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Agriculture is one of the key drivers of Ethiopia’s long-term development and food security. It supports 85% 

of the total population, constitutes 43% of GDP and 80% of export value. For the country to reach middle-

income prestige by 2025 and make significant inroads against food insecurity, strategic choices and concerted 

and strategic investments in agricultural sector are vigorous. The government of Ethiopia has put maximum 

efforts to increase agricultural output. However, increments in agricultural production and productivity, the 

expected benefits, have not been achieved yet. Low agricultural production and productivity is the major 

cause of food insecurity in the country emanating from lack of suitable technologies for beneficiaries, low 

adoption of agricultural innovations, and lack of active participation of farmers in agricultural research. 

Therefore, this study examines critical factors that hinder farmers’ participation in agricultural research in 

Ethiopia. A total sample size of 39 respondents comprising 16 farmers, 14 researchers and 9 development 

agents were interviewed purposively based on snowball sampling technique. Qualitative research design was 

used in this research. Data were collected using semi-structured interviews, focus group discussions and ob-

servations and analysed descriptively. The empirical results reveal that lack of sufficient time, bad experienc-

es in the past, perception of farmers’ for researchers, farmer’s attitude for research, the type of research, lack 

of stakeholder’s willingness to learn from one another, loose integration of indigenous and scientific 

knowledge and insignificant change of new technologies to material wealth critically hindered farmer’s par-

ticipation in agricultural research to bring innovation in agriculture. Innovation in agriculture comes from the 

interaction of the different actors that are working in agriculture since each actor brings their own knowledge 

and results in social learning. Insignificant innovation in agricultural research results in food insecurity in the 

country.  
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Introduction 

 

Agriculture is one of the key drivers of Ethiopia’s 

long-term development and food security. It sup-

ports 85% of the total population, constitutes 43% 

of GDP and 80% of export value. For the country 

to reach middle-income prestige by 2025 and make 

significant inroads against food insecurity, strategic 

choices and concerted and strategic investments in 

agricultural sector are vigorous. More than 90% of 

agricultural production is driven by smallholder 

farmers in the country. Given forecast of popula-

tion growth, without expanding cultivated land, the 

average size of land per farmer in highland areas 

will be reduced to 0.7hectares by 2020 bringing 

additional pressure on food security in the rural 

areas. Livestock and crop productivity, based on 

county comparisons, although improving, still re-

mains by far below the potential. The agricultural 

growth domestic product per hectare of the culti-

vated land is half of Morocco or Kenya. In 2007, 

the figure was USD 1,150 per hectare for Morocco, 

USD 1, 190 per hectare for Kenya, and 587 per 

hectare for Ethiopia. Modelling the inferences of 

projection of population growth, if Ethiopia re-

mains on its present productivity path, food insecu-

rity would climb to over 50 million people reducing 

growth domestic product per farming household by 

20% by 2020 (D. D. Bayissa, 2015; Bill and Gates, 

2010). 

In Ethiopia, the agricultural sector has the 

highest potential for improving the livelihood of 

the society. A considerable increase in agricultural 

produce and output is anticipated to be recognized 

by instigating interventions intended at speeding-up 

the adoption and assimilation of improved agricul-

tural technologies and management practices. Still 

the country needs to adopt innovative and modern 

strategies to agricultural knowledge creation, dis-

semination and use. 
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These require the engagement of farmers’ in agri-

cultural research for agricultural innovation and 

knowledge creation. Sources of agricultural 

knowledge include indigenous knowledge and sci-

entific research. After the sourcing, creation or ac-

cumulation of knowledge through the engagement 

of farmers’ in the research processes, the 

knowledge has to be disseminated to other stake-

holders to support innovation process in agricultur-

al innovation to bring development and food secu-

rity in the country (UNDP, 2012).  

Most agricultural research projects fail for the 

reason that when research projects are planned, 

local people or farmers, culture, and socio-

economic features are not considered that lead to 

outside agents not being able to create and recom-

mend suitable technologies that are well-suited 

with the beneficiaries (Bayissa and Mansingh, 

2015; Iqbal M, 2007). Failure and poor adoption of 

agricultural research projects are results of lack of 

active participation of farmers in all phases of the 

research projects. Farmers are not given chances to 

actively engage themselves in all decisions that 

affect their lives directly (Douglah M and Sicilima 

N, 1997). Experts and government officials support 

the idea of farmers’ participation in agricultural 

research in philosophies, however practically there 

is no common consensus. Involving local 

knowledge or target group has limitations such as 

solutions that are based on limited technical 

knowledge, limited scientific understanding of pro-

cesses and dissemination of results may be limited 

to specific socio-economic or gender groups (Blay 

et al., 2008). The use of top-down approach is one 

of the key factors resulting in failure of agricultural 

research projects. The approach constructs on 

farmers’ experiences instead of building farmers 

capabilities and promoting empowerment (Festo, 

2003). 

Development works which employ the top-

bottom strategy with insignificant input and en-

gagement of farmers have long been known as an 

unsustainable and poor pathway to farmers’ devel-

opment and empowerment (Prince et al., 2013). 

Bottom-up strategies that view farmers as partners, 

use local experiences and make an effort to em-

power farmers have been encouraged in the past 

decades. Farmers’ participation in agricultural re-

search recognizes the significant role farmers’ play 

in the failure or success of an agricultural research 

project. It distinguishes farmers’ engagement in 

identifying farming problems as well as solutions 

for sustainable agricultural development. The bot-

tom-up approach has shifted from instructing bene-

ficiaries to coaching and collaborating farmers to 

identify and solve local agricultural restraints 

(Chambers, 1983; Kumba, 2003). 

Participatory Technology Development (PTD) 

is one of the key arenas for social learning and 

helps stakeholders to contribute their share in the 

innovation system. Participatory technology devel-

opment has different types of participation hierar-

chy in research especially in agriculture. These are 

nominal (farmers’ labour and land are used), con-

sultative (farmers’ opinions are required), action-

oriented (farmers are engaged in implementing 

portions of the research), decision-making (farmers 

take part in decision making processes) and colle-

gial participation (research strengthen farmers’ own 

research). In PTD, participation has seven grades of 

participation. These are positivist theoretical re-

search (the least inclusive type of approaches), pas-

sive information sharing (farmers are informed of 

the processes and outcomes of the research), con-

sultative stage (farmers are consulted and their 

needs may be included in the research design), on-

farm testing (researchers continue to dominate the 

research processes but farmers’ expertise is recog-

nized), evaluation (farmers are involved in as-

sessing the process and results of the research), 

collaborative planning (scientists join hands with 

farmers in defining problems and in designing the 

research process), and partnership (farmers and 

scientists engage in a long term mutual learning 

and research process). Both of these typologies are 

linear and they have the shortcoming that does not 

reflect the diversity and dynamics of agricultural 

research. Stakeholder participation in agricultural 

research should take into account the dynamic and 

complexity of agricultural research processes and 

diversity of stakeholder engagement in various re-

search contexts.  Stakeholders’ participation in re-

search has to be from the planning phase to the 

evaluation phase (Neef and Neubert, 2011). 

 

Benefits of Farmer’s Participation in Agricul-

tural Research 

 

Farmer’s participation in agricultural research has a 

number of benefits including the development of 

agricultural technologies that brings improvement 

in the lives of farmers. “Success is often not found 

in the agricultural technology alone, but rather in 

its grounding in and building of human and social 

capital- confidence, knowledge, networks, and ca-

pacity-which then allow technologies to have full 

effect on livelihoods” (Lilja and Dixon, 2008). 

Farmer’s participation in agricultural research ena-

bles them to acquire the following basic benefits 

that bring innovation in agriculture. 

 

Innovations and Improved Practices 

 

The basic attention of development-oriented agri-

cultural research is the development of institutional 

and technical innovations and improved practices 

(Johnson et al., 2004). Traditional agricultural re-

search projects may deliver “turnkey” elucidations 

that can be seen on demonstration farms. In these 

circumstances farmers merely have the choice to 
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reject or adopt the innovations, without the oppor-

tunity to adapting the technology to their explicit 

farming system. The research would requisite to 

come up with a “basket of choices” from which the 

beneficiaries can choice the solution that best suit 

to their conditions (McDougall and Braun, 2003). 

 

Creation of Awareness and Knowledge 

 

Increased awareness and knowledge among the 

different stakeholders can be a key result of agri-

cultural research project. They are frequently called 

to as “disembodied” things as they are not an es-

sential part of institutional or technical innovation 

(Lilja and Dixon, 2008). These effects can cover a 

wide range from knowledge on a commodity or 

specific theme to awareness of underlying relation-

ships in agro systems to knowledge on how value 

chains or whole systems function. Agricultural re-

search may enhance farmers’ awareness about the 

negative or positive effects some practices have on 

the ecological amenities of a watershed on down-

stream residents. Farmers’ participation in agricul-

tural research enables them to blend their indige-

nous knowledge with “expert” scientific knowledge 

in a synergic or complementary way (Asten et al., 

2009). It is recognized that researchers and farmers 

have diverse comparative benefits in creating 

knowledge. For example, Maori farmers from New 

Zealand, in a research project, were insisting that 

their own traditional knowledge - obtained through 

long term experience and passed down through 

elders would be merged with researchers’ technical 

knowledge rather than being by it (Hoffmann et al., 

2007). 

 

Development of Skills 

 

 Farmers’ skills can improve significantly through 

their engagement in agricultural research. These 

contain technical and diagnostic skills obtained 

through the application of water saving irrigation 

scheme. Organizational or managerial skills are 

often learned through participation. Farmer’s par-

ticipation in agricultural research improves prob-

lem solving capacities and experimental skills of 

farmers in agricultural innovation (Fliert et al., 

2007). 

 

Social Capital Development and Empowerment  

 

Today most specialists in agricultural research give 

due attention to a functional role of participation 

(Hellin et al., 2008), even though the question of 

power relationships in participatory strategies is 

still of significant relevance, especially when the 

research emphases on marginalized groups special-

ly the poor. Engaging farmers in agricultural re-

search regularly has an influence on social capital 

formation. For example, the potential for joint ac-

tion between partaking stakeholders can be in-

creased in the development of the research process 

(Neef, et al., 2006). 

 

Enhancement of Livelihoods 

 

Farmer’s participation in agricultural research pro-

ject increases resilience of the resident livelihoods 

to outside shocks and improve the capability of 

local institutions and stakeholders to adapt to alter-

ing circumstances (Bruges and Smith, 2008). 

Low performance of agriculture does not only 

threaten livelihood but it also accelerates environ-

mental degradation, affects production capacity of 

natural resources bases and fails to address malnu-

trition and poverty (Ashley and Maxwell, 2001). In 

order to increase the performance of agricultural 

sector, different programmes are introduced by 

different countries. This includes rural develop-

ment, food security and farmers participation in 

agricultural research. Participation and empower-

ment are the most critical issues in development 

programs. Participation is the engagement of mar-

ginalized groups in development operations that 

intend to build peoples abilities to control and ac-

cess of resources, opportunities and benefits to-

wards self-reliance and to better standard of living. 

Farmer’s participation plays a critical role in pov-

erty alleviation and economic development. Lack 

of farmers’ participation in decision making to use 

or implement agricultural policies could lead to 

failure in agricultural development (Nxumalo and 

Oladele, 2013). Active participation of farmers in 

agricultural research is hindered by people’s lack of 

skills, knowledge, capital, knowledge, ignorance, 

shortage of incentives to those who participate and 

lack of capable organization (Aref, 2011). The crit-

ical relationship between farmer’s engagement in 

agricultural research projects on one hand, and 

poverty alleviation and economic development on 

the other hand, cannot be over emphasized. With-

out participation there is no program and without 

program there is no development (Nxumalo and 

Oladele, 2013). Without farmers’ active participa-

tion in agricultural research projects, there would 

be little success to bring food security and devel-

opment. 

The government of Ethiopia has put maximum 

efforts to increase agricultural output. However, 

increments in agricultural production and produc-

tivity, the expected benefits, have not been 

achieved yet. Low agricultural production and 

productivity is the major cause of food insecurity in 

the country emanating from lack of suitable tech-

nologies for beneficiaries, low adoption of agricul-

tural innovations, and lack of active participation of 

farmers in agricultural research (Wigboldus et al., 

2011; Abate et al., 2011).  

Therefore, the objective of this study was to 

investigate critical factors hindering farmers’ par-
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ticipation in agricultural research in Ethiopia. The 

research findings, hopes to inform recommenda-

tions to policy makers and public authorities to 

contribute to solve the problems which hinder ac-

tive participation of farmer’s in agricultural re-

search with the aim to solve practical problems at 

grassroots levels in agricultural innovation in the 

country. Agricultural Innovation System (AIS) was 

used as a theoretical framework to guide this research. 

 

Research Methodology 

 

Contemporary researchers in social sciences have 

started to put more attention on the use of qualita-

tive research methods, i.e., methods by means of 

which one can study non-quantitative characteris-

tics of empirical phenomena (like categories, mean-

ings, assumptions and understanding underling 

peoples’ languages and practices). Data were gen-

erated primarily from knowledge institutes (Wal-

laga University, Ambo Plant Protection Research 

Centre), Development agents and Farmers from 

Western Oromia region through in-depth inter-

views. A total sample size of 39 respondents com-

prising 16 farmers, 14 researchers and 9 develop-

ment agents were interviewed purposively based on 

snowball sampling technique. In qualitative re-

search the sample size for the interview depends on 

the aim of the research. Most qualitative research 

uses purposive sampling which is explicitly select-

ing interviewees who it is intended will generate 

appropriate data. It is to contain information rich 

cases for in-depth study. Purposive sample sizes are 

often determined on the bases of theoretical satura-

tion (the point in data collection when new data no 

longer bring additional insights to the research 

questions). Purposive sampling is therefore the 

most successful when data review and analysis are 

done in conjunction with data collection. Snowball 

sampling (known as chain referral sampling) is a 

type of purposive sampling in which informants 

with whom contact has already been made use their 

social networks to refer the researcher to the people 

who could potentially participate in or contribute to 

the study. 

Focus group discussions (FGD) were used in 

this research since it has the advantage over one-to-

one interviews of providing access to interaction 

among the participants and give some insight in 

how knowledge and innovation was produced.  It 

was also used to augment the individual interview. 

Moreover, FGD can be a critical way of research-

ing some sensitive matters such as dissatisfaction 

of farmers with researchers. Facilitating a qualita-

tive research interview is a hard work and difficult 

to write down responses while maintaining eye 

contact, providing encouragement and planning the 

prompt, probe or link to the next topic of interest, 

listening and other activities. Therefore, the inter-

view was recorded on memory recorder. Interviews 

were fully transcribed and coded applying princi-

ples of grounded theory (Strauss and Corbin, 1998; 

Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Also, observation at 

meetings took place in the role of observer-as-

participant (Angrosino, 2007), in which the re-

searcher relates to and is known to the subjects 

under study as a researcher. Several documents 

such as meeting minutes, policy documents and 

internal evaluations were analysed. Triangulation 

between different data sources took place to ensure 

validity (Yin 2003).  

The best methodological answer to sample size 

in qualitative research is a grounded theory ap-

proach. The grounded theory approach is a qualita-

tive research method that uses a systematic set of 

analytical, interpretative, and coding procedures, to 

develop an inductively derived grounded theory 

about a phenomenon. Grounded theory emerged in 

reaction to the formerly common practice of con-

sidering research only as a means of testing hy-

potheses. That means that the research started with 

theory that was subsequently tested. Grounded the-

ory was developed as a systematic approach to de-

velop theory on the basis of empirical research. The 

theory is then the ‘finding’ of the research. 

Grounded theory approach advocates theoretical 

sampling or including interviewees (the incidents 

and events that interviewees and other sources do 

provide) in the sample on the bases of both an 

emerging hypothesis from on-going data analysis, 

an understanding of the field and a delicate attempt 

to test such hypotheses.  The objective is to keep 

sampling and analysing data until nothing new is 

being generated. This point is called saturation and 

the techniques are called sampling to saturation. 

When sufficient data are gathered it reaches theo-

retical saturation. In qualitative research statistical 

significance of relations between the empirical 

phenomena which are being described is not a ma-

jor criterion.  A better criterion is what has been 

called sociological significance (Strauss and 

Corbin, 1998; Glaser and Strauss, 1967).  

 

Results and Discussion 

 

Ethiopia is one of the countries that is not yet 

achieved food security at household levels. Most of 

the mass of the marginalized and poor farmers are 

struggling to secure their basic needs for their fami-

ly on daily bases. For the country, more than any 

programs, granting food security at household level 

is one of the most urgent programs to be achieved. 

To achieve this food security program, a number of 

urgent actions have to be implemented.  The urgent 

actions needed to let the different programs to run 

effectively and to get the confidence of farmers in 

the study areas were many and diverse. Conducting 

research that is relevant to farmers need by partici-

pating them in agricultural research, integrating the 

use of indigenous knowledge with scientific 
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knowledge in agricultural technology development 

by engaging farmers in agricultural research pro-

cess, changing the attitude of researchers from neg-

ative to positive for farmers and engaging farmers 

in decision making that matters in their life are 

some of the most urgent actions need to let the food 

security program to run effectively and helps to get 

the confidence of farmers in agricultural research 

and development in the country. Having positive 

attitude for farmers can be achieved by a number of 

factors. Researchers have to go and work alongside 

farmers in their farms practically by identifying 

their problems. By doing these important activities, 

researchers can win the trust of farmers. 

Farmers in the country are engaged both in 

rearing of animals and production of plants. 

Knowledge institutes were involved in the produc-

tion of skilled manpower besides the production of 

technologies that solve problems of farmers to 

bring food security in the country. Both knowledge 

institutes and farmers were needed to work together 

to create and develop knowledge that is relevant to 

the needs of the different stakeholders that are 

working in the development of the country. Re-

searchers in the study areas conducted agricultural 

research that had little room for farmers’ participa-

tion mostly for publication. The relationship be-

tween farmers and researchers were not closer and 

stronger because of lack of active participation of 

farmers in agricultural research to bring innovation 

in Ethiopian agriculture to bring food security for 

the marginalized and poor farmers. In principle the 

joint-venture of farmers and researchers is sharing 

the common vision to bring development in the 

country by conducting demand-driven and problem 

solving research by integrating the indigenous and 

scientific knowledge that both actors have in agri-

culture to bring innovation in agriculture. However, 

due to lack of farmers’ active participation in agri-

cultural research to bring innovation, food security 

is not yet achieved in the country. Instead of con-

ducting demand-driven and problem solving re-

search, researchers were conducting research that 

had no or little practical application in the lives of 

farmers. Lack of active farmers’ participation in ag-

ricultural research limited innovation in Ethiopian 

agriculture and this hammered food security in the 

country. 

Hence, the research findings revealed a num-

ber of critical factors that hindered farmers’ partic-

ipation in agricultural research to bring innovation 

in agriculture. Innovation in agriculture is a base 

for food security. These farmers’ engagement in-

hibiting factors are presented and discussed as fol-

lows briefly. 

 

Kind of Research 

 

Some of the researchers in the study area conducted 

basic research that had no room for farmer’s partic-

ipation. Researchers used the conventional research 

strategy that was based on identification of prob-

lems from others research recommendations and 

literatures. This type of problem identification for 

research from literatures resulted in conducting 

research that had less relevance to farmers need. 

Once the technology was developed, farmers were 

asked or forced to use the technologies that were 

not relevant to their specific agro-ecological condi-

tion and their problems. This researcher oriented 

research topic development hindered farmers en-

gagement in the research process. Researchers did 

not regularly develop research topics that were ap-

plied in type. Researchers mostly focused on basic 

research that did not have room for farmer’s partic-

ipation in the research process to bring impact on 

farmers live. Even when the research was of ap-

plied type, there was a problem of conducting the 

research on farmer’s farm to participate farmers in 

the whole research process. Researchers conduct 

research on-station that excluded farmers from par-

ticipating in the whole research process. This type 

of research that was not applied under farmer’s 

condition hindered farmers from participating in 

the agricultural process and inhibited innovation in 

agriculture to bring food security. Empirical studies 

(Bayissa, 2015; Neef and Neubert, 2011; Asten et 

al., 2009) reveal that participatory approaches are 

basically realistic in adaptive and applied stages of 

agricultural research. Basic research i.e. theoretical 

or experimental research intended at obtaining 

knowledge for comprehending of some phenomena 

without any specific use of the research in view - 

seems to have less potential for implementing a 

participatory method.   Hence, it hinders farmer’s 

participation in research to bring innovation in ag-

ricultural research to bring food security. 

 

Perception of Farmers’ for Researchers 

 

Farmers in the study areas have had their own agri-

cultural experiences which they inherited from their 

ancestors. They have their own indigenous 

knowledge to solve their own agricultural prob-

lems. Farmers have practical skills that helped them 

to solve the problems that were common in their 

agriculture. Farmers evaluated technologies that 

were developed in research in relation to the practi-

cal applicability of the technologies under their 

own field conditions. Farmers valued researcher’s 

knowledge and skills in terms of the real-world 

applicability in solving their problems. Farmers 

perceived researchers as white-collars who did not 

want to make their hands dirty, teachers who talked 

mostly things in theory, and people who ignore 

farmer’s indigenous knowledge and have less inter-

est to hear farmer’s ideas. Farmers looked re-

searchers as bosses and fear to work with them. 

Researchers were not working with farmers in a 

friendly and collegial manner. These all percep-
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tions and factors hindered farmer’s participation in 

agricultural research and inhibited innovation in 

agriculture in the country. The research findings 

affirmed that farmers observe the behaviour of re-

searchers, label their social status and use this in 

their engagement in the research process. Farmers 

may see researchers as teachers who need to in-

struct them, ignorant outsiders, facilitators of a mu-

tual and continuous learning process and experts 

who provide them support. These perceptions will 

always have a strong bearing on the participation of 

farmers in research process to work with research-

ers. These perceptions are most critical factors for 

the failure or success of research and are critically 

hinder farmer’s participation in agricultural re-

search (Bayissa and Mansingh, 2015; Neef and 

Neubert, 2011; Bruges and Smith, 2008).  

 

Farmers’ Outlook for Research 

 

Farmers in the study areas were adapted to the use 

of the traditional way of farming and rearing of 

animals that they learnt from their fathers and 

grand-fathers. For farmers in the study areas, re-

search activities were the western way of farming 

that they looked the work as a difficult and com-

plex activity to perform. For them, agricultural re-

search was a special type of agricultural work that 

was performed by educated people. Farmers 

thought that their engagement in research had no 

value because they could not contribute anything in 

the research process. They thought that they did not 

know about scientific knowledge and they did not 

have western mentality. Famers did not believe that 

research solve their problems in agriculture. These 

types of perceptions for research critically hindered 

farmer’s participation in agricultural research and 

limited innovation in Ethiopian agriculture. Ac-

cording to the works of (Bruges and Smith, 2008; 

Neef and Neubert, 2011) that farmers perceive not 

all research projects whether conventional, partici-

patory or a combination of both as relevant to their 

local problems.  Farmers participate in agricultural 

research when they believe an improved profitabil-

ity of their cropping system. Farmers are willing to 

participate in research if there is a problem that 

they want to solve and if they think that they can 

impact the research process. 

 

Lack of Good Experiences in The Past 

 

Most of the farmers in the research areas had bad 

experiences in the past in relation to the use of 

technologies produced through research. Farmers 

were told that the use of new agricultural technolo-

gies would double or triple their agricultural out-

puts. Farmers were given false promise from exten-

sion workers and government agents about the suc-

cess of agricultural technologies. In contrary, the 

yield of agricultural outputs did not double or triple 

because of the use of new agricultural technologies. 

Farmers sold their cattle to purchase the agricultur-

al inputs with the assumption that the yield could 

double. However, farmers did not get the yield to 

cover their expense and their field were failed and 

they suffered from lack of good return from the use 

of agricultural technologies. Inappropriate technol-

ogies were also given to farmers for adoption. 

These technologies which were not appropriate to 

the given agro ecological zones failed and farmers 

concluded that new technologies were not working 

under their farm condition. This emanated from 

lack of considering the local problems before the 

introduction of the new technologies. Failures of 

technologies had risk on farmers live and they 

feared risk since there was no insurance for the 

failure of the technology. Because of the failure of 

technologies and fear of risk, farmers needed to 

adhere to the practice that they had used for many 

years. These factors hindered farmer’s to partici-

pate in agricultural research to bring innovation in 

agriculture. The research findings confirm that 

farmers have numerous experiences with research 

projects. Farmers experiences show that a situation 

where farmers have become tried of passionate 

experts who come with toolkits of participatory 

approach just as they had become investigation 

weary in earlier years. If earlier research projects 

fail to provide, farmers are likely to approach the 

new research with a great deal of reserve and scep-

ticism (Neef and Neubert, 2011; Kumba, 2003; 

Fliert et al., 2007). 

 

Insufficient Time 

 

The research revealed that farmers were involved in 

different activities besides agricultural works in 

their life. They spent most of their time on social 

affairs, agricultural routine activities and family 

matters. Since most of the farmers were poor, they 

engaged themselves in different routine activities to 

support their family.  Farmer’s involvement in dif-

ferent activities to get their basic needs hindered 

farmer’s engagement in agricultural research.  Ac-

cording to the works of (Neef and Neubert, 2011; 

Hoffmann et al., 2007; Neef, et al., 2006) that par-

ticipatory agricultural research needs a major 

commitment on the parts of farmers in terms of 

time. But farmer’s opportunity costs of time are 

frequently undervalued by researchers engaged in 

participatory agricultural research method. Agricul-

tural researchers need to be aware of that “time is a 

precious commodity not only for scientists but also 

for farmers”. Poor farmers are basically concerned 

with meeting their basic requirements and could 

not have time to become involved in research 

works.   

                                                                          

Weak Integration of Indigenous and Scientific 

Knowledge  
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Lack of indigenous and scientific knowledge inte-

gration was one of the problems revealed by the 

research. Most of the researcher’s did not have the 

interest to hear to farmers ideas. These type of 

mentality inhibited researchers to effectively use 

knowledge of farmers in their research. Most of the 

time researchers’ needed farmers to use their la-

bour, land and time but not their indigenous 

knowledge. Most of agricultural researchers were 

adhered to the scientific knowledge to develop new 

agricultural technologies to bring food security. 

However, farmers have used the local knowledge to 

lead their life and highly dependent on their indige-

nous knowledge. Researchers were not in a position 

to integrate the local knowledge with the scientific 

knowledge to bring innovation in agriculture in the 

county. Researchers thought that indigenous 

knowledge has no capacity to solve the problems of 

farmers in agriculture. Farmers had great suspect 

on the scientific knowledge and believed that it did 

not bring significant solution to their existing prob-

lems in their lives. The research also showed that 

researchers did not have the experiences of inte-

grating scientific knowledge with the indigenous 

knowledge. Problem of weakness in integrating 

these important types of knowledge created gap 

between farmers and researchers and hindered 

farmer’s participation in agricultural research to 

bring innovation in agriculture. Empirical studies 

(D. D. Bayissa, 2015; Iqbal M, 2007; Douglah M 

and Sicilima N, 1997; Festo FK, 2003) show that 

most agricultural technologies fail due to lack of 

indigenous knowledge integration with scientific 

knowledge in agricultural research process.  More-

over, the research does not consider the role of lo-

cal knowledge in alleviating food security. Re-

searchers try to recommend technologies that seem 

suitable to a different context without considering 

farmers, their culture and the socio-economic fea-

tures of the environment. Lack of integrating 

farmer’s knowledge with scientific knowledge is a 

common problem across most developing countries 

and resulted in food insecurity. 

 

Unwillingness to Learn From One Another 

 

The study exposed that the different stakeholders 

engaged in agricultural development were not 

ready and willing to learn from one another. Due to 

their low academic status, farmers were not ready 

to learn from researchers as well as other farmers. 

Even there was a problem of knowledge and expe-

rience sharing among researchers. Junior research-

ers did not have the willingness and interest to 

learn from experienced agricultural researchers. 

Moreover, senior researchers did not have the in-

terest to share their experiences to junior research-

ers. Lack of readiness and willingness among farm-

ers, researchers and other stakeholders in agricul-

tural sector inhibited skill development, empower-

ment and social capital formation that are the key 

to bring innovation and development in agriculture.  

This problems hindered farmer’s engagement in 

agricultural research. Most agricultural researchers 

give due attention to the functional role of partici-

pation ignoring skills development, social capital 

formation and empowerment which can be ob-

tained from social learning (Fliert et al., 2007; Hel-

lin et al., 2008; Neef, et al., 2006). 

 

Insignificant Change of New Technologies to 

Materials Wealth 

 

Farmers in the study area told that the new agricul-

tural technologies were not capable of bringing 

material wealth in their life. Users of the new tech-

nology needed the material benefits in terms of 

money or other materials that would bring change 

in their life but it was not bring change in the life of 

farmers. These were due to the use of technologies 

that was irrelevant to farmer’s condition. Research-

ers mostly spent their time on conducting research 

that was not demand driven and problem solving. 

These type of technologies that were not problem 

solving did not bring material wealth for farmers. 

Since farmers were not getting material wealth 

from the technologies, they did not have the inter-

est to participate in agricultural research. Accord-

ing to (Bruges and Smith, 2008) farmers engage-

ment in agricultural research increases if the tech-

nologies produced can bring material wealth and 

increases resilience of the farmers livelihoods to 

external shocks and improve the capability of 

farmers and their local institutions to adapt to 

changing conditions. 

 

Conclusion 
 

Based on the above empirical results, farmers’ par-

ticipation in agricultural research is critically hin-

dered by lack of sufficient time from the farmers’ 

side. For farmers’ time is critically a limiting factor 

since they engage themselves in different activities 

to secure their basic needs. Even though, farmers 

have participated in agricultural research to a little 

degree, they do not have good experiences in the 

past. Some of the technologies were failed and this 

influenced farmers’ participation in research. These 

bad experiences created in the mind of farmers’ bad 

attitude both for research and researchers. Most of 

the researchers in the country conduct basic re-

search that inhibited farmers’ participation in re-

search. This type of research does not have room 

for farmers’ participation and hindered the readi-

ness and willingness of both farmers and research-

ers to learn from one another. This unwillingness 

and lack of readiness to learn from one another 

created in poor integration of indigenous and scien-

tific knowledge in research to bring innovation in 
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agriculture. Lack of farmers’ participation in agri-

cultural research occasioned researchers’ to con-

duct research that is irrelevant to farmers’ need. 

These technologies that are not demand driven and 

irrelevant to the context of farmers brings insignifi-

cant change of the new technologies to material 

wealth. These all factors critically affect farmers’ 

participation in research and inhibit innovation in 

agriculture. Innovation in agriculture comes from 

the interaction of the different actors that are work-

ing in agriculture since each actor brings their own 

knowledge and results in social learning. Insignifi-

cant innovation in agricultural research results in 

food insecurity in the country.  
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