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ABSTRACT 
The Farmer Field School (FFS) has been tried in South East Asia countries and has 
proved effective in reaching and educating farmers on new agricultural technologies 
irrespective of their gender. The main reason for testing FFS methodology is due to 
the limited successes of conventional extension approaches in promoting gender 
participation in agricultural activities such as promotion of Soil and Crop 
Management Technologies (S&CMTs). The purpose of the study was to examine the 
effectiveness of the FFS approach in the empowerment of gender participation, 
farmer’s decision-making and diffusion of S&CMTs among small-scale farmers. 
Eight technologies were scaled out using the FFS approach and conventional 
extension methods. A survey with an ex-post facto research design was employed 
with a sample frame consisting of 940 farmers. A sample of 60 FFS farmers and 60 
Non-FFS (NFFS) farmers was chosen for the study. FFS and non-FFS female 
respondents contributed more in physical farm activities except in land preparation 
(55%), purchase of farm inputs (68.5%) and pest control by ITK (59%) for all the FFS 
male respondents. In decision making pertaining to soil and crop activities males 
played a major role compared to females for both FFS and non-FFS respondents. The 
eight FFSs reached 661 farmers while Non FFS farmers reached 247 farmers. The 
results revealed that 61.7% females among the FFS farmers felt highly empowered, 
while 38.3% males in the same group felt lowly empowered. Chi- square test revealed 
that there was no significant relationship of farmer empowerment with respect to 
gender. It was concluded that the FFS training methodology enhanced gender 
participation and farmer’s decision making pertaining to utilization of S&CMTs 
compared to the conventional extension training. The main recommendation was to 
scale-up the S&CMTs using the FFS in Kenya. The FFS approach has proved 
worthwhile in promoting gender equity in S&CMTs among the small-scale farmers.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Farmer Field School (FFS) has been tried in South East Asia countries since 1989 
and has proved effective in reaching and educating the farmers irrespective of gender 
on new agricultural technologies. The main reason for testing FFS methodology is 
due to the failure of conventional extension approaches in promoting gender 
participation in agricultural technologies such as the Soil and Crop Management 
Technologies (S&CMTs). The main reason of failures of these approaches was 
possibly the less involvement of women in training and delivering extension 



messages. This has resulted in low participation of women in utilizing modern 
agricultural technologies as compared to men who are favoured by conventional 
extension agents (Bunyatta D.K, 2004) 
 
In Kenya, the FFS was introduced in 1996 by FAO with the main aim of improving 
food security for the small-scale resource poor farmers. The main objective of the 
introduction of FFS as an alternative extension approach to the conventional 
extension approaches was to sharpen farmers’ knowledge and skills through season-
long FFS training on farmers’ demand driven technology. The farmer field school 
approach since its inception has gained prominence as an extension methodology in 
Kenya following its success in training Asian farmers on integrated pest management 
(IPM) technologies (Abate & Duveskog, 2003).  
 
Naturally, many agricultural development programs have been geared towards male 
farmers than to female farmers. Therefore, this scenario has led to gender disparity 
where male farmers are favoured while female farmers as a gender are discriminated. 
All forms of gender based discrimination that take place within the farming 
community are a complex phenomenon that is not easily recognized by farmers 
themselves (Fakih, 2003).The gender mainstreaming in agricultural programs is 
known to have created a speedily adoption of agricultural technologies. FFS as a 
farmer educational and training strategy was started on the premise that it targets 
small-scale farmers irrespective of gender. However, effectiveness with respect to 
gender participation in agricultural activities has not been explicitly explored. This 
study worked on the comparative analysis of FFS and NFFS farmers although more 
emphasis was placed on gender participation in S&CM technologies promoted 
through the FFS training approach.  
 
The purpose of the study was to examine the effectiveness of the FFS approach in 
diffusion, empowerment of gender participation, decision making in S&CMTs among 
small scale farmers and to establish if personal characteristics of gender, age and 
educational level influence adoption of S&CM technologies differently between FFS 
and NFFS participants. 
 
The specific objectives of the study were to:  

• establish the extent to which FFS training approach has influence on the 
participation of men and women farmers in soil and crop management 
technologies in Yuya location 

• find out whether any knowledge gained from the soil and crop management 
technologies promoted through the eight FFSs diffused among the FFS 
participants and NFFS farmers in Yuya location and  

• Investigate and determine farmer empowerment in knowledge and decision 
making in implementation of S&CMTs with respect to their personal 
characteristics of gender, age and educational level between the FFS and 
NFFS participants. 

 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
The study area 
 



The study area was Yuya location of Kaplamai Division, Trans-Nzoia District, North 
Rift Province, Kenya (1.0’N, 35.01’ E). Its altitude is 1800 m above sea level and 
receives an annual rainfall ranging from 900- 1200 mm per annum. The rainfall 
pattern is unimodal, with one long agro-humid period extending from the end of 
March to the middle of November (Jaetzold & Schmidt, 1983). The dominant soils 
are humic Ferrasols (FAO, 1990) which are slightly acidic (pH- 5.49), low in nitrogen 
(0.11%), and moderate in organic matter (1.64%) and low in phosphorus 
(12.26mg/kg). The farm sizes are small averaging 0.8 ha per household. Important 
crops grown by farmers include maize (Zea mays), beans, sweet potatoes (Ipomoea 
batatas) and local vegetables (e.g. Sucha-Solonum nigrum).  
 
Training of farmers 
Table 1 shows eight soil management technologies that had been developed by Soil 
Management Project (SMP), the respective FFS implementing them, membership of 
each school and the number of farmers who graduated from each. The schools were 
facilitated by a team of researchers, extension staff and farmers who had gone through 
training of trainers’ course in FFS methodology. 
 
Table 1. FFS Enrolment and Technologies Disseminated-Yuya Site, Kitale. 
 
SM Technology School  

name 
Members FFS 

graduands
    Male Female Total   
1. Forage production and utilization Khuyetana 13 18 31 30
2. Use of organic/inorganic fertilizers 
for maize 

Bikholwa 5 16 21 18

3. Introduction of legumes other than 
beans 

Bulala 18 10 28 21

4. Use of organic/organic fertilizer for 
vegetable production 

Busime 9 13 22 17

5. Introduction of suitable maize 
varieties 

Twende  
Mbele 

7 11 18 11

6. Quality seed production Upendo 6 24 30 16
7. Low cost soil conservation methods Mteremko 11 9 20 11
8. Indigenous technical knowledge for 
pest control 

Mutua 8 14 22 16

Totals   77 115 192 140
Source: Soil Management Project-(SMP, 2001) 
 
Research design, samples and sampling procedure 
The study employed a survey research methodology with the ex-post facto research 
design that examines the effect of “a naturalistically occurring treatment after the 
treatment has occurred” (Kathuri and Pals, 1993). A comprehensive list of all small-
scale farmers in Yuya location was obtained from the District Agricultural Officer, 
Trans Nzoia. The list of the FFS participants was obtained from the Co-coordinator 
FFS-KARI- Kitale and segregated from non-FFS participants. For the purpose of this 
study, FFS farmers or participants were those who underwent season-long training on 
the Soil and Crop technologies. Those who were exposed to the technologies using 
the conventional extension methodologies are referred to as the non-FFS farmers, 



participants or respondents. The household population in the location was 940 
households (SMP, 2001) and they were listed for sampling. Proportionate stratified 
sampling was used in selecting the respondent for each FFS. From 140 FFS 
participants, a sample of 60 was proportionately selected across the eight FFS they 
attended as shown in Table 2. Likewise, a sample of 60 NFFS farmers was selected 
across four villages situated within the study location of Yuya as shown in Table 2.   
 
Table 2. Population and sample of FFS and non-FFS farmers in Yuya FFS site 
 
  FFS farmers Non-FFS farmers 
Name of 
school 

Population 
of FFS 
graduates 

Sample 
size 

Name of 
village* 

Population Sample 
size 

1) Khuyetana 30 12 Yuya 1 136 10 
2) Bikholwa 18 8 Kenya seed 420 32 
3) Bulala 21 9 Tembelela 118 9 
4) Busime 17 7 Milimani 126 9 
5) Twende 

mbele 
11 5  

  
6) Upendo 16 7    
7) Mteremko 11 5    
8) Mutua 16 7      
Total 140 60 Total 800 60 

* Village situated in Yuya location where NFFS farmers were sampled 
Source: SMP, 2001  
 
Data Collection Procedures  
A survey methodology was used in collecting the data. A structured questionnaire was 
administered by the researcher through interviews conducted at the homes or farms of 
the FFS and NFFS farmers. The gender roles or division of labour of the soil and crop 
management activities implemented through FFS methodology was investigated. 
Scores were generated through interviewing the household head about who carry out 
between male and female the listed S&CMT activities. For example, a respondent was 
asked to score the ratio of work done between male and female and record scores as 
per every activity in the questionnaire. If the activity was compost making and found 
that in the household female does all the work the scores was entered as female = 5 
and Male = 0 and vice versa for an activity where male does all the work. For equal 
contribution in an activity like crop planting they both score Male = 2.5 and female = 
2.5.A paired score of male = 1 and female = 4 means mostly female does the work 
and vice versa. A paired score of Male = 3 and female = 2 meant slightly more work 
was done by male and vice versa.  
 
Diffusion of S&CM technologies and extension packages among farmers 
The researcher investigated whether any knowledge from the eight FFSs were shared 
out to other farmers in Yuya and outside the Yuya community. To achieve this, a 
structured questionnaire was administered to both FFS and NFFS respondents. They 
were asked if they had shared out to other farmers the knowledge/information 



acquired in S&CM technologies /extension packages through FFSs or conventional 
extension training. The results were then recorded for analysis.  
 
Data Analysis  
Both descriptive and inferential statistics was employed in the data analysis of the 
variables involved. Collected data was prepared for computer analysis through 
variable definition, coding and rostering. Rostered data was entered into the Statistical 
Package for Social Scientist (SPSS) version (10) computer program for analysis. The 
Likert Scale method for assessing the responses (Tuckman, 1978) was adapted to 
quantify responses on the ratio of S&CM activities done between male and female. 
The Likert Scale is a five-point scale in which the interval between each point on a 
scale is assumed equal. Analyses of data from Likert scale, are based on summated 
scores over a number of items, the equal-interval assumption is workable. 
Empowerment of the FFS and NFFS farmers in knowledge and decision making with 
respect to adoption of S&CM technologies due to FFS training and personal 
characteristics of gender and age was analyzed using the Chi-square statistics. 
 
Analyzed data was presented descriptively in form of frequencies, percentages and 
means. The Chi-square statistical method was used to establish the relationship of 
empowerment with respect to farmer personal characteristics of gender, age and 
educational level.  
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The specific Socio-economic factors studied included in this study were age of 
respondents, gender participation in S&CM technologies and educational level of the 
FFS and NFFS farmers. 
 
Age of respondents  
Age may influence decision making at household level, especially in matters 
concerning the adoption of soil and crop management technologies disseminated 
through FFS methodology. The age categories are shown in Table 3, indicating that 
40% of FFS respondents were of ages between 41-50 years, while among the Non-
Farmer Field School (NFFS) respondents only 13.3% were in the same age category. 
The mean age of both FFS and NFFS is 44.5 years. 
 
Table 3. Distribution of Farmers by age in Yuya location 
 
Age of category  Frequency Percent 
 FFS (n=60)  NFFS (n=60)  FFS NFFS 

20 – 30 5 13 8.3 21.7 
31 – 40 10 20 16.7 33.3 
41 – 50 24 8 40.0 13.3 
51 – 60 13 15 21.6 25.0 
61 – 70 7 1 11.7 1.7 
> 70 1 3 1.7 5.0 
Total  60 60 100.0  100.0 
FFS – graduates: n = 60  NFFS - Non FFS graduates: n=60 
 
Gender of the respondents 



More than half (61.7%) of FFS respondents were female while for the non-FFS 
respondents (46.7%) were female and 53.3% male (Table 4). The farmers’ enrolment 
into the FFS programme indicated that 60% of the farmers were female (SMP, 2001). 
 
Table 4: Distribution of Farmers by gender in Yuya location  

Frequency Percent Gender of Respondents 
FFS NFFS FFS NFFS 

Male 23 32 38.3 53.3 
Female 37 28 61.7 46.7 
 
TOTAL  

 
60 

 
60 

 
100 

 
100 

 
Gender participation in soil and crop management activities 
The gender roles were taken in the research to mean the division of labour of soil and 
crop management activities between males and females. The results on gender roles 
are presented in Table 5. A comparative analysis was carried out between FFS and 
non-FFS respondents with respect to gender roles in these activities. It was anticipated 
that their gender roles would influence or predict participation and the practicing of 
S&CM technologies among the small-scale farmers. The results in Table 5 reveal that 
both FFS and non-FFS female respondents contributed more in physical farm 
activities except in land preparation (55%), purchase of farm inputs (68.5%) and pest 
control through spraying or use of ITK (59%) for all the FFS male respondents. In 
decision making pertaining to soil and crop activities males played a major role 
compared to females for both FFS and non-FFS respondents. Overall, the results 
revealed that females in the FFS and NFFS categories contributed (53.8%) and 
(55.3%) to common agricultural practices respectively. Males on the other hand 
contributed 62.8% and (67.3%) to the decision making in S&CM technologies among 
FFS and NFFS farmers respectively. Lionberger, (1996) observed that most 
agricultural activities are managed by women, as men are away in towns in search for 
jobs. In terms of decision making about the allocation of farm resources and 
utilization of farm income, women play a minimum role. The reversal of such trend 
where women have almost an equal share in decision-making is desired. This would 
possibly be achieved through the adoption of FFS approach, which advocate for 
gender empowerment. 
 
Table 5: Gender roles in agricultural activities in Yuya location 

FFS farmers  
(n= 60) 

NFFS -farmers  
(n= 60) 

Activity 

Percent  Percent 
 Male Female Male Female 
(i) Common agricultural practices     

Bush-clearing/land preparation 55.0 45.0 65.0 35.0 
Purchases of farm inputs  68.5 31.5 74.2 25.8 
Compost making/FYM management 41.0 59.0 29.2 70.8 
Planting of crops 42.5 57.5 44.0 56.0 
Weeding of crops 43.5 56.5 40.5 59.5 
Pest control/ITK 59.0 41.0 70.0 30.0 
Watering crops/small irrigation 51.5 48.5 37.8 62.2 
Harvesting of crops 
 

42.8 57.2 42.3 57.7 



Marketing of farm produce  37.8 62.2 40.8 59.2 
Mean total for Soil and Crop practices 46.2 53.8 44.7 55.3 
(ii) Decision making about:     

Soil conservation measure 65.8 34.2 64.3 35.7 
Farm income expenditure 69.0 31.0 64.2 35.8 
Sale of land 61.5 38.7 67.8 32.2 
Purchasing of farm implements 65.3 34.7 76.0 24.0 
Crop/Livestock sales 59.0 41.0 68.3 31.7 
Tree planting 56.5 43.5 62.3 36.7 

Mean total on farmers’ decision making  62.8 37.2 67.3 32.7 
 
Diffusion of S&CM technologies and extension packages among farmers 
In Table 6 the results of diffusion is summarised. The results show that there was 
sharing of knowledge and information between FFS and NFFS farmers. Respondents 
from the eight farmers schools combined indicated that they reached 661 farmers 
while Non FFS farmers reached 247 farmers. The field schools that had the highest 
diffusion were Bikholwa, Upendo, Busime and Khuyetana. The results reveal that the 
Non FFS respondents shared out information/extension packages acquired through 
conventional and FFSs to other farmers. 
 
Table 6. Diffusion of SM technologies/extension packages from FFS and Non-

FFS respondents to other farmers in Yuya location 
   FFS responses NFFS responses 
SM Technology/Packages Name of FFS FFS NFFS  

Reached 
NFFS NFFS  

Reached 
1. Forage production Khuyetana 12 133 12 48
2. Use of organic/Inorganic 

fertilizer for maize 
 
Bikholwa 

 
8

 
134 

 
8 31

3. Alternative legumes Bulala 9 62 9 44
4. Use of organic/inorganic for 

vegetables 
 
Busime 

 
7

 
76 

 
7 21

5. Varieties Selection of hybrid 
maize (H614, 627,628& 511) 

Twende- 
Mbele 

 
5

 
22 

 
5 21

6. Quality local vegetables seed 
production (“Sucha”) 

 
Upendo 

 
7

 
82 

 
7 21

7. Soil conservation methods 
(contours, grass strips) 

 
Mteremko 

 
5

 
59 

 
5 25

8. ITK for pest control in maize 
and vegetables 

 
Mutua 

 
7

 
93 

 
7 36

Totals   60 661 60 247
Key: FFS farmers:  n=60,   NFFS farmers: n =60 
 
 
Farmers’ empowerment in knowledge and decision making in relation to 
Personal characteristics 
Farmers’ personal characteristics of gender, age, and level of education were 
considered important in this study. These characteristics generally influence adoption 
(Wasula, 2000). Empowerment gives the farmers freedom of choice, to adopt or not to 
adopt. Since the S&CM technologies had been introduced through the FFS training 



approach, it was considered important to investigate, farmer empowerment in 
knowledge and decision making in implementation of S&CMTs with respect to their 
personal characteristics  
 
Empowerment in relation to Gender 
Table 7 shows the results of the cross tabulation analysis of both the FFS and non-
FFS respondents in terms of the frequencies of FFS farmers within the groups (i.e. 
counts within groups) and their percentages respectively. The results from the table 
show that 61.7 % females among the FFS farmers felt highly empowered in the 
aggregate total category, while 38.3 % males in the same group felt lowly 
empowered. Among the NFFS farmers, the results are not following the same trend, 
as 46.7 % females in the same category felt lowly empowered than their male 
counterpart (53.3%) as indicated in the table. These results are consistent with the 
findings of Rola et al (2001). In their study of knowledge acquisition, retention and 
dissemination through FFS methodology in Philippines, they reported that females 
gained more knowledge than their male counterparts did. Results from the table reveal 
that the FFS training empowered females in the FFSs more than the males. These 
results imply that the FFS methodology could possibly be an effective tool in 
answering the problems of bias in most conventional extension methodologies where 
male farmers have always been favoured in training programmes (Pickering, 1983).   
 
The Chi- square test, however, reveals that there was no significant relationship of 
farmer empowerment with respect to gender at ∝ level 0.05 (Chi -square value 
0.0707) for FFS and as compared to 0.701 for non-FFS, P < 0.05). This indeed is a 
contradiction of reported findings by Rola et al. (2002).It can be postulated that the 
FFS initiation sensitized the farmers on gender equality and hence is depicted in the 
findings.  
 
Table 7. Farmers’ empowerment with respect to Gender 
 

GENDER Low Moderate High Aggregate Total 
  FFS NFFS FFS NFFS FFS NFFS FFS NFFS 
Male    

Count 1 22 2 9 20 1 23 32
% 20 56.4 15.4 50 47.6 33.3 38.3 53.3

Female   
Count 4 17 11 9 22 2 37 28

% 80 43.6 84.6 50 52.4 66.7 61.7 100
Total   

Count 5 39 13 18 42 3 60 60
% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Chi-square value         0.077 0.701
Key: FFS farmers: n= 60   Non FFS (NFFS) farmers:  n= 60 
(*) Significant at 0.05 level 
 
 
Empowerment in relation to Age 



The results in Table 8 show that the middle age among the FFS categories was the 
most empowered 61.7% as compared to 25.0% for young and 13.3% for the older 
farmers. Among the NFFS farmers, the trend is different where the young farmers 
were more empowered. The overall comparisons show that the old farmers’ categories 
for both FFS and NFFS are less empowered. It seems that FFS training methodology 
empowered mainly the middle age farmers (31-50 years) more than any other group. 
This implies that the middle age groups of farmers were more committed to farming. 
Young farmers’ low empowerment could be associated with the inexperience in 
farming perhaps due to being a new venture, implying that they have not gained 
enough experience in farming practices. In the case of the old age category of farmers 
(above 50 years), one may postulate that they had made up their minds in their 
farming activities and are not easily influenced by introduction of new technologies or 
methodologies. The cross-tabulation results in Table 8 show that there was a 
significant relationship of farmer empowerment with respect to age for FFS group 
while there was no significant relationship for the NFFS group. From these results, it 
is apparent that for the FFS programme to achieve its purpose, it must involve all the 
farmer age groups. Otherwise, only a small proportion may be successful. 
 
Participation in agricultural technologies such as S&CM technologies is dependent on 
the age set of the farmers. According to Wasula, (2000) and Lionberger, (1996) in a 
normal situation, older farmers are less inclined to participation and eventually 
adoption of farm practice(s) than younger farmers are. Highest participation and 
adoption of agricultural practices is found in the middle age consisting of farmers 
with ages ranging from 40 to 50 years. In the case of Yuya FFSs, age as one of the 
gender component was not a strong factor in predicting the participation and practice 
of S&CM technologies in the study. The reason for such a finding could be due to the 
fact that one of the FFS principles of training was the advocacy of equality and 
democratic participation in the FFS processes irrespective of age and gender. For 
example, during interaction of the researcher with FFS farmers in their training 
sessions, it was observed that even older farmers could articulate the AESA issues 
like presentations of sub group data to a large group, such that age was not a limiting 
factor. In addition, the FFS training forums, co-operative approaches were 
encouraged, where the FFS participants invest in collaborative group learning, where 
each person’s experience of reality is unique and their views, irrespective of age, are 
incorporated into the menu of trying to solve their own problems. Therefore, the 
season long FFS training ensured a close communication and interaction of farmers 
irrespective of age, gender and level of education. These interactions brought the FFS 
participants to almost the same plane of thinking. Thus, their differences in their 
personal characteristics were of less significance. 
 
Table 8. Farmer empowerment in respect to Age  
 
Age 
category 

Low Moderate High Aggregate total 

 FFS NFFS FFS NFFS FFS NFFS FFS NFFS 
    
Young farmers (20 - 30 yrs)  

Count 0 24 3 8 12 1 15 33
% 0 61.5 23.1 44.4 28.6 33.3 25 55



Middle age farmers (31-50)  
Count 4 14 5 8 28 1 37 23

% 80 35.9 38.5 44.4 66.7 33.3 61.7 38.3
Old farmers (above 51 yrs)  
Count 1 1 5 2 2 1 8 4

% 20 2.6 38.5 11.1 4.8 33.3 13.3 6.7
Total    

Count 5 39 13 18 42 3 60 60
% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Chi-square value         0.02* 0.207 
Key: FFS farmers: n= 60  Non FFS (NFFS) farmers: n= 60  
(*) Significant at 0.05 level 
 
 
Empowerment in relation to Educational level 
The results in Table 9 show that 53.3% of the FFS farmers who had attained primary 
level of education felt highly empowered, while 38.3% of the FFS farmers with 
secondary level of education and above were also highly empowered. Among the 
non-FFS farmers, the results followed the same trend where 73.3% of the farmers 
who had primary level felt most empowered. While13% with no education and 13.3 
% with secondary education felt the same way. The cross-tabulation results indicate 
that there was a significant relationship of farmer empowerment with respect to 
education for FFS group while there was no significant relationship for the NFFS 
group. 
 
The general observation indicates that farmers who had attained the primary level of 
education were highly empowered than both those who have no education and those 
who had attained secondary education. This implies that the higher one attains a 
higher level of formal education, the lesser the need for involvement in acquisition of 
knowledge in S&CM technologies and extension packages for application and 
eventually adopting it. Other reasons could be due to an opportunity cost for formal 
employment rather than venturing into farming.  
 
Table 9: Farmers’ empowerment with respect to education  
Education level Low Moderate High Aggregate total 
 FFS NFFS FFS NFFS FFS NFFS FFS NFFS 
No education   

Count 2 6 2 2 1 0 5 8
% 40 15.4 15.4 11.1 2.4 0 8.3 13

Primary (1-8) yrs   
Count 2 29 8 12 22 3 32 44

% 40 74.4 61.5 66.7 52.4 100 53.3 73.3
Secondary (>9) yrs   

Count 1 4 3 4 19 0 23 8
% 20 10.3 23.1 22.2 45.2 0 38.3 13.3

Total   
Count 5 9 13 18 42 3 60 60



% 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Chi-square value         0.031* 0.602

Key: FFS farmers: n= 60  Non FFS (NFFS) farmers:  n= 60 
(*) Significant at 0.05 level 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The results of the study revealed that females in the FFS and NFFS categories 
contributed more in common agricultural practices such as compost making, planting 
and weeding of crops. Males from both FFS and NFFS on the other hand, contributed 
more in the decision-making in S&CM technologies. From closer comparative 
analysis, it can be concluded that FFS approach reduced the gap of gender disparity in 
implementation of soil and crop activities than the conventional extension approaches. 
 
From the findings of this study, it can be concluded that the season long FFS training 
was effective in ensuring a close communication and interaction of farmers 
irrespective of age, gender and level of education. These interactions brought the FFS 
participants to almost the same plane of thinking. Thus, their differences in their 
personal characteristics of age and gender were of less significance. There was a 
significant relationship of farmer empowerment with respect to education for FFS 
group while there was no significant relationship for the NFFS group. Therefore, the 
FFS approach was effective in empowering farmers in practicing S&CMTs with 
respect to their educational levels.  
 
A major recommendation arising from this work is that farmer field school as one of 
the participatory approach have shown that it reduces the gap of gender participation 
in agricultural activities. Therefore, FFS should be chosen as a capacity-building tool 
for mainstreaming gender in agricultural activities. FFS approach if carefully 
implemented as per its principles and concepts will eventually enhance the transfer, 
diffusion and adoption of agricultural technologies among the small-scale farmers in 
Kenya. 
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