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Abstract

The purposes of the research study entitled *“Successful Management of
Agricultural Product Processing Groups” were to (1) determine both the successful
and unsuccessful agricultural product processing groups’ administrative and
management models utilized by the farmers’ wives; (2) analysize all and select some
of the successful models and have tnem implemented by the unsuccessful groups; and
(3) conduct a follow-up to determine as to whether or not the selected models were
effective after being implemented by the groups who were previously unsuccessful.

The Participation Action Research (PAR) was utilized in the study. The
population samples were selected.from community groups who had received financial
support from the Agricultural Extension Division for their projects to process the
same products, i.e., fermented whole soy beans, pickle garlic, pickle mangoes, and
brown rice. The processing of each of these products had either been successfully or
unsuccessfully administered and managed by the various groups in the study.

The study was conducted in three phases. Phase one involved searching and
collecting information from the various group categories. Phase two included the
analysis of the successful models used by the groups and experimenting their
effectiveness by implementing selective ones in the unsuccessful group projects; and
finally, conducting a follow-up to determine the success of the selected model which
was implemented by the previously unsuccessful groups.

The findings indicated that there were two models within the successful .
groups: Model I, the combined group format, and Model II, the divided group format.
Group members in Model I always did all their work activities together at their
centers, while group members in Model I had divided themselves up in small groups

and each group performed its work activities based on skills and abilities of the
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members to do the job. Both the combined group and the divided group had the
same administrative system.

There were three administrative and managing models within the unsuccessful
groups: Centralization, Consultation, and Combination of both the Centralization and
Consultation. The centralized group was controlled by only the chairperson who was
in-charge of all major functions, including budget decisions, production, and all other
decision-making. In situations where the chairperson had resigned, there was no one
else in the group to continue the duties of the chairperson. For example, returning
property (as in the Ban Long Dea Group), returning shares to the group members
without consulting them first (as in the Ban Muang Len Group). It is because of
incidents like these that resulted in the group’s break-up.

The second model was the consultation. The chairperson in this group knew
nothing about how the group was urganized or managed since she was chosen to the
position based on her status. For example, for being the wife of the village leader (as
in the Ban Ta Pha Duk Group). The combination of the centralization and
consultation was the third model.  The chairperson of this group was usually an
educated individual who was also well-known in the community. Such as the wife of
a high ranking police officer (as in the case of the Ban Sob Pong) and also actively
involved in many other difficult roles. Therefore, the chairperson had only limited
time devoted to group activities and development. In addition, members of these
groups had misconceptions about the concept of “Group” from the Agricultural
Extension Division Officials who had always emphasized the concept of “group™ to -
mean “ ...everyone who must work at the same time in the group project.”  This
obviously effected their work because too many people were involved in doing very
littie work or the capable persons within the group did not show-up for group work.

And for those who showed-up, they were in most instances, incapable of doing the
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work required. Although members of the group were together, their relationship was
ineffective and/or unhealthy.

When the unsuccessful groups learned about the successful Models I and I,
‘hey then decided to implement Model II, the Distribution Model, for 4-7 months.
The results showed that the already split groups (Ban Long Dea and Ban Muang Len)
were able to come back together again and the group members had a fresh start in
‘heir group activities,  Each group shared the same interests and had the same
>apabilities. Additionally, the group that was managed by consultants (as in the case
>f the Ban Ta Pha Duk Group) did reorganized itself and formed a new committee
which provided the appropriate job opportunities for its members. Also, the group
that was managed by a combination of both the chairperson and consultants (as in the
Ban Sop Pong Group) was able to reorganize itself and form a new committee
although the chairperson was reelected).  These new committees decided to
cestructure their roles by setting-up some small groups based on the members’ skills,
:xpertise, and interests. Ban Sop Pong group’s reorganization has helped them win
he 2000 Mae Hong Son’s Outstanding Award and Recognition as the best group in

“ood processing.





