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Impact assessment of technical extension through Farmer Field School:
A case of greenhouse tomato farmers in Beijing
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Abstract Farmer Field School(FFS) has rapidly developed in rural area of Beijing in recent years. The aim of this study
is to evaluate the impact of greenhouse tomato FFS on the management of tomato production. The study is based on
interviews to farmers,who were randomly selected. Compared to the non-trained farmers in the same village and control
village, the capability of trained farmers was enhanced in the knowledge and skill for tomato production, Their general
knowledge and skill were increased 13.7% and 21.8% respectively,and 20.5% or 2.5% higher of rational application
of pesticide compared to non-trained farmers or that in control village farmer. The input of the amount of pure nitrogen
and pure phosphorus decreased 19.8% and 7.2 % ,while potassium increased 11.5% , whereas the amount of pesticide
input, labors input and total financial input without significant different compared to the control village. The net income
increased 11.9% and 13.7% compared to non-trained farmers and that in control village. The results showed there are
significant impacts on famer’s tomato production after trained in FFS, especially in enhancing farmers’ capacity and
income increase. Policy suggestions were proposed based on the study to support and popularize the farmer field school
activity.
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Table 1 Samples and comparison of households’ characteristic with and without FFS villages
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Fig.1 Comparison of the knowledge and skills in

greenhouse tomato production
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Fig. 2 Comparison of the knowledge and skills in greenhouse tomato production

between FFS and non-FFS participants
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Table 2 Comparison of Pesticide input in greenhouse tomato production
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Fig. 3 Rate of correct time application of pesticide
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Table 3 Comparison of chemical fertilizer input in greenhouse tomato production
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Fig. 4 Comparison of irrigation input in greenhouse tomato production
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Fig. 5 Comparison of labor and financial input in FFS and non-FFS households in greenhouse tomato production

2.6 REHBBEZRIKRRIEES =M EKE
A
5 R A AR 27 51 F0 % B A 7 A0 B L R RS H ) 2
2 B3I B it 7 A A 7 BRAL T AR R i A B 720 7
t/hm”, tLR AP IE2% 51 P 9 69. 1 t/hm® 3577 3.6 t/

hm? , 37 5. 220 5 L XF IR A9 67. 8 t/hm” 37 4. 9
t/hm? B2 7. 2% (F2 4), UL [FE B, 4 B I i) 22 4%
g G 7 P R 7 T A
WFN 1,70 70/ ke 7 F RS 5L 1,68 I8/ kg Al
X HERF A PR 1,57 I8 kg 43 B Y 10 H 8. 2%

R4 RRIEHEMSHSERE
Table 4 The output and the efficiency in greenhouse tomato production
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