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ABSTRACT 

For the past two years, DAFS (including ALDEP) and DAR staff in Francistown have been 
testing an extension system aimed at accelerating the rate of adoption of improved farming 
practices among small-scale farmers. The work has been done in collaboration with the 
Communal First Dev-lopment Area (CFDA) in North-East District. 

The approach involved working with a group of volunteer farmers in each of the two 
extension areas. Within these groups, the farmers selected topics they were interested in, 
such as row planting methods, fertilizer application, etc. DAFS and DAR staff jointly 
provided as many options as possible for addressing these topics (e.g., there wtere four 
different types of row planters). Individual farmers selected options that suited their own 
needs and resoires, and tested them in their own fields. Then throughout the season, 
farmers, DAFS and DAR staff met monthly to discuss the tests and to deal with any 
problems that arose. Field days were held in late April, and an assessment of the 
performance of each technology option was made by the group at the end of the season. At 
this time farmers also applied to ALDEP for equipment they wished to purchase. 

Thi-; was a "group" approach to extension, but it differed from most group actions in that 
each farmer acted individually to select and test technology items that they, themselves, were 
interested in. The only "group" activities undertaken were meetings that were held to exhibit 
technology options or to discuss the separate activities of the various participants. 

This approach has proved to be beneficial for all involved. For example, it was popular 
with farmers and resulted in a greater number of requests for ALDEP equipment and an 
increased rate of application of improved production methods In the areas where it was 
operating; it was an excellent forum for bringing together DAFS and DAR staff with farmers 
in the field to focus on local production problems; and it also provided AD's with a time
saving method for conducting an effective ex;ension programme while still allowing them to 
continue with the important work of administering government assistance programmes (like 
ALDEP and ARAP). 

Overall, it appears that this was a successful approach to improving the adoption of 
production practices, and one that could be widely applied across a region. Some ideas for 

the expanded application of the approach are discussed in this paper. 
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INTRODUCTION 

For many years the adoption of improved farming methods has been fairly slow in the 
been hinderedFrancistown region. In addition, in recert years farmer training by AD's has 

by the necessary but difficult burden of administering tarmer assistance programmes like 

ALDEP, ARAP, and other drought relief programmes, etc. To further complicate matters, 

farmers vary amongst themselves in terns of their interests, abilities and resources. For 

use donkey draught, some use oxen, others tractors. Thus AD's mustexample, some 
provide many different options for tilecommunity. Farmer training courses offered at local 

RTC's are often useful, but generally there has been little backup for farmers once they have 

When trying to apply in the field what they have learned at the RTC,left the centre. 
farners may get discouraged hy the apparent lack of encouragement, or may encounter 

lead farmersproblems that they did not learn about in the course. In either case, this may 


to give up and return to thcir traditional methods.
 

North East District asked the Department ofIn 1987 the coordinators for the CFDA in the 

Agricultural Research personnel in Francistown (ATIP) to join them in addressing the 

problem of slow adoption in the CFDA. After discussions between Regional and District 

DAFS staff, DAR staff and CFDA coordinators, an accelerated extension approach was 

in the CFDA area (Mapoka village). The test was to bedesigned for testing in one village 
run jointly by all participants, and is described below. 

APPROACIH 

here was first tested in Mapoka village inThe accelerated extension approach described 
a second village (Musojane) in 1988-89. The approach was1987-88, and then expanded to 

implemented as follows: 

(a). 	 The first step was to attend a kgotla meeting and announce the beginning of the 

programme. After a brief description of the programnme, any interested famiers were 

invited to attend the first group meeting. 

This first meeting was chaired by the local AD, but a district level DAFS officer and 

regional research officers also attended. During the meeting, farmers were asked to 

describe what types of improved farming methods they were interested in learning 

about. This was considered a very important step because farmers tend to only 

participate filly in an activity when it is something in which they are interested. 

same applies when it conies to adopting improved technologies. ThusThe 
cmcial to providing them with improvedunderstanding fanners' interests was 


technology that tley might adopt.
 

In the first meeting in Nlapoka (1 )7) farmers ,xpressed an interest in row planting 

methods and in correct f.rtilizcr application methods. Additionally, several farnmers 

alter lit Se of tlce troDnhad been explained twanted to ,row foh'kr crop, 
them h\ an AID1'l' officer. 

l)urirg thi; firt nccl.uw the participantsN also li .'ted in dw:iii how flicprogranifle 

\would operate. The pr' ,w %%:r, (o irtihwlc ,.,cwrs " I a n h i. accthul etd 

extension aplroachi coulld ht tinclion. 

and DAR personnel wiould loan equipment for testing asIt was agreed that I)AFS 
well as provide small amounts of seeds. I-erilier was available through the ARAP 

for tod,.ei crops. After initialprogramme and ALDEP promised to provide seed 

June 4, 1990- 1 -File: WP300JWP-25 



instruction, ianners selected the items they wished to test and did the testing
themselves, with their own draught power 	on their own lands. The fact that farmers 
selected what they wanted to test ensured that all farmers could work on items that 
suited their own resources, whether they used tractors, oxen or donkeys for draught 
power. This also freed the AD from having to assess farmers' problems and 
resources, and from having to make any recommendations. 

In this 	 initial meetine it was also agreed that the farmers, the kD, aud regional
DAFS and DAR pesonnel would meet once a month to discuss progress made,
problems arising in the tests, and fartmers' general observations. This monthly
interaction ensured that all participants maintained regular contact with each other 
without boeing too time consuming. 

(b). Before the second meeting, the I)A() and )AR staff collecte aI ranige of planting
equlttip ment (incltdin g the SCIble standard planiter, the pluugh/plIoantcr and the rotary
injection planter) and other relevant inpuis. At the second meeting, early in the rainy
season, the DAFS staff presenied thc equipment to tile farmers and demonstrated and 
discussed, in detail, each technology itemt (planters, fetlilizer application methxls,
etc.). Farmers thci selected th,. necessary inputs and started their trials. A "t'eld
assistant" was hired by DAR to assist tIre AD in distributi,-g the inputs and 
equipment to farmers, and to keep records regarding the location of equipment and
farners' activities. TIhe field assistant was hired by DAR because it .,as a "test" of 
a new system, and funds for this activity were not available from DAFS. 

(c). 	 Throughout the ,eason, monthly group meetings were held. These were very
important for several reasons: 

i. 	 If any farmers had prohlemis \\ith the items tihe were testing, they were able 
to discuss them at the meetings where they got help from other farmers who 
had addressed the same problems, from the AD, or from more senior experts
if necessary. This their initial problems were solved in a timely manner. 

ii. 	 The meetings also encouraged fanners to be active, since they wanted to 
show their fellow participants what they had achieved. 

iii. 	 The meetings allowed fanners to share opinions on the advantages and 
disadvantages of various technology options. in these discussions, the 
farmers learned about all of the technology options, not just the ones they
themselves were testing. 

iv. 	 They provided an opportunity for farmers, DAFS and DAR personnel to 
discuss general fami problems, including issues outside of the items being 
tested. 

v. 	 The meetin,s allowed DAFS 	 and DAR staff to monitor the farmers' progress
with the improved technologies, to better understand the types of problems
farmers faced in learning to use the new equipment, and to monitor the 
general farm situ ltiOn du ling the cropping season, 

TntLV; the my es verymothly eeting were tseftl, and very inportant for the success of 
the approach. 

(di. 	 Field days were held when crops were ne.:ing harvest. These were attended by
people front the village, farmers from other villages in the Francistown region, AD's 
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(e). 

(0. 

(g). 

File: 

from the Tati district, DAFS oistrict and regional staff, and DAR staff. During the 
field days, participating farmers had a chance to show the visitors their fields, 
describe what they had (lone and answer queries on the improved technologies they 
had beer, testing. This activity was very rewarding for the farmers involved in the 
testing. It should be emphasized that it was the fanner, who had carried out the 
trial, who de cribed the trial at each field visited. This greatly encouraged visiting 
farmers becau.,e the technology was being applied by famiers like themselves, and 
they could see the results. This method of farmers teaching other farmers is an 
effective way to spread improved fanning practices. During the visits there was a 
great deal of discussion among farmers about the pros and cons of various 
technology options. This was clear evidence of the strong irrierest that was generated 
by the field trials. 

At tileend of the season, after harvest, a final group nreeting was held to assess 
farers' overall opinions on tie improved techn ologis, anid to plan for tilecoming 
year. Many farniers. %%ho w%'ere pleased with the equii init icy had tested, decided 
to apply to pInrchase the equiprlent throlugh the Al.DIEP scherie. They owereassisted 
in this by tileAD aind district level I)AFS staff. It was ag reed that thes e applicants 
should be given priority inobtaining equipment because it %as clear that they knew 
how to the were to use it c x tilefuture. Ituse CIquiprient and intending -'siv yeI i r 
was also believed that farmers who learned to use nnn,, . metlhods through tile 
extension groups could act as advisors for fanners operating rnear to their fields, and 
so help to work AD.reduce tile of thc 

It should be noted that there was a difference between the way these "tests" were 
conducted by farriers and the way tests have been conducted in researcher-oriented 
faner testing groups. In these Extension-Oriented Fanner Testing Groups 
(EOFTG's) the tests were not conducted according , ;, standard design. Each 
farmer decided for hiiself/herself on what size of area to plant, what seed to use, 
etc. Records were kept regarding which technology -,.ach fanner tested, but there 
were no records of dates of field operations or grain yields. The tests also did not 
include control plots for making comparisons. Although it was originally 
recommended that farmers plant control plots beside the test areas, this suggestion 
was largely ignored. The only additional data collected were fron an End-Of-Season 
Survey, used to quantify faners' opinions regarding the tchnology they had been 
testing, and records on the equipment purchased by farriei:. The lack of structure 
and data from the testing prograninie were not major concerns because the main 
purpose of these groups was for the extension of iiiproved technologies. The 
monthly meetings and End-Of-Season Surveys provided sufficient feedback for the 
extension process. 

In addition, it is important to realize that while this was indeed a "group" approach 
to extension, it was not typical of the type of groutp that is usually formed for a joint 
activity. Instead, each farmer pailicipating in the group acted as an individual. Each 
one selected an item based on their own individual interests mid resources, and tested 
it on their own field. The farmers only came together ii, ; group to hear about the 
various technology options they might be interested in testing, and to share their 
obser'ations, problems and opinions on the technology options bcing tested. Thus 
each individual was working on his or her own problen. but sharing the knowledge 
gained with tie other members of the groiup. 

A fireI point regarding the frequently raised question ahout tine recruitment of group 
participants. The initial participants were simply people who responded to the public 
announcement made at art open village meeting (kgotla meeting). After that, a few 
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more people joined after talking about the activities with participating friends. It was 
felt that if mote participants would be desirable, further invitations could be made at 
future villages meetings. This recruiting approach was used to ensture that 
participants were self-motivated and had a genuine interest in learning, and to avoid 
the issue of people seeking handouts. It also avoided the issue of bias and 
favouritism. However, it was felt that participation by key farmlers was important, 
and if those key farers were not already participating, there is no reason why they 
could not be specifically contacted and invited to attend. 

OBSERVATIONS ON TIlE EFFECTIVENESS OF TIlE APPROACH 

The svsteni of using IOFIG's appeared to be very useful for tile AD's because it was a 
time-saving approach and allowed them to operate a successful extension programme while 
still giving them sufficient time to administer government assistance schemes. Also, for 
AL's with less experience, it was very helpful for them to have backup fron more senior 
DAFS staff and researchers. 

The approach was much appreciated by farmers because it allowed them to learn to use 
improved practices before deciding whether or not to purchase new equipment; it allowed 
themr to learn about a mnumlber of different options at tie saine time; and through out the 
season it provided th +n with a continuous source of encouragelent and assistance, wheneer 
problenms arose. 

As evidence of the effectiveness of the approach, 13 out of 22 farmer participants in the 
Mapoka group have either ordered or received planter units (Sebele Standard Planters), and 
I un its Iiave bccn purchbased bV the group mnlhers in Musojane. Since some of the 

participants had planters originally. rnost of the group nitnber,; now have planters. 
Additionally. a new light weight cultivator was presented to the group in 1988 and became 
available for sale in September 1989. In that saime season, 16 farners purchased cultivator 
writs. 

Originally there was some concern that tile IEOFI'G's might be dominated by more ,ell-to
do members of thIre community. since participation was open to all. This was not the case. 
At the meetings, each participant was givet a chance to speak thus all had an opportunity to 
express themselves. This could perhaps become a problem if the groups became too large 
and then not all riembers could speak. The fact that the farmers were working with a range 
of technology options also contributed to tile lack of dominance by anyone in particular. 
Farmers with more resources tended to use different options from farmers with fewer 
resources. Since all the options w.,ere diicussed at each meeting, faniers with more 
resources talked ahIut the options thcv'! +.ereusing while farners with less resources did 
likev i c Thus tile isstle of, having tile meetings doiinated by a particular group did not 
arise. 

iP;wtCiplttlOll ifi !1(1'As t'. for ilpiv\ nmi iiefuil :!circh pctsonnc! It t! lie linkage 
,!W!',' , siIc,h a!-i n,'i, p r' ne! :til ihK, I tc! e . In ttur - it should tl >: assist 

ti .vi tr, hr e, ,l'it.i. titi itiK t ie rL'.';rch ptloCts5. 

)ill:t lc ortn)ii;lo , . ld t I 
tlici, tile pro,It ticl ilii-loll mrl 

hw i 1cr it it ri,t.lli rri: ! )%\ I). atIit a d atIam rnr 
I 11 il Cie . o I0,'Li till prohklt i! , ..\t IIi[!!)ith I , tllnltatMgiriai:iiowst (N(()*'., 01 g '.,ie,itirie piri lltc t activitis.,tucla , MlCtic, I i i+ i ini, 

Such participaiotl carl lead to imiltr rmte iit,, at 1h distl level, lor earple. bCC.iiSe of 
farmers steady cornilaitits about the dificult of traiSporli:ig fcrtili/cr from Fratrcistown, tile 
Zwenshairbe Prig.adC is now plinring to smock and sell fenili/er to farimers ill their arca. 
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In general then, using EOFTG's to accelerate extension efforts has been seen by the 
participants as a successful approach, that is, it is effective yet simple to operate. Problems 
sometimes occtLrr.'d because senior DAFS staff did not have time to attend monthly meetings 
(due to heavy administrative loads), and sometimes there was a lack of equipment when 
farmers weie ready -) buy. but die problems were not insurmountable, and generally the 
app-'oach seemied pracical. The DAR and DAFS staff who participated in testing the system 
believe that if the system were widely applied it could impact many farmers and greatly 
ac':elerate the rate of adoption o; improved production practices in rnral areas. 

In summary, the EOFTG approach, has been popular and effective with farmers for several 
reasons: 

(a). Each farner wa., free to chose the paiticular option or options they wished to test. 
This meant that the farners were working with something they fth might be useful 
to them, and which suited their resources. 

(b). 1h. regular group meetings provided the farmers with backup throughout the 
cropping season. Consequently whenever they encountered a problem with a new 
technology option there were people immediately available to help solve it. In this 
way farmers learned to overcome tileearly problems involved wid adopting a 
technology, instead of becoming frustrated and giving up. 

(c). 	 At the same time, the EOFITG approach was a far more efficient extension method 
than individual farmer visits, because of the amount of time it saved extension 
personnel in going from farm to farm, and repeating an extcnsiotni message to each 
farmer, one by one. 

IDEAS ON TIlE EXPANSION OF TilE EXTLNSION-ORIENTED FARMER 
TESTING GROUPS APPROACH 

Work to dlate has involved "testing" a potentially useful approach. 'Io take advantage of the 
information gained from the test, and to spread the impact of tile 'ystem. the EOVU7G 
approach would need to be applied ott a much wider scale. This type of apptoach is fairly 
flexible, and could be useful either on its own (within a region) or in conjunction with other 
programmes. Applied on its own, the system would require a distict or regional 
coordinator, on the level of a DAS (District Agricultural Supervisor). This coordinator 
would oversee the groups activities generally; coordinate and arrange training courses for 
AD's (locally) where necessary; ensure that the groups were provided with the necessary 
equipment for demonstrations and farmer tests, generally provide backup support for AD's; 
and facilitate interaction between the groups and subject matter specialists, ALDEP and 
research personnel, as necessar-y. A single officer in this position could greatly strengthen 
the effectiveness of extension within a district or region, for a relatively small cost in terms 
of the allocation of personnel. Such personnel may be available. Within DAFS there are 
experienced and capable AD's who may be frustrated by the lack of opportunities fot 
advancement. At the same time, new AD's are graduating fron 13AC every year. Creating 
a new "groups coordinator" post in each district, at the level of DAS, would allow for the 
promotion of promising personnel while strengthening the effectiveness of the department. 

Within extension areas, AD's might also; require one field assistant to help admini:;ter the 
programme. Again this would be relatively low cost. Such it programme could start out 
with only a few groups within a district, and spread to more extension areas as the 
appropriate systems developed, and AD's became more conversan' "ith the programme. 
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Should 	 AD's find that there were more farmers in their area who wished to participate than 
could easily be accommodated in one group, the AD's could presumably start a second 
group. A second group would probably require the addition of more of the items being 
tested, and might require an additional field assistant to liaise with farmers in the second 
group. 

With tileproper spacing of activities, the coordinator would stay busy all year round. The 
winter season could be used for training sessions with AD's, and for promoting ALDEP 
programmes such as the construction of water catchient tanks and fencing. 

If the EOFTG approach were applied in conjunction with other programmes, a special 
coordinator might not be necessary. ALDEI' and others are now considering sonic 
alternative methods for accelerating adoption of improved practices among ALDEP target 
groups. These include District Deionstration Farms (DDF's), the use of farmer training 
programmes, extension videos, Soil Conservation Groups and Farmer Field Days. Some 
ideas on how the EOI-I'G approach might usefully be merge'] with these techniques are 
described below: 

(a). 	 District Demonstration Farms: Besides being a useful demonstration plot for a 
district, DDF's might provide the backdrop for an EOFrG, where farmts could get 
"hands-on" training and practice in the use of various technology options before 
selecting items for testing in their own fields. File DDF's would also be a place 
where fanners could observe the effects of putting various technology options 
together in a package, for example, a combination of early ploughing, row planting, 
fertilizer application and the use of the Malin cultivator as a package for donkey 
owners. At the same time, organizing a "group" around the DDF's would greatly 
strengthen the DDF programme because it would provide an efficient form of backup 
support and encouragement for farners trying to adopt tcchnolugy options they 
observed in use on the DD s. The backup would likely result in a much higher 
success rate among farmers trying to adopt improved practices. Supervision of the 
group would fall to the AD and the regional ALDEP officer in charge of the DDF, 
though a field assistant would probably be necessary to help the AD administer the 
programme. 

(b). 	 Farmer Training Programmes: EOFTG's could also be easily combined with the 
farmer training programme being developed and practiced by researchers in 
Mahalapye. EOFrG's could be an excellent vehicle for training programmes (as with 
the DDF's) and provide the important backup function for farmers trying to adopt the 
technologies. 

(c). 	 Extension Videos: In areas somewhat removed from DDF's, extension videos could 
serve as a means for generating farmer interest in new technologies and for teaching 
farmers how to use the various technologies. Again, this would be very compatible 
with an extension group approach. For --xanlple, the videos would naturally bc 
shown to a group of famnners, not on an individual basis. The videos are sufficient to 
give faners the basic idea of how various technologies are used, but farmers will 
forget sotne of what they see and hear, and videos cannot deal with specific 
problems that farmers may encounter later when they try to apply what they have 
seen on film. Thus. avain. using the group fontm to provide backup for these 
farmers, otna regular basis, would be a logical approach. Providing backup support 
would result in a significantly higher adoption rate than if farmers were simply 
shown i video ntessavr once and left to their own devices wien trying to apply the 
new ideas. In this case, groups would have to be managed b, the local AD,with 
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help from district level staff and possibly regional DAR staff. A district coordinator 
might also be necessary, depending or, the number of groups in the district. 

(d). 	 Soil Conservation Groups: TMe EOFTG approach is already being applied in this 
area. Only small modifications would be required to expand it and allow 
participating farmers the option of testing a wider range of technologies. Expansion 
of the soil conservation groups would probably require ALDEP to place technical 
ofticers in each district. 

(e). 	 Farmer Field Days: Farmer field (lays are a well tested extension approach. They 
are often used to expose the farming community to new ideas and to demonstrate 
that new technologies are practical and productive. The EOFTG's have been used as 
a basis for field days, and have proved to be very effective. At these field days, ie 
farmers involved in testing specific technologies are given the chance to present their 
work and their opinions to other visiting farmers, in the field. To have farmers who 
have actually used the technology teaching other farmers how it works, is probably 
on of the fastest ways to promote improved production systems. 

SUMMARY 

Overall, it appears that this was a successful approach to improving the adoption of 
production practices, and one that could be widely applied across a region. In addition, the 
EOFTG approach is flexible and compatible with a wide range of other extension techniques 
and activities. The components of the model which contribute to its success and distinguish 
it from other approaches are as follows: 

(a). 	 Bringing farmers together in a "group" to make more efficient use of extension 
officers' time, and to enhance the sharing of ideas. 

(b). 	 To give to farmers the responsibility of deciding where their interests lie, and which 
technology options best suit their needs (they are in a better position to decide this 
than anyone else). 

(c). 	 To have regular meetings throughout the growing season to provide backup for 
farmers working with new and unfamiliar technology, in a time and resource-efficient 
manner. 
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