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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
A. INTRODUCTION

1. The CTTA Project

This report is based on formative evaluation data collected
at the CTTA project site in Peru. The CTTA (Communication For
Technology Transfer in Agriculture) Project is an innovative
communication project financed by United States Agency for
International Development. It is being implemented by the
Governments of Peru and some other developing countries with
technical assistance from the Academy for Educational
Development.

The CTTA Project pursues the development of a low cost
integrated multi-channel communication strategy for the effective
transfer of available and underutilized agricultural technologies
to farmers in developing countries. The strategy is initially
developed and tested at a pilot site in each participating
country, and when perfected it would be extended to other arnas
in each of these countries and eventually become an integral part
of the institutionalized strategy for technology transfer. The
strategy development process comprises the following nine stages:

a. Developmental Investigation,

b. Design of the strategy and materials,

c. Testing the strategy concept and materials,
d. Materials production,

e. Delivery,

f. Audience xeception,

g. Formative evaluation,

h. Summative evaluation,

i. oOngoing monitoring.

Training and support are also ongoing and concurrent
functions carried out by the CTTA Project.

2. What is Formative Evaluation?

Formative evaluation is the use of research method§ dur%ng
the life of a project to determine how well the project is doing
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at any particular time. The information collected usually
facilitates decision making related to project improvement.
Formative evaluation determines the strengths and weaknesses of
the implementation process, and whether the elements of a program
are functioning efficiently as planned. It includes,but is not
limited to,neasurements that determine whether the messages have
been disseminated as planned, whether they have been appropriate
to the local situation, whether they have been acceptable to the
target audience, and to what extent they have been believed and
acted upon. Measurements also determine, among other things, the
percentage of the audience that received the messages, percentage
of the audience that can recall the information they received,
percentage of the audience that used the information, and sources
of the information they received. It also elicitg the target
audience's opinions on the utility of the information they
received, and their impressions of the results they obtained from
using the information.

Formative evaluation may also be required to determine how
well the objectives are being met, or the extent of changes
produced to date. In this case it may be thought of as a mini
summative evaluation. Its data may be compared with that of a
preceding developmental investigation to obtain an interim
diagnosis of the extent of progress achieved, and to identify
areas that are performing poorly. Formative evaluation can thus
provide managers with useful information to gquide timely
corrections or adjustments in an ongoing program.

3. Conducting the Formative Evaluation

The main objective of a formative evaluation is to assist
the implementors in deciding whether changes are needed in the

implementation process, e.yg., whether certain activities need
strengthening or modification, whether investments should ke
concentrated on selected channels, etc. For these types of

decisions quantitative information is most useful. As a result,
the most common type of research method used in formative
evaluation is a survey with an intermediate size sample. The
need for quantitative data can be appreciated, for example, if
one desires to assess the penetration being achieved by the print
media component supporting an intervention. Part of the concern
here would be the need to plan the investment in print versus
other channels in the remainder of the project and part would be
to diagnose how well the print distribution system is
functioning. A survey would determine the proportion of the
target audience receiving messages from the various channels
used, and so allows one to select the channel that shows the
greatest promise. Decision to increase the support given to a
channel so identified may follow.

However, survey is not the only appropriate data collection
method used in formative evaluation. Dependent on the question
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to be answered, one might use observational methods, direct
participation, focus ‘groups, informant surveys, direct
measurements, etc. The best approach may be a combination of
survey and one or more anthropological methods.

Obtaining formative evaluation results quickly is often an
important factor. The increase use of micro-computers greatly
reduces the time previously needed to process survey data, and as
a result the popularity of surveys in formative evaluation is
expected to increase correspondingly.

B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The data formally reported herein were collected in Peru
during December, 1988, by the CTTA Director in that country with
assistance from ACT's Evaluation Field Director who is also
located in Peru. The design of the survey and the development of
the data collection instrument were their responsibilities.

1. Location of Data Collection

The data were collected in the Sector of Marcara located in
the Agency of carhuaz. Carhuaz is located in the Department of
Ancash! which ig located 400 kilometers from Lima in the Callejon
de Huaylas - a valley located in the Andes, at an altitude of
2800 meters, between the two mountain ranges Cordillera Blanca
and Cordillera Negra.

Marcara is the first site of the CTTA Project and it
comprises 5 communities: Copa Chico, Recuayhuanca, Siete

Imperios, Shumay, and Vicos. Data were collected from all five
communities:
2. Sampling and Data Collection

A sample of 184 farmers was selected from the list of voters
available for Marcara. The selection was made at random using
random numbers, and the sample was distributed among the five
communities in proportion to their population in the following
way: Copa Chico 31, Recuayhuanca 30, Shumay 26, Siete Imperios
34, and Vicos 63; 98.9 % of the sample were male farmers.

Data were collected during the second week of December,
1987. Review of the questionnaires and coding were done by Nelly

1 For purposes of agricultural administration, Peru is
divided into several Departments, which are subdivided into
Agencies. The Agencies are further subdivided into Sectors. A
sector may comprise two or more Communities.



Palacios, Rural Sociologist of the Office of Technical
Communication, INIIA. Data entry was done during the second week
of January, 1988. All the above activities were conducted in
Peru.

3, Processing of Data

The data were processed at ACT's Home Office. The initial
processing of the data was done in February, 1988, in order to
identify incorrect and inconsistent entries and to obtain
frequencies of the ‘'unclean' data. The 1list of errors and
printout of frequencies were sent to Peru for corrections and
prelimirary use respectively.

Data cleaning and analyses were done in March, 1988. The
results were immediately made available to the project director
in Peru and is hereby reported formally.

C. STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

Immediately following this introductory chapter is an
outline of the messages disseminated by the project through
various communication channels. In Chapter III the socioeconomic
Characteristics of the farmers interviewed are presented.
Chapter IV deals with the evaluation of the messages with respect
to audience reception, recall of recommendations, and use of
recommendations. Chapter V discusses the relative penetration of
the various communication channels used, and Chapter VI
summarizes the main findings.
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cooperation received from INIPA (The National 1Institute of
Agricultural Research and Extension) through its Office of
Technical Communication in Lima and Huaraz, Peru. The Director
of this office, Mr. Arguelles, and the Rural Sociologist Ms.
Nelly Palacios, were especially helpful.



CHAPTER II
THE MESSAGES

A, THE MESSAGES DISSEMINATED

During the first phase of technology transfer, CTTA project
concentrated on the promotion of improved agricultural practices
for corn and potato. It also promoted the use of soil analysis
to determine the fertilizer needs of farmers' plots. The
specific recommendations disseminated are listed below.

1. Corn

a. How to sow corn?
Recommendation: Sow corn in furrows.

b. What planting distances to use for corn?
Recommendation: Sow corn seeds 60
Ccm between plants and 80 cm between
rows.

c. How many times should corn be fertilized?
Recommendation: Two times.

d. When should corn be fertilized?
Recommendation: At sowing and at
first hilling. oOr alternatively at
first and second hillings.

e. What fertilizers should be used for corn?

Recommendation: Fertilizers
containing nitrogen (urea or
nitrate of ammonia), phosphorous
(triple superphosphate) and
potassium (potassium chloride).
All the phosphorous and potassium
and half of the nitrogen required
should be applied at the first
application. The remaining half of
the nitrogen should be applied at
the second application.
Information on the quantities of
fertilizers needed for irrigated
cultivation, for dry 1land
cultivation, and for different
varieties on irrigated or dry land,
were also provided.

£. How to control gusano coagollero?
Recommendation: Apply a few
dipterex 2.5 % granules by hand at
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the inner base of the uppermost
leaves when one or more out of
every five plants shows symptoms of
attack.

How to mix and apply pesticides?
Recommendation: Put required amount
of pesticide in a bucket of water
and stir well with a stick. Pour
mixture into sprayer and fill with
additional water. Spray in the
direction of the wind early on a
dry day preferably when there is
little or no wind. Do not eat,
smoke, or drink when applying
pesticides. After application wash
hands thoroughly with soap.

When and how to hill soil (aporque)?
Recommendation: Hill soil at 40-45
days after sowing. Apply the
required fertilizer(s) on that side
of the plant with higher elevation
and pull soil to form a high hill
around the trunk of the plant.

Potato

a.

b.

How to prepare soil?
Recommendation: Use three crosses.

How to prevent potato pests (qusano

papa kuru, polilla, and piki piki)?
Recommendation: Mix seeds with
volaton powder at time of sowing.
When plants have sprouted a few
leaves, spray with gusathion-
three tablespoonfuls per sprayer.
Also, apply gusathion 2 days before
first and second hilling. Also,
apply volaton granules around trunk
of plants at second aporque.

Analysis

How to take soil samples?
Recommendation: Take samples from
each corner and from the center of
the plot. Mix and put in a plastic
bag and send or carry to CIPA, in
Huaraz, or to the Agricultural
University at Molina.

6
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B. THE MESSAGES EVALUATED

All of the messages disseminated were not evaluated. Those

evaluated were:

WSOV W

- v e .

Sowing of corn.

Planting distances of corn.
Number of times to fertilize corn.
When to fertilize corn.

Types of fertilizers for corn.
Control of gusano cogollero.

Soil preparation for potato.

Pests prevention for potato.

How to take soil samples.



CHAPTER III
SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMERS

Sociceconomic data is useful in determining the type of
audience the project was reaching. A relevant question commonly
asked is whether the project was servicing the larger farmers who
normally also possess or have greater access to the needed
resources. The answer to this question is important since the
project aims to service all farmers equally. Also, data from the
formative evaluation are comparable with that of the
developmental investigation only if the socioceconomic
characteristics of the farmers sampled are similar.

In this formative evaluation, information on the following
were collected: age; family size; level of schooling; family
literacy; and area of crops cultivated with corn, potato and
wheat. The areas cultivated with each Crop were summed to obtain
crop-hectares cultivated by each farmer. Summaries of the
socioeconomic data collected are presented below.

A, AGE

The majority of farmers (69.1 %) interviewed in the
formative evaluation was younger than 46 years (Table 1). The
mean and median ages of all farmers interviewed were 41.9 and
40.0 years vrespectively. Similar statistics from the

developmental investigation were 71.1 % under 46 years, and 40
and 38 years for mean and median ages. The two samples therefore
do not appear to be statistically different with respect to age.

B. FAMILY SIZE

The majority of farmers (63.4 %) had families of five or

more members including themselves (Table 2). The mean and median
family sizes of all farmers in the sample were 6 (i.e. 5.6) and 5
respectively. Similar statistics for the developmental

investigation were 69.1 % families with 5 or more members, and 5
and 5 for mean and median family sizes.

cC. LEVEL OF SCHOOLING AND FAMILY LITERACY

Almost 40.0 % of all farmers in the sample did not attend
school (Table 3), but about 91 % had households with one or more
literate members (Table 4). Similar statistics for the
developmental investigation were 46.9 % without schooling, and
87.7 % with households with one or more members who could read.



Table 1: Distribution of Farmers' Ages

Age %
(years) Distribution
16 - 25 8.2
26 - 35 27.7
36 - 45 23.2
46 - 55 15.2
56 ~ 65 7.1

> 65 8.7

100.0
(N=184)

Table 2: Distribution of Farmers' Family Sizes

Size of % Farmers
Family (n=183)
1l -2 3.8
3 - 4 32.8
5 - 6 32.3
7 - 8 24.0
> 8 7.1
100.0




Table 3: Distribution of Farmers' Levels of

Schooling
Level of % Farmers
Schooling (n=183)
None 39.9
Primary 58.5
Secondary 1.6
100.0

Table 4: Distribution of Family Literacy

Number of

Literate Family % Farmers
Members (n=183)

0 9.3

l -2 58.5

3 -4 22.4

5 -6 6.5

7 - 8 2.8

> 8 0.5

100.0

D. LAND TENURE

About one half of the farmers (54.3) operated communal lands
and the other half (45.7) operated their privately owned land.
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In the developmental investigation similar statistics were 60.7 %
communal and 36.9 % individual.

E. CROP-HECTARES CULTIVATED

Farmers were also asked how much land they cultivated for
each crop they planted. These areas were summed to obtain the
total area cultivated by each farmer for that cropping year. The
distridution of these areas are given in Table 5. This table
shows that only 2.7 % of the farmers were cultivating 0.2 ha or
less, 17.9 % were cultivating 0.5 ha or less, 23.9 % were
cultivating from 0.51 to 1.00 ha inclusive, and the remainder
53.2 % were cultivating more than one hectare. The mean and
median areas cultivated were 1.4 ha and 1.1 ha respectively.

Similar statistics for the developmental investigation were
21.4 % with 0.2 ha or less, 45.1 % with 0.5 ha and less, 21.4 %
with between 0.51 and 1.00 ha, and 33.3 % with more than 1.00 ha.
The mean and median areas cultivated were 1.02 ha and 0.6 ha
respectively. Visually it appears that the farmers in the
formative evaluation cultivated larger cumulated areas than those
in the developmental investigation.

TABLE 5: Crop-Hectares Cultivated by Farmers
(Sum of area cultivated for all crops)

Area (Crop-ha.) % Farmers

< 0.1 0.0
0.11 - 0.20 2.7
0.21 - 0.30 3.8
0.31 - 0.40 6.5
0.41 - 0.50 4.9
0.51 - 1.00 23.9
1.01 - 2.00 34.2
2.01 - 3.00 13.6
3.01 - 4.00 3.8
> 4.00 1.6
Missing 4.9
100.0

(N=184)
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CHAPTER 1V
EVALUATION OF THE MESSAGES
A. WHAT WAS EVALUATED?
The messages/recommendations were evaluated with respect to
reception, recall, and use by the target audience. Henceforth in

this report messages and recommendations are inter-changeable.

1. Audience Reception

All farmers were asked whether they heard the
recommendations for each of the nine practices on which
information was disseminated. The percentages that heard and
that did not hear the messages/recommendations disseminated for
corn, potato, and soil analysis are shown in Table 6. The
proportions of the audience that received the different messages
range from 10 % for soil analysis to 70 % for soil preparation
for the cultivation of potato. More than 50% of all farmers
surveyed heard the recommendations for: sowing of corn, corn
planting distances, number of times to fertilize corn, types of
fertilizers to use for corn, and soil preparation for the
cultivation of potato. Also, control of gusano cogollero was
heard by almost 50 % of The audience. 1In effect, 7 of the 9, or
78 % of the recommendations were received by more than 50 % of
the target population during the first phase of the technology
transfer process.

2. Use of Recommendations

All farmers who said they heard the recommendations were
also asked whether they used the recommendations. The
distribution of farmers by use of the recommendations is shown in
Table 7. All recommendations except those for the control of
gusano cogollero and soil sampling were reportedly used by more
than 70 % of the farmers who heard the recommendations. Those
for control of gusano cogollero and taking of soil samples were
used by 48 % and 50 % of the farmers who heard these
recommendations respectively. These "adoption" rates are very
impressive for a project in its first year.

3. Correct Recall of Recommendations

Each farmer, for every recommendation he heard, was asked to
state what the recommendation said. Their responses were
compared with the correct recommendations listed in Chapter II
and the percentages of farmers that recalled the recommendations
correctly were determined. These are shown in Table 8 for each
recommendation.

12



Correct recall varied between 1.4 % for pest prevention for
potato and 97 % for sowing of corn. Large percentages of farmers
were unable to recall several recommendations correctly. The
simpler the recommendation the more recallable it was. The most
complex of the recommendations was undoubtedly pest prevention
for potato and it was the most difficult to recall correctly.

Table 6: Diffusion of Recommendations

$ DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS*

RECOMMENDATIONS Heard Did not hear
recommendation|recommendation

l. Sowing of corn 56.0 44.0

2. Planting
distances - corn 61.4 38.6

3. How often to

fertilize corn 58.7 41.3
4. When to
fertilize corn 54.9 45.1

5. Types of ferti-
lizers for corn 57.1 42.9

6. Control of

gusano cogollero 45.1 54.9
7. Soil preparation
for potato 69.6 30.4
8. Pest prevention
for potato 38.0 62.0
9. How to take soil
samples 9.8 90.2
*N=184
4, Correct Recall versus Use of Recommendation

Of the farmers who heard the recommendations, the
percentages that recalled the recommendations correctly apd also
used the recommendations were determined; these were considered
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to have used the recommendations correctly. These percentages
are shown in Table 8.

If farmers used the recommendations as they recalled them,
then large percentages of farmers who heard the recommendations
were not using them correctly. For example, of the farmers who
heard the recommendation for corn planting distances, 70.8 % said
they were using it (Table 7); but only 26.5 % were using the
correct distance between plants, and 28.3 % were using the
correct distance between rows (Table 8). Similar differences
exist for pest prevention for potato (78.6 % vs 1.4 %), control
of gqusano cogollero (48.2 % vs-37.3), types of fertilizers for
corn (71.4 % vs 41.0 %, and 71.4% vs 61.0 %, for first and second
application respectively) etc..

Table 7: Use of Recommendations by Farmers Who Heard the
Recommendations

% DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS WHO HEARD RECM.

RECOMMENDATIONS Used Did not use
recommendation|recommendation N

l. Sowing of corn 77.7 22.3 103
2. Planting

distances - corn 70.8 29.2 113
3. How often to

ferzilize corn 79.6 20.4 108
4. When to

fertilize corn 70.3 29.7 101

5. Types of ferti- :
lizers for corn 71.4 28.6 105

6. Control of
gusano cogollero 48.2 51.8 83

7. Soil preparation
for potato 79.7 20,3 128

8. Pest prevention
for potato 78.6 21.4 70

9. How to take soil
samples 50.0 50.0 18

14



With respect to planting distances, the data indicate that of
the farmers who heard the recommendation, 57.5 % recalled closer
than recommended distances for between plants, and 51.3 %
recalled closer than recommended distances for between rows. This
seems to indicate that these farmers had a general idea that

Table 8: Correct Recall vs Use of Recommendations by Farmers Who
Heard Recommendations

% DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS WHO HEARD RECM.

RECOMMENDATIONS Correctly rec- Correctly N =
alled recom. used reconm.
l. Sowing of corn 97.1 74.8 103

2. Planting
distances - corn

a) between plants 38.1 26.5 113
b) between rows 43.4 28.3 113
3. How often to

fertilize corn 95.4 75.0 108
4. When to

fertilize corn
a) at sowing and

first hilling 50.5 27.7
b) at first and
second hilling 40.6 36.6
c) total 91.1 64.3 101

5. Types of ferti-
lizers for corn

a) 1lst application 58.1 41.0 105
b) 2nd application 79.0 61.0 105
6. Control of

gusano cogollero 72.3 37.3 83
7. Soil preparation

for potato 86.7 70.3 128
8. Pest prevention

for potato 1.4 1.4 70
9. How to take soil 88.9 50.0 18

samples
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closer planting distances were recommended but they did not know
the exact recommendations

Table 9: Summarized Evaluation of Recommendations Disseminated

% DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS (N = 184)
Correctly
RECOMMENDATIONS Heard recalled Used Use recom.
reconm. recom. recom. correctly
1. Sowing of corn 56.0 54.3 43.5 41.8
Planting Distances
for corn:
2. a) between plants 61.4 23.4 43.5 16.3
3. Db) between rows 61.4 26.6 43.5 17.4
4. How often to
fertilize corn 58.7 56.0 46.7 44.0
5. When to fertilize
corn 54.9 50.0 38.6 35.3
Types of fertilizers
for corn:
6. a) 1st application 57.1 33.2 40.8 23.4
7. Db) 2nd application 57.1 45.1 40.8 34.8
8. Control of
gusanc cogollero 45,1 32.6 21.9 l6.8
9. Soil preparation
for potato 69.6 60.3 55.4 48,9
10. Pest prevention
for potato 38.0 0.5 29.9 0.5
11. How to take soil
samples 9.8 9.8 4.9 4.9
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FORMATIVE EVAL. OF MESSAGES
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5. Summarized Evaluation of the Recommendations
Disseminated

The data presented in this chapter is summarized in Table 9.
This Table provides percentages of the total sample that: heard
the recommendations, correctly recalled the recommendations,
reportedly used the recommendations, and used the recommendations

correctly. The data in Table 9 are also presented graphically in
Fig. 1.

€. Comparison with Developmental Investigation

Similar data were not collected in the developmental
investigation. However, although types of fertilizers for corn
were not separated for the different applications, some cautious
comparison may be made. The developmental investigation data
showed that only 1.8 % of the farmers were using fertilizers that
supplied the recommended elements - nitrogen, phosphorous, and
potassium - compared to the 41.0 % in the formative evaluation
data. Also in the developmental investigation only 2.4 %
indicated that they used a second application of fertilizer as
opposed to 61 % that correctly used a second application of
fertilizers in the formative evaluation. This is an impressive
improvement in the farmers' fertilizing practices, and it was
achieved within a relatively short time.
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CHAPTER V
COMMUNICATION CHANNELS
A. COMMUNICATION CHANNELS USED

The recommendations were disseminated to the farmers by
radio, extension agents, leaflets, the agricultural bank, the
agricultural university, and a non-governmental rural development
organization called CEDEP. Within the communities the
information was also disseminated among farmers by the community
leaders, friends, neighbors, and family. However, the main
channels were radio, leaflets, and the extension agents. 69.6 %
of the farmers indicated that they owned radios, and 63.0 % said
that they heard Don Hilaco, the radio character, created by the
project, who uses local dialects and local cultural situations to
disseminate agricultural information to farmers. Also, 34.2 % of
the farmers said they received agricultural leaflets (62 % of

whom received leaflets from the extension agent, and 36.5 % from
the community leaders).

Each farmer, for each recommendation heard, was asked to
indicate the source(s) from which he heard or received the said
recommendation. These responses are tabulated for all sources
and for all recommendations in Table 10. This Table shows that
radio, extension agent, and leaflet were the more important
sources of the recommendations farmers received. It also shows
that radio was the most important source for all recommendations.
The importance of radio is more visible in Table 11 which shows
the relative importance of the communication channels for all
farmers who received the recommendations. Radio provided two of
the recommendations to more than 70 % of the receivers, three
other recommendations to more than 60 %, and three other
recommendations to more than 50 %. For only one recommendation
(taking of soil samples) did radio reach less than 50 % of the
farmers who heard of it. For all recommendations except one,
radio reached many more farmers than the extension agent. For
four recommendations radio Coverage was more than twice that of
the extension agent, and for one it was six times larger. Also,
leaflets were almost as important as extension agents.

The percentage of farmers that received information on one
or more recommendation from each channel was also determined.
The results (Table 12) show that radio was reaching 63 % of all
farmers? in the sample, extension agent 36.4 %, and leaflets 23.4
%¥. Family and neighbors/friends also were comparatively

2 If a farmer received information from radio on any of the
recommendation in Table 10, he was included in this percentage.
The percentages for the other channels were similarly determined.
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Table 10:

Farmers’

Sources of Information on Agricultural Practices

t DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS BY AGCRICULTURAL PRACTICES (n=184)
Types of Soill Pre-|Pest Pre-

SOURCES Sowing of|Planting |Times to |When to ferti- Control paration vention How to
corn distances|fertilize|fertilize| lizers of Gusano for for take soil
seceds - corn corn corn for corn |Cogollero| potato potato samples

I

Radio 40.8 40.2 33.2 31.0 33.2 34.2 42.9 22.8 3.3

Extension agent 17.9 18.5 22.8 21.7 21.2 5.4 18.5 9.8 3.3

Leaflet 16.3 15.8 15.2 14.1 14.7 6.0 10.3 9.2 1.1

Friend/necighbor 4.3 5.4 6.5 5.4 3.8 7.1 7.6 2.7 0.5

Family 4.3 9.8 12.5 14.7 11.4 4.9 14.1 9.8 1.1

CEDEP -—- e ——- - - -—= 1.1 0.5 -—

University -— ——- e 0.5 1.1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Community 0.5 0.5 —_—— 0.5 - _— _— — -

Agri. bank 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 - 0.5 1.1 -

Received no

information 44.0 38.6 41.3 45.1 42.9 54.9 30.4 62.0 90.2

NOTE: TFarmers gave multiple responses to cach question.

sourcegs

usced.

The total percentage of farmers who received
information from all sources would include double or triple counting dependent on the number of



Table 11: Use of Information Sources by Farmers Who Received Agricultural Information

¥ DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS BY AGRICULTURAIL PRACTICES (TN=184)*

Typcs of Soil Pre-|Pest Pre-

SOURCES Sowling of|Planting |Times to |[When to ferti- Control paration vention How to
corn distances|fertilize|fertilize| lizers of Gusano for for take soil
seeds - corn corn corn for corn |Cogollero| potato potato samples

Radio 72.8 65.5 56.5 56.4 57.1 75.9 61.7 60.0 33.3

Extension agent 32.0 30.1 38.9 39.6 37.1 12.0 26.6 25.7 33.3

Leaflet 29.1 25.7 25.9 25.7 25.7 13.3 14.8 24.3 11.1

Friend/neighbor 7.8 8.8 11.1 9.9 6.7 15.7 10.9 7.1 5.6

Family 7.8 15.9 21.3 26.7 20.0 10.8 20.3 25.7 11.1

CEDEP - - —-—- ——— ——— —-_—— 1.6 1.4 -

University —-——- -—- - 1.1 1.9 1.2 0.8 1.4 5.6

Community 1.0 0.9 -—- 1.1 -—- - -——— —-——= —-——-

Agri. bank 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.0 - 0.8 2.9 -
(n=103) (n=113) (n=108) (n=101) (n=105) (n=83) (n=128) (n=70) (n=18)

*TN = Total number of farmers in the sample.
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important sources with coverage of 32.1 % and 21.7 % of all
farmers respectively,

The combined coverage of radio, extension agent, and
leaflets of the multi-channel communication strategy was
providing information on one or more recommendations to 76 % of
all farmers in the sample.

B. FARMERS' OPINION OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Clarity of Messages

All farmers who received agricultural information from Don
Hilaco were asked whether the messages were clear. 94.8 % of
these farmers thought they were clear. Those farmers who

Table 12: Farmers use of each channel for one
or more recommendation

Communication % of all farmers that
Channel received information on
one or more recommendation
(N = 184)

Radio 63.0
Extension Agent 36.4
Leaflets 23.4
Neighbors/Friends 21.7
Family 32.1

received leaflets were asked about their difficulties in
understanding them, and 90.6 % of those who read the leaflets
thought that they were easy to understand.

2. Utility of Messages

All farmers who received messages from Don Hilaco were asked
whether the messages were usable, and 90.5 % thought they were.
This question was not asked of those who received leaflets.

3. Application of Messages

All farmers who received agricultural information from Don
Hilaco and from leaflets were asked whether they used the
information on their farms. 60.3 % of those who received
information from Don Hilaco and 46.0 % of those who received
leaflets said that they used the information on their farms.
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C. COMPARISON WITH DEVELOPMENTAL INVESTIGATION

In the developmental investigation, information on
communication channels was not collected separately for each
agricultural practice. Farmers were only asked if they listened
to the agricultural radio programs, whether they received
technical assistance, and the sources of any technical assistance
they received. The data showed that 34.1 % of all farmers
interviewed then were listening to the agricultural radio program
- Amanecer Campesino, and 15.8 % of all farmers had received
visits from technical officers (extension agents and others). 1In
the formative evaluation, 63 % of all farmers in the sample
obtained information on one or more recommendations from radio;
and 36 % of all farmers in the sample obtained information on one
Or more recommendation from the extension agent. These formative
evaluation percentages are twice as large as those for the
developmental investigation. This seems to indicate that the
prcject has been intluential in improving the delivery of
information by radio and extension agents.

Nevertheless, it can be concluded that the extension agents
were still reaching a very small percentage of the farmers. 1In
order to make the multi-channel communication strategy effective
extension agents have to increase their contact with farmers in
order to provide additional information on, and explanation of,
the more complex recommendations. In many cases demonstrations
may also be necessary.

D. FARMERS' PREFERENCE FOR COMMUNICATION CHANNELS

All farmers were asked through what communication channel
they would like to receive agricultural information in the
future. Their responses are tabulated in Table 13.

The majority of farmers preferred leaflets and radio. It is
surprising that only 8.1 % would like to receive information from
extension agents. Could it be that this reflected farmers'
uncertainty of receiving information from extension agents, or
their lack of credibility in the extension service? Whatever
this may signify, it reflects badly on the extension service.
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Table 13: Farmers' Preference for
Communication Channels

Communication % Farmers

Channels (N=184)
Radio 64.1
Leaflet 89.1
Extension

agent 8.2
Magazines 6.0
Family 1.1
Veterinarian 0.5
No one l.1
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

One of the objectives of the CTTA project is to develop,
test, and demonstrate a muliti-channel communication strategy for
the transfer of agricultural technology to farmers. The data
shows that the combination of channels used was reaching about 50
% of the farmers, with the exception of how to take soil samples.
However, this was approximately at the end of the first year of
the project, and 50 % coverage of the audience with most of the
messages can be considered a worthwhile achievement.

Recall of the content of the recommendations was reasonably
good except for planting distances for corn, first application
fertilizers for corn, and the prevention of pests on potato.
These however were more complex recommendations and more
dirficult to remember. The project may need to expend more
effort on the more complex recommendations.

Most farmers who heard the recommendations said they were
using them. The specifics of what they were using were
interpreted to be what they recalled for each recommendation.
When these were compared with the correct recommendations it was
found that many farmers were using the recommendations
incorrectly. However, this was more so for the more complex and
difficult to remember recommendations. This seems to indicate
that in addition to receiving information via radio and leaflets,
farmers needed further contact with credible and knowledgeable
persons to promote the correct use of the recommendations.

Three of the main channels used were radio, leaflets (and
other written materials), and the extension agent. The data
shows that of these three channels radio was the most effective
in reaching farmers with the messages and that extension agents
and other technical officers were making contacts with relatively
small percentages of the farmers. Radio and leaflets can reach a
large percentage of the farmers but their effectiveness in
transferring technology is more or less inversely related to the
complexity of the technology being transferred. This was
somewhat evident in the data. Large percentages of the farmers
who heard the recommendations were able to recall the simpler
messages correctly, and much smaller percentages correctly
recalled the more complex messages. In addition to receiving the
messages by radio and leaflets, many farmers would need further
information and explanation on the application of the
recommendations. Also, many farmers would like to have their .
questions and doubts about the efficacy of a recommended practice
settled before using it. 1In such cases there is little that can
be substituted for contact with extension officers or other
credible and knowledgeable persons. For this reason, for the
multi-channel communication strategy to be more effective,
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extension officers' interaction with more farmers would have to
increase.

Much of the data in the formative evaluation could not be
compared with similar data in the developmental investigation
because similar data were not collected in the latter. This
normally is not a problem except where persons associated with
the project wish to obtain an interim idea of the nature of the
achievements to date.

Finally, it can be said that the project has made
considerable progress for its first year. The formative
evaluation has also identified channels that are working well,
and messages that need other efforts beside radio for effective
transfer. Working on improving the multi-channel approach rather
than concentrating on any one channel may produce the best
results in the long run.
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APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE
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TACYECTO DE COMLNICACION TARA LA TPANSFERENCIA LDE TECNCLOGIA
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——— e e
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L= 0 S ~ETC o, c £t -9
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72100
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s ey - [
Fado o Tecitido vitirarente algune inforzacidn sobre clizo hay gue
z

1. SI 2. X0 (FLIT & L& TREG/ Neo 14)

cuidn 1o hz vecitido o cecuchzdo? (ENCUESTALCS Leerle las 21

4. Yectno o axieo

5 ———n

Secteorista s, fanilisr
6, Otrc (ESTECIFILUE)S

1, Hola
o L
11.- (Cloo cecfa la {rnformacidn cue hay que sexbrar el mafz)

1, ror surccos

2. A ccla ce bucy

i, &tro (ESTECIFIGLE):




12."

13, -

lsl"

17.-

18l~

19."

206 -

21~

i(Ha sepbrado ueted segun el consejo?
1. SI (PASE A FREGUNTA 14) 2. XNO
—_ —_—

SI DLJO NO . ; For que no ha sembrado asf{?

;TithC?Chi?O_o recidido vltirzmente ilguna {nformicién sobre a qué
stincla entre surces Y entre plantas lLay Que senbrar el rafz?

1. S V
I 2. NO (FASE A LA prrg, 19)

Cdio o s quidq i : .
:ltcrnativag' "0 P2 Tecidido ¢ escuchador (ENCUESTADO?: Leerle lss

Fad
1, Fadio 4. Vecino o zmigo
< i
2. Sectoerista S. Fariller
3. Kola 6. Otro (ESFECIFICLE)
¢h que cistancla entre surcos y entre plantas cecfa la {rnforracién cre
hay que sexzbrar el rify? '

¢ fa usado usted esa distapcia entTe surcos y entre plantas para sembrar?

1.51 (FASE A LA PREGUNTA 19) 2. NoO

SI DIJO NoO, (TOT que no ha usado esa distancia para sembrar?

¢ba escuctado o tecitico sitirmarante alguza inforracidn sobre cudntas
veces hay que fertilizar el ra{z?
1., sI 2. N0 (TASE A L& TREG, 24)

Cbi0 o <ce’

Gui€n 1o ha escuchaco o
sltemmativas)

S

1, Fzdlo . 4., Vecino o tnipo
2, Sectorista Se Fermilicr

3, Hola 6. Otro (ESTECIFIQUE)

- ——————

iCudntas veces ¢ecfa la {nferracida Gue hay que fertilizar el rmaf{e?

l, Ura vez __ 3, Tres wveces
2. ZCS vececg g8, No sabe



22.~ { Ha fertilizado usted ese nirtero de veces?
1, SI (FASE A LA PREGUNTA 24) 2. NO

23,- SI DIJO NO. ;For que no ha fertilizado usted ese numero de veces?

24+~ { Fa escuchido o recitico Lltizirente alguna informaicidn godre cuirndo
hay que fertilizar el rz{s?

1. SI 2, NO (TASE A LA FREG, 29)

———

25.- C&o o0 ce cuidn 10 ha escuchico o recibido? (ENCLZSTADLCR Leetle lis
2lternztivas)

1. Fadlo 4y Vecino o amigo
2. Sectericta S¢ Faxmiliar
3. Hoia 6. Ctro (ESFECIFIQLE)

6.~ ¢ Cuindo cecfa que Bay que fertilizir el nafz,eca Inferraci&?(ENCLES-
TADO?1 Fuede matear varizs ziternztivas)
1. 4 1a sie=tra 3. Al segundo sporque

2. Al Fvuner ipcTgue 8 Yo cabe

27.~ Ha fertilizado usted en esa forma?
1. SI (FASE A FREGUNTS 29) 2. NO

28.~ SI DIJO NO. ; Por que no fertilizo usted asi?

29.~ (¥a escuctrido o Tecibido vitiminete ilguriz inforsaciba snbre que tino
ce fertilizantes kay que usar Fata el ma{z?

1, SI 2. XO (FASE A 14 FREG, 347)

3~ (C&ro o Ce quidn 1o ha escuchicdo o tecibido? (ENCUESTADOR: Leerle las
zlternativas)

1. Fadio b4y Veclno o amigo
2. Secterista 5. Familiar
3. Hoja 6., Otro (ESFECIFIQUE)




31 .~ (Qué tipes ce fertilizantes Cecfa la inforeicida que Liy gve usar para
el raf{z? (ENCUESTADOR: Leerle)

En la primera fertilizacidn: 1.
2¢
3.

&, Yo sabe

En la segunda fertilizacidar 1.
2
3.

8., No sabte

32.~ { Ha usado usted esos fertilizantes?

1., SI (PASE A LA PREGUNTA 34) 2.%0

33.- SI DIJO NO/ { Por que no ha usado usted esos fertilizantes?

34 .~ (Ma escuchico o tecibide vitinirente slzuna infommicida sobre cdeo se
I 4

H
controla el gurcino cogollero cel rz z?

1. sT 2. XO (TASE A L& TRIG, 39)

35 = (C&o0 0 ‘e cuidn lo ha escuctico o recibico? (ENCUESTADOR: Leerle l:zs

alternativas)
1o Racio 4, Veclino o anigo
2. Sectorista 5. Familiar
3, Foja 6, Ctro (ZSFECIFIQ.T)

36+~ (Cémo ¢ecfa 12 informacids Gue hiy cue coztrelir el guszio cogollero
Cel na{s?

e (Gu€ rrodocto (temedio) hay que vear]

by (Chro hay cue iplicarlo?

37.- Usé usted este consejo para combatir el gusano cogollero del mafz?
1, SI (PASE A 1A PREG/39) 2, NO

38.- Si dijo NO, ;por qué no lo usd?




39 .- LHa escuctado o recibido vltimanente alguna {nformicibn sobre céuo hay
Que pTeparar la tlerra para la sientra de papa?

1, SI 2, NO (FASE A LA FEEG, 44)

40.- (Céro o ce quidn lo ha escuchado o recibide? (ENCULSTAD(E: Leerle las
alternativas)

1. Radio 4, Vecine o anigo
2, Secterista S, Fariliar
3, Koja 6. Ctro (ESFECIFIQUE);

41+~ Cudntas cruzacas cecfa la informaciédn que hay que dar para una buenaz Fre
raracién cel terreno para sembrar papa?

Ni'iero de cruzadess

No gabey

—

42.~ D16 usted ese numero de cruzadas?
1., SI (PASE A 1A FREG. 44) 2. NO

43.- Si dijo NO, ¢(por qué no lo hizo as{?

ST et . —a .y r
44+~ (Ra escuchado o Teciti¢o uitinas ate z2lguna inferrzcidn sotre cdoo hay
SYe  evitar i&s plazgzs da pipal
1. SI 20 X P PRE
2. XO (FASE LA FEREG, 49)
45 .- LFGTO © Ze gquiéd lo ha escuchico o recibido ?7 (ZNCUZSTADOR: Leerle las
zitemaztivag) )
.
1., Fadio 4. Vecino o arigo
2o Sectorista 5. Faciliar
T v
3, Ecia . 6, Oircr (ESPECIFIQLE)

- A -
46 - (Qud .Ccha la infermaciéa que hay que hzcer pzra evitar 1las pligzs en
¢l cuitivo ce capa?

'Y
-t

2. ¢Ju€ preoductes(re~edio) Lay gue usar?

by (Chzo hay gue tplicarlos?

47.- Siguid usted la recowendacién para evitar las plagas en el cultivo de
papa?
1. SI (FASE A LA PREG. 49) 2. NO

48.- S1 dijo NO, ;por qué no la siguié?




49 .- (Ha teciltido alguta {nformicidg Citiranente solre el ardlisis ce suelos?

1. SI 2. NO (FASE A L& FREG/ 54)

——

50 .- (Céo ha recibido 1a Dfomzacida? (ENCUESTADOR: Leerle las zlternativas)

1. R:clo 4, Vecino o arigo
2+ Secterista S Tatiliar
3. Yoia 6. Otro (ESIECIFIQLE)

51 .= ¢Qué decfa la'inforczeidn soire el 27i1isis de sueloc?

52.~ (Ha hecbo usted el andlisis de suelo?
1, ST _ (PASE A LA PREG.S54) 2., NO

53.- i(Por qué no lo hizo?

PEDICS DT COMUNICACION

X

- ¢Ha escuchado a Toa Filico ca

agricuitura en la radio?
1. SI 2. NO (FASE L& FREG. 71)

informicidn sotre

la}

e,
-0

55.- (En guéricdicexisor: lo ra escuchaco?

36 o= (b qu€ hcras lo ha escuchida?

57 ¢~ (Qu€ canseics o faferziaclicnes ce 1zs gue ca Doa Kilzco Tecuercal ESPECIFIQUE
LO MAXIMO POSIBLE,

58 «~ ¢(Le parecen Jtiles los caice’os o Infoermiclones que ¢a Coa Hilaco?
1. SI 2. Xo (IASE A LA FREG, 60)

——————

59 .~ Si dice SI por qué?

60 , S{ dice %0 por qué?




61.~ (le yavecen clires los coneelos que ¢z Jon Hilace?
1, ¢l 2. NO (FLSE A L& FREG 63)

——
—

62.~ Si clce €I ;er ¢u&? —

248
)

63.~ Si <Sice NO jer oo

€4 - (Cree veted gue Tes canseles o ‘nfcrraclones Gg-e Ca Zon Kilzco ce jpurecden
erldcar?

1, <1 2. X0 (FLSE A L4 [F

r

"J‘c 66)

€6.- Si cice NO ;jer 2u&?

67.- LFa usacdo alguno de los consejos o inferraciones que da Zon hilaco?

1. SI 2. NO (PASE A LA FREG/7Q)

68.- Qué conseios ha usado? ESFECIFIQUE LO MAXIMO FCSIELE.

69.- (Qué resultacos le dieron los consejos que usé?

1. Zuenos resultados

———

2. Pegulares resultados

3. Ningun resultado

—_——

8., No satbe
e,

70,~ Si dice N0 ¢per que no ha usado los consejos?

71~ ¢ Za tecivido vsted alpunz hela ce estas vitinizente?

1. I 2. N0 (PASE A L4 FHEG, 83)

7207 iCuditas Leiss Y2 recitice?

730- :Queidn e Yie %2 tntTegzco ?

1, E1 Sectoricta

—

2. El Deleralo el Secter

2011 vecinn o wtigo

e Clro (LSPETITIONE) .
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4.~

7747

1, SI

1, SI

Cuarco le entregaron 1a heia, yle explicatron ce qué tratada?

2. NO

La k2 1efdo o se la han le{do?

2. NO

——

(Le bz pavecido fdcil o diffcil enterecer)a?

1., Ficil (FASE A LA FREG,¥9) 2. Dificil

iCud ¢s 1o gue le parece cdiffcil? ~

(Fer gué€ le parece diffcil?

9.~ (Ha veaco alguno ce los contejos gue dicen las holas?

1, sI

Q.- (Que cansejos ha utado ?

2. NO (FASE A LA FREG, 82)

81- ;(Quf resultados le dieron les conse’es qué usd?

1. Zuerncs resvltados

A}

2¢ TeEVliTES Tecy

8, No raba

tzdecs

—

,

2, Nirguin recultado

82,- si ¢ice N0, (por qué no ha usico los conselcs?

83.- Le gustarfa recidir (o seguir recitlenco) esta clzse de hojas?

2. NO

eustarfa rds recibir la inferzacidm

lac holias
los dcs nedlios
ninguno de lcs dos

ctro itedio (ESFECIFIGLE)

ccsas le gustarfa vecibir {nformzciones o conselos ?
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