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Abstract

Study program on effectiveness of native chicken development for small holders in the
northeast region of Thailand was to identify and appraise factors influencing adoption and
production of the native chicken extension projects implemented by various concerned
organizations leading to suggestion for policy formulation.

Methodologies employed 1) Nineteen group interviews were conduced with the farmers
who had participated in various native chicken extension projects, representing five provinces in
the northeast and different ethnic groups. 2) Randomly selected 942 houscholds from 50 villages
were interviewed by questionnaire, representing farmers who had participated and not
participated in the extension projects. 3) Field observation by researchers. All methodologies used
yielded very similar results.

Past implementation of the extension projects with different procedures and strategies
were not effective because they were not appropriate in terms of household or community
context. Most of the extensions emphasized only on technology transfer or using welfare
approach without consideration of farmer livelihood systems and self-reliance. Technologieé
introduced were feed and feeding, disease prevention, breeds, housing and incubator. Farmers did
use these technologies but ceased te do so after the projects termination. It was obvious that these
technologies did not fit their livelihood system.

From researcher point of view extension approach and resources used as in the past
should be ceased. Policy related to native chicken raising should be reformulated to prevent future
Jost of such resources. Existing native chicken faising system according to farmer objective and

context has been stable and sustained.





