SN Natural
ASMEH Resources
“ NN S A

e Institute

@ DFID &=

MINISTRY OF

\EPUBLIC OF MALAWI AGRICULTURE
AND IRRIGATION




This compilation is an output of the Farming Systems Integrated Pest Management
Project, jointly funded by the United Kingdom's Department for International
Development (DFID) and the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (MOAT) of the
Government of Malawi. However, any views expressed are those of the authors and are
not necessarily those of the DFID or the MOAL.

The three volumes of this compilation may be cited as:

Ritchie, J.M. and Muyaso, F., (Compilers) 2000. Farming Systems Integrated
Pest Management Project: Selected Reports 1996 - 2000.
Volume 1. Farming Systems Research. 448 pp.
Volume 2. Farming Systems Research continued. 536 pp.
Volume 3. Farmer participation in development of IPM strategies. 548 pp.

Copies of this work have been deposited in major libraries and resource centres in
Malawi.



FARMING SYSTEMS INTEGRATED
PEST MANAGEMENT PROJECT:
SELECTED REPORTS 1996 - 2000

Volume 3. Farmer participation in development of IPM
strategies

Compiled by
J.Mark Ritchie and Felix Muyaso

March 2000

Department for Agricultural Research and Technical Services
Farming Systems Integrated Pest Management Project
Bvumbwe Agricultural Research Station
P.O. Box 5748
Limbe - Malawi



FARMING SYSTEMS INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT PROJECT
SELECTED PROJECT REPORTS 1996-2000

VOLUME 3: Farmer participation in development of IPM strategies

CONTENTS
Farmer selection Page
Number

Selection of farmers for participation in on-farm trials, October 1996. J. Lawson-McDowall and

P. Jere. 6 pp. Mimeo. 1
Farmer perceptions
Great Suspicions and Lesser Expectations: an investigation into farmers perceptions of the

FSIPM Praject. J. Lawson-McDowall, F. Chingwalu, E. Simkhoza and T. Chilango.

May 1999. 90 pp. Mimeo. 7
Farmer evaluation of trials
Integrating farmer evaluations in [PM Research: concepts, experiences and lessons. P. Jere,

August 1997. 16 pp. Mimeo. 97
Proposals for farmer evaluation of FSIPM Project on-farm trials 1997-98. J.M. Ritchie, 26

Feb 1998. 6 pp. Mimeo. 113
Preliminary report on farmer evaluation of main intercrop pest management trial 1997/98. M.

Ritchie, J. Lawson-McDowall, C. Chanika, C. Chiumia, June 1998. 21 pp. Mimeo. 119
Report on a meeting with sweet potato weevil trial farmers in Mangunda. 24 August 1998.

B.Mwale. 8 pp. Mimeo. 141
Sweet potato trial, 1997/98: farmer diagnosis and evaluation, with economic analysis. FSIPM

Project, 14 August, 1998. A. Omr, B. Mkandawire, A. Koloko, T. Milanzi and P.

Kapulula. Mimeo. 12 pp. Mimeo. 149
Report on Farmer Evaluation for the Pigeonpea Trials for Mangunda, 11 Sep 1998. FSIPM

Project, September 1998. B. Mwale and J.M. Ritchie. 7 pp. Mimeo. 161
Report on farmer evaluation for the pigeonpea trials for Lidala and Chiwinja. August 1998. B.

Mwale and J.M. Ritchie. 8 pp. Mimeo. 168

Repart on Farmers’ farewell meeting held at Bvumbwe Agricultural Research Station, 4"

November 1999. B. Mwale, C.S.M. Chanika, C. Kaunda, C. Chanza, D. Saiti, B.

Mkandawire, H. Mputeni. 17 pp. Mimeo. 176
FSIPM Project 1998-99 On-Farm Trials. Monitoring Reports. Main Trial (Rounds 1-5), Striga

Trial (Rounds 1&2), Whitegrub Trial (Rounds 1&2), Termite Trial (Rounds 1&2).

(Internal Working Document). P.Kapulula and J.Lawson-McDowall. 73 pp. Mimeo. 193



CONTENTS continued

Page
number
Matapwata and Chiradzulu Farmers: Long duration pigeonpea monitoring pre-harvest.

Simkoza, E. March 2000. 4 pp. Mimeo. 266
Mangunda farmers: Long duration and medium duration Pigeonpea monitoring pre-harvest. E.

Simkoza. March 2000. 4 pp. Mimeo. 270
Indigenous Knowledge: Farmers’ crop management strategies.

Quick Questionnaire On Cowpeas. J. Lawson-McDowall. Oct 1997. Mimeo. 7 pp. Mimeo. 274
Use of Sevin (Carbaryl) by farmers in Chiwinja village against Black Maize Beetle (Matono).

J.M.Ritchie. Oct 1997. 2 pp. Mimeo. 281
A socio-economic perspective on weeds and weed management at FSIPM research sites

1996/97. A. Orr. 19 pp. .Mimeo. 283
Farmers'’ tillage practices in relation to green manuring with Tephrosia vogelii and Crotalaria

juncea. FSIPM Project, 28 September 1998. A. Orr, C. S. M. Chanika and A. Koloko.

18 pp. Mimeo. 303
Termites revisited. A. Orr, B. Mwale and D. Saiti. March 1899. 11 pp. Mimeo. 321
Games farmers play: control strategies for whitegrubs. A. Orr, B. Mwale, D. Saiti. April 1999.

18 pp. Mimeo. 332
Farmers' cultural practices and control of the sweet potato weevil (Cylas puncticollis). B.

Mwale, D. Saiti and A. Orr. August 1999. 17 pp. Mimeo. 350
Decision-making for weeding: interim report from case study work in Magomero. J. Lawson-

McDowall. 2 pp. Mimeo. 367
Why don't they weed? Farmers' weeding decisions in southem Malawi. FSIPM Project, 10

August 1998. A. Orr and A. Koloko. Mimeo. 37 pp. Mimeo. 369
Pests and markets: Why farmers grow susceptible varieties of pigeonpea. B. Mwale, A. Orr

and D. Saiti. 25 October 1999. 23 pp. Mimeo. 396
The accidental strategists: how farmers avoid bean pests and diseases without even trying. A.

Orr, B. Mwale, D. Saiti. 15 September, 1999. 28 pp. Mimeo. 419
Technology dissemination and extension
Assessment of adoption and diffusion of IPM strategy for sweet potato in Katuli EPA,

Mangochi. P. Jere, A. Koloko and B. Mkandawire. May 1997. 3 pp. Mimeo. 437
Networks Of Communication in Agriculture: pilot study. J. Lawson-McDowall and C. Chiumia.

Sept 1997. 7 pp. Mimeo. 440

Networks of Communication: How farmers learn about innovations in Agriculture. J. Lawson
McDowall and Phillip K. Kapulula. March 1999. 42 pp. Mimeo. 447

iii



CONTENTS continued

Page
Number
Recommendations to Technology Clearing Committee of MOAI
A recommendation for the release of pigeonpea variety ICEAP 00040 in Malawi. Submitted to
the Technology Release Committee of the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation.
March 2000. J.M. Ritchie, S. Abeyasekera, C.S.M. Chanika, B. Mwale, R.B. Jones,
S.N. Silim and A.T. Daudi. 30 pp. Mimeo. 489
A recommendation for the release of Imidacloprid for use as a seed dressing for the
management of whitegrubs and other soil pests in maize. Submitted to the
Technology Release Committee of the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation. March
2000. J.M. Ritchie, S. Abeyasekera, T.D. Mzilahowa, B. Mwale, C.S.M. Chanika and 519
A.T. Daudi. 29 pp. Mimeo.

iv



FARMING SYSTEMS INTEGRATED PEST
MANAGEMENT PROJECT

SELECTION OF FARMERS FOR PARTICIPATION IN
ON-FARM TRIALS: OCTOBER 1996

Julie Lawson-McDowall
Social Anthropologist

&

Paul Jere
Agricultural Economist

October 1996
Revised September 1997

Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation
Department of Agricultural Research
Farming Systems IPM Project
Bvumbwe Research Station
P.O. Box 5748
Limbe




SELECTION OF FARMERS FOR PARTICIPATION IN ON-FARM TRIALS: OCTOBER 1996

Julie Lawson McDowall & Paul Jere

Farmers were selected for participation in the FSIPM Project on farm trials by socio-economic indicators
through social mapping techniques in accordance with the specified target group; by lineage groups and in
order to inctude farmers who had shown interest in the project and cooperated in the diagnostic exercise
phase of the research; this latter group includes the chief of each village.

Target group

The target group for the FSIPM project is ‘resource poor’ farmers, particularly female headed households.
In the original project documentation it was suggested that up to 50% of participating farmers should be
women. Given that our social mapping exercise revealed a figure closer to 30% for female headed
households. it was felt that we should aim to include between 30-50% of female headed households in our
trials.

Social and Economic Indicators

Farmers were selected for participation in the On-Farm trials of the FSIPM project by the technique {from
the Participatory Rural Appraisal repertoire] of social mapping. Social mapping is an exercise carried
out with a group of people who draw, on a large sheet of paper [or several sheets], a box for each
household in the village. Each box is given the name of the head of the household and the boxes are then
‘interrogated” for a series of social and economic indicators. The aim is that, in a relatively short period
of time, an efficient visual representation of key factors for all the households in a village is produced.
This social and resource mapping then enables a rough and ready assessment of the relative economic,
social or educational situation of each household.

Clearly, such a technique can only offer an approximate representation of complex reality. It is important
that the social and economic indicators that are to be used be developed in close consultation with local
staff and/or villagers themselves. The situation is further complicated in Malawi by widespread sensitivity
to information gathering that may lead to the targeting of resources such as food aid. Consequently we
were reluctant at this early stage in our development of friendly relations to risk our credibility by
conducting exercises that were obviously aimed at creating a ranking of rich and poor. It is for this reason
that the potentially useful tool of Wealth Ranking was felt unsuitable.

The following crude economic indicators were therefore employed to differentiate households:
employment in the formal sector, businesses that supported families, ownership of assets (bicycles,
livestock), male or female headship of house, numbers of adults and dependents in households. Due to
farmers’ anxieties about targeting, it was crucial that such indicators were seen less as tools for targeting
per se than as a means of identifying farmers whose interests would be compatible with the work of the
project: that is. the farmer would be principally a farmer and thus willing to devote time and energy to
means of improving agriculture. the farmer would be available for participation in the project.

Lineages

A further factor taken into account was to make sure that the selected farmers represented as many as
possible of the lineages found in the village concerned. Although the precise function and meaning of
lineages remains unclear at this stage, it is known that these are households who claim descent from a
comumon ancestor, perhaps an original settler of the village. Rights to land and other resources may well
cohere at the lineage level on some occasions and. historically, a powerful lineage would lead to the
formation of a new village or claims to a chief of their own. For these reasons and to attempt a fair
distribution of participation, we collected information about lineages (often from lineage heads who came
to tell us about their own lineage members). An attempt was also made to ensure that by only choosing
one or two households from each lineage, we would not select farmers who lived in the same matrilineal
cluster.

)



Cooperating farmers

The final criterion for choice was that over the period of time [July-October] when the diagnostic exercises
were being carried out, in each village, we found that a certain group of interested farmers met us on our
weekly visits; this group varied from two to fifteen in different villages. Having taken so much of their
time and shared their knowledge over this period of time, we felt that we must recognise the enthusiasm
and engagement of these farmers and attempt to give them a “first refusal’. This phenomenon was
particularly marked in Chiwinja village where a large group of women from mainly female-headed
households regularly worked with us; elsewhere, the project had a greater ability to select on objective
indicators.

Chiefs

The etiquette of working in Malawian villages has required us to work within the framework of the
traditional authorities and the chief of each village or his/her close relatives have had an important role as
project brokers. Furthermore. the cooperation of the chief has made the task of the project much easier.
For this reason. each chief was invited to take part in the on-farm trials; the example of their participation
has, for the most part, served to legitimize project activity.

With regard to the selection of farmers, it is important to recognize that the continuation of in-depth social
and economic research throughout the lifetime of the project will further refine our understanding of the
status of these indicators. This long term qualitative and quantitative information will allow us to move
beyond crude indicators and the assumption that households are independent to comprehend wider
livelihood strategies and the economic role of other units within the village such as the matrilineal cluster
or the lineage. The social mapping exercise was thus a tool for immediate use, in allowing selection of
resource poor farmers, but will also be a benchmark to which we can look back to assess the quality of this
earlier data and the methodology by which it was gathered.

After using these criteria, a tentative list of required participants was drawn up for each village by the
project. This was then discussed with the chief and his advisors (mostly lineage heads) to make sure that
the selected farmers had fields were of good character and hard working. During these meetings some
names were approved while some were substituted with spare eligible names on the list. The approved
farmers were then invited to a meeting to explain to them how they were selected and the details of the
trials. Later each of the selected farmers was contacted individually at their homes to explain to them the
various facets of the trials and to get their consent and assurance of participation. During these visits some
farmers showed some resistance/reluctance to participate (mainly in Kambuwa village) due to their
conceived or perceived uncertainties/risks in the project’s work. Those farmers were then substituted
(second substitution) and similar visits were made to the new candidates. It is therefore important to
realize that the process of farmer selection was complex and time consuming so as to ensure success in
running of the trials which required continuous participation till harvest. Below are some of the
substitutions. which were made during the process in the four villages.



Substitutions in farmer selection for on-farm trials

(a) KAMBUWA VILLAGE - FIRST SUBSTITUTION

NAME CLAN SUBSTITTE CLAN REASON FOR
SUBSTITUTION

Mr. Sipiki Buledi Mr. Bibi Buledi Mobile and lazy

Mai Wanyanga Mai Butao Her church restricts her
association

Mr. Chimwaza Kambuwa | Mr. Basikolo Kambuwa | Mobile, not steady in village-
Doing business

Ester Bamusi Chikumba | Mr. P. Chikoti | Chikumba | Mai Bamusi is elderly

Mai Nasimango | Kosima Mr. Kamoto* Kosima She has no field in the village

Mai Mtamba Misoya Mai Baluti Misoya She works at an estate

Filipi Wanyanga | Wanyanga | Mr. Nolomani Wanyanga | Now lives in Lalimbuka

KAMBUWA VILLAGE — SECOND SUBSTITUTION

NAME CLAN SUBSTITUTE | CLAN REASON FOR
SUBSTITUTION

Mr. Bibi Buledi Mr. Mafaiti Buledi Hesitant to participate but Mafaiti
interested

Mai Gowero Kambuwa | Mai Kwizombe | Kambuwa | Hesitant to participate

Mai Mimango Jana Luka Dinala Kambuwa | Not interested

Mr. Nolomani Wanyanga | Mai Chelewani | Wanyanga | Not interested

Mai Beni Jana Mai Vakala Jana Field far in Chingazi hill

Notes

1. First substitutions made by chief and his advisors (lineage heads) during a meeting with FSIPM

project staff.

2. Second substitution made by FSIPM project staff in collaboration with chief after meeting individual

farmers about the trials
*farmer deceased in September 1997 so there is need for replacement




(b) MAGOMERO VILLAGE

ORIGINAL | CLAN SUBSTITUTE CLAN REASON FOR

NAME NAME SUBSTITUTION

Stanford Magomero | Simeon Magomero | Mr. Mulamba does not have

Mulamba Magomero land in the village

Mai Mphole Mondiwa | Mr. Matemba Mondiwa

Mai Marichi Marichi Mr. Yasini Marichi

Simeon Mawuwa | W. Simeon Mawuwa W. Simeon is the son of the

Magomero chief but his wife is in this
lineage, Simeon Magomero is
the chief himself and is
included above

(¢) CHIWINJA VILLAGE

ORIGINAL | CLAN SUBSTITUTE CLAN REASON FOR

NAME NAME SUBSTITUTION

Mai Kaipa Lingome Mai Tepatepa Lingome Not enough land for
experiments

Bambo Lingome Mai Limani Khalani Not enough land for

Lingome experiments

Ela Jumbe Chiwinja | Dinah Chiwinja Not enough land for

Chilinkonde experiments
Mrs Kaipa Misinde Enelesi Kaminyu | Misinde Mrs Kaipa could not be
‘ identified from social map
Bambo Passed away

Mpovya

\J"\



(d) LIDALA VILLAGE

Jivan Lidala Byson Chimwaza | Lidala Mr. Ahammed is the Chief and

Ahammed has too many responsibilities to
be able to work with us (lives
and works elsewhere).

M. Kampira Dorothy Ayimu Kampira Not a full member of the

Chapakhwani village - recently married in.

Angasemelek | Njoka Eluby Njoka Mrs Mcheka is too old to work

a Mcheka Nankhonya full time and is being replaced
by the daughter who looks after
her.

Bambo Austin | Mgomba Linny Mpenda Mgomba Bambo Austin could not be
identified from the social map

Wyson Taimu | Sidine Daina Chipakula | Sidine Mr. Taimu could not be
identified from the social map

Bambo Chaola Mai Chaola Chaola This lineage was left out

Matola because it is small and we had
too many people.

Evelyn Misi Felia Matchado Misi Felia Matchado is the mother

Nkoma of Evelyn Nkoma and the
mother says that the marked
field is hers

Patuma Chiunda Emily and Ali Chiunda Ms Mussa has gone to look

Mussa Mustafa after her mother in Balaka.

Emily is her sister in law and
will take her place
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Abstract

This research was undertaken in response to anxieties within the FSIPM Project concerning farmers’
perceptions and attitudes towards our on-farm trial research. An open-ended questionnaire was asked of 39
farmers in the four target villages in order to understand more about the historical context for development
and barriers to participants’ understanding of the project. The study demonstrates that the project’s
participatory technology development research was new in stvle and content. Previous experience of
developent interventions had been disappointing in these villages. particularly in agriculture. [Initially.
suspicions concerning project intentions were widespread and included fears of land confiscation.
resettlement and forced labour. This did not prevent a high level of cooperation in the trials. The majoriny
of participants understood trials where the pest was visible and important. where the treatment was familiar
or obvious or where training had been given on the biology of the pest or disease. Considerable variation
was found in farmers’ understanding of the trials. however. This is auributed to different levels of
engagement with project objectives due 1o farmers having their own agendas. Farmers vary in their skills
and interest in farming. experience different levels of pest antack or view the project as a conduit for
material resources. Cultural norms of respect and the avoidance of conflict also inhibit open feedback.

Gender analyvsis of the results suggests that the project is succeeding in reaching both men and women

tarmers and thar there i1s no discrimination between areas.



Executive Summary

The obijectives of this research were to understand better the context regarding attitudes to

development interventions into which the project had been introduced.

The FSIPM Project was very novel in purpose and style for all villages. There had been little history of
success with agricultural interventions: about 65% had failed. Villagers had never been asked to take

part in technology testing or evaluation.

Suspicions about the intentions of the project were more widespread and serious than we had realised.
Although farmers told us that their own expectations were broadly positive from the start. they
recounted their fellow villagers™ opinions in much more negative terms. in particular. rumours of land

stealing or resettlement were rife.

Farmers showed that they best understood the whitegrub. termite and Srige trials. This fits experience
elsewhere in pest management research. Participants understood the purpose of the trials where the
pes. was visible. was considered a serious problem and the treatment was either easy to understand or

where training was provided on pest or disease biology.

These findings suggest that it is hard to overestimate how much training or education about pest or

disease biology is required where a treatment or pest is not visible but important.

We found no evidence of a gender bias. Possibly men found the project easier to understand at the start
due to previous experience. Women seemed more aware of the content of trials involving legumes. this

fits with their greater interest in legumes.

Allowing for differences in resources. there is. of course. variation between farmers in enthusiasm.
interest or capacity to understand which researchers should not underestimate as a factor when setting
up ¢-tarm trials. A project such as the FSIPMP must. therefore. expect to find gradations of

engagement among trial participants.

The quality of the teedback we receive as a project may be a problem. During interviews with tarmers
tor this research. project staff sometimes felt that the responses they were getting were bland and that
some farmers did not say whar they really thought.. In general. Malawian society is characterised by
low levels of trust and. historically. open teedback ot problems to the authorities has not been

encouraged.



e  We might also ask why many respondents should take the risk of finding fault with a project providing
tree .nputs. when little in their experience encourages them to teel a sense of ownership towards the
trials. It is noticeable. that resistance to the project has come over key resources or where local

trameworks of understanding differ from project models.

e  The results of this questionnaire strongly suggest that if the project had been able to carry our a needs
assessment. tew farmers would have asked for a pest management project. Throughout the life of the
project. farmers have shown more active interest in gaining access to inputs. particularly tertiliser. than

to any of the pest management technologies.

e  The realisation that not all tarmers suffered equally from pest damage led the project in the final vear
of trials to work with specialist problem groups. Encouragingly. however. many farmers said that the

best aspect of the trial was the opportunity to learn about new methods or technologies in agriculture.

e  One aspect of the context regarding attitudes to development interventions that has emerged is that
barriers to communication exist because farmers and researchers have different agendas. This may
mean that participants pursue difterent ends through the same activities but do not wish to talk openly
about their different ends.' The project’s agenda was to identify pest management strategies for
resource poor households that fitted into local farming systems. This mitigated against a large package
of inputs. Many farmers hoped that contact with the project would give access to the best model of

tarming practice and to large input packages.

e This variation in engagement with project objectives must be set in the context of declining food

security and farmers” knowledge that the project has a limited life span.

e lt1is important that any project acknowledges that participants are operating in their own "life worlds”
and that they will not necessarily share our view of agricultural or project priorities unless these are

verified in advance (and even then there will be different levels of engagement).

"It is a truism of late 20" centuny social science that knowledge "emerges out of a complex process involving social.
situational. cultural and institutional tactors” (Long and Long. 1992, p211). This insight has certainly proved true in
research activities carmied out by the FSIPMP team. The social anthropology team has encountered a number of
situations where it has been clear that individual opinions given in a "safe’ environment can be very different from
those expressed by individuals in more formal contexts or in groups. Work done by the socio-economic team on local
management techniques for termites and whitegrubs also demonstrates that investigations in groups can suppress

information abourt individual strategies



Participation has improved (if unevenly over the three vears). The project has acknowledged that the
criteria of vield or time of vield prevail where the need for food security is paramount. Trials have
been simplified. disliked technologies dropped and there has been consultation about when and why
we should meet. Where farmers and researchers have very different views about practice. as with
fertiliser timing. further research has been carried out or trials have been set up so that we can leamn

together about what works best.

ly-



1.0 Introduction

1.1 Rationale and objectives

This study arose as a result of conversations with tarmers in Magomero village in September and October
1997 which indicated that there was a considerable gap between farmers” perceptions of the FSIPM project
and how project staff viewed both the project and its relationship with these farmers. At this point. the
FSIPM project had just finished conducting its first vear of on-farm trials with 74 farmers and was
preparinz 1o initiate the second vear of trials.” Project staff had assumed that farmers viewed our project in
a neutral or even positive light although we had encountered difficulties with some farmers whom we came
to label "uncooperative’. There had been. after all. a sustained attempt to create a participatory
environment in the planning and management of the on-tfarm trials. This effort had been somewhat
hampered by an overly sophisticated trial lavout in the first season due to the needs of statistical analysis
and the constraints of staff shortages. but we had been confident that the purpose of the project was more or

less clear to tfarmers.

This confidence was undermined by reports to staft meetings by the technical team (agronomic and pest
management junior staff) of problems arising in implementing the trials. A minority' of farmers harvested
plots early. failed to bank. did not mulch or earth up beans while a majority' complained about our not
applyving tertiliser and a significant number abandoned dambo plots due to heavy rain (and the lack of
tertiliser). Further issues emerged during the monitoring and evaluation exercise carried out by the socio-
economic team during the 1996-97. These problems suggested to us that understanding of both project
purpose and the experimental methodology were much more limited than we had thought. The problems
were then aired by the social anthropology team with a group of farming households in Magomero village.
Matapwata EPA. which were being interviewed regularly to create a set of case studies. Discussions with
these households had ranged over a wide range of subjects and their tamiliarity with the social
anthropology team permitted a greater degree of liberty than tound elsewhere ar this stage. These
discussions threw up various complaints and enquiries ranging from contact with the project team to
aspects of the trials. The probability of a gap berween farmer and project expectations was raised at the
1997 DFID Qutput to Purpose Review which recommended that a wider survey be undertaken in the four

target villages.

The aims of such a study were:

* There were 64 participants in the main trial in 1996-97 and 61 in 1997-98. In the Sniga trial. there were 10

participants in the first vear and 6 in the second vear,



1. To understand better the context regarding attitudes to development interventions into which the
project had been introduced.

2. Toidentify barriers to tarmer understanding within the on-farm trial group of farmer.

The information obtained would help us to think about whart adjustments should be made for the final vear

of trials. It would also provide an example of the conceptual and historical starting point of our partner

commur.iies from which other projects might draw lessons for future work. The results are presented in

Section 3 after a description of methodology and sample selection in Section 2. The presentation follows

the order of the question checklist so that the purpose of each question and the results are discussed by turn.

1.2 The Project and study region':

The FSIPM project has been working since 1996 in Chiradzulu North (Mombezi) and Matapwata
Extension Planning Areas (EPAs) of the Blantyre Shire Highlands Rural Development Project (RDP).
Matapwata EPA has since been transterred to Thyolo North RDP. The staple cereal of the area is maize.
Maize is intercropped with pigeonpea Cajarnus cajan). beans (Phaseolus spp.) and a variety of other
legumes. tubers and vegetables. This maize ecology is representative of 40% of the area planted to maize
in Malawi (Heisey and Smale. 1995. cited in Orr and Koloko. 1998). Low average vields (836kg/ha for
local varieties and 1765 kg/ha for hybrid semiflint varieties) reflect poor soil fertilits and low use of
inorganic fertiliser. The main cash crops are burley tobacco and dimba garden vegetables (grown for the
markets of Blanryre and Limbe). Sixty percent of land holdings in this area are under 0.3 hectares.

Women head thirty-eight percent of households in the RDP.

The project objective is to improve the welfare of poor tarm families by developing pest management
recommendations to reduce losses of maize. beans and pigeon peas in the field from pests. weeds and
diseases. The target pests and diseases. identified as priorities by professionals and farmers. are Srriga
asiarica. termites and whitegrubs in maize. Fusarium wilt of pigeon pea and the bean stem maggot
(Ophiomyia spp.) on common beans. Participatory research methods tocused on on-farm trials have been
used to develop appropriate pest management strategies. sustainable within the constraints of the
smallholder farming systems (FSIPM Project Memorandum. 1995). In order to ensure that these
constraints are recognised. it has been a priority of the FSIPM Project to analyse the tarming svstem as a

whole.

* The information in the following paragraph is taken from Orr and Koloko. 1998.



VE

2.0 Methodology

2.1 Semi-structured interview format

The semi-structured interview (See Annex ?) discussed below was pilot tested in Magomero village in
January 1998 with eight households in four mbumhbas {co-resident. extended matrilineal family' groups) in
the social anthropology case study. A revised version (see Annex A) was then used to interview fifty-five
households in the other project sites between Februany and June. 1998. Approximately half the interviews
were administered between January-February. 1997. the remainder were completed in June 1998.°
Feedback through informal discussion and a results summary paper were provided in August 1998 1o the

project to inform the 1998-99 season of trials.

An interview tormat with open questions was chosen in preference to a more tightly structured
questionnaire.” This was in order to encourage participants to give their opinions and criticisms as freely as
possible. We were not sure what respondents might say or what frameworks ot understanding they' brought
to the project work so qualitative insights into the ideas and reasoning of trial participants were needed.
However. the results of open-ended questioning are not easily quantified because different respondents talk
about what is important to them. This lack of uniformity in ideas or information means. for example. that it
ts difficult to assess how many knew that maize seeds were dressed with pesticide to inhibit whitegrub
damage if respondents did not mention this aspect because for them it was not relevant. However. since the

point of the exercise was to grasp farmers” perceptions and to see what was important and what not worth

mentioning from their perspective. this approach seemed most suitable.

The results have. however. been quantified inasmuch as responses have had to be categorised and counted.
We have also analvsed the data in terms of gender or village of origin to see if there are any significant
divisions that might indicate a bias on the part of the project or svstematic difterences on the part of groups
of respondents.” It should be noted that throughout the discussion of findings. there are often more
responses than respondents because participants made more than one comment in reply to a question. To
avoid confusion. results as frequencies and percentages for both responses and respondents are normally
presented. Summary tables of responses are presented in the main text where the data are discussed in
detail. Otherwise. main results in table form are found in Annex B and lists of all answers with total

responses and responses by’ gender are presented in Annex C.

* The delay was due to a decision o expand the sample size from thirty to sixty atter consultation with the project’s
visiting statistician in March 1998,
" For turther discussion of the merits ot open-ended versus "closed” questionnaires. see Ashby et al. 1991,

" Where the interview was conducted with both husband and wife. it has not been included in the gender analysis.
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2.2 Sample

Respondents for the main questionnaire were selected randomly from the list of on-farm trial farmers. The

following table is a summary of respondents by village. gender and participation in on-farm trials

Table 1: Respondents to questionnaire by village, gender and trial participation

| Village Men Women Couples OFT NOFT Total

i Chiwinja 3 1.2 0 13 0 13
Lidala 3 | 0 17 0 17
Magomero 4 11 3 14 4 18
Kambua 4 3 6 13 0 13
Total 16 38 9 59 4 63

Sevenn -four farmers took part in the 1996-97 trials so approximately 80% of trial participants were
included. The interview was conducted with the person most closely involved with the trial which is why
there are more women than men interviewed. Where husband and wife were both interviewed. the husband
is the person formally responsible for the trial. Forty-three male headed households and 20 female headed

households were represented.

3.0 Results

Question 1: Have vou had any previous experience here or elsewhere with outsiders and
projects (agricultural, health, education or otherwise?) Have any projects that were

promised failed to start?

Behind this question was a desire to know what sort of experiences had preceded the introduction of the
FSIPM project. Project staff had wondered whether some of the difficulties that we were having were

attributable to a history of negative encounters with other development interventions.

Thirny -two difterent types of intervention were cited across the four villages (see Table 1. Annex C). Out
of 161 comments. 126 (74%) were concerned with nine major. government led interventions. These were:
attempts at contour ridging trom the 1960s until quite recently. home economics classes in the 1980s and
pre- and post-democracy maize clubs. The 1990s saw village and home hyvgiene advisors. burley tobacco
clubs. borehole digging and part grant and part self-help well projects. Even individuals who had not been
involved in these projects. for example. who had not been members of any credit clubs. knew about these

major interventions.
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The remaining 23 interventions were cited only by a few individuals: 13 projects were only mentioned by
one person. 8 projects by two people and 2 projects by three people. It is not clear how we should interpret
such scattered intormation. One explanation that was explored was that projects that fail are not well
remembered. This turned out not to be the case. since equal numbers (36%) of projects rated as successes
and tailures were only mentioned by one person. What the data may suggest is that many interventions are

limited in their impact so are only remembered by a few individuals.

Approximately haltf' (52.8%) ot all interventions or projects were judged to have been successtul while
around a third (38%) were considered failures. Opinions differed about the remaining 8.7% of

Interveniions.

When we look ar the individual village experience (Table 2). Lidala interviewees reported the most positive
experience ot development interventions followed by Chiwinja and Magomero. In all villages except
Lidala. approximately half of all schemes failed." These findings suggest that previous experience in these
villages would make villagers sceptical about interventions but that one would not expect particular

differences between villages from earlier experiences.

Table 2: Individual Village Experience

Village Failed Unknown/ | Successful Total
Incomplete ,

Chiwinja 13 3 18 36 (22.4%)

Kambuv=a 13 ! 16 30 (18.6%)

Lidala 9 3 33 47 (29.2%)

Magomero 25 3 18 48 (29.8%)

Total 62 (38.5%) 1418 "% 85 (32.8%) | 161 (100.0%)

" For example. the long-running farmers clubs in the pre-democracy period were an example ot an activity that was
successtul for its members until a combination of political and climatic changes led to widespread defaulting and the
collapse of the svstem. Some farmers would say thart the clubs were successful while others would disagree because
they ended in failure.

It one excludes the schemes where the result is not known. in Chiwinja. 43% or 13 33 failed. in Kambuwa 43% or

13 30 and in Magomero. 32% or 25-48.



Agricultural initiatives

If we only look at agricultural initiatives. the record for failure is worse (Table 3). Out of 34 initiatives
concerned with agriculture. 30 were considered to have failed. 20 have been successful and there is no
information concerning the remaining 4. This means that out of those agricultural projects where the
outcome was known. 60% had failed. Contour bunding had not been broadly adopted. most maize credit
clubs had folded due to detfaulting and there was little engagement with extension work (and probably not

much extension being carried out). There had been one minor initiative on pest management.

Table 3: Success and failure of agricultural projects in the four villages

Village Failed Unknown/ | Successful Total
Incomplete
Chiwinja 7 0 4 11
Kambuwa = 0 6 10
Lidala 6 I 2 9
Magomero 13 3 8 24
Total 30 (60%) 4 20 (40%) 54

When we compared the answers given by men and women ( Table 4) it appears that women had
experienced more failures in agricultural intervention than men: 65.6% compared to 23.1% for men. These
results may suggest that the more successful projects have been targeted at men. such as burley tobacco or

maize clubs.

Table 4. Question 1. Gender analysis of whether agricultural interventions were successful or

unsuccessful.

Respondent type Failed Unknown/ Successful Total
Incomplete

Couple 6 (66.7%) 0 3 (33.3%) 9 (100.0%)

Female 21 (63.6%) 3 (9.4%) 8(23.0%) 32 (100.0%)

Male 3(23.1%) 1(7.7%) 9 (69.2%) 13 (100.0%)

Toral 30 4 20 34

A new style of project?

Accounts of previous experience ot development interventions revealed that both stvle and content of the
FSIPM Project were substantially different to anvthing that had gone betore. The closest model with which
the project can be compared is that of the extension demonstration plots. mentioned by two farmers. There

were no examples of on-tarm trials or experiments run with farmers.
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There also seems to have been little research. One interviewee remembered researchers who had come to
look at child survival but could not remember what aspect of the problem they were studving and there had
been no feedback of findings. Where farmers did have a framework of how farmers learnt about research.
it was of the classic transter of technology model: “modern” farming methods devised elsewhere would be

brought to the village by outsiders.

The only projects mentioned with a participatory philosophy are borehole or well projects where villagers
may have been consulted abour location or were obliged to contribute labour. Rather. farmers were
normally required to learn how to do something from the expert who had come to teach them or to work
under instructions. For example. the hygiene and sanitation experts (presumably trom the Ministry of
Health) came to teach tarmers about hygiene rather than to investigate farmers” existing practices and build
on these. MASAF (Malawi Social Action Fund ) projects are often participatory in intention but decision

making 1s in the end dominated by the chief.

Given this context. the work of the FSIPM Project begins to look much more unusual than we had
imagined. Outsiders and foreigners came from a research station. asked ordinary tarmers (as opposed to
the primarily better off farmers involved in extension demonstrations) for land for experiments on pest
management and invited them to play an active role in running and assessing the trials. As tar as we can
see trom these results. respondents had never been involved in suggesting. choosing. designing or
evaluating technologies in a formal context. This may explain why farmers. in seeking to understand the

work of the project. had few reference points.

Question 2: (a) What did vou think or expect last vear when the FSIPM Project came to the
village? (b) What were other people saying? (c) Did vou go to any introductory meetings?
(d) How was the text that was handed out — were you or someone in your family able to read

it?

These questions aim to understand what farmers thought about us at the moment of implementation.” The
timing of this question is likely to have influenced the answers thar were given. that is. by the time it was
asked. many suspicions or fears had been laid to rest. Farmers were in the second vear of trials and had
received tree inputs two vears in arow (with all important fertiliser included in the second vear’s package)
and compensation had been given for shortfalls in the first vear's harvest. All this had established

contidence in the good. if limited. intentions of the project. Other villagers were now asking it they could

" Question 3. "Last vear. what did vou understand to be the purpose of the trials?” interrogates tarmer understanding

atter this point.



take part. On the other hand. to whatever extent answers were informed by the positive project experiences
of the first vear. the question could not easily have been asked before confidence was established. Several
times in the first vear we asked farmers if they had any problems or questions they would [ike to put to us
and we received few responses. The principle topic on which farmers showed interest or resistance to the

trial design was the absence of fertiliser on the plots.

(a) What did vou think or expect last vear when the FSTPM Project came to the village?
Expectations were generally positive (Table 5). There were 63 respondents. Of the 73 responses that
resulted. 31 comments (68%) were broadly positive and only 13 (20%) negative while 9 (12%) did not

know what to expect.""

Table 5, Question 2 (a): Negative and positive expectations of project at beginning

22

Category Men Women Couples Total % of total
Negative 3 12 0 15 20
(theft of land. harvest or

torced labour)

Positive 17 26 8 51 68
(learning modern

agricultural techniques.

receiving inputs)

Don’t know 1 8 0 9 12
Total no. of comments 21 46 8 75 100

Table 6 below presents the five most common replies to Question 2a. The most common positive comment
was that people expected to learn improved farming methods from the project tollowed by hopes of a
bumper harvest. Ongoing anxiety about shortages ot inputs was reflected in farmers anticipating free
inputs or a maize or tertiliser credit club. Negative comments tocused on land stealing and an absence of
expectations in the form of "don’t know" or "nothing’. At this stage. only 4 (3.3%) answers related to pest

control.

" As we wamned above. with an open ended interview style. results are not easily quantifiable. Here. for example.
several farmers gave a mixture of positive and negative comments (such as they hoped to leamn modern farming

methods bur teared they might lose the harvest or rights to land).

.._.
W



Table 6. Question 2a: Main answers from men, women and couples (all respondents)

f % of % of Responses
:

Frequency Respondents (75)
Responses (58)
To learn good/modemn farming methods 18 31.0% 24.0%
Don't know/nothing 9 135.5% 12.0%
Land stealing 9 15.5% 12.0%
Bumper harvest 8 13.8% 10.7%
Free inputs 3 8.6% 6.7%

*3 women and 2 couples gave no answers

Interestingly. women made more negative comments than men (see Table 7 and Table 8. n.b. couples were

omitted trom this table). For example. seven women said that they had been afraid that we might steal their

land (compared to only two men). It is possible that men had a better acquaintance with the idea of on-

farm research or had understood our explanations more easily but it could also be that women were readier

than men to risk looking toolish and admit anxieties after the event.

Table 7. Question 2a: Main answers given by women

% of % of
Responses Frequency respondents responses

(35) (46)
To learn good/modern farming methods 8 22.9% 17.4%
Don't know/nothing 8 22.9% 17.4%
Land stealing 7 20.0% 13.2%
Bumper harvest 3 14.3% 10.9%
Free inputs 3 8.6% 6.3%
Other 13 42.9% 32.6%
Total 46 N/A 100
*Answers not given by 3 farmers
Table 8. Question 2a: Main answers by men

% of %o
L{esponses Frequency respondents of responses
| (16) (21)
To leamn good/modem tarming methods 6 37.3% 28.6%
Don't know/nothing 1 6.3% 4.8%
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Land stealing 2 12.53% 9.5%
Bumper harvest 1 6.3% 4.8%
Free inputs 2 12.3% 9.5%
Other 9 36.3% 42.9%
Total 21 N/A 100

There was also little difference in expectations at this stage between villages (Annex B. Table 1) except
thar respondents from Lidala. the village reporting most successtul development interventions. gave the

most negative answers concerning what they expected from the FSIPMP.

b) What were other people sayving?

This question was intended to give an opportunity to individuals to tell us about suspicions (that they may
well have shared) without public “ownership” of these fears. It should be kept in mind that none of our
participants took these fears seriously enough to refuse to take part in the trials. Sixty-three comments

were recorded from 33 respondents. The results are presented in Table 9 below.

Forn -tour respondents told us that other people had suspected the project was planning to confiscate land.
Three people told us that it was said that the people would also be relocated. In two villages. three
respondents told us of a rumour that the chief had conspired with the project to sell both land and people.
The chief of Chiwinja told us that our first meeting there had been badly attended because of fears that we
would confiscate land. Chief Magomero said that it was thought whites had come to establish a plantation.
Only 6 reports of what others had said were positive. that the project was bringing inputs or would be
training farmers in modemn farming techniques. Men and women answered this question similarly: 87.9%
of women and 78.6% of men reported fears of land appropriation (see Annex B. Table 2 and 3). There was

also little difference between villages (see Annex B. Table ).

Table 9. Question 2b: Main responses (including couples)

% of respondents % of
Responses Frequency 35 responses (63)
Land stealing 44 80.0% 69.8%
People stealing and selling 3 5.5% 4.8%
Relocation 2 3.6% 3.2%
Forced labour 2 3.6% 3.2%
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Research 2 3.6% 3.2%
Other 10 18.2% 15.9%
Total 63 N/A 100.1

Discussion

Given the widespread level of distrust in the villages. it seems remarkable in retrospect that so few farmers
refused to let us use their land. As far as we know. only five farmers out of the original 64 invited to take
part did not do so. Various explanations were given for this. Only one farmer. from Kambuwa. told us that
she was refusing because she was worried about the project collapsing and tailing to give her compensation
or that she might lose her rights to the land. Four other farmers. also from Kambuwa. said only that they
were not interested in the project work. A further 14 farmers were deselected by chiefs and lineage heads.
The reasons given for this were to do with small landholdings. absentee owners or infirmity. It now seems
that this may not have been the whole story. A respondent in Magomero said that two people she knew had
refused to take part in the trials because they were worried about losing their land. Similarly. a woman in
Lidala who had spent time at Makoka Research Station told us that she stepped in when her mother was too

scared to take part.

Why did most farmers cooperate?

It may be that rumours were rife but not believed by the majorits. A few said that they had heard the
rumours but could not believe that anyone would want to steal such a small and intertile piece of land.
Some farmers said that they knew about agricultural research or how the government worked so were sure
that they could not lose their land. Selected tarmers who had attended several pre-selection meetings and
become acquainted with project personnel were informed about the project’s objectives and were well
placed to disregard gossip. It is also possible that at least some farmers were anxious about the
consequences of participation but felt obliged to co-operate with high status outsiders and foreigners
legitimised by the chief and extension services. Finally. it is likely that some rumour-mongering was

tuelled by jealousy so was discounted by the participating tarmers.



(c) Did vou attend any introductory meetings?

Farmers were asked if they had attended any of the meetings held by the FSIPM Project. This was to give
us a sense of how widespread attendance had been and how much the participating farmers had known
about the project before the trials began. The question covered any pre-implementation meetings held by
the tial. These meetings fell into two parts. Several diagnostic meetings were held in each village before
farmer selection took place. The first meeting. a half-day exercise. to which all villagers were invited
through the chiet. was attended by extension officers who introduced project personnel and gave their
support to the project work. A project representative outlined the work and aims of the project. During
this meeting village mapping. natural resource mapping. seasonal labour. health and income calendars and
a timeline were all carried out. This preliminary context-setting exercise was followed by’ a series of
meetings focusing on crop and pest problems and social mapping with lineage heads. Villagers who
attended a high proportion of the diagnostic meetings were invited to take part in the on-farm trials (and as
we shall see below. considered themselves to be volunteers for the trials). Other farmers were selected by

lineage group and socio-economic criteria elicited from the social mapping.

Those villagers invited or volunteering to join the trials then took part in pre-trial meetings with the FSIPM
Project team in order that the team could describe and explain the trials. This information was repeated
when the inputs were handed out to farmers and reinforced by handouts in Chichewa summarising the trials

and the rationale behind the experiments.

Results

There were fifty two eligible respondents for this question (those farmers not participating in the 1996-97 |
on-farm trials are excluded).

Encouragingly. 44 our of 32 participants had some information concerning the project before the trials were
implemented. All the men and about 80% of women who answered the question had attended all or some
of the meetings. A comparison of answers between villages also shows little difference (see Annex B.
Table 5).

Table 10, Question 2c: Main answers overall and by gender

Response Frequency (52 Female Male
including Respondents (31)* | Respondents
couples) (12)*

All 12 (23.1%) 10 (32.3%) 2(16.7%)

Ves 30 (57.6%) 12 (38.7%) 10 (83.3%)

One 2(3.8%) 2(6.3%) 0

None/no 8 (15.4%) 7 (22.6%) 0

Total 32 (100%) 31 (100%) 12 (100%)

* answers not given by 7 women and 4 men

Lo
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(di Hov was the text thar was handed out —ere vou or someone in your famih: able to read it?

This question was asked. partly because project staff were interested to know if the handouts had been
usetul. but also because staff were beginning to think ahead to dissemination of project findings and what
means might prove most suitable. Who. then. had benefited tfrom this written material? The handout in
Chichewa text described the first vear trials for the farmers. The actual explanation of purpose of the trial
was brief but the instructions for each tnal comprehensive. Every farmer had a different combination of

interventions being tested in the trials so was given information sheets to match.

Of the 42 tarmers who answered this question. 20 either read the text themselves or had a relative read it
tor them:.. Some farmers mentioned that they had not shared the text with others. This is not surprising
considering the specific nature of the information. Five tarmers were sure that they had not received the
handour. Of the 17 remaining. the majority said that they had read or asked someone to read the handout to
them but that they could not now remember its contents. The results of the first vear trial might also
influence how tarmers remembered these handouts. Several of the technologies tested did not work. did

not suit the agro-ecological zone or were inappropriate in terms of resources available to farmers.

Given that male literacy is higher than female. it was thought likely that men would have been able to use
this written material more easily than women (Table 11). Unfortunately the sample of respondents for this
question is small. particularly for men. However. the results seem to approximate to what we know of male
and female literacy. Fifteen our of 26 women gave negative responses. They told us that they had read (or
had read to them) the handout but had forgotten its contents or thar they had not read the handout. Only 2
out of the 10 men said that they had not understood or had forgotten the contents of the sheets. On the
positive side. a third of women and half of the men said that they had read and understood the document.

There was no obvious difference between the villages (see Annex B. Table 6).

Table 11, Question 2d: Main answers overall and by gender

IResponses Total (42) % of % of 'Women~ (26)] Men* (10)
(including | respondents | responses | ‘
couples) (42) l (42)

IRead and understood 17 40.3% 40.3% 8 5
IRead but has torgotten contents 10 23.8% 23.8% 10 0
IDid not get handout 3 11.9% 11.9% 1 2
IRelative read out. now has 4 71% 7.1% N 1
‘forgotten .

IRelative read for tarmer 1 2.4% 2.4% 0 1
[Have not read or had read to me 3 7.1% 71% 3 0




IRead and did not give to anyone 2 4.8% 4.8% 2 0
lelse

|IRead but did not understand ! 2.4% 2.4% 0 1

"Total 42 100% 100% 26 10

Question 3: Did you wonder why vou had been chosen?

Some farmers had asked project staff why' they had been chosen for participation in the trials. This

interview provided an opportunity to find out more about what perceptions farmers had of this process.

Farmers had been selected for participation in the FSIPM Project on-farm trials according to socio-
economic status (the project’s target group was resource-poor households). by lineage groups and to
include tarmers who had shown interest in the project and co-operated in the diagnostic exercise phase of
the research: this latter group included the chief of each village. The socio-economic indicators were
derived from social mapping and. while approximate. permitted the selection of ‘resource poor’ farmers.
particularly female headed households.!" An attempt was also made to ensure that the selected farmers
represeriied as many village lineages as possible. Although the precise function and meaning of lineages
was unclear at this stage. it was hoped that by choosing one or two households from each lineage. we
would spread participation widely and facilitate communication about the project between participating and
non-participating households. Project personnel were open about all criteria except poverty. Anecdotal
information from development professionals concerning problems with identification of resource poor
households for the purpose of targeting led us to play down this aspect of our selection procedure. The
project’s focus upon affordable and appropriate pest management strategies that would fit into the farming

svstem of even the poorest households was. however. emphasised art all meetings.

The question was answered by 38 respondents. Forty three. (71.7%). said that they had not wondered why
they had been chosen and 38 (39%) went on to explain why. Fifteen (25.4%) were unconcerned as to the
actual selection procedure bur were happy because the trials were for official research into agricultural
improvements. Eleven (18.6%) said that they had volunteered. Four (6.8%) said that they were selected
because they were good farmers. Two men said that they were picked because they were known locally as

leaders. Two women in Lidala thought that they had been chosen because they were very poor and were

' In the original project documentation it was suggested that up to 30% of participating tarmers should be women.

Given that our social mapping exercise revealed a figure closer to 30% of the population tor temale headed households.

it was telt that we should aim to include berween 30-30% of temale headed households in our trials.



being targeted for aid. In other words. it seems that these participants had a clear enough idea about the

benefits of taking part in the trial to accept or justit\ their inclusion as a positive or voluntary event.

By contrast. 16 (27.1%) respondents wondered why' they had been chosen. Nine had asked their chiet.
team members or fellow participants about it. They were told that they were selected as representatives of
their lineages or because they staved in the village for much of the time (and so would be available to work
with the team on the plots). Seven women said that they did not know why' they were chosen but decided
to wait and see what would happen. (One of these women said thart she was still wondering why she’d been
chosen). Of this group. three women said that they had been very worried about taking part. It appears
trom our small sampie that men displayed more confidence than women. Only one man admitted to being
worried about being selected and he asked the team for the reason. Twelve women in total said that they

were anxious about being selected.

Table 12. Question 3: Did you wonder why vou had been chosen? Replies by gender

Responses Frequency |Female Male Couples
No because it was for agriculture/ research 13 6 7 2
No because volunteer/keen 9 v o
Lineage-Yes 8 3 1 2
No = 3 2

Yes and was worried 5 3

No — known as good farmer 4 1 2 1
No - known as a leader 3 3

Yes = 2

No- because poor 2 2

No- registration 2 1 1
No- because voung 1 1

No - because not mobile 1 1

Yes. so asked the team (research) 1 1

No- because old 1 1

Total 59 34 17 8
Nor applicable 5] 4 0 1

The main results are compared by gender percentages in the two tables below.

AD



Table 13. Question 3: Main responses by women

ﬁlesponses Frequency % of respondents % of
(34) responses(34)

No because volunteer/keen F 20.6% 20.6%
No because it was for agriculture’ research 6 17.6% 17.6%
Yes but accepted due lineage membership s 14.7% 14.7%
Yes and was worried 3 14.7% 14.7%
No 3 8.8% 8.8%
Other 8 23.5% 25.3%
Total 34 100 100
Table 14, Question 3: Main responses given by men

% of respondents % of
Responses Frequency (16) responses(17)
No because it was for agriculture/ research 7 43.8% 41.2%
No because known as a leader 3 18.8% 17.6%
Yes because known as a good farmer 2 12.3% 11.8%
No 2 12.5% 11.8%
Other 3 18.8% 17.6%
Total 17 N/A 100

Comment

It is reassuring to see that so many farmers telt positively about taking part in the on-farm trials and that as

a result did not worry abour the selection or exclusion procedure. It is also encouraging that abour half

(9/17) of those who had some doubts as to why they were chosen were able to ask either their chief or the

FSIPM team.

Question 4: What did you hope to see on the plots?

The objective of this question was to find out more about trial participants™ expectations of us. The sample

was 35 respondents. Fourteen tarmers also told us what they actually saw and why. Three farmers only

said whar they had seen rather than what they hoped to see. Thirty -one farmers just told us what they had

hoped to see.

<
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The top five answers concerned hopes for a good harvest. low expectations because there was no fertiliser.
the desire to learn new farming methods. the comment that there were poor crops because no fertiliser was
applied and uncertainty about what to expect. It is more interesting. however. to look at the answers in
terms ot positive. negative and sceptical categories. Some farmers were initially sceptical in their replies
bur conceded thar they had hoped to see a good harvest. Others told us that they initially hoped to see a

good harvest but when told that we would not be applying fertiliser. they knew that this was not possible.

[t is encouraging that 39 respondents hoped to see positive results on the trial plots while 20 were sceptical
and onh 7 had negative expectations. For half our respondents. hopes tfocused on a large harvest of good
qualinn crops. Ten percent hoped to learn about new farming methods. Of the “sceprical™ category. 11
tarmers were worried when they saw that we were not going to apply any fertiliser while 9 said that they
either did not know what to expect or expected nothing special. Negative comments reflected what had
actually happened and focused on the damage done to the harvest by the lack of fertiliser and the bad

weather. In total. 16 comments concerned the absence of tertiliser in this first vear.

Table 13, Question 4, What did you hope to see on the plots (1996-97 season): Comments by category

Category Comment No. of % of % of
comments |respondents| comments
(38) (68)*
Positive Good crops/big harvest 30 32% 43%
New farming methods 6 10% 9%
To learn about soil fertility 2 3% 3%
Reduced pest attack 1 2% 1%
Total 39 67% 57%
Sceptical Wondered what would happen 11 19% 16%
withourt fertiliser
Nothing special 4 7% 6%
Don’t know 3 9% 7%
Total 20 34% 29%
Negative Poor harvest because lacked 3 9% 7%
tertiliser
Poor harvest due 1o boxed 1 2% 1%
ridges in dambo
Poor crops 1 2% 1%
Total 7 12% 10%

*11.b. the total of comments includes 2 comments abourt beans. see Annex C. Table 6



v)
N

As before. there is little difference between men and women (see Annex B. Table 8). A slightly greater
percentage of men than women made negative comments and a slightly greater percentage of women made
positive comments but the numbers are too small for us to read much into this. Given that farmers had
been compensated for any' shortfall in harvest for all the trial plot crops. it may be a sign of greater

contidence on behalf of the male participants that they felt able to criticise the project at this point.

Comment

We should note at this stage only one reterence to pest management. Rather. positive expectations are
expressed in terms of increased harvest. This reflects farmers” preoccupation with food security and
marketing requirements. Other project work. particularly monitoring exercises. suggests that desirable
qualities such as disease and pest resistance are subsumed under vield. Pests are not equally a problem for
all farmers bur are a serious problem for some farmers. (This understanding led to the formation of

specialist pest groups for FSIPMP tnials in the 1998-99 season).

Question 5: Last year (1996-97) what did you understand to be the purpose of the trial?'’

The aim of this question was to see what sort of spontaneous replies farmers would give rather than prompt
them on the various aspects of the trial. This type of questioning means that we cannot read the results as
indicating that where a farmer did not mention the part of a trial dealing with a particular pest. he or she
definitely did not know about that aspect of the trial. However. if a farmer failed to mention what was. to
the project. a central element of the trial. it is very likely that the farmer did not consider this a serious
problem and quite likely that the tarmer had not taken this aspect of the trial on board. There were 57

eligible respondents.

Farmers™ answers were matched with the various trials (Table 15). Farmers could only be expected to
know about the trials that were being conducted on their plots. The sample is restricted to those farmers for
whom there was an activity related to pest management on their plots. The control plots. that is. where

there were no activities. were excluded.

"* For a description of the 1996-97 trials. see Statistical Analysis Reports. 1996-67



Table 16, Question 5: Farmers™ knowledge of particular trials

Crop Pest Technology Location No. in trial No. citing
pest
.—Maize 1.8mrigu Fertiliser. green manure Upland 8 10*
| (tephrosia). trap crops (123%)
scrupulous weeding
Maize 2.Whitegrub Maize seed dressing with Dambo 18 19
Sevin (105%)
Maize 3. Termite Banking/Not Upland 13 9
banking/Modified Kaselera (69.2%)
Beans +4.Bean Seed dressing with Sevin. Evennwhere 36 0
Stem earthing up. mulching. high except (Bean
Maggot density planting. resistant Chiradzulu ‘wilting” = 3)
variery (Kaulesi) Dambo
Pigeon 3.Fusarium | Resistant variety (ICP 9145). | Everywhere** 36 4
Pea wilt side planting (11.1%)

*2 farmers in the main trial knew about the striga trial through friends

**excluding Srigu tarmers

All tarmers with anti-whitegrub treatments on their plot were aware of this. Such knowledge was probably

assisted by the tfact that the treatment was a chemical seed dressing. The use of a chemical fits with the

dominant paradigm of pest control through pesticides. Farmers were asked to soak their beans overnight

betore planting. In the field. just before the planting. the beans were mixed with the pesticide. The whole

process of dressing the seeds was unusual for most farmers and was well observed. The team

ostentatiously used unfamiliar satety’ equipment such as plastic gloves. Since almost all tarmers

participated in the first vear planting. the application of seed dressing to counter whitegrubs clearly made

an impression.

Termites as a tocal point of the trials were mentioned by 69.2% of farmers. Termite damage to crops is

well understood by farmers. The treatment of not banking to reduce termite damage is also common in the

project areas. Where farmers did not recognise the treatment purpose. it may be due to the treatment.

Modified kaselera. one of the first vear treatments. is not practised locally and was widely contused with

the practice of mbwera. the moving of the soil away trom the ridges into the furrows to plant a second bean
or a first tield pea crop. Furthermore. modified kaselera did not prove to be a successtul treatment against

termites which makes it even more unlikely farmers would connect the treatment with the pest.



The impprtance of being able to observe a pest or a disease as a cause of harm to the plant is illustrated by
the example of pigeon pea Fusarium wilt. Although it is a well known fact that pigeon peas are liable to
Fusarium wilt. kunvala. wilting itselt' is not isolated as a discrete disease in its own right but as a part of a
complex of factors that inhibit vield. [ Fusarium] wilting is thought to be caused by too much rain or too
much sun or by other adverse environmental factors. When asked by what criteria they judged pigeon peas.
tarmers did not mention resistance to wilt but saw this as an element in a variety s capacity to vield. The
abilin of the plant to resist wilt damage is reduced to one of the qualities of a high vielding varier». Side
planting' is a common practice in Mombezi EPA. Some farmers may do this in the hope that it reduces
wilting but others do it to save space on the ridge. It is likely that some participants did not realise that
there was more to sideplanting than this. For whatever reason. despite the project’s efforts to explain the
pigeon pea trial. only 11.1% of farmers involved said that the variety (ICP 9145) was supposed to be wilt
resistant or that the cultural practice (side-planting on the ridge) was being tested to see if it was wilt
reducing.
Thar visibility in the causal chain is important is further demonstrated by the fact that the bean stem maggot
was not mentioned by any of the farmers included in this questionnaire despite our discussions during pre-
implementation meetings. Three farmers mentioned bean wilting as a problem. The damage caused to the
stem by the maggot has a wilt-like effect similar to that caused by too much sun or rain. Beans suffering in
"this way are said to be “burned”. The bean stem maggot is not linked to the problem as a causal agent.
Another reason that the bean stem maggot was not mentioned by respondents 1s that it was not a major
cause of plant death or damage in either 1996-97 or 1997-98 seasons due to medium to high rainfall. The
bean stem maggot becomes a major cause of harvest loss during drier seasons.
The apparent exception to this model is that all Srrige trial farmers (and a couple of other farmers too)
understood the target of the experiments being conducted on their land even though the parasitic nature of
Srriga’s attachment to maize 1s hard to detect with the naked eve. The reason for this derives precisely
trom project knowledge of farmer categories of knowledge. The team’s awareness of the invisibility of the
lite cycle of Srriga meant that the importance of tarmer education on the topic was clear from the start. The
Srrigu experiment group was small and had intensive and tfocused interaction with the FSIPMP team on

Srriga biology.

These findings fit a familiar model (see Figure 1). Farmers know most about those problems which are
both important and easy to observe such as whitegrubs or termites bur less about problems which. although

important. are difficult to observe or which share symptoms with other pests. diseases or causes of damage.

"1t is perhaps relevant that “less wilting™ was only one of several reasons for side-planting given by farmers- oniy

mentioned to us by a minority of tarmers

3



Figure 1: Characteristics of four classes of farmer knowledge

—

Many categories
Shallow taxonomsy
Organisms labelled at biological
order or family level

Little explanation

EASE OF OBSERVATION

/\ Many categories

Many-lavered taxonomy
Organisms labelled at biological
species level

“Positivist™ explanations

IMPORTANCE

No categories
No explanations

No organisms labelled

Sometimes many’ categories X
Sometimes shallow taxonomy
Some organisms labelled at
biological species level

Explanations from folklore

(From Bentley. 1992, Figure 2)

When we examine responses to Question 3 not concerned with pests. some further insights arise. Farmers

again show their prioritisation of the provision of inputs followed by vield and the opportunity to learn new

agricultural practices. Twelve farmers thought that the purpose of the trial was to see how the maize would

do withour tertiliser. Farmers are continually worried about both vield and fertiliser. One farmer said that

she had hoped that we were going to demonstrate hybrids that could give a high vield without fertiliser.

Another thought that we were running the trials without fertiliser in order to show farmers how important it

was to apply fertiliser (this might suggest that farmers do not overestimate researcher intelligence). One

tarmer suggested that the Srrigu trial was designed to encourage the emergence of Srriga. (presumably so

that we could then show farmers how to deal with the weed?).

Table 17, Question 3: Answers by category

Answer Type [Total

|Pests/diseases

51

[Fertiliser/Inputs

18;

Yield

17

‘New practices

[Culrural

1J

|Experimental

19

|Other

13

Toral

109

35



When results were compared between genders. there was little difference. (See Annex B. Table 9 and 10)
When a comparison was made between villages. more people mentioned the whitegrub problem in
Chiwinja than anvwhere else. The explanation for this is most likely to be that the suggestion of a seed
dressing originated here and Chitera dambo has a very specific and localised pest problem: the black maize

beetle (matono) (Heteronvchus lvchas) damaging maize.

Question 6: How was contact with the team (1996-97)?

We asked this question to give farmers an opportunity to voice any problems that they might be having in
their interaction with the members of the technical team who were visiting the plots regularly to collect data

on pests and diseases.

Forn -five tarmers (83.3%). out of an eligible sample of 34. said that contact with the team had been good
in the 1996-7 season. Ten of these farmers stressed contact had been good because they were taken to the
fields and shown what the team was doing. Only five farmers said that contact was not very good and
another four said contact was only *OK". There was little difference berween men and women in the way
thar they answered this question. Seventy- five percent of men and 83.9% of women said that their contact
with the team was good. Men were more critical than women: 18.8% ot men and only 6.5% of women said

that their contact with the team was not good.

Table 18,Question 6, How was vour contact with the team last vear (1996-97)? Responses by total

and gender

Female Male
Response Frequency | Respondents | Respondents
(53) 31) (16)
Good 35 (64.8%) 20 (64.3%) 8 (530%)
Good because we are taken to fields & shown pests 10 (18.3%) 6 (19.4%) 4 (23%)
Not very good 4 (7.4%) 2(6.3%) 2 (125%)
OK 4 (7.4%) 3(9.7%) 1 (6.3%)
Not good because team did not include tarmer 1(1.9%) 0 1 (6.3%)
Tortal 33 31 (100%) 16(100%)

Similarly. when we compare the results between villages. there is little difference in reported experience

(see Annex C. Table 12).



Question 7: What has been the most difficult aspect of taking part in the trials?

The aim of this question was to give farmers an opportunity to tell us about any aspect of the trial that they
tound difficult. Project members receive complaints from farmers in the ordinary course of their work but
it is very hard to know how widespread feelings are on specific topics. This question and Question 11

below constitute a survey of tarmer attitudes in this respect. Answers fell into five categories as Figure 2

shows (totals for respondents and responses for each category are given in Annex B. Table 13).

Figure 2. What has been the most difficult aspect of taking part in the trials?

Question 7: answers by category (as a percentage of total responses)

Crop failure
10%

Missed benefits
12%

Trial design
42%

Weather
14%

None
22%

This question clearly invites negative responses so it was pleasing to see that 18 respondents said that there
were no difficult aspects to participating in the trial. Of the other responses. 34 were concerned with
aspects of trial design. 17 with the performance of crops given the weather (see Annex C. Table 13) and 10

with side benefits of the project to which some tarmers felt they were being denied access.
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We look ar the two categories of trial design and missed benefit to get an insight into the range ot problems
identified. We do not look at the categories "none’. weather or crop failure. The latter two catalogue
problems about which the project could either do nothing or which it was trving to ameliorate through the

trial treatments.

Table 19. Question 7: Complaints concerning trial design

IResponse Total
INot using fertiliser so that there was a small harvest 18
'Worried whether compensation would be paid | 4 |

tJ

{Fertiliser timing was wrong

IGoing 1o the field when tired because the team had come 1

‘Termite damage due to not banking 1

|Other participating farmers are lazy. do not attend meetings 1

'Mulching —what was the point? !

ICompensation too small 1

|Team should have weeded 1

i The maize seed used was hard to recvcle bl

| {
i The beans were planted too densely [ 1 |
IMaize stations too far apart 1

[Feared crops would not be returned ]

Total, 34

Most of the negative replies were concerned with practical aspects of trial design. Eighteen respondents
objected most to small harvests as a result of not using fertiliser. (It is not clear if participants realised that
they would not have received compensation if the crops had done better. Or would they have preferred. as
tarmers. to see a good crop in the field rather than receive compensation after the event?) Four farmers
admitted that they had been anxious about whether compensation would really be paid. Individuals
wondered about the purpose of muliching or queried the planting density and spacing of crops. One farmer
complained that he had to weed his own plot. Either he had failed to understand the terms ot the "contract’
or was seeking to renegotiate! Another did not like having to visit her plots when tired. also hinting at a

preterence tor minimal engagement.

The second main category of response suggested thart the main fault these participants found with the

project is that the benefits were limited (see Table 19 below).



Table 20. Question 7: Missed benefits

Response . Total

(V5

'Wanted to harvest green maize or beans for relish

"Would like more or all fields used for plots

(V3]

ta

IOthers (i.e. not the on-farm trial farmer) employved as

labourers

The team visited the fields withour their knowledge so 2

|tarmers could not learn trom them.

Total 10

The answers demonstrate how concerned farmers were to benefit in material terms from the project through
maximising vields. This seems a rational response to the opportunities that this rare contact with resource-

rich oursiders should bring.

When the responses were compared berween genders and across villages. there was no significant

difference (see Annex B. Tables 4. 13 and 16).
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Question 8: What was the best aspect of taking part in the trials?

Question 8 was designed to balance Question 7 where farmers were asked about the most difficult aspect of
trial participation. There were 112 responses to this question from 54 people. The responses fell into six

categories as illustrates.

Figure 3. What was the best aspect of taking part in the trials?

Question 8: Answers by categories and as a percentage of total
()

Nothing
New cultural practices R New vanenes
0, 1Y

o

New agricultural know ledge

Ay :
. New planting patterns

440,

Inputs

26

Four out of six categories cited the opportunity to learn about new techniques or technology as the best
aspect of participating in the trial. A fifth response category concerned material inputs such as receiving
inputs or getting a good harvest. Only two respondents felt that they had not learnt anyvthing from the
trials. The results are presented and discussed by category below

Table 21, Question 8: New planting patterns

Responses Total (43)
Learning a new spacing pattern for maize 2
The bean planting pattern was new 12
The ridge spacing was new 4

The inter-cropping pattern was new 3
Finding that 3 maize plants per planting station is 3
good

(V%)
(V%]



Respondents” emphasis on spacing and planting came as something of a surprise since the FSIPMP adopted
extension recommendations assumed to be common in the areas concerned. As it turned out. the project
spacing pattern of 90cm between maize stations was. on average. 10-30cm wider than farmers™ normal
distance. The intercrop combination of maize at 90cm distance with two planting stations of beans between
them and one of pigeon peas (side and top planted in the first vear) was also unusual. Pigeon peas were
more normally planted at less frequent intervals. such as at every other maize station and beans were also
planted less densely. partly because there was less space between maize stations. Some farmers also do not

plant beans and pigeon peas in the same ridges.

Table 22. Question 8: New agricultural knowledge

Responses Total (25)

W

Learning new agricultural techniques 1

I

Early fertiliser works well

1l

Tephrosia seems good for maize

19

Consulting with team about probiems

Importance of fertiliser proven 1

The results in this table include the vaguest response. “learning new agricultural techniques” where
respondents’ resistance to probing suggests that they have not really learnt much of use. Five farmers told
us that they approved of the early application of fertiliser and two farmers from the Srriga trial were
pleased with the results of using Tephrosia as a green manure. Two more farmers said that it was useful to
be able to take problems to FSIPM Project members. One tarmer thought that the first and second vear

trials were to prove the value of fertiliser. vet again reminding us of farmers” fixation on fertiliser.

b



Table 23, Question 8: New cultural practices

Responses

Total (7)

|Leamin_'_r, pigeon pea top planting

o=
2]

J[Tr_\'ing our planting all the crops on the same day

[Saw thar early weeding was beneficial

Learning that beans could grow in dambo land

Learning weeding without banking

As with responses about planting pattermns. these comments concern cultural practices that had been thought

to be prevalent in the target areas.

Table 24, Question 8: Inputs

Responses Total (29)
All crops returned to farmer 10
Get inputs 10

Gort good harvest /more maize for food

h

Compensation

(¥3]

Have less work to do

Twenn -nine responses concerned the material advantages gained trom taking part in the project. Although

the input package is not large. for a proportion of participants. it makes up a significant contribution to their

annual requirements. The 15 responses mentioning the return of harvest or payvment of compensation

turther indicate that doubts existed whether the project might take the harvest or fail to pay compensation

whatever we had promised.

When we compared replies from men and women (Annex B. Tables 17 and 18) there were no noticeabie

differences between their content. When looking at villages. there was a marked enthusiasm in Chiwinja

tor the spacing pattern for maize and the planting pattern for beans.
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Table 235, Question 8: Main responses compared between villages (with number of eligible

respondents)

Responses Chiwinja | Kambuwa Lidala Magomero
(15) (12) a7n (10)

Learning a new spacing pattern for maize 11 3 6 1

Learning new agricultural techniques 3 4 4 4

The bean planting pattern was new 8 4

All crops returned to farmer 1 3 2 2

Get inputs 6 2 2

Total 23 18 18 9

Discussion

Apart from new varieties and crops. most of the new agricultural knowledge tarmers cited as a benefit
gained trom participation in the OFTs is not concerned with pest management. Only one reply. “leamnt
weeding without banking refers to a pest management strategy. The idea that there are varieties resistant
1o pests or diseases may not be well understood vet by farmers. Rather. what our respondents appear to
have taken from the FSIPM Project trials are ideas about cultural practices. agricultural techniques and
planting patterns that we had thought farmers already knew and practised."* Farmers™ enthusiasm for
learning relatively simple variations on their own practice proves the importance of running the trials on

tarmers” own land so that they can see for themselves what impact such variations may have.

Question 9a: What about this year? (a) Did vou go to the village meeting? (b) What did

vou get out of it?

This question refers to the 1997 meetings held to explain the trials to participating farmers. The aim was to

get a sense of how well attended the meetings had been and what sort of impact they had.

as Did vou go to the villuge meering?

As the 1able below shows. attendance at the meeting was good.

" Naming such minor variations to existing techniques might indicate that farmers have not learnt vers much from the

trials. However. we must take respondents at face value here.



Table 26. Question 9a: attendance at 1997 meeting (analysis by gender)

Response Total (54) Female Male Couples
respondents : respondents (8)
G a6
Yes 39 (22.2%) 22 (15:5% 11 (68.8%) 6
‘No 1212225 7(23.3%) ' 3(18.8%) 2

One man sent his wife on his behalf. one man said that he did not know abour the meeting and one woman
told us that she couid not remember if she had been or not. However. at any one time. farmers have other
calls on their time to prevent them attending meetings. The reasons that were given for non-attendance
were that farmers had to attend funerals. were sick. caring for sick relatives or were away from the village.
On average. only two to three trial participants per village missed the meeting. When it comes to gender
differences. four women admitted that they could not remember anything about the meetings. The man
who sent his wife to the meeting on his behalf complained that she had not told him anvthing about what

took place there. There were no noticeable inter-village differences. (See Annex B. Table j)

by Whar did you ger our of it?

Yet again. while this appears an ambiguous question. we wanted to see what sort of responses farmers
might give. As Figure 4 below demonstrates. the result was a wide variation {see Annex B. Tables 19-
22)tor individual answers in each category). Since Question 10 deals directly with the 1997-98 purpose of
trials. it js not worth spending too much time analysing such diverse responses. Nonetheless. this question
can serve as an illustration of those issues stuck in farmers” minds and thus act as a guide to interests or

concems.
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Figure 4 What did you get out of the trial meeting for 1997-98?

Question 9b: Whar did vou get out of it (taking partin the village meeting)?
(mswers by categon as a percentage of lotal responses)
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Thirty two farmers mentioned new varieties. Participants are always keen to try new varieties to be
compared for vield or speed of maturity. appears to be an element of the trial design that is welcomed and
understood. Nine tarmers mentioned the use of fertiliser. Farmers also commented on cultural practices.
often contrasting what would be done in the current vear with the previous vear. for example. that there
would be no mulching or that there would be beans in the dambo. Other participants noted that they
should talk to the team abourt problems. Yet again. few highlighted the pest management aspect of the

trials.

Discussion

The results in the figures above suggest that farmers were more interested in the material content of the
trials than their purpose. Where the trials had been changed to meet popular demand. farmers also took

note.
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Question 10a: What does the project hope to learn from the different varieties of maize,

pigeon peas. beans and from the cultural practices [in the triais]? R

This question aimed to elicit what farmers knew about the various trials without prompting an answer. The

treatment structure for each trial is described briefly by crop after which we look at participants’ responses.

Maize

Striga trial
Four of the farmers interviewed took part in a specialist Srriga trial in the 1997-98 season. Only two of
these were respondents to this questionnaire and answered Question 10a. Both knew' that the trials on their

land were concerned with the prevention of Srriga.

Main trial

Farmers who were involved in the main trials were given a composite maize variety called Masika dressed
(or not dressed) with the pesticide Gaucho against whitegrub attack. Whitegrub is more a problem of the
wetter dambo areas but maize seeds in the upland areas were also dressed because some whitegrub attack
occurs throughout the area and the pesticide has an anti-feedant effect on termites. Masika was chosen for
the 1997-98 trials in response to farmers’ requests for a recvclable variets. Question 10a aimed to capture
tarmers’ ideas about the maize and the maize treatment. (The other element ot the maize trial was to test
weeding only as the second weeding practice to prevent termites causing maize plants to lodge (rather than

banking up ridges) and is discussed in Question 10d which asked specifically about cultural practices).

" For a description of the trials. see *Proposals for on-farm pest management field trials. 1997-98 season’. (ed) J.Mark

Ritchie. FSIPM Mimeo. 1997



Table 27, Question 10a: purpose of the maize trial

Response Frequency % of % of
respondents | responses
1 (34) (70)
[Seed dressed and undressed —whitegrub attack 13 27.8% 21.4%
f\'an’etal qualitv/recycling 9 16.7% 12.9%
[f maize variety is suitable tor this soil/high vielding 7 13.0% 10%
Has forgotten/doesn't know 7 13.0% 10%
Other 532 39.3% 45.7%
Total 70 n 100

The mair results suggest that about a third of farmers remembered that the maize had been treated to

prevent whitegrub damage. A third (16.7% ~ 13.0%) assumed that our interest lay in the variety itself. in

particular. whether it would recycle well or whether it would prove high vielding in their area'". Just over a

tenth of farmers were unsure as to the purpose of the trial.

The answers given by men and women were compared for differences.

Table 28, main answers given by women to Question 10a

Response Frequency % of % of
respondents | responses
(32) (39
Seed dressed and undressed —whitegrub attack 11 34.4% 28.2%
Varieral guality/recvcling 3 13.6% 12.8%
Has forgotten/doesn't know 4 12,5% 10.3%
Mankhwala to control termites 3 9.4% 7.7%
If maize variety is suitable for this soil/high vielding 3 9.4% 7.7%
Other 13 40.6% 33.3%
Total 39 N/A 100%

" There was no overlap in these answers,
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Table 29, Question 10a: main answers by men

Response Frequency % of % of
respondents | responses
(14) (22)

Seed dressed and undressed —whitegrub attack 3 21.4% 13.6%
Has forgotten/doesn't know 5 21.4% 13.6%
Varietal quality/recvcling i 14.3% 9.1%
[f maize variery is suitable for this soil " ts high 2 14.3% 9.1%
vielding

No seed dressing l 14.3% 9.1%
To introduce new variety 2 14.3% 9.1%
Other 8 37.1% 36.4%
Total 22 N/A 100%

More women (34.4%) than men (21.4%) mentioned seed dressing against whitegrubs and 14.3% of men

said that there was no seed dressing in the trial. Three women told us that the seed dressing would also

have an effect on termites. About a fifth (21.4%) of men said that they had torgotten or did not know what

this aspect of the trial was about compared with only 12.3% of women . Both men and women thought that

a feature of the trial was to assess the suitability’ and recyclability of a new variets.

We nexi compared the top four answers between villages.

Table 30: Comparisen of top four answers to Question 10a between villages

Response

Chiwinja

Kambuwa

Lidala

Magomero

Seed dressed and undressed against whitegrub

attack

7

a

1

Varietal qualin/recyveling

[P

GJ

ta

Has torgottervdoesn't know

(V3]

(V5]

If maize vaner is suitable for this soil/high

vielding

Total responses per village

Total respondents per village

i
th

10 17 12

[t was striking that halt the participants in Chiwinja (most of whom were women) were aware of the seed

treatment of maize against whitegrubs while elsewhere the proportion was much lower. The reason for this

is likely to be that the original idea for seed dressing against whitegrubs originated from a farmer in
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Chiwinja. Mai Mpoya. although she and her relatives had used a different pesticide. Sevin. that the FSIPM
Project tested in 1996-97 and found too toxic. Nonetheless. it appears that the idea of a seed dressing had

been better understood in Chiwinja than elsewhere.

Discussion

From these results. it seems in the case of seed dressing against whitegrubs that. in contrast to the vear
betore. their understanding of a straightforward treatment against a well known and easily visible pest was
poor. This is perhaps due to the tact that the sample group is much larger and a high number of farmers
were not involved in planting in 1997-98. This was not the case in 1996-97 or 1998-99. Another problem
might have been that many upland farmers would not have connected seed dressing with whitegrubs or
termites. If one takes the 29 dambo farmers as the sample. then 51.7% were aware that the purpose of the

seed dressing was to reduce whitegrubs attack.

Pigeon Peas

Pigeon peas were intercropped with maize in the main trial and the Srriga trial. In the 1997-98 season. the
project continued to plant the wilt resistant variety. ICP 9143. and tested two long season cultivars new to
tarmers. [CEAP 00040 and ICEAP 00053. A local variery was grown as a control. ICEAP 00040 and

00055 are wilt-resistant Kenyan landraces that were being multiplied by ICRISAT for release to tarmers.

Table 31, Question 10b: main answers

Response Frequency % of % of
respondents| responses
(58) (96)
To find highest vielding varien 19 32.8% 19.8%
To see if varieties are suitable to their soil /area 17 29.3% 17.7%
To find wilt resistant varieties 16 27.6% 15.8%
Four varieties 12 20.7% 11.9%
To find high vielding variery suitable to area 3 3.2% 3.1%
Other 29 50% 30.2%
Total 96 N/A 98.3




Just over a quarter of respondents spontaneously mentioned wilt resistance. Nineteen respondents said that
they thought the purpose of the trial was to find a high vielding variety and 17 that it was to see how
suitable the variery was for the area. Three people gave both answers. saying thart the purpose was to find a
high vielding variety suitable for the area. Clearly. all 39 respondents (67.2%) were saying much the same.
that our interest lay with the possibilities for varieties with high vield qualities in the context of the
particular area. A fifth of farmers said only that there were four varieties. Implicit in this statement 1s the
suggestion that the project was interested in comparing the four varieties and if comparing. vield would be

the most likely criterion.

Table 32. Question 10b: main answers from women

% of % of
e Frequency respondents| responses

(33) (61)
To find highest vielding varieny 14 42.4% 23%
To see if varieties are suitable to their soil /area 11 18%

33.3%
Four varieties 10 30.3% 16.4%
To find a wilt resistant variety 8 24.2% 13.1%
To find high vielding variety suitable to area K 6.1% 3.3%
Other 16 48.5% 26.2%
Total 61 N/A 100
Table 33, Question 10b: main answers from men
Response Frequency % of % of
respondents| responses
(16) (23)

To find a wilt resistant variet 3 31.3% 21.7%
To see if varieties are suitable to their soil 4 2% 17.4%
/area
To find highest vielding varien i 12.53% 8.7%
Four varieties 2 12.5% 8.7%
Three varieties 2 12:5% 8.7%
Disease resistant 2 12.5% 8.7%
Other 6 37.5% 26%
Total 23 N/A 99.9%
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When the answers given by men and women are compared. twenty seven our of thirty three’” women
replied in terms ot vield and suitability of variety whereas only five out of sixteen men did so. A quarter of
women and a third of men knew thart the project was seeking to identify wilt resistant varieties. Four out

of sixteen men were not sure how many varieties of pigeon pea had been planted.

Answers were similar across the villages except in Chiwinja where only one person mentioned wilt

resistance (see Annex B. Table 23).

Discussion

AT first sight. it may appear disappointing that less than a third of participants cited wilt resistance as the
purpose pf the pigeon pea varietal trial. However. as has been discussed above. in the experience of the
FSIPM Project. farmers evaluate pigeon pea varieties in terms of vield whilst other qualities such as pest or
disease resistance are subsumed under yvield. This amalgamation of factors contributing to vield makes it

likely that spontaneous responses would indicate interest in vield rather than wilt resistance.

Women seemed more convinced than men that a high vield in the context of their area was the reason for
including pigeon peas in the trials. The explanation may be that pigeon peas are regarded as a woman's
crop and consequently . women take a greater interest in new varieties. This might also explain why nearly a

third of men questioned were not sure how many varieties were planted.

Beans

[n the 1997-98 trials. all participants grew beans apart from those in the Srrige trials. The varieties tested
were chosen because they were believed to have some resistance or tolerance to the bean stem maggot
(BSM). Kaulesi. an early maturing variety’ known to farmers and grown in the first vear of the trials was
used as a local control. The project tested two high vielding varieties from the Andean gene pool.
provided by the CIAT bean programme. Napilira (CAL 143) Nagaga (A197). newly released in November
1993. The tourth variers. Kalima. also high vielding. was released by Bunda College in 1997 and was also

thought 1o have some tolerance of BSM. The main responses are presented below

" Two women gave both answers.
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Table 34, Question 10c: main answers

Responses Frequency % of % of
respondents| responses
(55) (107)
High yvielding 2 38.2% 19.6%
Suitable for arearsoil 13 23.6% 12.1%
High vielding and suitable for their area 10 18.2% 9.3%
There arg 4 varieties 21 38.2% 19.6%
Early maturing 11 20.0% 10.3%
Other 31 56.4% 29%
Total 107 N/A 99.9%

Effectively. all tarmers saw the bean trial as a test of varieties. By this stage. the FSIPM project had also
accepted tarmers’ criteria in judging beans. Although technical causes of death continued to be assessed.
the final arbiter of success must be vield. There was no significant difference between men and women in

the way they answered this question nor between villages (see Annex B. Tables 24. 23. 26).

Discussion

[t appears that farmers. regardless of gender or village. saw the trial as concerned with the amount of vield
trom the four varieties in the trial under the particular growing conditions of the area. Given that in both
1996-97 and 1997-8. beanfly attack was relatively light and that these varieties were bred to be high
vielding. this seems a fair assessment of the trial. The early maturing quality of Kaulesi has also featured
positively in farmers” evaluations of the trials. Farmers in Lidala appear to have taken particular note of

high yielding qualities and of early maturing varieties.

Cultural practices

This question aimed to find out if tarmers understood why. in the majoriny of plots. for the second weeding
practice. the project had asked that two subplots be banked up and the other two merely weeded. The
purpose of this with and without treatment was to observe whether termite attack is reduced when the
ridges are not banked bur weeded. The hypothesis is that the extra vegetative matter placed around the
roats of the maize plants by banking attracts termites. It was also to see what other benefits or

disadvantages might arise from either practice and to elicit farmers™ views (tor example. plants are more
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likely to lodge because of heavy rain or wind when the roots are not supported by banking up). Trial
participants with plots in the dambo areas of Lidala and Chiwinja were asked to bank all their plots.
however. because there was a reduced risk of termites and considerable danger of waterlogging. Dambo
tarmers in Chiradzulu and Srriga farmers for whom it was not a part of their trial are therefore excluded

trom this section of the questionnaire.

Table 35. Question 10d: Main answers

'Responses Frequency | % by respondents | % by responses
(39) (71)
Banking half plots and not banking other 19 48.7% 26.8%

half to assess termite attack

Banking half plots and not banking other 8 20.5% 11.3%
half

Termites 2 5.1% 2.8%
Yield L 28.2% 15.5%
Banked all plots 6 15.4% 8.5%
Other 23 64.1 35.2
Total 71 N/A 100.1%

When we examine the first two responses (“banking half the plots and not banking the other half” and
“termites’). it emerges that 19 respondents out of 39 both described the practice and gave the reason for it.
Two respondents told us that the treatment was against termites and eight described only the practice
without explaining why it was done. This means that approximately half of our respondents volunteered the
correct reason for this aspect of the trial. Six respondents told us that they had banked all plots which
means that they either did not understand the instructions or the purpose of the trial or theyv considered

banking up the ridges to be a better practice in terms of the ultimate vield.

A-similar partern is tound when the figures are broken down for men and women (Annex B. Table 27.28).
Seven women made it clear that the purpose of the weeding and banking experiment was to assess termite

damage while four mentioned only banking and two mentioned termites alone. This means that just under
halt of the women understood the purpose of this aspect of the trial. Six men described the experiment and

said that it was against termite attack while three mentioned the practice but not the purpose.
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Table 36. Question 10d: Comparison of answers between villages

IResponses ]Chiwinja[ Kambuwa; Lidala ' Magomero
|Banking half plots and not banking other half | 2 6 3 6
Ito assess termite attack
IBanking half plots and not banking other half 0 2 4 1
'Termites f 1 1 0 0
'Yield 0 3 3 E}
IBanked all plots ‘ 4 1 0 1
'Total responses per village 7 12 14 11

9 9 10 11

'Total respondents per village

When comparing those who both described the practice and gave the reason for it across villages. we find a

similar pattern across the villages except perhaps in Chiwinja. Only three respondents in Chiwinja were

clear that the trial was concerned with crop loss from termites and four respondents banked up all their

plots.

Discussion

The answers to this question show greater awareness of pest management practice than we found when

looking at farmers” understanding of the purpose of the different varieties being used. Since weeding

without banking to prevent termite damage was already’ known to some farmers in Chiradzulu. this practice

may have been easier to understand than. for example. varietal resistance since it is possible that farmers

may not be familiar with varieties that are resistant to pests or diseases.

Question 11: What problems, worries or expectations do vou face with the plot?

The aim of the question was to give farmers an opportunity to voice any opinion or anxiety they might have

concerning the plot and. by association. the trial and the project. There were 79 responses trom 36

interviews. Many respondents ignored the part of the question concerning expectations and dealt with the

issue of problems or worries. Rather than look at individual answers (see Annex B. Table 29). however. it

is more interesting to consider the categories into which these fell (Figure 3).
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Figure 5. What problems, worries or expectations do you face with the plot (1997-98)?

Question 11. (Responses by categones with percentage of 1otal
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It is encouraging thar a third of respondents stated that they had no problems with the plots. The other
categori=.: are discussed individually in the following sections.

Table 37, Question 11: Fertiliser/Inputs

Response

| Frequency of |

| responmses

[Fertiliser applied too early 11

"No second application of fertiliser/not enough fertiliser 10

Thinks two types of fertiliser were applied early and that this was wrong |

[Project did nort use pesticides ]
Total| 23

Nearly a third of all responses were concerned with the project’s use of fertiliser. For the majoriny of
Malawian smallholder tarmers. tertiliser 1s a crucial but expensive input. The extension recommendation is

that there should be a basal fertiliser dressing at two weeks and a top dressing two to four weeks after this.
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However. many cannot afford fertiliser or cannot afford fertiliser for all their fields or all their maize."
Similarly. few can follow extension recommendations and many of those who manage to buy fertiliser only
have enough to apply it once. The preferred stage of plant growth for this application is just before the

maize plant tassels. that is. prior to cob production.

In the second vear of the FSIPM Project trials. fertiliser (at the rate of 50 kg/N/ha) was applied once as a
basal dressing. dolloped either side of the plant. just after plant emergence. As farmers’ comments reveal.
our practice did nor fit with local practice or understanding of best practice. When tarmers had observed the
post-emergence basal application of fertiliser on the plots. most assumed that this would be followed by a

second application later on and were disappointed and worried to discover that this was not the case.

What underlies these complaints by trial participants is a local model of plant growth and health in
contradiction to that of agricultural scientists. The local model works in the following way: fertiliser
should be applied just before tasselling so the extra nutrients can be used to generate healthy and abundant
cob production. In this way food production is maximised. If fertiliser is applied earlier than this. the

goodness in the fertiliser is wasted on foliage and root production and does not result in extra food.

By conrtrast. agricultural research suggests that if fertiliser is applied at or soon atter planting. faster root
establiskinent and more rapid vegetative growth take place. producing a healthier plant and improved cob
production. Cob production is determined by about 6-8 weeks atter which the addition of nutrients offers
no benefits. Late application of fertiliser is therefore less beneficial than earlier application. The one

problem encountered with early application is that nutrients can be leached from the soil by heavy rainfall.

The other issue here is that tarmers found it hard to understand why the project was not following best
practice as they knew it. In the 1997-98 season. we had abandoned our policy of mounting trials without
tertiliser to model the tarming practice of the most resource poor (i.e. no fertiliser}. a policy that had much
confused farmers and led to many complaints. However. we seem to have continued to worrs farmers by

neither applving fertiliser twice nor applyving once at the time they considered most beneficial.

Similarly. one tarmer complained because we did nort use pesticides to treat pest problems. This

participant. a relatively well-off. retired schoolteacher. found it odd thart the project did not do what it could
to maximise vields. While it is disappointing that more of the project purpose and philosophy had not been
absorbed by the tarmer. his comments reveal more of the model of best practice discussed above. Thartis. a

solution to the problem of pests exists in the torm of pesticides. Since the FSIPM Project is clearly not

" The FSIPM 1996-97 Baseline Survey of 120 households in the target villages found that forty-five percent ot the
area planted to maize was unfertilised. Averaged across fertiliser users. fertiliser application on the area planted to

maize was 33 kg N ha and 64 kg N ha on the area planted to maize which received fertiliser. (A.Orr et al. 1997:4)
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short of resources. why does it not make use of the best technology available? Once again. it is clear that
the notion that the trials were designed to emulate local conditions in order to produce appropriate and
aftordable technologies is in conflict with farmers’ desire to have access to the best technology and the

greatest vield this affords through the medium of the project.

Table 38. Question 11: Trial practice

!Response Frequency of
responses

Plots are too small. should be extended to give more vield o]

Did not want to bank plots 1

Relay beans planted too early 1

Pigeon peas a waste of time because of wilt 1

Only need one variety of beans. should choose best 1

Mbwera beans fail when grown next to pigeon peas 1
Total| 10

Identical concerns appear when we look at the comments under the category "trial practice’. Five farmers
would like to see a larger area used for the plots to have more inputs and a bigger harvest. Farmers’ main
agenda regarding the project is to improve their food security as much as they can in the immediate furure.
The comment about only needing the best variety of beans shows that this farmer had not taken the
experimental and participatory approach on board since the project aim was that farmers should be telling
us which bean was best from observing the trials. It is not clear whether the Matapwata farmer who
suggested abandoning pigeon peas in the trial understood that wilt resistance was the trial purpose. The
poor performance of pigeon peas in Matapwata as a whole means that varietal resistance has made little

headway in improving vields.
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Table 39, Question 11: Pests

‘ﬁesponse Frequency of
responses
Whitegrubs N
=

Termites

1

Pests on beans

Pests on pigeon peas 1

Chiwawu (‘burning’ of leaves/some sort of blight) 2

Cowpea pests 1

Total 10

Only tour responses spontaneously mention two project target pests as a problem. This may appear
unsatistactors but should not be given too much weight. since. in the previous question. respondents had

discussed the purpose of the trials at length.

Two respondents complained that they had not been kept informed of what was happening in the plots.
The other categories of responses. a total of 14 comments. concerned problems with the crops caused

mostly by the weather (see Annex B. Tables 31 and 32).

When we compared the answers given by men and women. little difference was evident (see Annex
B.Tables 34 and 35). A greater proportion of men than women said that they' had no anxieties concerning
the plots. Two men telt that they were not being kept informed about what was happening on the plots this

vear,

Table 40, Question 11: main answers compared between villages

Response Chiwinja |Kambuwa| Lidala | Magomero

None 3 6 7 2

Fertiliser too early 4 Z 3 0

No second application of fertiliser/not enough fertiliser 2 3 5 0

Too much rain (later on affecting vield) 3 0 2 0

Plots small so vield results too small/want plot extended 0 0 2 3
Total no. of respondents 15 12 17 12

Table 11 shows that there were some difterences between villages. No one in Magomero complained about
the project’s use of fertiliser. Was this because there was better project extension work in this village?

Problem: with too much rain late in the season only applied to the northern area.



Discussion

The results ot Question 11 show us that farmers’ concerns lie squarely with maximising the vield from the
trial plots in the current season. To this end. farmers took issue with the project’s reluctance to adopt best
pracrice or at least lacal practice of fertiliser use. suggested that we should expand the plots or regretted
damage caused to the plots by pests. diseases or adverse weather conditions. Whar is interesting. however.
1s whar we learn about farmer models of plant growth and the optimum time for fertiliser application which
led tarmers to disagree widely with researcher practice. Fertiliser. the key input. is vet again the cause of

mMOSI CONIroversy.
Question 12: How has been vour contact with the team (1997-98)?

The question aimed to give tarmers a chance to voice their opinion of their contact with the technical team
in the 1997-98 season who. through their weekly monitoring activities. have been the interface between
farmers and the rest ot the project staff. There had been individual complaints that participants were not
meeting the team as often as they would like and we were anxious to see how widespread was this problem.
Grear care had been taken in the first vear of the trials to make sure that farmers participated in planting the
plots and in all major activities thereafier. there was some anxiety that this involvement had been allowed
to slip in the second vear."” Fifiv-five respondents were eligible to answer this question and we received

106 comments.

Table 41, Question 12: responses by category

NEGATIVE |Frequency POSITIVE | Frequency;

IDid not participate in fertiliser 16 {Still good ‘very good 36

lapplication

IDid nort participate in planting 10 |Paﬁicipated in planting 13
'Ven little contact’ no feedback 7 |Participated in fertilising 8
|Contact not as good as last vear 4 IBetter this vear than last vear e
IHas questions s/he has not been able 3 IGood because did not take much 1
Ito ash Itime
{Did not get much information 3 ISame as last vear 1
Team always seems in a hurry ]

Total, 45 Total 61

o (42.5%) (57.5%)

" In the third vear of the trial. farmer participation has been diligently pursued. Following discussions with tarmers

abour which activities they wanted to take part in. their inclusion in key activities has been closely monitored.
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[t was reassuring that 36 (65.4%) tarmers said that contact was either good or verv good and that nearly
sixty percent of comments were positive. Only 19 of the negative comments referred directly to day to day
contact with the team. The figures on participation in planting and fertilising cannot be taken as indicative
of trial wide experience. untortunately. because this information was volunteered by a subset of
respondents. twenty five in total. Out of the this group. however. thirteen had taken part in planting while
ten had not and eight had taken part in applying fertiliser while sixteen had not. This experience suggests

thar anxieties about farmer participation in 1997-98 were not misplaced.

Table 42, Question 12: main answers by women

Responses Frequency % of % of responses
respoudents (31) (60)

Still good /very good 20 64.3% 33.3%

Did not participate in fertiliser application 9 29.0% 13%

Participated in planting 7 22.6% 11.7%

Did not participate in planting 6 19.4% 10%

Other 18 58% 30%

Total 60 N/A 100

Table 43, Question 12: main answers by men

Responses Frequency % of % of responses
respondents (16) 37)

Still good ‘very good 9 56.3% 24.3%

Did not participate in fertiliser application 7 43.8% 18.9%

Participated in planting 6 37.5% 16.2%

Did not participate in planting 4 25.0% 10.8%

Participated in fertilising 4 25.0% 10.8%

Other 7 43.4% 18.9%

Eoral 57 N/A 99.9

The main difference between men and women appears to be that a higher proportion of women than men
stated that they had taken part in planting and a greater percentage ot men than women complained that

they had not been included in the fertiliser application.
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Table 44, Question 12: inter-village comparison

T

‘ Chiwinja Lidala |Magomero
!Resprmses Kambinva

iStill goo& ‘very good 11 8 9 8

Did not participate in fertiliser application 8 1 3 2
Participated in planting - 3 - 1

Did not participate in planting 4 1 4 1
Participated in fertilising 1 3 - 0
Ven little contact’' no feedback 2 2 1 2
Total no. of resp;)nses 31 18 27 14
Total no. of respondents 15 12 17 11

When inter-village experience is compared. it appears that there were more complaints from Mombezi EPA

abourt being not taking part in planting and fertilising than from Matapwata EPA. Otherwise. approval is

tairly distributed across the villages.

Discussion

Farmers were. on the whole. positive about their interaction with the project technical team. One of the

most interesting comments came from an older woman farmer. sole head of a household. who told us that

interaction was good because "it did not take up much time". This indicates that one criterion for her

involvement in the project is that it should not encroach too much on her other activities. Presumably eveny

farmer makes a rough cost-benefit calculation along similar lines.

4.0 Conclusions

The objectives of this research were

1. To understand better the context regarding attitudes to development interventions into which the
project had been introduced.

-~

2. Toidentity barriers to farmer understanding.

It became clear trom these interviews that the FSIPM Project was very novel in purpose and style for all

villages. Farmers had much less context in which to place the project and its objectives than we had

imagined. There had been little history of success with agricultural interventions: about 63% had failed.

{only mwo tarmers mentioned demonstration plots). Villagers had never been asked to take part in
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technology testing or evaluation. There may have been some research but if so it was extractive. Finally.

the notidn that experimentation aimed art fitting in with existing farming systems was quite new.

Suspicions abour the intentions of the project were also more widespread and serious than we had realised.
Although farmers told us that their own expectations were broadly positive from the start. they recounted
their fellow villagers™ opinions in much more negative terms. Members of the FSIPM Project found some
of the rumours about our intentions quite shocking. for example. that we would steal land and the owners
would be resettled. that there might be a return of forced labour (thangata) or that chiefs were collaborating

to sell their people to the Chinese.™ Perhaps it is a reflection of the newness of the current political
dispensation that some villagers might think such things possible? Certainly it suggests that memories of

the colonial period are still strong.

How well did farmers understand our project? Farmers showed that they best understood the whitegrub.
termite and Srriga trials. This fits experience elsewhere in pest management research. Participants
understood the purpose of the trials where the pest was visible. was considered a serious problem and the
treatment was either easy to understand or where training was provided on pest or disease biology. Where
the pest or disease was much less visible. possibly less serious and the treatment less intuitively obvious. as
with pigeon pea wilt or BSM. the purpose appears to have been grasped only by a minoriry. We should
also stress that where most tarmers had little or no knowledge of the pest or disease or their effects. they
will not have been looking for treatments for the pest or disease. These findings suggest that it is hard to
overestimate how much training or education about pest or disease biology' is required where a treatment or

pest 1s not visible but important.

The responses to these questions have been exhaustively analysed to see if there is any variation in the
nature of responses from men and women. It appears that the project can congratulate itself on a lack of
gender bias. While there is some evidence (Questions 1 and 2a) that men tound the project easier to
understand ar the start due to previous experience. overall there is little difference. Women seemed more

aware of the content of trials involving legumes which would fit with their greater interest in legumes.

Allowing for differences in resources. there is. ot course. variation between tarmers in enthusiasm. interest
or capaciny to understand which researchers should not underestimate as a factor when setting up on-farm
trials. This is particularly true where a sample is selected rather than volunteers. Where farming is an
everyday activity. enforced rather than chosen. similar to housework or cooking in developed countries.
some tarmers will be diligent experts. some competent and some neither very good nor very interested.
We do not expect evervone to be a cordon bleu cook or a superb housekeeper. why should developing

country farmers all be keen or expert? Similarly. agriculture contributes different proportions of overall

(ol
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" Some so-called -farmers’

income according to a household's overall package of livelihood strategies.”
ma) earn a greater part of their income from marketing or off-farm labour. A project such as the FSIPMP
must. therefore. expect to find gradations of engagement among trial participants. This must be a part if not
the whole explanation of why some tarmers have participated as tully as they could (and been labelled
‘good” farmers). At the other end of the spectrum. others have been harder to involve in monitoring.

evaluarion or even plot management once the inputs are distributed (and have been labelled -bad’

participants). A third group lies in between these extremes.

A turther problem identified by this research concerns the quality of the teedback we receive as a project.
During interviews with tarmers for this research. project staff sometimes telt that the responses they were
getting were bland and that some farmers did not say what they really thought. We had assured farmers
that their comments would not be individually attributed and explained that we were asking a large number
of participating farmers their opinions so that we might put all the answers together to understand the larger
picture. Did farmers believe us? Should they have believed us? Questionnaires to gamer opinion are a
new phenomenon and not well understood. Criticism of high status outsiders and government officials — to
their faces — runs counter to cultural norms of respect. humility and the obligation to avoid open
controntation. In general. Malawian society is characterised by low [evels of trust and. historically. open

feedback of problems to the authorities has not been encouraged.™

We might also ask why many respondents should take the risk of finding fault with a project providing tree
inputs. when little in their experience encourages them to feel a sense of ownership towards the trials. It is
noticeable. that resistance to the project has come over key resources or where local frameworks of
understanding differ from project models. The principal example is fertiliser. Not only whether or not it
should be applied but also when it is most efficacious. Apart from this example. the most open criticisms
came from the case study households in Magomero village who had become familiar with social
anthropology team members and used to exchanging information on a variety of topics. Even with these

households. negative comments tended to be teased out of the respondent by other members of the

* This rumour is worse than it appears since there is a folk belief that the Chinese and Japanese may be cannibals

> We know of households where a wife or mother spends most of her time on marketing and leaves most agricultural
work to teenage children or hired labour because marketing is a more successtul and reliable form: of income.

** A low trust sociery is characterised by an absence of trust between individuals who are not related to one another so
that there is a weak basis for the construction ot new social or economic groups outside of kin groups or the state.
(Fukuvama. 1993:37) Reasons tor the absence of trust vany according to the specific historical. social and cultural
context. In Malawi’s case. one might point to a history of social disruption and migrartion. the colonial experience. the
MCP regime. widespread poverty. the prevalence ot witchcratt beliets and even rensions berween particular tamily

structures (matrilineal or patrilineal) and changing syvstems of gender relations.
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household such as a son or a sister who would challenge the respondent to say what they had really said or

thought.

Distrust of outsiders and a history of bad experiences with development project make the task of a project
aiming at a participatory relationship difficult even before one considers to what extent the agenda of
villagers and of the project coincide. One aspect of the context regarding attitudes to development
interventions that has emerged is that barriers to communication exist because farmers and researchers have
different agendas. This may mean that participants pursue different ends through the same activities but

do not wish to talk openly about their different ends.” The results of this questionnaire strongly suggest
that it the project had been able to carry out a needs assessment. few farmers would have asked for a pest
management project. Throughour the life of the project. tfarmers have shown more active interest in
gaining access 1o inputs. particularly tertiliser. than to any of the pest management technologies (see
Questions . 3. 7 and 11 in particular). The realisation that not all tarmers suffered equally from pest
damage led the project in the final vear of trials to work with specialist problem groups. Encouragingly.
however. many tarmers said that the best aspect of the trial was the opportunity to learn about new methods
or technologies in agriculture (see Questions 5. 6. 7 and 8) even though. to the project. these were not much
different to existing practices. There is no doubt that participants enjoved the chance to try out new

varieties.

The project’s agenda. by contrast. was to identify’ pest management strategies for resource poor households
that fitted into local farming svstems. This mitigated against a large package ot inputs and meant that we
had to take local conditions and evaluation on board at all times. However. for many farmers. contact with
the project should have provided access to the best model of farming practice. to tertiliser. pesticides and
the latest knowledge imported trom centres of excellence. This is another reason for variation in interest
and cooperation. Some farmers have taken the project goals on board in so far as they can and enjoy
working with the team. For others. it is a useful if minor contribution to income. but not one for which they
can spare much time or energy. For others. it is a frustration that the needs they identify as important
cannot be met more easily through their contact with a resource-rich project. This variation in engagement
with project objectives must be set in the context of declining food security and farmers” knowledge that

the project has a limited life span.

It is a truism of late 20" century social science that knowledge "emerges out of a complex process involving social.
situationa!. cultural and institutional tactors™ (Long and Long. 1992. p211). This insight has certainly proved true in
research activities carried out by the FSIPMP team. The social anthropology team has encountered a number of
situations where it has been clear that individual opinions given in a “sate’ environment can be very different from
those expressed by individuals in more formal contexts or in groups. Work done by the socio-economic team on local
management techniques for termites and whitegrubs also demonstrates that investigations in groups can suppress

information about individual strategies,

(7
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[t is important that any project acknowledges that participants are operating in their own "life worlds™ and
that they will not necessarily share our view of agricultural or project priorities uniess these are verified in
advance (and even then there will be different levels of engagement). Throughout these interviews we
listened to participants reiterate their concerns and priorities (fertiliser. inputs. more land. less labour. less
time) bur taking care not to appear ungrateful or. for the most part. to take issue with the main project
purpose. Rather. participants. where they can. negotiate at the margins for what they want from us. This
may not be the same as what we want from them. For us. the objectives of the project dominate the
landscape. tor tarmers. the trial plots are a small part of their lives and livelihoods. Each individual has a
set of problems they prioritise and seek to solve through whatever means become available. Trial
participants must be viewed as actors. with their own agendas. who have negotiated for the besr deal they
can trom the project and from the trials whether in terms of pest management technology. new varieties. or

as little bother as possible.

However. the project. through constant interaction with farmers during implementation. monitoring and
evaluation activities has listened to tarmers’ concerns and done its best to respond to them. Participation

%

has improved (if uneveniy over the three vears).” The project has acknowledged that the criteria of vield
or time of yield prevail where the need for food security is paramount. Trials have been simplified.
disliked technologies dropped and there has been consultation about when and why we should meet.
Where farmers and researchers have very different views about practice. as with tertiliser timing. further
research has been carmied out or trials have been set up so that we can learn together about what works best.

Perhaps the most important lesson 1s that the FSIPM Project has had to prove itself to trial participants in

order to achieve the level of cooperation and mutual understanding that now exists.
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ANNEX A: QUESTION CHECKLIST

CHECKLIST: FARMERS EXPERIENCES. EXPECTATIONS. ANXIETIES AND SUSPICIONS OF
THE FSIPM PROJECT AND OTHER INTERVENTIONS

Farmer Name: OFT/Non OFT
Cluster: Interviewers;
Date:

1.Have vou had any previous experience here or elsewhere with outsiders and projects [agricultural.
health. education or otherwise]? Have any projects failed to start that were promised?

- ‘ouwrsiders  can be anvone Research Stanon, Extension Officers. Projects. MP's. Parnes, Religious Organisatons

-who what, when. how 1t was perceived - success. fallure

2. Expectations and suspicions

(a) What did vou think or expect last vear when the FSIPM project came 1o the village?
(b) What were other people saving?

(c) Did vou go to any introductory meetings?

(d) How was the text that was handed out - were vou or someone in vour family able to read it?

. Did vou wonder why vou had been chosen?

LT

4. Whart did vou hope to see on the plots?

L

. Last vear. what did vou understand to be the purpose of the trials?

6. How was contact with the team?”

60



7. Whar has been the most difficult aspect of taking part in the trals? Did vou have anxieties or
disappointments”
¢ using vour land. strangers coming and gomng. compensation. lack of feruliser. not knowing what 10 do on vour plot. wanung to do

something but not being able to e ¢ harvest when hungn

8. What was the best aspect of taking part in the trials?

9, What about this year (1997-98)7 Did vou go to the village meeting? What did vou get out of it?

61



1 0. What does the project hope to leamn from the

a) Maize

b) Pigecr. pea

varieties

¢) Bean varieties

¢) Banking/not

banking

d) Seed dressing

11. What problems. worries or expectations do vou face with the plot?

1Z. How has been vour contact with the team?

€4



ANNEX B: TABLES REFERRED TO IN TEXT

Tahbic I Question 2ua- Whar did you think or expect last vear when the FSIPM Project came to the village?

Comparison of main responses benveen villages

Responses Chiwinja | Kambuwa | Lidala Magomero
(15) (13) (17) (18)

To learn good/modemn farming methods 3 3 =3 3

Don't know/nothing 2 1 3 3

Land stealing 1 0 6 2

Bumper harvest 1 2 2 3

Free inputs 1 1 1 : 2 !

Other ‘ ‘

Total respondents per village 10 9 [l 13

Table 2. Quesrion 2h: Whar were other people saving (when the FSIPAL Project first came)? Main answers

by women

% of % of
Frequency respondents | responses(38)
Responses (33)
Land stealing 29 87.9 76.3
Harvest stealing 2 6.1 5.3
Other 2 6.1 18.4
Total 35 100 100




H

Tubic 3. Question 2h Whar were other people saving iwhen the FSIPA Project first came)? Main answers

Py men

! % of % of

Responses Frequency respondents responses(16)
(14)

Land stealing 11 78.6 68.8

Relacation 1 7.1 6.5

Forced labour 1 7.1 6.3

Research 1 7.1 6.3

Other 2 14.3 [2s3

Total 16 100 100

Tahle 4,Question 2h: What were other people saving nwhen the FSIPA! Project firsi came)? Comparison of

main responses henveen villages

Chiwinja Lidala | Magomero

Responses Kambuwa

Land stealing 9 9 10 13
People stealing and selling 0 2 1 0
Relocation 1 1 0 0
Forced labour 1 0 0 1
Research 0 0 2 0
Total regpondents per village 11 12 13 16

Tahle 3. Question 2¢- Did vou go to any introductory meetings? (When the FSIPAL Project firsi came 1o the

village)? Comparison of muin answers henveen villages

Responses Chiwinja |Kambuwa |Lidala Magomero
Yes i 1 8 10
All 10 10 1 0
One s 0 0 0
None/no 0 Z . 4
|Totzll number of respondents per village 14 15 11 14
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Table 6. Question 2d- How was the text that was handed out? Were you or someone in your tamily able to

read ir?? Comparison ot main responses henween villages

lResponses Chiwinja |Kambuwa |Lidala Magomero
Read and understood 4 6 3 2
Not mentioned 2 2 4 4
Read but has forgotten 3 1 4 0
|Did not get 1 2 1 1
Total number of respondents per village 12 11 14 7

Table ~. Question 3. Did vou wonder why vou had been chosen? Total responses (includes couples)

% of % of responses
Responses Frequency respondents (39)

(38)
No because it was for agriculture/ 13 2549 254
research
No because volunteer/keen 9 13.5 15.3
Lineage-Yes 8 13.8 13.6
No 3 8.6 8.3
Yes and was worried 5 8.6 8.5
Other 17 293 28.8

39 N/A* 100.1

Toral

*There are more responses than respondents

Table N. Question 4. What did you hope to see on the plots? Gender analvsis of farmers ~ expecrations by

caregon

{Type of Comments by |% of female |% of Comments by |% of male % of

Comment women respondents |responses (43)|men respondents |responses (18)
(34) (16)

Positive 2 64.7 5.2 9 36.3 50.0

Sceptical 12 55.3 279 S 31.3 27.8

Negativ. 3 14.7 11.6 4 25.0 222

Other - 11.8 9.3 0 0 0

Total 39 N/A 100 18 N/A 100




Tahle Y. Quesrion 3. Last year (1996-97) what did you understand to be the purpose of the trials? Main

responses bvivomen

; % OF % OF
[Responses FREQUENCY | RESPONDENTS | RESPONSES
| 34 (61)
Whitegrubs 13 38.2 213
To see which crops are suitable for area/soil 7 20.6 113
To see how maize would do without fertiliser 7 20.6 11.3
Termites 6 17.6 9.8
New agricultural practices 4 11.8 6.6
Find high vielding crops 3 8.8 4.9
Wilt 3 8.8 4.9
Wasn't sure 3 8.8 4.9
Other 13 44d.1 24.6

61 N/A 100
Toral

Tahle 1), Question 3: Last year (1996-97). what did you understand ro be the purpose of the trials? Main

responses by men

Responses Frequency % of respondents % of
(16) responses(29)

Whitegrubs 6 37.3 20.7
New agricultural practices 4 25.0 13.8
To see which crops are suitable for area/soil 3 123 6.9
Termites 2 125 6.9
Find high vielding crops 2 128 6.9
To give farmers inputs and harvest 2 1235 6.9
Other 11 68.8 379

29 N/A 100

Toral
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Tabic 11. Question 6 How way contact with the team (1996-97)7 Gender analvsis of questions

Responses Female Male
Frequency | Respondents | Respondents
(53) (31) (16)
Good 35 (64.8 %) 20 (64.5 %) 8(50.0 %)
Good because we are taken to fields & shown pests 10 (18.3 %) 6 (19.4 %) 4(25.0 %)
Ok 4 (7.4 %) 3(9.7 %) 1(6.3 %)
Nort very good 4 (7.4 %) 2(6.3 %) 2(12.3 %)
Not good because team did not include farmer 1(1.9 %) 0 1(6.3 %)
Total 33 31 16

Tahle 12, Question 6. How was contact with the ream (1996-97)2 Comparison of the main responses

benveen villages

Responses Chiwinja Kambuwa Lidala Magomero
Good 8 9 ) 8

Good because we are taken to fields & shown 6 1 3

pests

Ok 3 1

Not very good 1 1 2

Not good because team did not include farmer 1

Total number of respondents per village 13 12 17 9

Table 13. Question = Whar has been the most difficult aspect of taking parr in the trials? Did vou have

anxieties or disappointments?’ Caregories of reply

Categor:zs of rephy Total % of respondents |% of response
(60) (81)

Trial design 34 56.7 42.0

None 18 30.0 222

Weather 11 18.3 13.6

Missed benefits 10 16.7 2.3

Crop failure 8 3.3 9.9

Total 81 N/A 100.0
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Tahle 14, Question ~

anxieties or disappointments? Main responses by men

35

Whar has been the most difficult aspecr of taking parr in the mrials? Did vou have

Responses Frequency |% of respondents (16) |% of responses (28)
Not using (tertiliser small harvest) 7 43.8 250
Disappointment because heavy rains caused crops to |6 373 21.4

fail

None 3 5.3 17.9

Would like more or all fields used for plots K 125 7.1

Other 8 50 28.6

Total 28 N/A 100

Tahle 13, Question ~: What has been the most difficult aspect of taking part in the trials? Did you have

anxieries or disappointments? Main responses by women

Responses Frequency % of respondents | % of responses
(3%) (41)

Not using (fertiliser small 11 51.4 26.8

harvest)

None 6 17.1 14.6

Disappcintment because heavy 3 14.3 122

rains caused crops to tail

Worried whether compensation 3 8.6 73

would be paid

Beans failed to thrive 2 5.7 4.9

Wanting to harvest beans for B DT 4.9

relish/green maize

Other k2 343 29.2

Total 41 N/A 100
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Tahlc 16. Question = Whart has been the most difficult aspect ot taking part in the rrials? Did vou have

anxieriex or disappointments? Comparison of the main responses henveen villages

Responses

Chiwinja

Kambuwa

Lidala

Magomero

Not using ( tertilizer small harvest)

>

!

s=
3

5

None

"\

Disappointment because heavy

rains caused crops to fail

7

1J

Worried ‘whether compensation

would be paid

)

Beans failed to thrive

Total number of respondents

per village

11

14

Table 17, Question 8: What was the best aspect of taking part in the trials? Main responses given by

men
Responses Frequency |% of respondents |% of responses
(16) (39)
Learning a new spacing pattern for maize {7 43.8 17.9
The bean planting pattern was new 5 513 12.8
Leamning new agricultural techniques 5 31.3 12.8
Pigeon pea planting pattern I3 18.8 7T
Early fertiliser = good system 3 18.8 7.7
The intercropping pattern was new 3 18.8 7.7
Other 13 81.3 333
39 N/A 100
Toral
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Tahblc 18, Question 8 What was the best aspect of taking parr in the trials? Main responses given by

temales
Responses Frequency % of respondents |% of responses
(30) (58)
Learning a new spacing pattern for maize 12 40.0 20.7
The bean planting pattern was new 7 23.3 B2l
Learning new agricultural techniques 6 20.0 10.3
All crops returned to farmer 6 20.0 10.3
Ger inputs 4 13.3 6.9
Pigeon pea planting pattern 4 13.3 6.9
Trving 3 maize seeds per planting station 3 10.0 52
Other 16 5.3 27.6
38 N/A 100
Toral

Tahle 19. Question Ya: Whar abour this yvear (1997-98)? Whar did you get out of [the village meeting]?

Varietics

A new maize variety. Masika 5
Four different varieties of beans 9
Four pigeon pea varieties 7
New varieties 7
Total 32

Tahle 20. Question Ya. Whar abour this vear (1997-98)7 What did you ger out of [the village meering]?

[Cultural practices

Musrt not harvest early on plots -
There will be four plots 4
Beans to be planted in dambo 3
Ridge spacing 3
Some plots to be banked some not 2
No mulching this vear 1
Total 17
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Tahble 21, Question Yu Whar about this vear (1997-98)2 What did vou ger out of [the village meering]?

Trial managemen

Must discuss any problems with team 2
Team supervision and reporting 1
No tarmer plot 1
Total 4

Tahle 22, Question Ya. Whar about this vear (1997-98,2 Whart did vou get our of [the village meering]?

Pest management

Some beans will be seed dressed and some not |1

dressed
No bean dressing 1
Total i)

Tahle 23, Question 10b: What was the purpose of the pigeon pea trial? Comparison of main answers

henveen villuges

IResponse by village |Chiwinja/Kambuwa |Lidala  |Magomero |
To find highest vielding variety 5 4 6 4

To see it varieties are suitable to their soil [6 5 5 3

/area

To find high vielding variery suitable to |0 1 1 1

area

To tind a wilt resistant varieny 1 7 =] 3

Four varieties 3 1 6 g

Total respondents per village I3 13 17 13

+2
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Table 24, Question 10c: What was the purpose of the bean trial? Main answers given by women

% of Y% of
Responses Frequency |respondents |responses

(32) 67
|High vielding 13 40.6 19.4
| There are 4 varieties 16 50.0 r'39
[Suitable for arearsoil 8 Z 119
|High vielding and suitable tor their area 5 13.6 s
Early marturing 7 1.9 9.6
Other 18 56.3 26.9

67 N/A 99.2

Toral

{

Tahle 25. Question [lic: Whart was the purpose of the bean trial? Main answers given by men

% of % of
Responses Frequency |respondents |responses
(15) (29)
High vielding 3 33.3 17.2
Suitable for areassoil 4 26.7 15.8
High vielding and suitable for their area 5 20 10.6
There are 4 varieties 3 53.5 122
Other 12 80 41.4
Total 29 N/A 100.2

Tuhble 26, Question Hc: What was the purpose of the bean trial? Main answers compared henveen villages

Response by village Chiwinja |Kambuwa |Lidala |Magomero
High vielding 4 N 8 7

Suitable tor area/soil E; E 3 i

High vielding and suitable for their |1 3 3 1

area

There are 4 varieties 7 B 9 2

Early maturing 1 1 6 3

Total respondents per village 13 11 17 12
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Tahle 27, Question 10d- What was the purpose of the cultural practices in the mrial? Main responses given

M swomen

'% of '% of responses
iResponses |Frequency Irespondents (21) |(34)
IBanking half piots and not banking other '7 i33.3 120.6
Ihalf to assess termite attack
|Banking half plots and not banking other |4 119.0 [11.8
Ihalf
Termites ' 19.3 15.9
"Yield i 119.0 111.8
IBanked all plots 4 [19.0 111.8
IOther I3 161.9 138.2

134 IN/A 1100.1
Toral

Tahle 28, Question 10d: What was the purpose of the cultural practices in the rrial? Main responses given

hv men
% of % of responses
Responses Frequency respondents (22)
(11) 23
Banking half plots and not banking other |6 54.35 273
halt to assess termite attack
Banking half plots and not banking other |3 27.3 13.6
halt
Termites 0 0.0 0.0
Yield ) 43.3 227
Banked all plots 2 18.2 02l
Other 6 34.5 272
Total == N/A 99.9

The numbers considered in this column are too small for percentages to be meaningful but they are given

in order rhat the same information is present in each table
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Tahle 3. Question 11 Whar problems. worries or expectations do you tace with the plor? Main answers

% of respondents (56)

% of

Responses Frequency responses (79)
]None/’hapm with trial 20 35.7 23.3
‘!Fenih'ser applied too early and no second application 6 10:7 7.6
iFeniliser applied to0 early 3 19.6 6.3
!LTOO much rain ) 8.9 6.3
Plots are 100 small. should be extended to give more vield|3 8.9 6.3
No second application of fertiliser/not enough fertiliser |4 17.9 3
Other 34 60.7 43
79 N/A 99.8
Toral

Tahle 31, Question 11 Whar problems. worries or expectations do you tace with the plot? Categories of

farmer responses

Category ITotal 1% of responses

(79)

|Fertiliser/Inputs 123 129.1

INo problems/happy with trials 20 125.3

[Pests 10 12.7

‘Trial practice (10 127

ICrops 8 110.1

'Weather 16 7.6

|Poor communication with project 2 123

‘Total 179 1100

Tuhble 32, Question 11 Whar problems. worries or expecrarions do you face with the plot? Crops

Responses Frequency of
responses

Maize plants have turned vellow 3

Beans failed to do well 3

Nagaga too slow in maturing in the dambo 1

Thieves 1

Total 8
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Tahble 33. Quesrion 11 Whar problems. worries or expectations do vou tace with the plot? Wearher

Responses Frequency of
responses

Too much rain B

Relay beans failing due to lack of moisture 1

lToml ’ 6

Tuhle 34, Question 11 Whar problems. worries or expectations do vou tace with the plot? Main answers by

women

Responses Frequency [% of % of
respondents |responses
32) (43)
None 9 P81 20.9
Fertiliser too early 6 18.8 14
No second application of fertiliser/not enough fertiliser 6 18.8 14
Too mueii rain (later on affecting vield) 5 15.6 11.6
Other 17 331 39.3
43 N/A 100
Toral

Tahie 33, Question 11 Whar problems, worries or expectations do vou tace with the plot? Main responses

given hv men

Frequency |% of % of

Resprmes respondents |responses
(16) (23)

None 6 57.3 26
Fertiliser too early 3 18.8 13
No second application of fertiliser/not enough fertiliser i 123 8.6
Plots small so vield results too small/want plot extended 2 12:3 8.6
Nor informed of procedures this vear 2 12.3 8.6
Chiwawu 2 125 8.6
Other 6 875 26

23 N/A 99.4
Total

~J
I




ANNEX C: ALL RESPONSES
Table 1, Question 1: Have vou had any experience here or elsewhere with outsider and projects?

Replies by gender

!Responses Frequency Female Male Couple
jH_\'giene advice (govt) 31 20 10 1
Needlecratt and cookery classes 19 11 2 6
Tobacco Club 17 10 6 1
Pre-Democracy maize clubs 16 9 4 3
Boreholes and wells 13 8 5 4
Contour Ridging (1960-90) 12 7 2 3
Maize clubs 1992-98 6 3 1

>l
12
19
—

Agricultural Demonstration Plot

vl
=

Private Fertiliser Co /(AGOLA)

[*5]
19
—

Adult literacy

(V3]
—
tJ

Scales tor children

1J
| 5 )

Family Planning

19
—

Bricks for school (MASAF?)

tJ
| 5 )

Soil Fertilinv (CSM)

19
to

Livestock credit (chickens)

1J
5]

Child Survival researchers

19
%)

Bahai development organisation

]
—
—

Orphan registration

12
tJ

Livestock credit (cattle)

Livestock (Church) 1 1
Whitegrub Chemical Control 1 1
Govt assistance rebuilding flood damaged houses |1 1
Free maize (MP} 1 1
Food tor work (MP) 1 1
Well (Mosque leaders) 1 1
Traditional Medicine Hospital 1 1
Girls Club subsistence crops 1 1
Health visitors 1 1
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(Table 1 cont’d)

lﬂsponses Frequency Female Male Couple
ERoad maintenance 1 1

|Government bus 1 1

i\/egetable extension workers 1 1
TMalawi Union of Credit and Savings 1 1
:Trotal (161 98 40 23

Table 2, Question 2a: What did vou think or expect last year

when the FSIPM Project came to the village: Replies by gender

Responses Frequency |Female [Male |Couple

To learn good/modern farming methods 18 8 6 4

Don't know/nothing 9 8 1

Land stealing 9 7 o/

Bumper harvest 8 =] 1 2

Free inputs 3 3 2

A maize/fertiliser club 4 2 1 1

Pest control 4 1 2 1

To find out about the suitability of the soil for specific crops B 1 2

To lose harvest 3 2 1

Soil fertility interventions/conservation 3 o 1

Thangata/forced labour 2 2

Research o 1 1

Not land stealing because land is too small/poor 1 1

Targeting old people 1 1

Tree planting 1 1

Trouble because whites are involved 1 1

Assistance 1 1

'Total 175 146 2] 8
No answer 3 3 0 i
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Table 3, Question 2b: What were other people saving (when the

FSIPM Project first came): Replies by gender

IResponses

|Frequency |Female

/Male

|Couple

Land stealing

44

29

K1

People stealing and selling

=
D

1

~

Relocation

-~

1

Forced labour

1J

Research

1

Harvest stealing

()

Chiet'to sell land. resettle villagers/possibly sell pple

18}

19

Village agri. problems not soluble but long standing

Modem farming

Manure as tree input for soil conservation

Nothing

Inputs

Women were prostitutes if took part

Total

16

No comment

S}

Table 4, Question 2c: Did you go to any introductory meetings? (When the FSIPM Project first came

to the village): Replies by gender

Responses Frequency |Female |[Male Couple
ves 30 1.2 10 8

all 12 10 2

None/no 8 7 1

one 2 2

Total 52 31 12 9

no answer recorded 11 7 4 0
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Table 5, Question 3: Did vou wonder why vou had been chosen? Replies by gender

p74

!iesponses

Frequency

Female

Male

Couple

[No because it was for agriculture’ research

4

1

N

6

19

[No because volunteer/keen

7

1J

Lineage-Yes

9
8

M

19

No

1}

(VF)

12

IYes and was worried

thn

w

No - known as good farmer

1

No - known as a leader

[¥3]

Wl

Yes

(39

19

No- because poor

tJ

tJ

No- registration

1J

No- because voung

No — because not mobile

Yes. so asked the team (research)

No- because old

Total

Nor applicable

Tahle 6. Quesrion +- What did vou hope ro see on the plois: Replies by gender

Response

Frequency

Men

Couples

Good crops/big harvest because research people are experts

30

Nothing much because no fertiliser

i

{§%

(V5]

New farming methods

6

tJ

(FF]

Don't know

h

Poor crops because no fertiliser

o]

Ul

12

Nothing special

12

(3]

Poor bean crop because they were too close together

12

To learn about soil sample & soil fertility

Poor crops because boxed ridges in dambo

Poor crops

Reduced pest attack

Total

68

11

Nor applicable

]
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Table 7, Question 5: Last vear (1996-97). what did
vou understand to be the purpose of the trials?

Replies by gender

EE

Response Frequency |Men Women Couples
Whitegrubs 19 6 13

New agricultural practices 12 <4 4 4
To see which crops are suitable for area/soil 10 2 7 1
Striga 10 4 5 1
To see how maize would do without tertilizer 9 1 7 1
Termites 9 2 6 1
Research on contro! of pests 5 1 @ 2

[Find hign vielding crops 3 2 3

To give farmers inputs and harvest b) Bl 35
Wilt 4 1 3

Wasn't sure 3 5

New varieties B 2 1
Bean wilting 5 1 2

Different plant spacing high density planting 2 i)

To difterentiate tarmers research plots & crop perform. |2 1 1

Fertilin o] 1 1

Multiplying seed varieties 1 1

Encourage striga emergence 1 1
Total 103 29 61 15
Nor upplicable 4 0 4 0
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Table 8, Question 6: How was contact with the team (1996-97)? Replies by gender

Responses Frequency |[Female |Male Couple
Good 33 20 8 7

Good because we are taken to fields & shown |10 6 4

pests

Ok 4 8 1

Not very good g 4 2 2

Not good because team did not include farmer |1 1

Total 36 31 16 7

Nor upplicabletmissing 9 7 0 M

Table 9, Question 7: What has been the most difficult aspect of taking part in the trials? Did vou

have anxieties or disappointments? Replies by gender

Responses Frequencies |Female Male Couple
Not using (fertiliser small harvest) 18 11 7

None 16 6 | 5 5
Disappointment because heavy rains 11 3 6

caused crops to fail

Worried whether compensation would be |4 3 1
paid

Beans tailed to thrive 4 2 1 1
Wanting to harvest beans tor relish/green |3 2 1

maize

Would like more or all fields used for 3 = I

plots

[UF]
=
=
—

Pigeon peas gave a poor harvest

138
—
=

Others (i.e. not the on farm trial tarmer)

employved as labourers

13
—

The team visited the fields without their
knowledge so farmers could not learn

from them.

1)
=

It was good that she was not bothered too

much by team members




Responses (Qn 9 cont’d)

Frequencies

Female

Male

Couple

Going 1o the field when tired because the

team had come

1

Termite damage due to not banking

Other participating farmers are lazy. do

not attend meetings

Mulching —what was the point

Compensation too small

Mbywera beans failed

Team should have weeded

The maize seed used was hard to recycle

The beans were planted too densely

Fertiliser timing all wrong

Maize too far apart

Feared non return of crops

Timing of tertiliser

Total

81

41

Nor applicable

G

(V8]

Table 10, Question 8: What was the best aspect of taking part in the trials? Replies by gender

29

Response Frequency Men Women Couples
Learning a new spacing pattern for maize 21 7 12 2
Learning new agricultural techniques 13 5 6 4
The bean planting pattern was new L2 5] 7

All crops returned to tarmer 10 2 6 2
Get inputs 10 2 4 4
Pigeon pea planting pattern 7 3 4

Good harvest >} 2 ] 2
Early tertiliser = good system D 3 1 1
The ridge spacing was new 4 o 1 1
Compensation 3 & 1

Leamning pigeon pea top planting 5 1 2

The intercropping pattern was new 3 3




40

Response (Qn 10 cont’d)

Frequency

Men

Women

Couples

Tryving 3 maize seeds per planting station

e
2

(V]

Don't know/nothing
\

192

Can tell team about problems

1J

[Tephrosia seems good for maize

J

1J

Trving out new seeds

Trving out planting all the crops on the same day

Saw benefits of early weeding
1

[Observing beans could grow in dambo

Weeding without banking

Importance of tertiliser proven

Have less work to do

Total

Nor applicable

Table 11, Question 9: What about this vear (1997-98)? Did vou go to the village meeting? : Replies

by gender

Responses

Frequency

Men

Women

Couples

Yes 39

22 6

No 13

[¥3)

7 2

Spouse went 1

Can't remember 1

Didn't know about it 1

Total 34

16

Nor applicable 9

Table 13, Question 9: What about this vear (1997-98)? What did you get out of {the village meeting]?

Replies by gender

Responses Frequency Men Women Couples
A new maize variet: . masika 9 2 3 £

Four different varieties of beans 9 3 4 2
Fertiliser will be applied 9 3 4

Four pigeon pea varieties 7 3 1 3
[Planting pattern maize/beans/pigeon peas 7 1 2 4

L
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Responses (Qn 12 cont’d)

Frequency

Men

Women

Couples

New varieties

7

(5]

12

-
2

Has now torgotten

N

1l

Must not harvest early on plots

(VP

There will be four plots

| =

1)

=)

Beans to be planted in dambo

(%)

19

No answer

(VE]

(V5]

Ridge spacing

(7]

L2

Some plots to be banked some not

12

Must discuss any problems with team

(§8]

Relative did nor tell him what was said

No mulching this vear

Some begns will be dressed with pesticide

No bean dressing

Team supervision and reporting

No farmer's plot this vear

Total

19

Nor applicable

16

Wl

Table 13, Question 9c: Replies by

gender

Responses

Frequency

Men

Women

Couples

Read and understood

17

h

4

Not mentioned

lse

o

Read but has forgotten

10

10

Did not get

(RS ]

1o

Relative read out. now has forgotten

)

Have not read or have read

[VF]

Read did not give to anvone else

|18 ;

Read did not understand

Relartive read for farmer

Total

16

Nor applicable
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Table 14, Question 10a: What was the purpose of the maize trial? Replies by gender

IResponses [Frequency |Female [Male |Couple
'Seed dressed and undressed -whitegrub 113 1 i3 1
lattach

Varietal quality/recycling {9 3 i el
|Tf maize variety is suitable for this soil/high 18 3 Bl I3
'vielding
[Has forgottervdoesn't know 17 4 i3
[Fertiliser-see how high vield wiil be i3 2 B

IPrevent striga 3 i1 3

iMankhwala to control termites ‘3 3

!No seed dressing 3 i {2 |
'Single fertiliser application 3 & 1

|[Early fertiliser application efficacy I i I

‘To compare MH18 and Masika for 12 2
|productivity

‘To introduce new variety [2 {2

!Stalkborer 1 l

INothing n n

[Resistance ot masika to storage pests B §

ILook at two applications of fertiliser | N

-4 maize - arieties B} i

iEarly weeding Bl A

.2 varieties of maize |1 I

|Poundabliny of masika 1 : (1
IDisease resistance i 1
|Fast maturing so helping farmers N l

Total 70 37 23 10
Nor upplicable 9 I8 [0 11

o



Table 15, Question 10b: What was the purpose of the pigeon pea trial? Replies by gender

Responses Frequency [Female |Male Couple
To find highest vielding variety 2 16 A 4
To find if they are suitable to their soil /area (20 13 4 3
Wilt resistant 16 8 3 3
Four varieties 12 10 2

Disease resistant 4 1 2 1
Two varieties 4 5 1

Early maturing 3 &

Three varieties 3 1 2

Has torgotten/does not know el 2

Test effect of growing on ridge 2] 1 1

Pest resistant 2 1 1

Don't know how many varieties 2 2

To compare with previous vears’ 1 1

performance

To see it dambo is suitable for pigeon peas |1 1

Discover causes of wilting 1 1

To encourage emergence of striga 1 1
Total 96 61 P3 12
Nor upplicable 3 =} 0 0
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Tahic 16. Question 10c¢: Whar was the purpose of the hean irial? Replies by gender

Responses

Frequency

Female

Male

Couple

High yvielding

18

8

h

Suitable for areassoil

15

[P)

There are 4 varieties

16

e

Early maturing

~

[§)

(§]

Disease resistant

t2

12

Wilt resistant

ta

(19

Don't know

(V5]

(V8

Pest resistant

(V]

t

3 varieties

1l

19

2 varieties

1J

See if dambo is suitable

Being shown that maize and beans go

together

Total

107

67

11

Nor upplicable

Table 17. Question 10d: What was the purpose of the cultural practices in the trial? Replies by

gender

IResponses Frequency |Female Male Couple
Banking/not banking 34 16 10 8
Termites 24 11 6 7
Yield 16 8 6 2
Banked all plots 12 8 4
Banking/unbanking bur does not know the 3 3

reason

Planting pattern only I 2

Don't know 2 1 1

Cowpeas (for food or don't know) Al 1 1

4 plots 1 1

Total 96 N1 28 157
Nor upplicahble 8 7 0 1
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Table 18. Question 11: What problems. worries or expectations do you face with the plot? Replies by

gender

Response Frequency [Men Women  |Couples
None 18 6 9 3
Fertiliser too early 11 3 6 2
No second application of fertiliser/not enough fertiliser [10 2 6 A
Too much rain (later on affecting vield) > S

Plots small so vield results too small/want plot ] 2 2 1
extended

Maize plants vellow/maize poor 3 1 il

Beans failed to do well 3 2 1
Not informed of procedures this vear 2 2

Whitegrubs 3 2

Termites 2 2

Pests on beans 2l 1 1
Chiwawu ) 2

Did not want to bank plots 1 1

Thinks two tvpes of fertiliser applied early and this was |1 1

wrong

Nagaga too slow in maturing in the dambo 1 1

Relay beans planted too early 1 1

Pigeon peas a waste of time because of wilt 1 1

Only need | variety of beans. should choose the best |1 1

Thieves 1 1
Relay beans failed due to lack of moisture 1 1

Mbwera beans fail next to pigeon peas 1 1
Pests on.pigeon peas 1 1

No pesticides 1 1
Happy about new bean varieties 1 1

Don't know 1 1

Cowpeas pests 1 1

Total 79 5 43 13
Not upplicable 7 0 6 1
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Table 19, Question 12: How has been vour contact with the team (1997-98)? Replies by gender

16

Response Frequency Men Women Couples
Still good /very good 36 9 20 7
Did not participate in fertiliser application 16 7 )

Participated in planting 13 6 7

Did not participate in planting 10 4 6

Participated in fertilising 8 4 4

Very little contact’ no feedback 7 3 3 1
Contact not as good as last vear 4 4

Has questions s/he has not been able to ask 3 i 1

Did not get much information 3 2 1
Better this vear than last vear j2 1 1

Team al;\‘ays seems in a hurm L 1 1

Good because did not take much time 1 1

Same as last vear 1 1

Total 106 37 60 9
Nor applicable 8 0 7 1
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INTEGRATING FARMER EVALUATIONS IN IPM RESEARCH: concepts,
experiences and lessons.

INTRODUCTION

The FSIPM project is testing various pest management strategies on-farm for the major crops
of maize, beans and pigeon peas. These strategies encompass host plant resistance, cultural
practices (e.g. tillage practices) and some chemical pesticfdes. The pests or problems targeted
include Striga asiatica, white grubs and termites in maize, fusarium wilt in pigeon peas and
bean fly in Phaseolus beans. Considering that the ultimate goal of this research work is
provide small-scale, resource poor farmers with acceptable and prdctical Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) strategies which will reduce crop losses by pests, it is important that the
assessment of these strategie. involves both technical, economic and social dimensions.

-
In most of the past IPM research work, farmers have not actively taken part in the assessment
so that their knowledge, practices and experiences are often unknown as well as undervalued
by researchers (Ashby, 1990). The FSIPM project, however, realises that farmers knowledge
and practices as regards pests and crop protection are very rich and diverse because they have
been practising a lot of Pest management strategies (PMS) for a long time on their own. In all
cases the farmer is the one who finally decides whether or not a new strategy is useful based on
their knowledge and past as well as present experiences (Ssennyonga et al 1994). The FSIPM
project therefore considers farmer evaluations as a very important aspect of its research and
has been continuously assessing with the farmers the various PMS so that acceptable solutions
to the pest problems can be developed and promoted. There are numerous benefits from
involving farmers as active participants in the evaluation of the various PMS. Researchers can
learn from the practical experience and indigenous technical knowledge (acquired with time)
farmers bring to assessing usefulness of a new PMS. Involving farmers in evaluation can
provide researchers with direct insight into farmers’ priorities and criteria. The criteria used by
farmers to evaluate thes