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TESTING OF A DELIVERY SYSTEM TO TRANSFER AGRICULTURAL TECHNOLOGY
To

SMALL FARMERS IN LDC'S
 

INTRODUCTION
 

This brief paper is intended to serve as an interim report on all major 
events and results of testing the Prairie View M1odel delivery system in 

Ghana from the period September, 1977 through August, 1979, covering 4 growingseasons. Other reports have already been dissemlinated. These covered most 
of the subject areas in much greater detail, thcowjh the period ending 

August, 1978. A final report on the project will be released after August. 
This will Lye. a more doetailed account of the many i tlicac:i es involved n 
the procedures as well as in the results o0Il. U.tnJ. 

Bri.efly this model colnsists of llsinj an indigen(.u. pa ra-ro:o.ss.oiial 

to in trodiuce2 teachnological innovations and to teach snail-scale farmers on 
a one-t-o-onm.- basis the skills required to use them.3Thei a-J 2ofessio al. is a more successful faimetr who received inteonsive 

trainin.g from professional extLension personnel and, therefore, bridges; the 
gap between the professionals (who are limited in both number and 

available time for one-to-one training) an, the numerous farmers who 

require this typo of approach due to illiteracy, distrust of outsiders 
or of proFessionally trainer persons. 

To ensure maximum cooperation and effectiveness the para-professional 
is paid for his services - that is, he is engaged full time on a job. The 

key feature of the Model is that para-professionals are employed in their 
home villages where their assistance is readily available to their neigh­
bors and where their influence on farmers is more intense and effective. 
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the Mod.. Vi-sits ,re nadu LL thC: prolo:itd . a:i.a; e. where Hth 

. s xa:tnc, d to thu C1iuU ,L- afnd f, r.i ers. Approval oF the 

ill the vil.n.es ws secLI red. 'iS,-,ci ng belgan durin, the minor 
1977. Two addiLltial. villages wvere chosen to Cxted t ting 

dur.dng tLhe two-year period. 

Farm l.eaders (para-professjona].) for the vi.lLages were Seiec tod from I 
persons recolunended by vi].]1age councils ba-ed on annowcc:d qualificaiLtons. 
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All 	 appointees had prior farming experience, are literate and possess 

most of the essential qualifications 	 thislisted in other reports on 


proj ec t.
 

B. 	 Trailnin; the Farm Leaders 

Initially, training of para-proles5;ionahs (farm loaders) was concen­

trated on the thtechnical aspect,; or crop l)rodIuct.or, . The leaders were Lakul 

on toI of succes-ful. farming opei-ar: ons, further or.iunta ted on the Irpollse 

of the progoram, t,-he g iron on-tIU-job training in app] y ing the modern 

techIin iquci,; for t I in i ti-al s~tckg'cs of L i,;-ch as layi1ng out 

rows anid pl;t Lngnk ma.e,. A\ s 5; as; tUi!.2, t_:chfl.ue.:-; vctrc- ;a!-s tered on 

dUem 	 ins-tra Ltt l i t i A,n ea h v.i.1ag , th l ] d !rs the b Ig,.1 t: ch ing 

Lh 	 ' : eCtods par ii far ir.,! ,; 


intruct.,d1 


t i: i:cI(n-ipt f Suh ;quct.l, farm l.aders \.'ere 

on each add:it io.xia cltural p,.-:. eh.Lc,;o corryiti out the 

1 t:ices4 on1 th,_, demilonsktra'thion p1 ots, y in tiuri tLai.,t fa1i'er. the
3icrIcac.,r ., of thesoe mode 11n prac c5. Other 
as peects of tLhei ti 

IIJ:cl)dcd method:; to gain confidcncce of the farmers, t:o fully uxplait i tLe 

progrzi; to farmers and Co conV.Lce farmer. to try the .odern m,:thods on
 

the ir farms.
 

C. 	 Modern 1'rarei(es 1adCroppint-,;vste-m 

The moderi prac t:.ices :introduced to thur'1.-hi" 

consisted of 	 a system of tecLchologicnl innovations. [hitially, the 

progiram was to introduce a sy,,term of producing mai:ze in pure stands or 
moocul tre, ht fiaters were very relucta t to try it as it wa; far 

diffcerent from theI r t radJ.tionaJl polyculture or intercropped system. 

http:t_:chfl.ue
http:l)rodIuct.or


A pckg of modern practice., was theit assembled for application to aU 

jp0,LyCUltura1 SyS ter of 1U-ijzi2, couoaar and cassava. Ma i " ein tile firstI 

c rep es Lab1l4iled in the 5-Leiast rcaLd fol'low1 : 

a1. PLantcd iii 3-foe L rows at 2-fooL: spaCeS, 2 1)1.11115 pe~r3 

hi ll (ac LUAI 3 seed~c, then tlLiinnd L~o 2 p)lia ;s.as necessary). 

1). USe. Lci Ell) rev%',d Van.ios(C11171po!t. 4 or Laiu PLaZ, (112V&10tdI 

U-,U 

O2W" .cr-T- , 

a*Coco'n Im i t S r ;i Va 1.ualtti [.roil 1)1:01Lc,;PU;S s.ockI 

rc-Mai lu~ .roe:: ~ ~.u ta-oa.Howevyer , a p r JCuF: ()f3 

t~~inixl;ve-pp-~t reati Pod Lrtsi~r gvacant 

a reaVaSUlidcur takeri. C;ctii.2 ra lly, tihe p [ant popuii ~cm 

Zan1d spanv. 0'i L.he coc'0yalli were-c s imilar to Lhiat of Im.Lze 

Transp lailLed L~OC:I: wa-s plan-c.! betLwee n Lilie t /.. ows%. 

h . Cas sava qa!s Ip ant cc be twecix the iSii. ;,.e row:,- after iai ze haid3 

grown to nbout 3 to 41 feet 1neigt. ProVen Lechlique-; of 

plantiri" stock ';Cdectioni and pltacem'en t in Lhe s;o iL were. u.,ed.3 



3 
-5-

The stock was spaced 3 feet apart between the maize rows 

and thinned to two plants per location. Specific fertilizer 

requ.[rements for common varieties thisof crop have not 

been ascertained. 

I). Introduction of Practices t:o Farmers 

IniLially, farmers were solicited for participation in tiLe program on a 

voluntary basis because adequate foundat:ion had not be.en L-Stablish d
 
for the 
 farm Joadcor+.; Lo individually convince any farlucILr in tie vi].la,!'es­

to enter Lt pro!ra as norixilly by .1sou1IhL mt hods of the Nbdcl. A
 

Lotal of a r0; parLic[iLc d it! to, prgra:n during firsL
]1 ft:e thfe sean;,,.
 

They were Conyt(:nc,:d to 
cSLabliil; -iid t.rIeI)up toiie-h;ilf of their p].o.Ls 

in aIC cord ilcl- wiLh pracLjc! C Lo Io ',_derllF - ucleD teal. ;ztckagu Wht i..l 

.e!vi nI, ctL '1.0:! to Lhvli tr-id.i a I practices for co:'p:trison The 
f3rii i t.lederi
far p- rV LLr2dd Co' I L i -,(1u 1 ; ; t't - L L),11,'. andI) ,;supdrv .; i;O I o ch
ea 

farm:r dii-i eacfaraing operit iot Leaching farnc..rs the vkills necessary 

to lay ouL rom-;, .o propj-ly plan'-n S'-..od ;it the reco:.seded spacing and 

rate, Lu propely .MiiX, le. ;SutlU nld p1 ice fortLiicrs, to select and remove 

excess plants* to reillov, weud,, on a tIney schedule vwithout danmxginr crops 

and othe r skil..Is requtLred througLhEUL the growiug season and during harvest­

ing. 

In L.i[is delivery system emphasis 'a. also placed on d ssemllnaCting
 

and perpetuaLing the Lse Of these practices 
 among farmers. Participating 

farmer,; were in formed of the man1y sources of aid available to them zutnd
 

how to obhtain thes: from 
 va ri otis governmnltal z;,encies. Such aids in-


Judle improved seeds, 
 fertjli:,r,; , insecLicides, and technical and 



financial assistance.
 

Demonstration 
plots were established along well travelled _ 

roads 	and footpaths near each village to expose other farmers. to this 

improved farming system and its; good resul.ts. The aiTm was not only to 

,enerate interest but also to quickly coninLce addit ional farcer.< into 

joiniLg the program. Those plot.s also served as Lrii.iInl Z17IIL. for thi 

farim leaders and helped LO eOSLablil.S thle lCade .n; 3as coupe -en t F rl 

V.o 	 in 0C edLcqu ci skil 	s --hi[C i o 1l b oo LIrz i s.ni Lt ,d Lo utLI rI . ISC1]ho1 IS of var Ious levei.. in Lnch i i al lov a;, pj:ir Ic .i at, the 

p -, " acil.,-.- hi. :;o (,ln,:C in,.,, ;1bOUL I lic :l::,;od 	 C rop y.cI 3l,­
t t- 1 ii. i' c i!cf1ly i. tL 'h r SLud!tlL'; t. ICLiV 1 y p z iL.i i pat. an 

(1.i7.- ~.I L i 1 ol,1 d0 li. t(~, t.Iy ahl t !,: [lt, .; ):iy 3 
0] L 	 ;:.L..:I i i l u,tL Lhi pl'', r d t't [ly 1:).. tuopt 


,no,]: 'L Kl~ ':.rucv p:'c 
 i Des, b .' n 1n.ruduc .2 , 

/Al.l. a-tin 	I [es w.re c :ef;. iued liv hei ( 3t: iil . I>:L )fl 
O3ff1'-c: apd thle A\:n<:ric;;nt Cuiintern,ir: irn.lc'i:7:4. eaOwir~tl.t~ ter'we 	 t.;liw 

to Ih, Soil and C'rops Y- ne;tC: w8 tit te.- andh1 oilor go','.lTnwi;iLauL 

agencies for possible o:;OJllil. 

The projct has been very success; ul thus far. The cc(chnolog[cal 

paclkage produced o.-L -rcu.:ielygood ri.f;LuI I. during each of tl.i, four Lse iI., of 

teting-. The numler of participatingLfarmer. incrca -,d each :i:tn ('T'ableI!. ] 

A. 	 N .umberofP arti c [IML.t.I ]arri r,; 

Initially 15 participants were sought in each of the .3 r) -icjriital 3 
villages. Howevr, duEs to the lack of experlience in ihpleniM1t0ting SIuch 

U
 

http:resul.ts
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a program in Ghana and attendant proble,,s in training ordinary farmers 

to be leaders, the goal of 15 was generally not obtained until the 

major season o[ 1979 (Table 1). It is noteworthy to mention that the 

program grew much more rapidly in the new villages added later in 1978 

and 1979. This is an indication that improved training and othur 

methods developed l1ater during the program proved more successful in 

convincing farmer!, to participate. Tabie 1. also shos that the goowl of. 

15 farme:rs for unch villag, was gru.,tly tvo of the [ags.xce<w.ed in " 

dur ing:, tlle major season of .1979. In i. t I l.y, ti goal was 75 farn,;r:; 

but lthe pro(,ra prov.d to 11c So' tc*c.,<itLL a g thuic fial 

2 L,.rt. rs it:ua:I.: invo.l ved I[ tla"r!-u no0. en .i1:iLL leins Cn t1e3al:'ouuuit. 1 iat L ,, i.V.- ilLah f.r p r iare, t.. ,, maay fariucr.s v.ould 

have I)art.iC ipaLed. 

B. S0cec*,. U' tile 'J' clnaxOJO ',! e Il Pa.:. 

A jor FacttoL' contr.but.ing toL h. ur 's iLilt,- 1il-rif s t:o 

pa:lrt i~c ipa t .ill thLe p rug ran i"; tih ofsucccs, Lhe -,Cocdlrn pracECicos 

.introduced h thu prog ram. l)uri.ng:' thu first season of test.llu (mrinor 

so;eason, 1-977) on.ly a smal.l, nimber of far;m.ers could be convinced, since 

tlure w- no pictorial evidence that maize could be so succes..sfully3,rowutduring the minor growing season bspecy usingtal insec.tjcides; 

Lo con Crol the ,.tem borer. The trc:.nendous res;u] ts obtained during this 

seasun wa.s .l: r,.p ly rLsponsi ble for thce peneral increase in farmer-

partLcilpat:ion duri.ng the following seasons. Maize yields from thImodern pol:t:Lon, of thu .15 original farmvs generally yielded 4 to 5 timeCs 

as mu-h as tih' traditional portions of the farms; an increase of 300 

to 400 per cent (Table 2.). If the traditional plots had not- been 

sprayed to control. the stem borer, the yields from these plots would 

http:l)uri.ng
http:I)art.iC
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have been negligible.
 

Statistlically, the increase in yields by use of these innovations3
 

is (of course) very highly significant. Econom-ically, it. is also I
 

very significant (Table 5).
 

31. Ecolomic Success 

It is estimated th.at the major costs involved in producin One I 
acre of :.aL.!e by the modern method used in this projecL total to I 

a1o ut2. 2 : , ~at 00 c'i ' '-p r ac' ro For t: 1:.Aks)cJ~ M 2 ). 00 (i) tHe1 i tif~ml iothc '1a" Ic .3 S,.i ( ',; !0. O'd c~ i.e tclt::{ '2 fai.n: L -o cct F CIt.L YL]t .I L__ C ic * ffur 

h&Icd or th.e data for tho ars';On of 1977, th.: averao pci rt Lic­o[ 

pa u~2anoin ra;, ruit~Fru ro;TLu~ by nearly 860pe 

cent. The node rn ,•:to-d ,.t boutt 25 per cent i.or. in mla teriaI ard 3 
labour Ilnptist th'; thotiai . w:iJ m:thoi (hirve's~ing and markL.l ijg 

Ca r'r t''Cc( ; id 'od to L1h. ] ack (f relL.able L:;t e ;) aldl( I3 

produce an average of ainos t three times the nr.ofu,t MiiXL .ShaOW in 

Tables 2 and 5. 

In the vorst case situation, net profits Wefre- increased by -it 

least 163 per cent and by nearly 900 per cent :i.n tihe bost case 

situation. These two cases we-re defi.ned only in terms of the 

smallest and largest differences between modern and traditional 

yields such that some indication of the Illustrative value of the 

plots could be estimated. Other factor., to be cons td,':red here are 

the amount of material and labor inputs actually app.l.ied to each 

plot. Extremely ].ow yields from the traditional pl.ot inl the best 

case situation could represent an abandoned crop, or inadequate 

spraying to control stein borers.
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It must be emphasized that the data in Table 3 4and used for
 

compiling Table 
5, are estimates of the major costs of producing maize
 

by the methods used on 
 the test plots. Other details such as labor for
 
harvesting and marketing are not 
included due to lack of reliable
 

est:imates. 
 The cost of these items, of course, are expected to be some­

what more for the modern plots since 
 the yields arc: greater, but not in
 

proportion to yield. It 
 is very doubtful that any substantial portion
 

of the 600.49 ced:i 
 per acre mean additional profit resulting from the
 

use of modern technology will. be erodcd by Lie 
cost of harvestiLng and
 

marke tin;g the additi.on 48.27 (mean) bi-lhls of mofi. ,c
IThe "be.;t: cas;e farm" -in Table 5 shows a negativ profit from the
 

tradit ionnL pLut. 
 Probably Li1-.1 advers,.- :;IA.tation did not occur because
 

it JS (L1) ft i at l!al Lo- r cov':-.one ,d inputs of labor and :insecticides
3.,wreactl Iv u: ,d and :;ti!l resutll',d il 10.9f; h:I 8 b)uqhe!S of ma['c*
 

per :-r . i' 
 lot onn pode, tb is sei. fairm, howc evr r, was ziong thf.I1l:lgiics t produc, ,, 

It is interesLini; to note that at the 1977 market value of maize,
 

tile cost of le t:cnloLogy app]ied 
 to the modern plots could be. borne 

by just: over 3 buslhels of waite (on a one-acre basis) . Again harvesting 

and marketing char-es are not incl.udcd. The break-even points based on 

these data are es, i.mxietd to 11w Z1'1out 12 and 15 bIshels per acre for the 

traditional and modern pIlOtS , respctivel y. Failure to break even only 

occurred in three cases, all on traditional pluts. 

More recent data collected from the major season of 1978, also 

show very highly si.gnificant yield differences be tween modern and traditional 

plots . Taken aas worse case s'ituation, as delined in Table 5, modern 

plots on two farms during the major season of 1.978 yielded 56.1 per cent 

http:additi.on
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(23.45 	 bushels) per acre more than the excepti onally good traditional 

plots. 'his difference, of course, has been found to be statistically 

signi ficant. At the 1979 market value of 34.11 cedis per bushel3 

(134 .00 cedis per bag) , this worse case diff erence would ZImount to 799.87 

cedis per acre. Again considering the extra costs involved in the 

application of modern practices, it is noted tLha t remendous profi, ts 

were still realized bv'I";rmOr-S in this program. ]ii a be.;t case ;;itni:tion, 

the diffrc,nce.s are osLimaoted .s as.ton i ea1., 

2. 	 lntecreopDin' 

Anoth'-r ajor 2c-tor ccntriur:ing t thc ucc of thse t 1.I1I 

:is that tme techn,1.e:zi_ p~k,Li il'dd I!ate i<creaping . Vhi,, ~'a',' rs3 

Lii i2.j'i'i.v~ ;are- o th1e Ver'.:} l,:,,.,'e ii t,,. ',- of [ntle!It'rppi .n(J fu!,r'O;,.17_d :i''a 

,.
 3].
tlo s.(i ] 2:, cr" x.',c: ';, -*.W~u a]':,c en Elf ii: r ..llc lee.-; 1Iad 1(,1"'u'e!ut ' '' 

and Ius , e c,,lqy , i;;a, red the pr i warly i,','ant:';',i:: f lihes.;i '5";te'ntq 

ifo;Lver , on un -meCh n . c fa rcl.l, t h ar 'ct , i t at0'-c11.c ti'CO iP. 

greatly reduces labor and -an.1 req0irem ntlts. Tt also provido-; p rotect-ion3 

against complete pl.ot failue in case one crop fails. One primary di s­

advanta-g- of.ten cons;idered -in the case of intercropping is that, '.tld3 

cc-peitlon 

nutrients and water by hea'vy faeeding plants. 

During the conduct of this project, eypurimenta! plot>,; have sliown3 

are reduced due to shading of lower crops and 	 I:c for 

that maize yields are not significantly reduced by the presence of either 

cocoyamn or cassava, though .ean yields were s'ight.ly lower. Cer ta i nl, 

any realizable 1os.-; in maize yields will, be overly compensated by Lh3 

yields from other crops :i n inter" ropped systems. 

http:s'ight.ly


3. 	 Growing Maize in Rows
 

The practice of growing maize 
 in rows is probably the mos, appa'rent 
innovation of the package, since fertilizers and other material inputs
 

are not h:ighily v.sible. From first season, farmers
the other in and near 

the tcst viflages began copying the practice of growing maize in rows, 
hoping 	 this practice alone would produce the result:s they had observed
 

on plots of participating farmcars. 
 This practice has been widely
 

receiVed a1d is acCredi ted 
 to facilitate contrl mostweed and other
 

cul. ral practices, including harve, Liing and giv,2 a
to farms nice neat
 

ap pearance.
 

C. 	 Vo l l 'i y Seel:i.n, A[d 

After parnrticipal-inig in th- Lest: program for only one manyseason, 


of the a n:e rs hogan 
 reque. 	ting fort. i.r from r':'oj,.c't personnel and

I fo:inrw. i il on olhtair, enou,h ilizrshow to fur for t:hieir ent:ire farms. 
Farmer:.-. in these areat, art also ingrequ, 	st :information on how to obtai, 

:improved seed and cassava planting naterials, sprayers and insecticides 

and techniical. ass Ln.ce other. for agricultural enterprises. 

1). Prob UN:S 

'Many of the problems encountered in carrying out this program were 

related to the relative. immaturity of the Model's deel.opment for use 

iii Chana and the probl ems of t".:nsport prior to the arrival of the 

project vehl cie from the United , tatets. Regular visit could not, there­

fore, be mnde to the v.!11ages to complete training of the farm leaders 
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as quickly zs planned. Most of these problems, however, did not severely 

affect the major objectives of the program. It is felt that the lack of 

suitable transport constituted the major cause for not being abc to I 
interest the in:itial anticipated 1.5 farmers from each village as early 

as the first major season to participate in the program. I 

3SUMMARYAIND PROJECTIONS 

Pra:ir ie View A&M University Model has been successfully tested in 

selected villages !T! Ghana for four growing seasons. Results of these 

tests sho0w that trad!itional farmrers are interested in, and will eventually 3 
adopt technologica,1. innovations to inpnrove their output if the various 

input-2 are madc! 1~adiIy available and the innovations orc i ntroduced by 3 
a proj ect-trained leading farmer in thoir villages. 

°T7he goal of 15 farmers per v'.liage- was exccede-!d in all hut one of 

the 5 villa;.e... (the first season the vil]lage participated) during the 3 
fourth senason of testing the M.odel. As results of the modern system 

became known to iic'ighborin-i farmers, many began requesting information 3 
and wanted to participate in the program.
 

Demonstration plots established in each village served well to 

train the farm leaders, to show methods and results to group,3 of farmers 

and to accredit the farm-leader as an expert on the farming methods 

used. Intercropping experiments on these plots showed that maize yields 

are not significantly reduced when it is interplanted with cocoyam or 

cassava.
 

3Although some farmers will continue to request technical and 

material assistance to further improve their enterprises, the period of 

testing this Model was too brief to determine the percentage that will. 

I 
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permanently modify their practices. 
Also, since all technical and
 

material assistance used in this test program was provided free of
 

charge, some farmecs may not be willing to risk their 
own money on these 

materials, though the additional'prof:its are tremendous (almnost 800.00 

cedis per acre more). The overall success of this project may be best 

measured by the percentage of farmers who continue to UsC these methods 

over long periods of t:ime. 

In order to more fully evaluatu the impact and success of this 

program, both monitoring of these areas and further testing of the 1Iodel 

shiould be continue,d in viilagcs w[hi.cl have been in the program for less 

than- three seasons. It will. also be desirable to e:-pand the program to 

:include sonl additioiai. vi..l.aqe.s in order to more fully evaluate the 

r ,centlydcvcloped meKtiods of not only effectively training village 

farm leadoirs but also to mo7e quickl.1y [ple'm-nt. the program in new 

areas. 

http:quickl.1y


TABLE 

lc-- LVV ITIR PAT,'IMIfATING. TN TilIE 1101)11 
TEST IP:G 1'!'(?RA:,V -ACii Hu1X SEASONEm: V.LL'%64' ACH 

19Y .1.97 

9 1. 19 

J ,3 A 41 1.510 


'2 -L4 .12 21.
 

Total- 2.6 23 T182 

111 IIL otJcia~n r:er;,5 .2~ l a;h]so ninilaed 
farns ill c oro~ Lct:'b 1, Ci1 by is rg:lT.:e ful 1 thIL.U 

-11-Progran Ui;I lo oLed dtLiI),wgChci) c(-,j--dS. 



TABLE 2
 

YIELD DATA FROM TEST PLOTS, 1977 

Mi! ZE YL LO)S -Z- 7 YIELI) 
VILLAGE FARMER (. ;les/,crc)!INCREASE DU: 

TO USE OF WIDEWNL 
M~odern Plots "'r:dclion;al Plots TK (Mi:()LO(;Y 

Hwidicna 

J.K. Taah 70.72 15.72 350 

Kofi Afari 86.42 15.72 450
 

Stephen Mensah 62.86 
 23.57 170
 

Nana Awuah 47.14 
 27.50 70
 

A.B. Sautu 55.00 15.72 250
 

}W~t(O 

Adwoa Badu 62.86 15.72 300 

Anthony UWafc 86.43 23.57 270 

Aea Mi r 78.57 15.72 400 

Akua 1krundli 78.57 15.72 400
 

Yaa Afram 55.00 
 23.57 130 

Nana Sarfo 58.93 23.57 150
 

Adu-Gyamfi 62.86 
 15.72 300 

Abena i1hnu 27.50 11.79 130 

Jachie 

Yam Pensek 62.86 
 7.86 700 

Yam 1hnorosah 78.57 7.86 900
 
*Sucondary School 74.64 
 -
 -


*IDMoown;tsrt:ion plot. Da ta for tralit ionally cultivated port-io: nMt supplied. 
D/ originally report(lIata in number of bays per acre and rounded to ncarcst 

one-quatter bag (about one bushel). Errors of this manitud, may o'cc 
in data. 



TABLE 3 

*ESTII ATED HADJOR COSTS FOR PRODUCING ONE ACRE OF
MTAIZE IN TlHE FORESTED REGION IN GHANA BY SMALL FARMERS 

USING LI,[IaTED MODERN TECHNOLOGY 

ITEM 1 COST (GHANAIAN CEDI) 

Clearing Trees
 

4 men x 3 days x 4.00 cedis per man day 48.00
 

Final Land Preparation
 

4 men x 2 days x 4.00 cedis per man day 32.00
 

Planting 

6 men x 2 days x 4.00 cedis per man day 48.00 

Transport of Fertilizer and Seed 5.00
 

Fertilizer Application 

2 men x I day x 4.00 cedis per man day 8.00 

Weeding (2 times) 

4 men x 2 days x 4.00 cedis per man day (Ist tima) 32.00 

4 men x 1 day x 4.00 cedis per man day (2nd time) 16.00 

SidudressinZ.A iplicationI 

2 men x 1 day x 4.00 cedis per mai day 3.00 

Sprayin1g" 

2 men x I day x 4.00 cedis per man day 8.00 

Seed 
 5.20
 

Fertilizer 13.00 

Sidedressin 5.00
 

Insecticide 
 i.0.00
 

TOTAL ESTIMATED 1,L\JOR COSTS PER ACRE 198.20 

*These estimates are based on costs occuring on test plots during the minor 
season, 1.977, as given by Mr. Opoku and I-fr. Acquaah of SRI, Kumasi, and used 
in this report for comparative purposes only. 



TABLE 4 

*IESTIMATED MAJOR COSTS FOR PRODUCING OE ACRE OF 
NAIZE IN 11EI FOI;STED RE;IONI' GIHANA BY Si.AI.,L FARMERS 

USI NC TRA)ITIONAL METiHO)S 

ITEM 1 COST (CHANAIAN CEDI) 

CA earin._ T rees 

4 men x 3 days 4.00 cedis per man day 48.00 

FQ.al L nd Prparat on 

4 men x 2 days x 4.00 cedis per man day 32.00 

P1 aatin 

6 mnn x 2 days x 4.00 cedis per man clay 48.00 

4 mcn x 2 days x 4.00 cedis per man day (1st time) 32.00 

4 men x 1 day x 4.00 cedis per man day (2nd timi:a) 1.6.00 

n-prayin:, 

2 wen x .1 day : 4.00 cedis per man day 8.00 

Seed 5.20 

Insect c ide 10.00 

roTAL ESTIMATLI) 1,MJOR COSTS PER ACRE 159.20 

*These estimatee; are based on costs ocnuth.ing on test plots dur.i.ng; the minor 
season, 1977, as given by Mr. Cpoku and Mr. Acquaa, of SRI, Kuimsi, and used 
in this report for comparative purposes only. 

http:dur.i.ng
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