
REPUBLIC OF ZAIRE
 
Ministry of Africulture, Rural Animation
 

and Community Development
 

REPORT (CNTHE 

SURVEY OF PROCAR 's 
AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 

PROGRAM
 

JULY - AUGUST 1990
 

BY 

WENDY WEIDNER
 

USAID/ZAIRE AREA FOOD AND MARKET 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (660-0102) 

CONTRACT NO. AFR-0102-C-00-8002-00 



EiNE THE PRAGMA 
/E CORPORATION

SI i c, AS BROA D SFR EF 
VALI.S CHU Cli, VA 2204c 

Te1-1. 703-237-9303 0 'kx 203507 PRAGMA FSCII IR
 

FAX 703-237-9326
 

President
 

Jacques Defay
 

Established 1977 

Clients Overseas Offices 

All) Belize/Belize City 

World Bank Tel:15938 
IDi; Telex: 120 \'II1.A BZ 

IFAD Burkina Fasu/Ouagadorigu 

OAS Tel. ii5i9 

Peace Corps Telex: RAN I10THI. 5273 BF 

Fields 

Agrltulture/Rural Development 

Indonesi/Jakarta 
Tel: 79348) 
Telex: -7

,
19 FINAS IA 

Health Water S.initation FAX: 7996218 
Financial Management Panama/Panama C1ity 

Privat' Sector Development Tel: 649369 

Conteoreote Management Tel:(,178-0 

Participant Training (M-C) Telex: 2116 TRTEI.COR PA 
Industri.il )evelopinent and Finance 

Microcomputer Application, I lardware and Software Zairc/Kinshasa 
Telex: 21536 LASCO ZR 

Philippines/Manlai 
Southeast Asia Regional Office 

Tel. 50-08- i5/58-2 1-57 

Telex: 40084tW\I-'J 

Countries 

Africa Latin America Asia North Africa/ 

Benin Argentine Burma Middle East 

Botswana Belize India Egypt 

Burkina Fasu Bolivia Indonesia Jordan 

Central African Costa Rica Nepal Lebanon 

Republic Ecuador Pakistan Morocco 

Ivory Coast Guyana Philippines Tunisia 

Mali Honduras Singapore Yemen 

Niger Mexico 
Rwanda Nicaragua 

Sierra Leone Panama 

Uganda Paraguay 

Zaire Peru 

Zimbabwe Caribbean 
Malawi Antigua 

Lesotho Barbados 

)ominica 

Dominican Republic 

Haiti 

Jamaica 
St.Kitts/Nevis 



REPUBLIC OF ZAIRE
 
Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Animation
 

and Community Development
 

REPORT ON THE 

SUR'VEY OF PROCAR's
 
AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION
 

PROGRAM
 

JULY - AUGUST 1990
 

BY 

WENDY WEIDNER
 

USAID/ZAIRE AREA FOOD AND MARKET 

DWELOPMENT PROJECT (660-0102) 

CONTRACT NO. AFR-0102-C-00-8002-00 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

This report presents the results of an intensive survey conducted during July and August of 1990 to 
assess the effectiveness of the agricultural extension program used by the Zaire Area Food and Market 
Development Project (known by its French acronym, PROCAR). Since Season A 1988, the project
has pursued an active agricultural extension program through four Zairian intermediate management
organizations in the Bandundu region. In April 1990, after two years and 3-1/2 growirg seasons 
(Seasons A & B 1988-89, Season A and part of Season B 1989-90) of promoting better techniques and
improved seed varieties to contact farmers, USAID/ARD and PROCAR reached a joint decision to 
evaluate the program's progress and success. The survey was conducted by PROCAR's Research and 
Information Division (DRI). 

The survey's objective was twofold: 1) to assist PROCAR in assessing whether or not the messages in 
its extension package were getting across to the contact farmer, thus allowing die project to estimate its 
progress and to reevaluate and readjust its methodology to improve its extension system; and 2) to 
establish a set of indicators through which PROCAR could monitor -- and eventually evaluate -- its 
work with the intermediate management organizations. 

PROCAR's Extension Program 

The purpose of PROCAR is to increase agricultural -roduction, marketing, and processing in central 
Bandundu, with the ultimate goal of raising the standard of living of the rural population. The 
project's mandate is to work through Bandundu-based intern,-'diate frianagement organizations (IMOs),
using these local institutio-ns and private companies as mechanisms for technology transfer in 
production, processing, and marketing of agricultural products to benefit the small farmers, merchants, 
and the population in the sixteen collectivit6 s covered by the project area. 

The thrust of PROCAR's extension program consists of distributing improved varieties of seeds and 
manioc cuttings and of promoting better planting techniques to farmers in centra Bandundu through
extension agents from the various IMOs with which it works. The preiect's extension methodology is 
three tiered. Each IMO begins with a demonstration stage, where new techniques and varieties are 
compared with local varieties and techniques. Next, the IMO passes to the multiplication stage,
where the new varieties are multiplied to ensure self-sufficiency in seed production and to decrease the 
IMO's dependence on PROCAR for agricultural inputs. Finally, the IMO reaches the distribution 
stage in which new varieties are disseminated to village members. 

The key aspect of PROCAR's extension program is the demonstration and multiplication fields. 
Demonstration fields are divided into four parts, combining local and improved techniques and 
varieties in such a way to show c!early the contact farmer the advantages (or disadvantages) of the new 
technicues and varieties and how they effect the growth of crops and the amount the farmers are able 
to harvest. Multiplication fields focus on the reproduction of improved varieties for eventual 
distribution to the farmers. This study adds an additional non-technical term, combination fields,
which describes fields that fuse elements of the demonstration and multiplication fields. Combination 
fields often contain a crop that PROCAR would like to introduce to the region that does not have a 
local variety with which it can be compared. To make the best use of the field, the new variety is 
usually planted using a new technique, thus using aspects of both the demonstration and multiplication 
fields. 
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The PROCAR extension package promotes the following improved varieties and techniques. In 
keeping with local food production and consumption patterns, PROCAR is promoting improved
manioc F100. In an effort to introduce more protein into the diets of the local population, the project

promotes four new varieties of cowpeas, H4, H36, IT83D, and Muyaya as well as soy Jupiter and
 
SJ-66. Rice is also a key crop in the project area; PROCAR has distributed an improved variety of
rice, R66. Finally, the project extends three different varieties of both corn and peanuts: Bandundu 
I, Kasai I, Ikenne, and JL24, P43, A1052, respectively. The new techniques promoted are &s 
follows: 

O3 Planting in line 
0 "Billonage": mounding earth before planting 
O Respecting number of seeds per pocket: 1-2 grains for rice; 2 for corn. 
o3 Weeding 
O Length of manioc cutting: +/- 25-30 cm. 
o Distance between plants: 1 meter for manioc
 
o 
 Oblique planting of manioc cutting (plant in a slanting position)
 
O1 Tilling/plowing
 

Survey Findings 

The target population for this survey was the principal beneficiaries of PROCAR's extension system,
the contact farmers, men and women who work directly with extension agents from the various 
IMOs. They are the individuals with direct exposure to the new varieties and techniques promoted by
the PROCAR extension package. PROCAR works with a total of 2,945 contact farmers: 42 (in 3 
villages) from CEAE, 1,761 (in 63 villages) from CAL, 200 (in 7 villages) from PADR, and 942 (in 
61 villages) from DPP. 

The DRI ultimately decided on a two-stage stratified sampling strategy: a random choice of villages
followed by a random choice of contact farmers within those villages. We conducted an exhaustive 
survey in Ekubi (all 42 contact farmers); surveyed 6 contact farmers in each of the seven PADR 
villages (42 contact farmers); and interviewed 5 contact farmers in 10 villages for both CAL and DPP 
(50 contact farmers from each IMO). The total survey sample size was 182 contact farmers. In each 
of the villages, we used a random number chosen by the village chief to choose the contact farmers to 
be surveyed from a list of names supplied by the extension worker. Since the project was also 
interested in finding out the secondary effects of its extension system, the DRI decided to run an 
informal side-survey of observer farmers, farmers living in the same villages as the contact farmers 
but who did not have direct contact with the extension worker. We surveyed roughly half as many
observer farmers as contact farmers. The results of this .Ade-survey can be found in Annex B jf this 
report. 

Adoption Rates of New Techniques. Awareness of new techniques varies from crop to crop, but 
overall averages by technique without distinguishing among crops show that only 21 percent of the 
contact farmers surveyed indicated they had been exposed to the new techniques. Of those who had 
been exposed, a moderate 33 percent had adopted the techniques. For those contact farmers who were 
surveyed and did adopt the new techniques, the most striking overall averages for adoption were for 
tilling/hoeing the soil, with 29 percent of the contact farmers who were exposed to the technique
adopting it, and respecting the number of seeds per pocket, with an adoption rate of 31 percent for the 
contact farmers who answered the question. However, when one takes the analysis one step further to 
look at overall adoption rates (that is, of the 182 contact farmers surveyed, not just of those who 



indicated they were familiar with the techniques), we find the aggregated percentage of adoption rates 
decreases even further to a low 6 percent. 

The key question becomes: Why is the contact farmer not applying the techniques in his/her own 
fields? The contact farmers' most common response of why they did not adopt was that the new 
techniques took too much time -- an indication that perhaps some of the new techniques promoted in 
the extension may not be appiopriate for the labor and/or time constraints of the contact farmers. 
Another frequent response was that the contact farmers were waiting for improved seeds and manioc 
cuttings before trying the new techniques. Since the PROCAR extension package does not require that 
new techniques be used exclusively with new varieties, this is a strong indication that somewhere along
the line the message has been reinterpreted or change, resulting in fewer farmers who are trying the 
new techniques in their personal fields. 

Adoption Rates of New Varieties. Similar to the contact farmers' general exposure to the new 
techniques, the average overall exposure of the 182 contact farmers surveyed to new varieties is just
under one quarter, at 22 percent. However, most contact farmers are still using local varieties in their 
private fields. Of thuee individuals who indicated they were exposed to the new varieties, only 14 
percent lad actually planted them in the", own fields. Most commonly adopted varieties were R66 
(29%), a combination of local and improved varieties (23%), unnamed improved varieties (18%), and 
a combination of improved varieties grown in association (i5%). When we take the analysis even 
furthur and look at adoption rates as they relate to the total number of contact farmers surveyed, the 
overall adoption rate drops to 1 percent. 

An interesting point is that despite these extremely low overall adoption rates, the contact farmers 
reacted positively when asked their opinions of the quality of the new varieties. On average, 82 
percent of the contact farmers who responded felt that the improved varieties were superior in quality 
to local varieties. 

fhis would lead us to conciude that contact farmers are in fact satisfied with the new varieties and that 
perhaps the reason they are not planting them in their private fields is due to the lag time between 
growing the seeds in multiplication fields and distributing the seeds to the contact farmers for planting.
As mentioned earlier, PROCAR's extension system follows a three-tier methodology; passing from 
demonstration to multiplication and finally to distribution of seeds. Since this survey was conducted 
after only 3-1/2 growing seasons, it would seem logical that we hit most of the IMOs in their 
multiplication stage. !n other words, distribution of seeds of new varieties is, at present, limited. 

Continued Interest in PROCAR's Extension System. An ample 97 percent of the contact farmers 
surveyed indicated they wanted to continue working with their extension agent. Similarly, a 
substantial number of farmers wanted to continue working on demonstration and multiplication fields,
with 87 and 92 percent respectively responding positively. These high percentages lead us to conclude 
that the contact farmer is interested in and would ike to continue working with PROCAR's extension 
package. However, this high level of interest is contradicted by low rates of adoption for both new 
techniques and improved varieties. This would lead us to doduce one or both of two things: 1) that for 
some reason, the messages in the extension package are not getting across as effectively as they could 
be; or 2) that the messages transmitted are not approptiately adapted to the specific constraints faced by
the contact farmers or to the farming systems they practice. 
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Conclusions and Future Studies 

The results of this survey lead us to conclude that an in-depth reassessment of the messages PROCAR 
is extending needs to be conducted by the project's Production and Outreach Division. PROCAR 
needs to rethink how it is going about transmitting its extension messages. The following are key 
points for contemplation: 

0 How to Work More Effectively with the IMOs. If PROCAR is to continue to work 
through IMOs in order to transmit its extension messages, then it needs to determine 
how it can more effectively work through these IMOs to ensure the messages its 
extension package contains pass more easily and more directly to the contact farmer. 

O3 	 How to Clarify and Refocus Extension Messages. PROCAR's agronomists and 
extension specialists need to contemplate how to refocus, simplify, and clarify the 
extension messages to more appropriately address the techniques and varieties the 
contact farmers accept more easily or in which they show more interest. 

[ 	 Conduct Intensified Training for All Agents. Once these modifications are made in 
the extension package, an intensified training program for PROCAR agents and at both 
the IMO and extension agent levels should take place to ensure that the refurbished 
extension messages are fully understood by all agents involved in PROCAR's extension 
system and that the messages found with the package will be transmitted more 
effectively to the contact farmer. 

[] 	 How to Increase Access to Seeds of Improved Varieties. Finally, since it is evident 
that contact farmers are interested in the new varieties the project is promoting but may 
lack access to seeds, PROCAR would do well to intensify its efforts to facilitate the 
distribution of seeds to the contact farmers, whether directly or through the various 
IMOs. 

Regardless of the process chosen by PROCAR for the amelioration of its extension program, it is clear 
that changes need to occur in order to increase adoption rates as well as the overall impact of the 
project. Implicit in this is the need for future studies to measure the impact that any modifications to 
the existing extension program have made. The Production and Outreach Division and the Research 
and Information Division should make a combined effort to follow-up continually on the progress 
being made by the IMOs and extension agents with the "revised" extension package. Most 
importantly, this survey should be viewed as a baseline study from which the progress and 
effectiveness of the new extension package can be measured. A follow-on survey should be conducted 
in the future to assess the progress the new extension package has made in more adequately 
transmitting PROCAR's extension messages to the contact farmers. 
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PROCAR'S AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SYSTEM
 
A Survey to Assess its Progress and Success
 

Introduction
 

Since Season A 1988, the Zaire Area Food and Market Development Project (known by its French 
acronym, PROCAR) has pursued an active agricultural extension program through four Zairian 
intermediate management organizations in the Bandundu region. In April 1990, after two years and 3
1/2 growing seasons (Seasons A & B 1988-89, Season A and part of Season B 1989-90) of promoting 
better techniques and improved varieties to contact farmers, USAID/ARD and PROCAR decided it was 
time to assess the effectiveness of the extension activities to evaluate their progress and success. A 
collaborative decision was reached to conduct a survey during the months of July and August. The 
following report presents the results of this survey, conducted by PROCAR's Research and 
Information Division (DRI). 

The survey 	was closely tied to the development of a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system through
which the project could track the performance and the impact of its extension program. With this in 
mind, the survey was designed to focus on specific issues and questions that could be measured and 
evaluated over time. Key points were: 

O1 Which extension themes are known by the farmer 
[] Which extension themes she/he is puttv..g into practice 
O Which extension items are not accepted and why 
O How many farmers are reached directly (contact farmers) and how many indirectly 

(follower farmers)
0 Likely impact of the adoption of extension recommendations 
O3 Majo: constraints to the adoption of extension recommendations 
[] Frequency of contact between the extension agents and farmers 
O1 Effectiveness of demonstration and multiplication fields 
o 	 Role of the "fermiers du Kwilu" as progressive farmers and as intermediaries (role 

models) for more effective extension 

The survey's objective was twofold: 1)to assist PROCAR in assessing whether or not the messages in 
its extension package are getting across to the contact farmer, thus allowing the project to estimate its 
progress and to reevaluate and readjust its methodology to improve its extension system; and 2) to 
establish a set of indicators through which PROCAR could monitor -- and eventually evaluate -- its 
work with the NGOs and cooperatives. 

This report 	is divided into five parts. Part One gives a brief overview of PROCAR, with a particular 
focus on the project's extension system. Principal topics are PROCAR's activities and objectives; a 
brief background on each IMO; the varieties and techniques promoted by the project; and an 
explanation of demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. Part Two discusses the survey
methodology, explaining the sample size; the definition of "contact farmer" versus "observer farmer"; 
the choice of villages and contact farmers to be surveyed; the design of the questionnaire; the survey 
team (enumerators and supervisors); and various problems that the survey team encountered along the 
way. Part Three presents the survey's finding-;, concentrating on the contact farmer. It assesses 
,idoption rates of improved varieties and better techniques and describes the demonstration, and 
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combination fields on which the contact farmer works and what is dnne with the produce of those 
fields. In addition, this part will describe the contact farmer's interaction with the extension agent as 
well as the contact farmer's opinions of the varieties promoted by PROCAR. Part Four presents
conclusions reached after the data were analyzed. Finally, Part Five recommends possible future 
studies that could measure change and progress made by the extension system as the project advances. 

This report has three annexes. Annex A contains French versions of the two questionnaires we used 
during the survey. Annex B presents some of the findings of the informal side-survey we conducted 
on the "observer farmer," which are explained in Part II: Survey Methodology. Annex C contains 
two parts, one focusing on "lessons learned" during the survey for use in future follow-on surveys, and 
a special section on gender concerns. 

Part 1: Project Background 

The purpose of PROCAR is to increase agricultural production, marketing, and processing in central 
Bandundu, with the ultimate goal of raising the standard of living of the rural population. Although
the project has a broad range of activities, including training and research, PROCAR has focused the 
majority of its resources on agricultural and extension activities. 

The project's mandate is to work through Bandundu-based intermediate management organizations
(IMOs), which are viable institutions (whether for profit or not-for-profit) including private voluntary
organizations (PVOs), non-governmental organizations (NGO)s, and private sector entities. The idea 
is to use these local PVOs and private companies as mechanisms for technology transfer in production,
processing, and marketing of agricultural products to benefit the small farmers, merchants, and the 
population in the sixteen collectivit6 s covered by the project area. The initiative for working through
IMOs is based on mutual advantage. The IMOs have solid experience in Bandundu and have 
developed working relationships with the local population that are beneficial to PROCAR. In turn,
PROCAR provides the IMO project with resources, training, and logistical support. The underlying
theme is institutional development and sustainability. By assisting the IMOs in working with their own 
rural population and in developing their individual institutional capacities, the project is ensuring a 
continuity in its methodology of increasing production that would outlast its ten-year life span. 

The Intermediate Management Organizations 

In 1988, PROCAR staff members conducted an extensive study of various IMOs and cooperatives in 
the project area. Numerous criteria, including a proven involvement or a serious interest in starting
agricultural programs and a focus on village cultivators and food crops, were established to identify
organizations with the institutional capacity to absorb the technical assistance PROCAR was offering.
Four organizations were chosen: Developpement Progr s Populaire (DPP) and Projet Alimentaire du 
Developpement Rural (PADR), both based in Idiofa; Cooperative Elevage Agricole et Artisanale 
(CEAE), based in Ekubi; and Centre Agricole Lusekele (CAL), based in Lusekele. The following is a 
brief description of their extension programs. 

Developpement Progr s Populaire (DPP). DPP has a wide range of development activities including
agriculture, reforestation, fish culture, animal husbandry, apiculture, and housing. The IMO is 
organized on three levels: the headquarters in Idiofa; 5 CERs, of which 3 are in the project area (CER-
Laba, CER-Yassa, and CER- Mbeo), where supervisors of the extension agents reside; and the parish 
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level, which contains the villages in which the extension agents work. The IMO works mainly through
village level groups, often with cattle cooperatives organized by the agents. The majority of extension 
agents, all of whom are male, are "animateurs ruraux," primarily community organizers who live at 
the village level. They receive technical support from technicians, such as agronomists and 
veterinarians, who are based at the CERs. Each agent is assigned to a parish within one of the CERs 
and is expected to work with all of the villages in the parish. In reality, the agents work in a 
maximum of 11 villages. Each has a bicycle. There are also 5 Peace Corp Volunteers who currently
work with DPP. They have received motorcycles and materials from PROCAR. Due to transportation
constraints, the supervisors are only able visit one agent per month. With 4-6 agents per CER, each 
agent is visited once during each trimester. Over the past year DPP has instigated an in-service 
training program and a seed loaning and multiplication program (DPP guarantees to purchase any seed 
produced above repayment in kind). 

Projet Alimentaire du Developpement Rural (PADR). PADR, founded in 1987, focuses its 
development activities on agriculture, fish culture, "animation" or village organization, and small 
animal husbandry. There are currently 11 male agents working in anywhere from 4 to 12 villages
each. Although they work in a radius of 25 kilometers from where they reside (one agent has a village
40 kilometers away), none of them has a means of transportation. The agents work through village
committees. They first make contact with a village, explain PADR's development program, and 
suggest that a village committee be established. In principal, both men and women can be members of 
the village committee by paying a one-time fee that is contributed to the committee cash box. In 
reality, however, the survey team found that the majority of village committees were made up of men 
who could afford the fee. With assistance from the PADR agent, the village committee plants a 
collective field whose harvest is divided in two parts: half is for village consumption and half is sold 
(the money divided evenly between the village cash box and the village's contribution to the agent's
prime). PADR has one supervisor, who is also the founder of the IMO. PROCAR has provided him 
with a motorcycle. The supervisor makes two visits to his agents every month; one planned and the 
other unannounced. PROCAR has provided PADR, which has no in-service training program, with 
training in grain storage, visual aides, demonstration/multiplication fields, and rural development 
(USAID/Israel-funded training). 

Cooperative Elevage Agricole et Artisanale (CEAE). CEAE is a dynamic cooperative of 30 
members whose activities focus on increasing agricultural production and marketing. The cooperative,
which began in 1969 and started up again in 1987 after several years of inactivity, also collaborates 
with two pre-cooperatives in nearby villages, Ekubi II (seven members) and Pangu (5 members), which 
they contacted under their own initiative to disseminate information on new varieties and techniques.
The cooperative is composed of clan chiefs who receive the manioc cuttings or improved varieties and 
in turn distribute them to their own clan members. Each clan has its own demonstration field. The 
cooperative has three extension agents (all male), one working exclusively in Ekubi, while the other 
two divide their time between Ekubi II and Pangu. There is no supervisor. PROCAR has provided
training in demonstration/multiplication fields development. Closely tied to their involvement in 
production, CEAE has been at the forefront of PROCAR marketing activities and is highly involved in 
evacuating their rice produce to Kikwit for sale. 

Centre Agricole Lusekele (CAL). Of all the IMOs with which PROCAR works, CAL has the most 
extensive extension system. There are currently 21 male agents and five Peace Corps Volunteers 
working at CAL. The agents are chosen by village communities or church groups who sponsor the 
candidates for a six-month training course conducted by the Lusekele staff. During the training, agents
reside at the Lusekele Center and, upon completion, are assigned to a community where there is 
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already a CAL agent for a trial period. After the trial period, the agents return to work in the 
communities which originally sponsored them. The CAL extension system has increased its emphasis 
on agricultural extension and also works in small animal husbandry, fish culture, and gardening. CAL 
also provides improved chicks and a chicken vaccination program. CAL extension agents work in an 
average of six villages within a radius of eight kilometers from their village of residence. Each agent
has a bicycle (Peace Corps Volunteers have motorcycles). CAL has one supervisor who has access to 
a motorcycle and visits each agent once every twc months. The agents receive monthly in-service 
training at the Center conducted by CAL and EPIF/CAL (a pilot program focusing on agricultural
extension for women) staff. PROCAR has also conducted training sessions focusing on visual aides, 
demonstration and multiplication fields, and tree nurseries. 

It is important to note hero. that each of the organizations assisted by PROCAR is an autonomous 
entity. PROCAR lends technical and logistical assistance, but it does not force its extension package on 
the IMO. The PROCAR extension methodology is often one of several extension packages to which 
the IMO has access. This can lead to a mixing and matching of techniques or varieties, according to 
the desires of the IMO. Although, in principal, the idea of working through IMOs to ensure 
institutional development is a good one, in actuality, it may have proven to hinder the effectiveness 
with which the project's extension messages have been passed. As is often the case, messages passed
through several sources message can change or become less clear. This, of course, depends on the 
extension agent's presentation. 

PROCAR's Extension Program 

The thrust of PROCAR's extension program consists of distributing improved varieties of seeds and 
manioc cuttings and of promoting better planting techniques. PROCAR trains the extension agents
from the various IMOs in the proper use of the new seeds and techniques and conducts follow-on visits 
to the check progress of the extension agents' activities. The project's extension methodology is three 
tiered. Each IMO begins with a demonstration stage, where new techniques and varieties are 
compared with local varieties and techniques. Next, the IMO passes to the multiplication stage,
where the new varieties are multiplied to ensure self-sufficiency in seed production and to decrease the 
IMIO's dependence on PROCAR for agricultural inputs. Finally, the IMO reaches the distribution 
stage in which new varieties are disseminated to village members. PROCAR works mainly through
demonstration and multiplicztion fields, which will be explained below. First, however, it's important 
to be familiar with the types of new varieties and techniques the project is promoting. 

New Varieties. Bandundu's number one crop and the staple of the region's population is manioc. In 
keeping with local food production and consumption patterns, PROCAR is promoting improved
manioc F100. In an effort to introduce more protein into the diets of the local population, the project
promotes four new varieties of cowpeas, H4, -36, IT83D, and Muyaya (although this survey only
covered two of these varieties, H4 and H36), as well as soy Jupiter and SJ-66 (this survey covered 
Jupiter). Rice is also a key crop in the project area; PROCAR has distributed an improved variety of 
rice, R66. Finally, the project extends three different varieties of both corn and peanuts: Bandundu 
I, Kasai I, Ikenne, and JL24, P43, A1052, respectively. PROCAR receives the bulk of these new 
varieties from SENARAV aad BUNASEM. 

The distribution of the new varieties differs among the IMOs. From the time PROCAR actively
started its extension program during Season A of 1988 until now, CAL has received seeds for all of 
the new varieties except soy SJ-66. To DPP, PROCAR has distributed manioc FIO; corn Bandundu I 
and Kasai I; peanuts JL24, P43, and A1052; cowpea Muyaya; rice R66; and soy Jupiter and SJ-66. 
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CEAE has received manioc F100, corn Bandundu I, peani.s SL24, cowpeas Muyaya, and rice R66. 
Finally, to PADR, PROCAR has distributed manioc F100, corn Bandundu I, and peanuts A1052. 

New Techniques. Although the new techniques promoted by PROCAR differ from crop to crop, they 
are listed in totality here. 

o Planting in line 
o "Billonage"': mounding earth before planting

o3 Respecting number of seeds per pocket: 1-2 grains for rice; 2 for corn.
 
o Weeding
 
0 Length of manioc cutting: +/-25-30 cm.
 
[] Distance between plants: 1 meter for manioc
 
O3 Oblique planting of manioc cutting (plant in a slanting position)
 
[3 Tilling/plowing
 

These new techniques have been promoted at each IMO. 

The linchpin of PROCAR's extension program is the demonstration and multiplication field. 
Demonstration fields are divided into four parts, each demonstrating the effects of production of local 
versus improved techniques and varieties. A typical field is +/-12.5 ares (100 ares= 1hectare) and is 
divided as follows: 

LOCAL VARIETY/ IMPROVED VARIETY/ I
 
LOCAL TECHNIQUE I LOCAL TECHNIQUE [
.......... .. ... ......................................
 
LOCAL VARIETY/ I IMPROVED TECHNIQUE/ I 
IMPROVED TECHNIQUE I IMPROVED VARIETY i 

The demonstration field is a means to clearly show the contact farmer the advantages (or
disadvantages) of the new techniques and varieties. The idea is to motivate the contact farmers to 
adopt the PROCAR extension package, once they are able to see for themselves how the new varieties 
and techniques effect the growth of their crops and the amount they are able to harvest. The 
demonstration field allows the contact farmer to compare the techniques promoted in PROCAR's 
extension package to his/her own practices from the moment the seeds/manioc cuttings are planted 
until the produce is harvested. 

Muitiplication fields focus on the reproduction of improved varieties. These fields tend to be larger,
measuring +/-40 iies and are not divided to demonstrate new techniques. In principal, multiplication
fields are instigated after demonstration fields, when the contact farmers have expressed an interest in 
increased access to seeds or manioc cuttings of the new variety. 

As with any extension package, over time there takes place a mixing and matching of the parts that 
make up the whole. In addition to pure demonstration and multiplication fields, there are what are 
referred to in this study as "combination fields" which fuse elements of the two. Combination fields 
are not a technical term used in the PROCAR extension package, it merely serves to define the fields 
that can be considered both demonstration and multiplication fields at the same time. For example,
combination fields often contain a crop that PROCAR would like to introduce to the region, such as 
soy, that does not have a local variety with which to compare. To make best use of the field, 
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PROCAR plants the new variety (for multiplication purposes) using a new technique (for
demonstration purposes). Corn is usually grown in combination fields. Due to cross pollination
problems, local and improved varieties cannot be planted close to one another as is required by 
demonstration fields. 

Part H: Survey Methodology 

The Sample Size 

Since the principal beneficiaries of PROCAR's extension system are contact farmers, they were chosen 
as the target population for the survey. In this study, contact farmers are defined as the men and 
women who work directly with extension agents from the various IMOs. They are the individuals with 
direct exposure to the new varieties and techniques promoted by PROCAR or the direct beneficiaries 
of the PROCAR extension package. At the time DRI initiated its work on the survey, there was no
comprehensive list of contact farmers. Before choosing a sample size, the Division's first task was to 
find out the exact number of contact farmers with which PROCAR was working. Members of DRI 
spent several weeks talking to each extension worker with whom the project works, asking them to
give their total number of contact farmis and the villages in which they worked. We found that 
PROCAR works with a total of 2,945 contact farmers: 42 (in 3 villages) from CEAE, 1,761 (in 63 
villages) from CAL, 200 (in 7 villages) from PADR, and 942 (in 61 villages) from DPP. 

Th major constraining factor on the decision of sample size was the time in which to conduct the 
survey. The DRI ultimately decided on a two-stage stratified sampling strategy; a random choice of 
villages followeJ by a rzandom choice of contact farmers within those villages. Due to lack of 
information on variance t) calculate an optimal sample size, the DRI decided to do an exhaustive 
survey in Ekubi (,l 42 contact farmers); to survey six contact farmers in each of the seven PADR 
villages (42 contact farmers); and to survey five contact farmers in 10 villages for both CAL and DPP 
(50 contact farmers from each IMO). A random table was used to choose the villages. In each of the
villages, we used a random number chosen by the village chief to chose the contact farmers to be 
surveyd from the list of names supplied by the extension worker. 

The project was also interested in finding out the secondary effects of its extension system, to assess 
whether or not other farmers were picking up new techniques or varieties on there own by observing
the contact farwers. For this reason, the DRI decided to run an informal sidt survey of observer 
farmers, farmers living in the same villages as the contact farmers but who did not have direct contact 
with the extension worker. We surveyed roughly half as many observer farmers as contact farmers. 
The results of this side-survey can be found in Annex B of this report. 

The Ouestionnaires 

There were two questionnaires for the survey, the Contact Farmer Questionnaire and the Observer
Farmer Questionnaire. Each questionnaire was translated into Kikongo to facilitate communication 
between the enumerator and the contact/observer farmer. The Contact Farmer Questionnaire was 
divided into four parts: 

Part I: General Agricultural System: An overview of the contact farmer's 
agricultural habits and general farming systems information. 

0 



3 Part II: Relationship with Extension Worker: This part sought to establish the 
amount of contact between the extension worker and the contact farmer; what kind 
of techniques she/he used; whether or not contact farmer passed recommendations 
onto observer farmers; and so on. 

13 Part III: Demonstration/Multiplication Fields: This focused on the number and 
types of demonstration and multiplication fields and included information on what 
was done with the harvest. 

[] Part IV: General Information: Information on the household members and size; 
education level; and contact farmer opinions of the quality of the new varieties. 

The Observer Farmer Questionnaire consisted of three parts: 

O Part I: General Agricultural System: Same as in the Contact Farmer Questionnaire. 

O Part II: The Observer Farmer: Establishes whether or not the observer farmer is 
familiar with the demonstration or multiplication fields or with the extension 
worker; his/her level of contact with the contact farmer; and what techniques and 
varieties he/she recognizes or has adopted. 

O3 Part III: General Information: Same as the Contact Farmer Questionnaire, 
excluding the section on opinions of the quality of the new varieties. 

To ensure overall consensus on their contents, both questionnaires were developed in collaboration 
with the Production Division and with input from USAID/ARD and PROCAR's Director and Chief of 
Party. French versions of the questionnaires are included in Annex A. 

The Enumerators and Supervisors 

Two highly qualified individuals from the Direction d'Etudes, Evaluation, et Planification (DEEP) in 
Kinshasa assisted the DRI in the design and implementation of the survey. One acted as a supervisor
and the other, who spoke fluent Kikongo, as an enumerator. In total, the survey team consisted of six 
enumerators (four female and two male) and three supervisors (two male and one female). To ensure 
that we received the best information possible, the survey team made a concerted effort to match 
enumerators and farmers of the same sex to facilitate communication and eliminate possible barriers 
that could arise during interviews between men and women. 

Eight enumerator candidates were chosen out of numerous applicants after rigorous testing and 
interviews. In collaboration with PROCAR's Production and Training Divisions, DRI conducted a 
two-day training session that focused on PROCAR's extension methodology, communication skills, the 
survey methodology, and the questionnaires. We then conducted a pilot-test of the questionnaire in a
village that was both in the project area and in close proximity to Kikwit. The pilot test served two 
main purposes: 1)to test the questionnaire for any questions that proved to be problematic and needed 
to be changed; and 2) to allow the supervisors to observe the enumerator candidates in order to select 
those which demonstrated the greatest ease in communication and grasp of the questionnaire.
Following the pilot test, six enumerators were chosen as the final survey team. 
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Various Problems Encountered 

As with any survey, we encountered several unforeseen problems during survey implementation. This 
section will focus on survey-specific problems. Problems with data will be treated separately in Part 
III: The Survey Findings. 

Confusion in the definition of demonstration/multiplication fields. This was probably the most 
prominent problem encountered during the survey. There was a lack of understanding of just what 
constituted a demonstration or multiplication field on several levels, most often from the view of the 
contact farmer, sometimes from the extension worker and, thus, even the enumerator. This was 
mainly due to the fact that the que:;tionnaire was designed to focus on only demonstration fields or 
multiplication fields. There was no space on tables or no blanks in questions for combination fields. 
This problem did not become apparent until we were into the survey, and thus too late to change the 
questionnaire. Although definitions of the two field types were included in the questionnaire manual 
(which explained key points of each questionnaire), confusion still arose. Fortunately, during nightly
meetings between the supervisors and enumerators, we were able to form a clearer distinction among
the three field types. However, the initial confusion caused some inconsistencies in questionnaires
from the villages at the outset of the survey and proved that not only are the definitions unclear to 
some contact farmers, but they are often mind boggling to those of us who are trained in PROCAR's 
extension package methodology. This will be dealt with in more detail i., Part III. 

Some randomly chosen villages turned out to be schools. Some of PROCAR's contact farmers are 
students. Some extensinn agents work with older members of a school on demonstration or 
mitiplication fields. Given the months in which we were conducting the survey (July and August -
school was not in session) and the fact that we wanted to target contact or observer farmers who had 
their own fields in which they worked to test whether or not they were adopting better te,'hniques or 
varieties in their private fields, DRI decided to drop all schools from the survey. Unfortunately, not 
all the schools were clearly marked on the list we used to randomly select villages -nd several times 
we fell upon villages in which the contact farmers were students. Out of the 32 villages in which we 
worked, 3 villages were actually schools. We were obligated to drop these villages and choose the 
next village on the list as we would have done during random selection. However, in the field, due to 
lack of time and fuel (;nd to limit the amount of physical fatigue and stress for the enumerators), we 
were sometimes obligated to select the village closest in proximity to the one we were required to drop 
rather than follow the rule of random selection. 

Problems with the definition of "Contact Farmer." This problem was unique to two IMOs, CEAE 
and CAL. At CEAE, we were told that all members of the cooperative were contact farmers. In 
reality, after our first day of surveying the cooperative members, we found that several of the "contact 
farmers" were actually business people or nurses in the village's dispensary. The second day in the 
village we met with the cooperative's manager and extension workers to clearly define who was a 
contact farmer and who was not. Any discrepancies were dropped from the sample. 

CAL works almost exclusively with church organizations and parishes. In one case specifically, we 
were told that one extension agent worked with 12 female contact farmers in one village. When we 
arrived to conduct the survey, we found that the extension agent worked directly with the pastor of the 
parish and h&worked directly with the 12 women. Given our definition of contact farmers, he should 
have been the only contact farmer as he had direct contact with the extension worker. Luckily: the 
extension worker had worked directly with these women on another field during a previous season, so 
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we were still able to count them as contact farmers. But this situation drove home a point. Each of 
the IMOs with which the project works has its own method of extension. The fact that CAL often 
works through parishes develops a five tier system where the message passes from PROCAR to CAL, 
from CAL to the extension worker, from the extension worker to the parish pastor, and from the 
pastor to the contact farmer. Although we maintained these women as contact farmers, it became clear 
through this example just how tenuous the lines of communication can be due to the many layers the 
message has to pass through before reaching the contact farmer. 

Part III: Survey Findings 

Overview: The Contact Farmer and Farming Systems Information 

There were 182 contact farmers interviewed in this survey, of which 39 percent were women and 60 
percent were men. I This coincides with the survey team's general observation that an overwhelming 
number of contact farmers, especially in PADR and CEAE, were mat?. All farmers, with the 
exception of one, were over 18 years of age. Seventy-six percent of The contact farmers surveyed had 
studied; with 59 percent finishing primary school (38% women, 62% men) and 40 percent completing 
secondary school (18 % women, 82% men). The average household size was seven people. 

As the following tables indicate, the contact farmers surveyed had, on average, four fields with an
 
av .rage of three household members assisting regularly in maintaining them.
 

Table I. Number or Fields 

Fields Number or Respondents Percent 

1-2 fields 22 12
 
3-4 fields 105 58
 
5-6 fields 46 26
 
7 or more fields 4 4
 

°
TOTAL 181
 100
 

One missing response 

Table I1.Number Household Members Working Regularly in Field 

Number of Family Members Number of Respondents Percent 

0-1 members 29 16

2-3 members 104 59
4-5 members 29 16
6 or more members 15 8 

°
TOTAL 181
 100
 

One missing response 

1 For clearer presentation, percentages in this survey have b%.n rounded in the following manner: all percentages ending in 
.5or below are rounded down and plrcentages of.6 and above are rounded up. Thus, a percent of 12.5 would Itc written as 
12%. Cases inwhich percentages add up to 99% rather than 100% are due to the way they were rounded. 
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It st.ould be noted here that the questionnaire was designed in such a way to get information on each of
the contact farmer's fields. For this section, the coded data have been broken down by field rather 
than by individual farmer. The number of responses exceeds the to.il number of contact farmers 
surveyed (182). Therefore, the following percentages should be regarded as information related to 
fields, rather than to percentages of farmers actual' reporting on those fields. 

A substantial number of farmers claimed the majority of their fields were found in forest areas. 
According to the project's Baseline Document, most of the project zone comprises forest soil or mixed 
soil in transition zones (combination savannah and forest) (West 1990). Even farmers located in areas 
dominated by the savannah will seek out fields in gallery forests whenever possible due to the fertility
of the soil. There is some speculation that when surveyed, farmers tend to under report their savannah 
fields and give priority to listing their forest fields. The Small Farmer's Study found that 77 percent
of the farmers it surveyed had fields in forest areas, while 50 percent declared no savannah fields 
(West 1990). Similarly. our survey found a substantial 86 percent of the contact farmer's fields were 
in forest areas, while only 14 percent were in the savannah. Most of the fields (61%) in forest areas
had a fallow period of 4-6 yars This was very similar to the savannah, with 54 percent having the 
same 4-6 yea span. 

Consistent with findings from previous reports, we found that crops in the project region are most 
commonly grown in association, usually variations on the theme of manioc/peanuts/corn/squash
(Russell 1990). Growing crops in association, or inter-cropping during the same growing season,
should be distinguished from growing crops in rc.-ation from one season to the next. Table III
indicates what the 182 contact farmers surveyed are growing in their fields. Table IV summarizes the 
rea-sons farmers associate crops. The tables are on the following two pages. 

One key observation of Table III is that although growing crops in association is clearly the preferred
agricultural method used by farmers in the project area, the types of crops grown in association varies 
considerably. There sems to be no "typical" crop association, rather an amalgamation of key crops,
with manioc forming the common thread. Most farmers associate crops out of custom or habit. One 
can speculate that the concern for conserving forest land has not reached a significant level at this time 
and that the connection between crop association and increased production is not the primary concern 
for the contact farmer. 

When asked from where/whom they got their seeds, the farmers reported that 71 percent of their fields 
were planted with seeds and manioc cuttings kept from previous growing seasons. A surprisingly low 
percentage of seeds came from the IMOs (DPP .4%, PADR .3%, CAL 1.1%, and CEAE. 1%).
Women are the key decision makers as to what is grown in private fields. When asked who decides 
what to grow, in 51 percent of the fields, contact farmers responded they decided themselves. Of 
those who answered this question, 64 percent were female and 36 percent were male. Thirty-one
percent of the male contact farmers said their wives decided what should be grown, while 36 percent
reported the married couple decided together. Women contact farmers recorded a much lower 4 
percent for husbands deciding what to plant and only 8 percent for decisions made together with their 
husbands.
 

Not surprisingly, in addition to deciding what is grown in the fields, women carry the major burden of 
agricultural work. In her 1982 study, Louis Fresco found that 62 percent of work in fields was done 
by women (Russell 1990). The Small Farmer Study (1985) found that 41 percent of the women it 
surveyed were responsible for planting, weeding, and harvest fields. Our survey also found a high
percentage of women responsible for the majority of agricultural activities, particularly hoeing, ridging 



Table III. 
Number of Responses Percent of Fields 

Corn, Squash. Manioc 106 15 
Corn. Manioc 75 10 
Manioc, Peanuts, Squash 58 8 
Manioc 56 8 
Peanuts, Manioc 37 5 
Peanuts, Corn, Squash, Manioc 34 5 
Peanuts, Squash 30 4 
Rice, Manioc 29 4 
Peanuts 28 4 
Rice, Manioc, Corn 27 4 
Rice 25 3 
Corn, Rice, Manioc, Squash 22 3 
Rice, Manioc, Corn 19 3 
Corn, Peanuts, Manioc 18 2 
Peanuts, Squash, Corn 13 2 
Manioc, Squash 13 2 
Millet 11 1 
.'orn 6 .8 
Squash 3 .4 
Voandzou t .1 
Cowpeas 1 .1 
Tobacco [ .1 
Peppers 1 .1 

Other crop combinations 1L2 15 



Table I . 
Number of Responses Percent of Fields 

Custom 140 25
 
Habit 
 40 
Custom/save forest land 33 6 
Save forest land 
 30 5
 
Save time 
 28 
 5
 
Better production 27 5 
Not enotmh land 25 4 
Cistom/habit -,2 4
 
:'ustom/hetter production 
 20 3 
Lack enerv 
 15 3

Custom/lack enerev 15 3 
(-istom/not enough land 15 3 
H-thi /b-ttor nrod,-t ion 14 2 
Better ,lep of land 2 
Hav. many prodii-ts at once 11 2 
Not onotiqh land/better production B) 2 
Field's too larie 4 .7 

Other combinations of ibove reasons 92 
 16
 
Other reasons not listed 16 
 3
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soil, labor, planting, and weeding. One striking observation is the amount of work that was said to be 
shared by men and women. One reason for this phenomenon could he that, as mentioned earlier, 60 
perceit of the contact farmers surveyed were male. Their responses to the question of the division of 
labor may not be representative of the general population. Tasks such as de-stumping land, preparing
fields for planting, and harvesting had particularly interesting percentages. Table V summarizes the 
percentages of fields in which work is done by women, men, and women and men together (missing 
values are not included). 

'Fable V. 

Division of Labor (percent of fields) N=731 

Task Female Male Female & Male 

Clearing land 6 90 4 
Felling trees 5 93 2 
De-stumping land 49 2 48 
Arranging field 38 9 53 
Incorporating 70 - 30
 
weeds/grass into soil
 
Ridging soil 75 1 24 
Labor/tilling/hoeing 63 10 27 
Planting 71 2 27 
Weeding 59 2 39 
Harvest 34 1 65 

One of the key issues we wanted to find out in this survey was what the contact farmer considered 
his/her greatest agricultural problem. We asked each farmer to list the five problems, in order of 
importance, that most constrained increased production. Although this question was open-ended and 
each contact farmer came up with his/hec own responses, for coding purposes we included possible 
responses (such as plant disease, lack of good seeds, insects, poor soil, and so on) to the side of the 
question. Each enumerator was asked to chocz ; the number of the precoded responses that 
corresponded most closely to the response gi,, n by the contact farmer. If the response was not 
included on th,, list, the enumerator was inst:,cted to mark "other." During analysis of the data, we 
found that in each of the five categories (order of importance), the category "other" was most 
frequently named as the greatest constraint. We then went through each questionnaire and recorded by
hand the responses that comprised the "other" category. The most common responses from the "other" 
category were: 

o Lack of tools 

O Sale/marketing/evacuation of produce 

While the most frequent responses from the precoded list were 

o Weeds 

o Insects 

o3 Plant disease 
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O3 Animals destroying fields 

[] Lack of labor 

This proves an important point for any extension specialist or agronomist attempting to design an 
extension package that aims to alleviate the problems most commonly faced by farmers. Often, our 
own perceptions of what constitutes a constraint to increased production may be very different than 
those perceived by the farmer him/herself. In the case of our study, farmers indicated that their 
greatest constraints were lack of tools and the timely evacuation or sale of their agricultural produce,
two problems that we had not anticipated and therefore did not include in our questionnaire. If any
changes or readjustments are to be made in PROCAR's extension package, it is key that the opinions
of the contact farmer be taken into account during the design phase to ensure that the new package will 
address the issues the contact farmer considers to be most important. 

When asked to indicate who was their primary source for assistance in alleviating the above listed 
constraints, 61 percent of the contact farmers indicated that the IMO extension agent helped them the 
most, while 14 percent sought assistance from their husbands or wives. Only 6 percent received help
from government extension agents. 

We also asked the contact farmers to list in order of importance the five methods most commonly used 
to increase production. Table VI below summarizes the most cited answers given for each level of 
importance. We ran frequencies for each of the five levels of importance and then took the top three 
responses and included them in the table. For example, under the first heading, "Most Important
Method," 35 percent of the contact farmers who gave a response for a most important method listed 
enlarging the size of their fields as the key manner in which to increase agricultural production.
Similarly, under the category, "Second Most Important Method," 25 percent of the contact farmers 
who listed a second way in which to increase production indicated they used improved seeds and 
manioc cuttings. Weeding, one of the improved techniques included in PROCAR's extension package, 
was the most cited response among the five levels. 

Table VI 

Five Most Important Ways to Increase Production 

Method Percent of Contact Farmers 

Most Important Method 
Enlarge field size 35 

Find fertile land in forest 23 
Start a new field 10 

Second Most Important Method 
Use improved seeds/manioc cuttings 25 
Weed 23 

Enlarge field size 21 

Third Most Important Method 
Weed 32 
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Use improved seeds/manioc cuttings 28 
Find fertile land in the forest 12 

Four Most Important Method 
Weed 57 
Enlarge field size 10 
Use better tools 7 
Use improved seeds/manioc cuttings 7 

Fifth Most Important Method 
Weed 33 
Use better techniques 17 
Find fertile land in forest 17 

Adoption Rates and Relations with the Extension Agent 

Adoption rates are key indicators of whether an extension program is working or not. Careful analysis
of who is or who is not adopting can assist project personnel in ameliorating the extension system.
However, it is also important to note that adoption rates can be influenced by outside forces. For 
example, a farmer may want to adopt an new variety in her private field, but may not have adequate 
access to seeds. Although this is still an indication that the extension program needs improvement, it 
would also tend to make adoption rates lower and perhaps lead the researcher to conclude that the 
farmer lacked interest in rather than access to the new variety. It is, therefore, important to look at the 
big picture when assessing adoption rates to account for any outside factors that may be of influence 
before drawing conclusions. 

Before moving on to discussing adoption rates of new techniques and improved varieties, it is 
important to note two caveats. First, due to time and budget constraints, we were not able to hire 
enough enumerators or to take the time to visit each of the contact farmers' fields. Responses
indicating the numbers of fields or adoption of a certain techniques were recorded as fact and we took 
the contact farmers at their word. We were not able to verify the contact farmers' responses. Second,
since this survey was designed to assess the effectiveness of PROCAR's extension system, it was 
imperative that we interview the contact farmers. Unfortunately, the majority of contact farmers were 
male (especially at PADR and Ekubi). It is a widely accepted fact that the bulk of the agricultural
labor in Zaire is performed by women. If this is the case, then we need to ask whether or not 
PROCAR is targeting the "real" farmers and more importantly -- since we interviewed a larger percent
of men for this survey - how precise are our data on adoption rates since we prooably spoke to
individuals who were not responsible for agricultural activities? If our contact farmers are taking part
in demonstrations conducted by the extension agents, are they passing on this information to their 
wives who are most likely the individuals doing the farming? Are the men (whom we were required to 
ask, given the objective of the survey) really the best people to ask about adoption rates of new 
techniques and varieties if they are not the people responsible for the fields? This gender issue will be 
discussed further in Annex C, but it is important to keep these two caveats in mind when reading 
through the results of the survey. 
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ADOPTION RATES OF NEW TECHNIQUES 

The overall adoption rate for the new techniques promoted by PROCAR's extension system was fair,
with 33 percent of contact farmers who responded to the question adopting. Twenty-eight percent of
the women surveyed adopted new techniques and 72 percent did not. Of the men surveyed, 26 percent
adopted and 74 percent did not. Of those individuals who did adopt the new techniques, 77 percent
had received some form of education and 23 percent had not. However, these global figures give a 
only vague idea of how the extension program is progressing. More telling figures are the disag
gregated adoption rates by key variables such as crops and the actual techniques. Since adoption rates 
of new techniques vary from crop to crop, Table VII on the following page breaks down the data by 
crop and by technique to give a more concrete idea of what is being adopted. 

The most striking observation one makes when first examining the table is the profoundly low rate of 
exposure to the new techniques. On average, only 37 percent of the contact farmers reported any 
exposure to the use of improved agricultural techniques with manioc, while merely 18 percent
indicated they were familiar with new techniques used in conjunction with peanuts. The average rate 
of exposure of new techniques in use with both corn and rice was even lower at only 10 percent.
Finally, contact farmers planting cowpeas and soy were least familiar with new techniques, with 9 and 
10 percent respectively indicating exposure. These low rates of exposure to the new agricultural
techniques are particularly surprising when one considers that at the time of the survey, PROCAR had 
already been promoting its extension package for two years or 3-1/2 growing seasons. 

The use of new techniques with manioc tended to be higher than with other zrops. On average, 14 
percent of the contact farmers surveyed planted their manioc cuttings using an oblique slant rather than 
by laying them flat and burying them, while 10 percent planted manioc cuttings of the recommended 
+/- 25-30 centimeters in length. Rates of adoption for new techniques used with corn, rice, and 
peanuts were notably analogous, although contact farmers were more inclined to till the earth and to 
respect the number of seeds per pocket with peanuts than with corn or rice. Adoption rates for the use 
of new techniques with cowpeas were universally low. This may be due to the fact that cowpeas were 
introduced at a later stage than the rest of the crops promoted by PROCAR. Without taking crops into 
account, the two techniques which were most readily adopted were tilling/hoeing soil, with 29 percent
of the contact farmers who were exposed to the technique adopting it, and respecting the number of 
seeds per pocket, with an adoption rate of 31 percent for the contact farmers who answered the 
question. 

Without distinguishing crop type, the overall adoption rate of new techniques for the 182 contact 
fa'mers surveyed was considerably low at 6 percent. When one combines the low level of exposure to 
the new techniques with the humble overall adoption rate, one is struck by the rather base level of 
progress PROCAR's extension package has made thus far. 

When a contact farmer indicated that he had adopted a new technique, the survey team then asked him
how much time the new technique took in relation to the local technique. In addition, we also queried
about levels of production. Table VIII illustrates the contact farmers' responses. As would be 
expected, a substantial 
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number of contact farmers who adopted the new techniques reported they took less time to use than the 
local techniques. However, when one looks more closely at the data, one notes that a nearly equally
significant percent of contact farmers responded that the improved techniques took more time. This 
could lead us to conclude two things: 1)the contact farmers who chose to adopt the improved
techniques did so because these new methods saved time; or 2) those farmers who adopted did so even 
though the techniques took more time -- perhaps because they felt the techniques helped raise 
production, and so (,. Indeed, a majority of the contact farmers who reported information on 
production levels of the new techniques versus local techniques indicated the improved methods 
produced more. This leads us to believe that although a rather low percentage of contact farmers are 
adopting the new techniques, those who do adopt, more often than not, claim that it takes less time to 
produce more. 

In contrast to the contact farmers who adopted techniques, those who did not felt the new techniques
took too long, were too complicated or difficult, and did not produce as much. Unfortunately, the 
questionnaire was not designed to establish precise reasons why contact farmers did not adopt
techniques. As the survey progressed, the survey team decided this would be valuable information and 
asked the enumerators to make notations on the side so we could later evaluate reasons for non
adoption. It should be noted that these reasons are by no means complete as they were collected late in 
the survey. In other words, the frequency of collecting this information varies greatly among the 
IMOs. The information should only be used to give a general idea of why farmers are only adopting
moderately. Some of the reasons cited by contact farmers are as follows: 

o Do not have improved seeds/manioc cuttings. This was a surprisingly common 
response. Many farmers associate trying new techniques with better varieties; 
they do not try new techniques without having the better varieties to use during 
planting. 

E3 Takes too much time. This was the most common response. 

[3 Too much work. 

0 Using better varieties and local techniques produces more. 

[] Planting in line leaves too much empty space between plants. This was especially 
true with peanuts. Some farmers reported less production when peanuts were 
planted in line. One farmer complained that planting corn in line not only took 
too much physical labor, but also demanded too much mental gymnastics to 
calculate the distance. 

[] The spacing for corn is too close, the plant does not receive enough nutrients and 
produces small cobs. 

O3 Techniques are too difficult and complicated. 

0 Cannot change method of planting all at one time; want to try during several 
seasons before adopting. 

3 More used to traditional methods. 
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0 Plan to try the new techniques next season. In some cases, this response was due to 
the fact that the contact farmer had just learned of the new techniques during the 
present season and had already planted his/her own fields using the local 
technique. 

ADOPTION RATES OF NEW VARIETIES 

When the survey team designed the questionnaire, we sought to establish if contact farmers were 
adopting the new varieties promoted by PROCAR in their private fields. We developed a table that 
focused "n the varieties of all crops grown in each of the contact farmers fields. Unfortunately, as 
explained earlier under the section on farming systems information, the fact that we recorded 
information on all of the contact farmers' fields required us to code in such a way that one farmer may
have several fields. Thus, the following data and percentages are based on the number of fields for 
which we have information. They do not indicate one response per farmer. This is particularly
problematic because it hinders our ability to assess adoption rates of farmers directly. Rather, this 
information allows us to estimate adoption rates by percentage of fields in which the new varieties are 
being used. 

In an effort to roughly estimate the adoption rates for the contact farmer of the new varieties, we 
developed the following strategy. We divided the total number of responses, 710, by the total number 
of contact farmers surveyed, 182, to get an average number of fields per farmer, 3.9. This 
corresponds with our earlier estimate that each farmer has between 3-4 fields. Then, we divided the 
number of responses for a particular crop and variety by 3.9 to get an approximation of the number of 
farmers adopting the variety. To get an idea of what percent this number is of the total number of 
contact farmers surveyed, we divided by 182. For example, if we know that manioc F100 was adopted
in 40 fields and wanted to estimate the number of contact farmers adopting the variety, we would 
divide 40 by 3.9 and come up with an estimate of 10 contact farmers who were planting manioc F100 
in their fields. Then, we would divide this number by 182 (the total number of contact farmers we 
surveyed) to come up with an approximate percentage of contact farmers who have adopted th 
technique in their own fields. In this case, the percentage would have been 6 percent. The data below 
will present the actual number of fields in which the variety has been adopted. We will then go on to 
approximate the number of contact farmers adopting using the logic explained above. 

The following data give information reported by farmers who recorded what varieties they were using.
Missing information is not included. In other words, the fields listed below include only those in
which we have information on the vaieties used. Table IX summarizes adoption rates of the varieties 
of the crops mentioned in the survey. It is important to note here that several of the improved varieties 
were unnamed. We assume that this means although the contact farmers may know they are using a 
new variety, they may not know the exact name. Whether or not the contact farmers knows the 
scientific name of the variety, the important point is that they recognize they are using a new variety 
and can judge its effectiveness. 

Table IX clearly reveals that the majority of contact farmers use local varieties in their personal fields. 
On average, local varieties are used exclusively in 78 percent of the farmers' fields. As we noted 
earlier, growing crops in association is the most common agricultural practice, with a sizeable number 
of contact farmers indicating they plant combinations of local and improved varieties or various 
combinations of improved varieties together. Although we cannot state precisely that manioc F100 is 
used in greater frequency than the other improved varieties, the fact that manioc is used quite often in 
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crop associations -- particularly those in which improved varieties are indicated -- would lead us to 
deduce that several contact farmers are using manioc FI00 (alone or in combination with local 
varieties) in their own fields. Another striking observation is that of the contact farmers' fields in 
which rice was plantcd, 29 percent had used R66 and 7 percent had planted a combination of local 
varietie6 and R66. Table VIII also underscores our previous observation that many farmers may
recognize that they are using an improved variety, but may not know the scientific name. 

As was the case for adoption rates of techniques, the questionnaire did not ask specifically why contact 
farmers were not using new varieties in their own fields. As the section on opinions of the new 
varieties in comparison with the local varieties will demonstrate, 82 percent of the contact farmers 
responded they felt the improved varieties were of higher quality. This would lead us to conclude that 
perhaps the reason the farmers are not using the improved seeds in their personal fields is due to lack 
of access. Our survey did hit many of the villages while they were still in the seed multiplication 
stage, before they had begun their distribution stage. Perhaps this caused the lag time between 
observing the results of growing the new varieties in demonstration and multiplication ields and in 
actually receiving seeds to try in their own fields. 

It should be noted here that 84 percent of the contact farmers surveyed indicated they did receive seeds 
from the extension agent. It is not clear whether the contact farmer interpreted this question as 
receiving seed for demonstration or multiplication fields rather than for his/her own fields. If that is 
the case, our original speculation could be correct that many contact farmers are waiting to receive 
seed from multiplication or demonstration fields before trying the varieties in personal fields. 
However, if the co-:act farmer receives seeds for his/her personal fields, then the issue becomes even 
more pressing and curious -- a question for further research. 

CONTACT FARMER'S RELATIONS EXTENSION AGENT 

Of the 182 contact farmers surveyed, 177 responded to the question of whether or not they would like 
to continue working with the extension worker. An abundant 97 percent responded positively, while 
only 3 percent responded negatively. When asked to explain why they preferred to continue, 21 
percent said they wanted to increase their knowledge of improved techniques and new varieties. Other 
key responses included 15 percent who indicated that the extension worker taught them what they did 
not already know. Thirteen percent felt the extension agent's advice helped them to ameliorate their 
agricultural methods. Eleven percent indicated that the extension worker's presence pushed them to 
work harder, and 9 percent said they wanted to continue because their extension worker had a "good 
character" and worked hard. Eight percent wanted to continue because the extension worker corrected 
their mistakes and gave advice. Six percent reported that the extension worker taught them methods to 
increase production and the same percent felt he/she helped initiate working together. 

Most contact farmers indicated that the extension agent visited them between 2-3 times (34% and 29% 
respectively) during Season A and between 1-2 times (39% and 34% respectively) during Season B. 
Ninety-nine percent reported that the extension worker visits the demonstration or multiplication field. 
Most extension agents spend between 1-2 hours with the contact farmer (indicated by 54% of the 182 
contact farmers surveyed). Twenty-one percent indicated the agent spent all morning and 9 percent
said he/she spent all day per visit. Fifteen percent indicated "other" time periods. 
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Fifty-nine percent of the 182 contact farmers surveyed reported that other villagers ("observer
farmers") participated in the extension workers visits, while 41 percent maintained there wece no other 
participants. Of the farmers who said there were participants, 33 percent indicated there were usually
6-10 persons. Twenty- five percent reported the participants usually ranged from 1-5 persons and 12 
percent maintained there were from 11-15 participants. Thirty percent said there were 15+ 
participants. Eighty-nine percent of the contact farmers maintained they told other villagers when the 
extension agent was planning a visit, while 11 percent maintained they did not. The reaction to how 
often the contact farmer wanted the extension worker to visit was mixed, with 53 percent wanting
him/her to visit with greater frequency and 45 percent saying they were satisfied with the current 
amount of visits per season. Two percent said they wanted the extension worker to visit less often. 

We asked two important open-ended questions: 1)what does the extension worker do during his/her 
visit to your field; and 2) what kind of advice does he/she give. Because these questions were open
endkd, it is difficult to come up with exact percentages of who answered a specific way. However, 
t ilying the responses, we came up with the following observations and approximations. When asked 
to describe the extension agent's visit, the majority of contact farmers replied that he/she gives advice 
on agricultural methods. Another key response was that the extension worker demonstrated new 
techniques. Other popular answers were that the extension worker visited their fields and that he/she 
visited to see if the contact farmers were following the agricultural calendar. 

When asked to specify the type of advice the extension worker gives, the responses were remarkably 
close -- with no one answer standing out as significantly more common than the others. Advice 
included: to plant in lines, even with local varieties; to use new techniques; to gather the earth in 
mounds ("billonage") when pianting; to weed and maintain their fields from the time they plant until 
harvest; to work together; to respect the distance between manioc plants; to plant large fields each year 
to increase production; and to respect the agricultural calendar. The fact that not one of these 
responses resulted in the majority leads us to conclude that the messages promoted by PROCAR 
extension agents are highly variable. The question then becomes, is it more difficult for contact 
farmers to adopt messages or new techniques when the messages vary too greatly? Would PROCAR 
increase the efficiency of transmitting its message if it focused on a few techniques rather than several? 
An interesting issue to pursue in future studies or research. 

The exchange of information at the village level was moderate, with 48 percent of the contact farmers 
maintaining they always discussed the extension agents advice with other farmers in their village and 
47 percent indicating they sometimes shared advice. Four percent claimed they never discussed the 
information with other farmers. 

PROCAR facilitated the training of 5 blacksmiths from each of the IMOs (CAL, CEAE, DPP, and 
PADR) in techniques for fabricating improved tools. In turn, the IMO was to sell the tools (for 
example, hoes and machetes) at a reduced price to the contact farmer. However, 78 percent of the 
contact farmers indicted they did not receive tools from the extension worker. This rather high 
percentage could be explained by two factors. First, the contact farmer may not have had the money to 
purchase the tools and therefore replied that he/she did not receive any from the extension worker. 
Second, the way the question was worded may have confused the contact farmer, asking "does ihe 
extension agent give you tools?" Obviously, if the contact farmer was required to pay for the tools,
he/she could have been confused by this question and would have replied no, as the tools were not 
meant to be "given" but "purchased." 

The above issue becomes even more significant when we look at the responses to the open-ended 
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question, "what more can the extension worker do for you?" Over half of the contact farmers who 
responded indicated they wanted the extension worker to bring them tools. As mentioned above, lack 
of tools was found to be one of the largest constraints to increasing agricultural production. Other 
responses included the desire for other improved varieties, assistance in evacuating agricultural 
produce, and exposure to appropriate technology (for example, tractors, rice huskers, and mills). 

Finally, we asked the contact farmer if there were any subjects they would like the extension worker to 
teach in more detail. Most contact farmers responded they wanted to learn about and have more access 
to other better varieties; to receive more advice on techniques to use with better varieties; to learn 
improved agricultural techniques; to learn about fish culture or pisciculture; and to learn how to 
eliminate the problem of evacuating agricultural produce from the village. Other subjects included 
better storage techniques, the role of men and women in increasing agricultural production, and 
gardening.
 

DEMONSTRATION, MULTIPLICATION, AND COMBINATION FIELDS 

This section of the questionnaire had two key objectives: to find out the contact farmer's perspective of 
demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields and to get an idea of what contact farmers were 
doing with the produce of these fields once harvested. This part of the report will be divided to 1)
describe the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields per season; and 2) illustrate what 
contact farmers are actually doing with the harvest of these fields. The number of fields is given in 
each case along with its percent of the total fields in parenthesis following it. Missing values are not 
included. 

Before beginning, however, we should note that the data presented here focus on communal fields: 
demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields whose work and harvest is often shared by the 
contact farmers who maintain it. Since we interviewed several contact farmers who tend these 
communal fields together, some of these data may overlap. For example, two contact farmers may 
report that they work on two demonstration fields. These responses would have been recorded as four 
demonstration fields (two recorded for each farmer). Therefore, some of these data may be skewed 
due to over-recording. Because of this, the reader is asked not use these data to estimate levels of 
production of the demonstration, multiplication, or combination fields or the number of fields covered 
by the PROCAR project. Rather, they should be used to illustrate trends of what types of fields 
PROCAR has promoted more often or what contact farmers choose to do with the harvests of these 
communal fields. 

Demonstration Fields 

Season A
 

Crops and Varieties. There were 118 demonstration fields reported during Season A, although we 
have combined information for crops and varieties in only 115 of them. There were 38 (or 32% of all 
the demonstration fields) manioc F100 demonstration fields. There were 2 peanut fields (2%) and 4 
cowpea fields (3%) that were reported to have improved varieties, although the name of the variety 
was not known. There were 6 fields (5%) of rice R66 and I field (.8%) of soy Jupiter. After manioc 
F100, the next most popular crop and variety was peanut A1052, with 21 fields (18%). The other 
peanut varieties, JL24 and P43, had 1 field each (.8%). In addition, there were 7 (6%) peanut fields 
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and 1 (8%) cowpea field comprising unspecified improved varieties. There were 6 corn Bandundu I 
fields (5%) and 10 other corn fielCs (8%) which were made up of a combination of improved varieties. 
Six fields (5%) combined improved varieties of manioc and peanuts in association. Finally, there were 
10 (8%) fields comprising an unspecified association of crops that were reported to be a combination 
of improved varieties. 

Acreage. The acreage of demonstration fields during Season A varied greatly; ranging from 1 to 200 
ares. Although the typical demonstration field should have the acreage of +/- 12.5 ares, only 3 
percent of the were 12 ares and only 10 percent were 13 ares. The most common response was 10 
ares, making up 14 percent of the responses. 

Location and Who is Responsible. Seventy-one percent of the demonstration fields during season A 
were in forest areas, while 29 percent were found in the savannah. Men were responsible for 61 
percent of the demonstration fields during Season A. Women were responsible for 18 percent. In 21 
percent of the cases, both men and women are responsible. 

Harvest. Since harvest information varies so greatly among the crops and varieties found in the 
demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields, the data will be presented in disaggregated form 
in Table X for all fields in Season A and Season B. Please refer to the table for information on 
demonstration field harvest during Season A. 

Commentary. Eighty-one percent of the 99 who responded concerning the 118 Season A 
demonstration fields felt the harvest was good, while 2 percent felt the harvest was average. Seventeen 
percent felt they had a poor harvest. 

Season B 

Crops and Varieties. There were only 17 demonstration fields recorded during Season B. Of these, 
10 (59%) were manioc F100 (some of which could have been left over from Season A, since manioc is 
harvested throughout the year), and 4 (23%) consisted of soy Jupiter. There were two peanut fields, 1 
(6%) composed of JL24 and the other (6%) A1052. There was 1 cowpea field (6%) which was made 
up of the H4 variety. 

Acreage. Seventeen percent of the fields were reported to have 10 ares, 19 ares, 25 ares or 100 ares. 
Eight percent spread out over 15 ares, 18 ares, 20 ares, or 48 ares. Few fields were close to the +/
12.5 ares recommended by PROCAR's extension package. 

Location and Who is Responsible. Fifty-three percent of the fields were recorded as being in forest 
land, while 47 percent were in the savannah. In 47 percent of the fields, men held primary
responsibility; whereas in 41 percent of the fields, both men and women were responsible. In 12 
percent of the fields, women are responsible. 

Harvest. As mentioned earlier, harvest information varies greatly among the crops and varieties found 
in the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. The data will be presented in 
disaggregated form in Table X for all fields in Season A and Season B. Please refer to the table for 
information on demonstration field harvest during Season B. 

Commentary. There were 14 answers to this question, with 93 percent saying the harvest of the 
demonstration field during Season B was good and 7 percent indicating it was a poor harvest. 
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Multiplication Fields 

Season A 

Crops and Varieties. There were 85 multiplication fields reported for Season A. We hdd combined 
information on crops and varieties for 79 (93%) of them. The largest percent were manioc fields, of
which 28 (33%) were F100 and 1 (1%) was an unnamed improved variety. There were 13 (15%) rice 
R66 fields. The next most popular crop was soy, with 10 total fields: 1 (1%) made up of an unnamed 
improved variety and 9 (10%) comprising Jupiter. Of the 7 peimut fields reported, 1 (1%) was JL24,
2 (1%) were A1052, 1 (1%) comprised an unnamed improved variety, and 3 (3%) were made up of a 
combination of improved varieties that weren't specified. There were 6 corn multiplication fields, 2 
(7%) containing an unnamed improved variety and 4 (5%) which were made up of Bandundu I. There 
were 3 (3%) cowpea fields composed of H4. Five (6%) fields were reported to be a combination of 
improved varieties of rice and manioc. There were also 5 k6%) fields made up of unspecified
associations of improved varieties. Finally, there was 1 field (1%) associating improved varieties of
 
corn, manioc, and peanuts.
 

Acreage. Once again, the circumference of the multiplication fields during Season A varied greatly,
ranging from I to 120 ares. Althougn the typical multiplication field, according to PROCAR's 
extension package, should be +/- 40 ares, only 3 percent were actually found to have this 
measurement. However, the most common response was not far from 40, being 50 ares, with 12 
percent of the responses. 

Location and Who is Responsible. Sixty eight percent of those who responded indicated that 
multiplication fields during Season A were in forest areas, while 32 percent reported savannah fields. 
In 57 percent of the cases reported, men were indicated as being responsible for the multiplication
fields, while women were rezponsible for 15 percent. A combined female-male effort was reported by 
27 percent. 

Harvest. As mentioned earlier, harvest information varies greatly among the crops and varieties found 
in the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. Ihe data will be presented in 
disaggregated form in Table X for all fields in Season A and Season B. Please refer to the table for 
information on multiplication field harvest during Season A. 

Commentary. Of those who responded to this question, 86 percent felt they received a good harvest
from the Season A multiplication field. One percent felt the harvest was average and 12 percent 
claimed it was poor. 

Season B 

Crops and Varieties. There were 49 multiplication fields during Season B, for which we weie able to
gather combined crop and variety information on 48 (98%). As with the demonstration fields from 
both seasons and the multiplication fields from Season A, manioc FIN0 was the most popular crop and
variety, making up 29 (59%) of the multiplication fields. Soy Jupiter was the next most popui r crop
and variety combinatioa, with 9 (18%) fields. Cowpeas made up 5 of the fields, 1 (2%) containing an 
unnamed improved variety and 4 (8%) containing H4. There were 3 peanut fields, 1 (2%) made up of 
unnamed improved varieties, 1 (2%) comprising JL24, and 1 (2%) of A1052. Finally, there were 2 
(4%) fields of unspecified crop associations of a combination of improved varieties. 
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Acreage. There were 37 responses to this question, varying from 6 to 120 ares. The most common 
response was 25 ares, with 19 percent of the responses. Although the average multiplication field 
should be +/- 40 ares, 5 percent reported to have fields of 35 ares and 3 percent zid their fields were 
44 ares.
 

Location and Who is Responsible. Fifty-five percent of the multiplication fields during Season B 
were found in the savannah, while 45 percent were reported to be in forest areas. Of the 48 people
who responded to who was responsible for the fields, 56 percent claimed men were responsible, 21 
percent reported women, and 23 percent indicated both men and women were responsible. 

Harvest. As mentioned earlier, harvest information varies greatly among the crops and varieties found 
in the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. The data will be presented in 
disaggregated form in "able X for all fields in Season A and Season B. Please refer to the table for 
information on multiplication field harvest during Season B. 

Commentary. There were 31 responses to this question, with 81 percent indicating Season B's 
multiplication field's harvest was good and 19 percept claiming it was poor. 

Combination Fields 

Season A 

Crops and Varieties. There were 29 combined fields during Season A and we received combined 
crop and variety information on 28 (96%) of them. There were 5 (17%) manioc F100 fields and 4 
(14%) rice R66 fields. Of the 4 peanut fields reported, 3 (10%) were made up of A1052 and 1 (3%) 
contained an unnamed improved variety. There were a total of 2 (7%) soy Jupiter fields and 1 (3%) 
cowpea field made up of a combination of improved varieties. One (3%) bean field of an unnamed 
improved variety was reported. The combination fields had more crops in association than the 
demonstration and multiplication fields, with 2 (7%) fields of improved varieties of corn and manioc; 2 
(7%) fields associating Improved varieties of peanuts and manioc; and 3 fields (10%) combining
improved varieties of manioc and rice. Finally, there were 4 fields (14%) of unspecified crop 
associations of improved varieties. 

Acreage. Field circumference varied between 4 and 200 ares. The most common three responses 
were 10, 25, and 50 ares, each having a response of 15 percent. 

Location and Who is Responsible. Seventy-nine percent of the combined fields in Season A were 
found in forest areas and 21 percent were in the savannah. There were 28 responses to the question of 
who was responsible for combination fields during Season A, indicating that men were responsible for 
75 percent of the fields. Women were responsible for 18 percent and both men and women were 
responsible for 7 percent of the combination fields in Season A. 

Harvest. As mentioned earlier, harvest information varies greatly among the crops and varieties found 
in the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. The data will be presented in 
disaggregated form in Table X for all fields in Season A and Season B. Please refer to the table for 
information on combination field harvest during Season A. 

Commentary. There were 27 responses to this question. Of these, 85 percent indicated they felt their 
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harvest was good, while 7 percent reported it was average and another 7 percent indicated it was poor. 

Season B 

Crops and Varieties. As with Season A, there were 29 combination fields in Season B. We were 
able to obtain combined crop and variety information on 22 (76%) of them. Manioc F100 took the 
lead in the fields, making up 7 (24%) of them. Next was soy Jupiter, with 5 fields (17%). The 
contact farmers reported 3 (10%) cowpea fields, all made up of unspecified improved varieties. There 
were 2 peanut fields; 1(3%) containing A1052 and 1(3%) made up of a combination of improved
varieties. Finally, there were 5 (17%) fields of crop associations with unspecified improved varieties. 

Acreage. Field circumference ranged from 2 to 110 ares. The most common response was 25 ares, 
with 30 percent of the 20 contact farmers responding their fields were this size. 

Location and Who is Responsible. There were 27 responses recorded for this question, indicating 
that 63 percent of the combination fields in Season B were found in savannah areas and 37 percent 
were in the forest. Men were responsible for 59 percent of the fields, while women were responsible 
for 31 percent. Combined male-female responsibility was reported for 10 perceit of the fields. 

Harvest. As mentioned earlier, harvest information varies greatly among the crops and varieties found 
in the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. The data will be presented in 
disaggregated form in Table X for all fields in Season A and Season B. Please refer to the table for 
information on combination field harvest during Season B. 

Commentary. Of the 22 responses to this question, 77 percent reported they felt the harvest from the 
Season B combination field was good, while 23 percent felt it was poor. 

Wnat the Contact Farmers do with Harvest 

Each contact farmer was asked to explain what he/she did with the produce harvested from the 
demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. Table XI on the following page describes the 
information we rectrived from those contact farmers who responded. It should be noted that the 
measures used here are approximations. First, the contact farmers were working from memory, as we 
were asking for recall from previous seasons. Second, the survey team did not measure these 
quantities directly. Each enumerator asked the farmer to make his/her best estimate. Whenever 
possible, the farmer was asked to show the enumerator the cup, basket, or sack used when measuring
the quantity, and then the enumerator made his/her best estimate as to the kilos involved. Finally, this 
information was not divided by season, but collected and categorized as demonstration, multiplication, 
and combination fields. 

As Table XI illustrates, the contact farmers saved the majority of their harvest of demonstration, 
multiplication, or combination fields, although roughly a quarter indicated they consumed part or all of 
the harvest. One also observes that most of the harvests Oust under half at 48%), whether sold, saved, 
or consumed by the contact farmer, were recorded at over 50 kilos. Twenty-six percent of those 
contact farmers who responded indicated they saved, sold, or consumed 1-10 kilos of their harvest. 

In addition to being asked what they did with the harvest e-om the demonstration, multiplication, and 
combination fields, the contact farmers were asked whether or not they shared seeds from the harvest 
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with other farmers. Sometimes the contact farmer distinguished other farmers to which he gave seeds 
as being the other members of his cooperative. In other words, some of the following data include 
seeds that were most likely distributed among cooperative members as well as seeds that were given 
out to "observer farmers." Of the 94 contact farmers who responded, 70 percent claimed to distribute 
seed to other beneficiaries. Twenty percent reported to save some for themselves and share with other 
farmers, while 10 percent kept seed only for themselves. Most seeds (75%) were distributed during
Season A, while 18 percent were distributed during Season B, and 6 percent during both seasons. 

Seventy-six farmers went into detail of the types of varieties distributed. Of those, 28 percent handed 
out manioc F100 cuttings and 24 percent claimed to distribute a combination of improved varieties. 
Thirteen percent distributed peanut A1052 and 12 percent gave out unnamed improved varieties. Ten 
percent distributed rice R66 and 5 percent gave out cowpeas H4. Three percent distributed corn 
Bandundu I and peanuts 1L24, and 1 percent handed out corn Kasai I and a combination of local 
varieties of manioc and F100. Of the 73 contact farmers who responded, 44 percent distributed over 
50 kilos of seeds, while 23 percent gave out between 1-10 kilos. Sixteen percent of the farmers 
distributed between 11-20 kilos, 14 percent between 21-30 kilos; and 3 percent gave out anywhere
from 31-40 kilos. The average number of beneficiaries was 20. 

As mentioned earlier, there was considerable confusion among the contact farmers (and even the 
survey team) of what constituted a demonstration field and how this differed from a multiplication or a 
combination field. The following information should illustrate this point further. In the questionnaire,
each contact farmer was asked to give the number of demonstration or multiplication fields on which 
he/she worked. Then, they were to assist the enumerator in filling out a table that gave detailed 
information on each one of the fields. As the survey progressed, the supervisors noted that often the 
number of fields given first by the contact farmer contradicted the numbers described in the table. 
Although we asked the enumerators to clarify any inconsistencies they found, we still came up with 
contradictory information. For example, the contact farmers first listed the number of demonstration 
fields during Season A at 121. In the table, we found 118 described. For Season B, the contact 
farmers first listed 27 fields, whereas the table showed only 17. In the case of the multiplication
fields, for Season A the contact farmers first said their were 44 fields, when the tables listed 
information on 85 fields. During Season B, the numbers were 53 and 49 respectively. For both 
seasons of the combination fields, the contact farmers first said there were 21 fields and then went on 
to describe 29. Although the differences between the numbers are not great, with the exception of the 
Season A multiplication fields, it does prove the point that the demonstration/multiplication field 
methodology is confusing to the contact farmer. 

Despite any confusion, the contact farmers reported they wanted ta continue with demonstration and 
multiplication fields (information was not asked in regard to combination fields), with 87 percent and 
92 percent respectively indicating they wanted to continue with the fields. The most popular reasons 
were that they wanted to learn more about better techniques and seeds and draw conclusions from 
comparing them with local techniques and varieties, and that they wanted to increase their access to 
improved seed varieties and manioc cuttings. 

GENERAL CPINIONS OF THE QUALITY OF NEW VARIETIES 

As the following section will illustrate, most contact farmers are satisfied with the new varieties 
promoted through the PROCAR extension package. Each contact farmer was asked to state whether 
the quality of the varieties with which he/she was familiar were better than, equal to, or inferior to the 
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local varieties he/she was using. The results were as follows. 

MANIOC F100 

There were 127 contact farmers who drew comparisons between manioc FI00 and local varieties. Of
those who responded, 99 percent (69% of the 182 contact farmers surveyed) thought the quality was 
better than that of the local variety. Only .8 percent (.5% of the contact farmers surveyed) felt the 
quality was equal to that of the local varieties. 

PEANUT JL24 

There were 34 contact farmers who compared JL24 with local varieties. Of those who responded, 79 
percent (15% of the contact farmers surveyed) felt JL24 was better than the local variety and 3 percent
(.5% of the contact farmers surveyed) felt it was equal to the other varieties. Eighteen percent (3% of 
those surveyed) felt JL24 was inferior. 

PEANUT P43 

Thirty contact farmers responded to this question. Of these, 67 percent (11% of the contact farmers 
surveyed) reported that P43 was better than the local peanut variety. Thirty-three percent (5% of the 
surveyed population) indicated P43 was inferior. 

PEANUT A 1052 

Seventy-one individuals compared A1052 with local varieties. Of those who responded, 86 (33% of 
those farmers surveyed) percent stated the quality of A1052 was better than that of the local varieties,
while 13 percent (5% of the contact farmers interviewed) responded the quality was inferior. Two 
percent (.5% of the population surveyed) maintained A1052's quality was equal to that of the local 
varieties. 

CORN BANDUNDU I 

There were 37 contact farmers who gave information on the quality of Bandundu I. Of those who 
responded, 78 percent (16% of all contact farmers surveyed) felt the quality of Bandundu I was better 
than that of the local varieties. Eleven percent (2% of the contact farmers surveyed) felt it was equal 
to local varieties and another 11 percent felt Bandundu I was inferior. 

CORN KASAI I 

Twenty-one contact farmers made comparison between Kasai I and local varieties. Seventy-one 
percent (8% of total contact farmers) felt Kasai I was better, while 19 percent (2% of all contact 
farmers interviewed) felt it was equal to local varieties. Nine percent (1% of the population surveyed)
felt Kasai I was inferior to local varieties. 

CORN IKENNE 

Only 3 contact farmers responded with information on Ikenne. All of them (3% of all contact farmers 
surveyed) indicated they thought Ikenne's quality was better than the local variety. 
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RICE R66 

Thirty-nine people provided information on the quality of R66. Of those who responded, 90 percent
(19% of tne individuals surveyed) thought the quality of R66 was better than local varieties, while 8 
(2% ,of those we surveyed) percent felt is was the same. Three percent (.5% of the farmers surveyed) 
reported R66's quality to be inferior to the local varieties. 

COWPEA H4 

Thirty-two contact farmers answered this question. Eighty-seven percent (15% of the contact farmers 
surveyed) replied that H4's quality was better than that of the local variety. Twelve percent (2% of 
those surveyed) felt it was inferior. 

COWPEA H36 

Thirteen people responded with information on the quality of cowpea H36. Of those who answered,
77 percent (5% of all those surveyed) said F136 was of better quality than the local varieties. Twenty
three percent (2% of the contact farmers surveyed) maintained its quality was inferior. 

SOY JUPITER 

There were 38 contact farmers who gave information on soy Jupiter. Seventy-four percent (15% of the 
contact farmers surveyed) indicated they felt Jupiter was of a better quality than the local variety.
Twenty-four percent (5% of all contact farmers) claimed it was inferior, while 3 percent (.5 percent of 
those surveyed) reported they felt it was equal to local varieties. 

For a detailed suramary of the reasons why the contact farmers found the quality of the new varieties 
to be superior or inferior to the local varieties, the reader is referred to Tables XII and XIII on the 
following pages. 



Ilehl \1 I . gel eseilll 1111u.1 l'eItt) 1'eit l 1)52I'13 l'eargeln. A3A111.2 l-nult ....Pr.lif.. l 1I Ice-... s.a I IZ Menl X't l % win trnt ..I Who % Total ,% WIlt.. T ijIali% lIe t "lgtl fho I tAlsweredF;grneer Noe. Atswcre-lllrgners 
NO. "egseredI.;,rmcrs t TtaWhl %lWhoNo. Ae-sre F-.llrf.rs No . 

e. e.i I I 0 tie.. Ags1kerellarelse N... lrm--''elkvrglee'l'r1gsr,I Net.29 II i. m-uge,5 6 :I1 2.1 III Ii 3 21 III1 II IGI H 
leet ~~e ieee5112 j 5 77 1 1 2 IH23 9 21I II i IG 7. 
'.1 5 I;1 I . .5 I 1 .5 2 .1 1 5 .8 I
 

',I-erter ,Q ee 1e 
 .111 II I0 7 5 7 a I 19 14 10 19 8 3) .L 1 6 1 a III 3 2 1 III 8 9 10 5 18 7 9 11b 7 9 9 6 5 6 7 3l.e't Ir 1st;.,I 5 22 5 19 1I Ill 13 15 7 441 18 21 1H Z I :lI I I II 1I 13 1;
G e I lI 1 .. 
 93 211L 5I 21 I IS 7 49 211 27 "11 211 "7 2:L I G I L 1 17C., I e lee .. . s t I 19 It 31 I 3 3 3 2 9 4 5 9 S 1 s 3 
.s lenL. .ee 
 5 32 H4 6 .1 5 ti j 7 3 I 7'-ge r t l . 1 I II 7eesS/ tos.-t s . 5 614 II 8 6 6 7 3 
 II 5 S 6 8 i, I t .1 

Gi II 

e esee t3 -. 
 Ig 7 Se 
 6 7 
 3 
 I2 5 6 IL fe I 7 , I 5 6


Fr-I er te sefl Is I 9 9 7 5 5 6 3 9 ,I 5 9 I 5 14 Ii I 5 3eg g gg I - tl I 5 . 5 
 2 1 5 
 Gi II e 
 ii H I -1 5 6 3Utler II 2 6 ** *i ** ** ** 3 1 2 .1 I 2 I 1 2 2 2 

Corg le-ne II ice' 1.6 Coopeas 114 Coopens 1136 C. lits a.kho Tl. S16. Jiggeitr% n t% WlI. 2 Total % Wgo % TogL Who % Totl.No. AnsweredeFariers WI.- % TotalNo. Aiesr'tr 'Farmers Who 2 TotalNo. Ansoer-dl:grmers No. AIswercdFariers No. Aegswerell arme-s No. AtgsoereedFamersColor .7 .5 21 II II 7 6 4 4 6 2 1 I 2 L I I 
.lI 
 17 .5 18 30 10 9 

Fe-r'eetlgoo ,I leersI 
1 5 3 5 14 9

5 1Fetmn tl og, t+ iI-es lame+ 3 7 
*5 Ill 3 3

1,,,o j oi me .5it a. ** Ir 2 1 2 .5 1 2 .5 e* ** i 

h 17 .5 13 7 7 7 6 
 4 4 7 
 2 4 7 
 2 5 6 a 

- 7 7 1 3 3i 7 2 5 2 

Teetes lertee I 37 .5 2li 14 II 21 19 11 a 13 4 1I IS 13 .1 16 211 " 
Leers better I.-e'.s t 2 J3 1 26 14 14 22 20 12 10 16 5 12 3o 16 5 21 i) 13
('le I 

1 - h l, t e I etI'aIg * * ! 5 5 5 4 3 4 7 2 :3 I1 7 2 3 1 2
 
s rto. e e 
 ***.llel** * I Ii G 6 5 3 41 7 2 3 1 2 2
 

Plnre r--s.. I e1l.1 l e t si gsci .. *S *5 ** 7 . 4 6 5 3 4 7 2 3 4 7 2 2 2 
)'le 'CioCleel llee. Iles I l II 5 5 5 4 3 4 7 2 3 4 7 2 3 I 2
i.- ,ertee s- I I 3 i 4I 7 2 2 1 7 Z I 

1 6 4 31 2 
I .5

ilgeltm
l el It- zg"-s ial-ie hlesel 1*5 14 8 6 5 3 4 7 2 :1 4 7 2 5 6 3 
leer ** *. *. 6 3 3 5 4 3 1 2 .5 3 1 2 .5 2 2 

.1 - . .. . .. 



I 
r*:.l*I. \I1I . 

, ii" i,, 	 .. i..r,. li.nI.Ir 

I. i.l 

l l,I, ii. i., *.i.iii-lll. lil*.. Ii'r.'.i,I 

~ r ,m 

+ Ii ,, ,I ,,,, ,+,-,,, -,,,. ,.,. i~u 

s-inS,''.ll olr.. tIn.-l~iIli..tm I 

- " i i 	 si+, Il,, 

.Ii r. i I ,,e I lo 

.il,.- Lv7 i II-

llur o55 rtoiut,,I, 

iblis l ht I-,-i. 

I Ia I tI I ies. ioieo I IP,". 

I'ior,'so ii. tl.I ,'as tnu' I ie 

Sin.usll 	 iin Iht soil 

lirl'i,-iill to sell 

l lot.,-

':Ino, 

No. 


** 

St* 

llIh.m . 

5*,+I
1 


2n
-i1 


I 

I 

C.ln 

No. 

ti5 


** 

2 

,' l.+l ) 
% 
* lsw'.II.il.l.t 

.+ 


t 

*5 

** 

H'i 


-I 

I 


"1 


4I 

Ilteiiue 

% Who % 

A l.,werell'iirmers 

5* 

55 

X*os 

** 

*5 

100 


Tio. 

"* 


i* 


*s 


4* 

II 

.5) 


.5 

os 

.5 


lto 

5* 

5* 

o 


* 


** 


55. 


I 


I'-i...iI ..l 
a I,1, % % rottih 0 

N-'. lnswe r'il V~rl(ers 

o 	 s 

0* 	 *5 *5 

el 


5 12 :1 

-5 42 3 

*i5 	 *15 5* 

* 	 i* 

5. 5* 5* 

I 


lii-e 1l66 

nl % Who % Toln 
No. Aruswre.JFarlIers 

Os 	 55 5* 

i* 	 55 *5 

0 	 Atss* 

5 62 3 

*5 55 * 

1 12 .5 


1 12 .5 

I 12 .5 

l'entiiit. I'I 
% Will 

No. Aiiswe iell 

" N 

3 H 

:;i" N 

9 25' 

7 IH 

.1 H 

" H 

. N 

I B55 

Cowpens 114 
% Who 

No. Answered 

I I. 

"| 1. 


35: 17 

,I 22 

2 II1* 

2 11 

2 11 

2 it 

To I% 
It;rll, is 

2, 


2 

:' 

5' 


+I 


2' 


% 'I100l 


i-:"riers 

.. i 

.+5 


L, 

2 

I14 


I 

1 


I 


lPenI ,,1.	A 1).52 
bho % 

No,. Alis.t' r-I,, I.-

2, r, 

I " 

I :i.5r 

III 	 2i 

IS 	 Illi 

2*' 5 


- 5 


I -1 


iw'eoncs ll:il 

% llo % 
No. A.,sq herl,-J'o'niers 

0* 	 * 

"* lol 


2 100 

* * 

5* 	 5* 


55 


5* 	 5* 

roLil 

rite r% 

.5 

, 


H 

I 


I 

.5 

1. 

loL I 

i* 


I1 


*5 

5* 

5* 

i:orni 

No. 

I 


i1 


5, 

;I 


I.5 


* 


-o" 


No. 

.
 

8 

9* 

5 

35'3 

2 

linnilil.dl I 
% Who % Total 
Ali-,we red lFa rite rs 

'I .5 


** 

5*+ *5 

I I "+si 

5H N 

** **~ 

H- I 

h.Inviter 

% Who % Tota I 
Aninwerefl"..truerr 

l 2
 

liI'
 

19 	 

22 5 

1o
 

12 3 

7 2 

5 1 

Corn 

No. 

I 


I 

lI 

j 

1 

1 

Kasaj 
% Who % Tot.arl 
AnswereclFarmers 

4 .5 

I .5 

4 .5 

5* **I 

41 5 

4 

4 .5 

I 

425 

http:linnilil.dl
http:s-inS,''.ll
http:li.nI.Ir


39 

Part IV: Conclusions 

The key objective of this survey was to assess whether or not the messages presented in PROCAR's 
extension package are getting across to the contact farmer. In drawing conclusions, it is important to 
look at three principal aspects when judging the effectiveness of the extension program: 1) the contact 
farmers' awareness of the messages being transmitted by PROCAR's extension package: 2) the 
farmers' willingness to accept or adopt these messages; and 3) possible reasons for adoption or non
adoption. The following section will address these three principal aspects as they relate to adoption 
rates of new techniques and improved varieties. We will also evaluate the contact farmers' desire to 
continue to participate in working with the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields. 

New Techniques 

Although awareness of new techniques varies from crop to crop (the reader is referred to the section on 
adoption rates by crop for specific averages), overall averages by technique without distinguishing 
among crops show that just undti one-quarter of the contact farmers surveyed indicated they had been 
exposed to the new techniques. Of those who had been exposed, approximately 33 percent had 
adopted the new techniques. Most striking overall averages for adoption were those for tilling or 
hoeing (41%), respecting the length of manioc cuttiris (54%), and respecting the number of seeds per 
pocket (42%). 

Actual exposure to the new techniques after two years and 3 1/2 seasons tends to be low at 
approximately 2 1percent and adoption rates of 33 percent are moderate. When one takes the analysis 
one step further to look at overall adoption rates (that is, of the 182 contact farmers surveyed, not just
of those who indicated they were familiar with the techniques), we find the aggregated percentage 
decreases even further to a low 6 percent. 

The question now becomes: why are the adoption rates of new techniques low? Why is the contact 
farmer not applying the techniques in his/her own fields? As stated above, the contact farmers' most 
common response of why they did not adopt was that the new techniques took too much time -- an 
indication that perhaps some of the new techniques promoted in the extension may not be appropriate 
for the labor and/or time constraints of the contact farmers. Another frequent response was that the 
contact farmers were waiting for improved seeds and manioc cuttings before trying the new techniques. 
Since the PROCAR extension package does not require that new techniques be used exclusively with 
new varieties, this is a strong indication that somewhere along the line the message has been 
reinterpreted or changed, resulting in fewer farmers who are trying the new techniques in their 
personal fields. 

New Varieties 

As mentioned in the section on rates of adopting new varieties, the data we collected focuses on the 
adoption rates of the varieties by percentage of fields rather than by percentage of individual farmers. 
For this reason, it is difficult to figure actual exposure to the varieties. However, the questionnaire did 
ask individuals for their opinions on the quality of each new variety promoted by PROCAR. 
Assuming that the ability to comment on the attributes of the varieties indicates exposure, we will use 
these figures to demonstrate the contact farmers' familiarity with the varieties promoted through 
PROCAR's extension package. 
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Similar to the contact farmers' general exposure to the new techniques, the average ov 'rail exposure of 
the 182 contact farmers surveyed to new varieties is just under one-q'.iarter, at 22 pe'cent. However, 
most contact farmers are still using local varieties in their private field.. Of those irdividuals who 
indicated they were exposed to the new varieties, only 14 percent had actually planted them in their 
own fields. Most commonly adopted varieties were R66 (29%), a combination of local and improved
varieties (23%), unnamed improved varieties (18%), and a combination of improved varieties (15%).
When we take the analysis even further and loo': at adoption rates as they relate to the total number of 
contact farmers surveyed, the overall adoption rate drops to 1 percent. 

An interesting point is that despite t.ese extremely low overall adoption rates, the contact farmers 
reacted positively when asked their opinions of the quality of the new varieties. On average, 82 
percent of the contact farmers who responded felt that the improved varieties were superior in quality 
to local varieties. 

This would lead us to conclude that contact fa-mers are in fact satisfied with the new varieties and that 
perhaps the reason they are not planting them in their private fields is due to the lag time between 
growing the seeds in multiplication fields and the actual distribution of the seeds to the contact farmers 
for planting. As mentioned earlier, the PROCAR extension system follows a three-tier methodology, 
passing from demonstration to multiplication and finally to distribution of seeds. Since this survey was 
conducted after only 3-1/2 growing seasons, it would seem logical that we hit most of the IMOs in 
their multiplication stage. In other words, distribution of seeds of new varieties is, at present, limited. 

Continued Interest in PROCAR's Extension System 

An ample 97 percent of the contact farmers surveyed indicated they wanted to continue working with 
their extension agent. Similarly, a substantial number of farmers wanted to continue working on 
demonstration ano m--ltiplication fields, with 87 and 92 percent respectively responding positively.
These high percentages lead us to conclude that there is a strong desire on the part of the corract 
farmer to continue working with PROCAR's extension package. However, this high level of interest is 
contradicted by low rates of adoption for both new techniques and improved varieties. This would 
lead us to deduce that for some reason, the messages in the extension package are not getting across as 
effectively as they could be, or that the messages transmitted are not appropriately adapted to the 
specific constraints faced by the contact farmers or to the farming systems they practice. 

Where Can PROCAR Go from Here 

While the author of this report is not an agronomist or an extension specialist, it is clear even to the 
uninitiated that an in-depth reassessment of the messages PROCAR is extending needs to be conducted 
by the project's Production and Outreach Division. It is time for PROCAR to step back and re
evaluate its extension package. 

PROCAR should rethink how it is going about transmitting its extension messages. PROCAR's 
mandate is to work through IMOs, and this will most likely not change in the future. If this is the 
case, then PROCAR needs to determine how it can more effectively work through these IMOs to 
ensure the messages its extension package contains pass more easily and more directly to the contact 
farmer. PROCAR's agronomists and extension specialists need to contemplate how to refocus, 
simplify, and clarify the extension messages to more appropriately address the techniques and varieties 
the contact farmers accept more easily or in which they show more interest. Once these modifications 
are made in the extension package, an intensified training program for PROCAR agents and at both the 
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IMO and extension agent levels should take place to ensure that the refurbished extension messages are 
fully understood by all agents involved in PROCAR's extension system and that the messages found 
with the package will be transmitted more effectively to the contact farmer. Finally, since it is evident 
that contact farmers are interested in the new varieties the project is promoting but may lack access to 
seeds, PROCAR would do well to intensify its efforts to facilitate the distribution of seeds to the 
contact farmers, whether directly or through the various IMOs. 

Regardless of the process chosea by PROCAR for the amelioration of its extension program, it is clear 
that changes need to occur in order to increase adoption rates as well as the overall impact of the 
project. 

Part V: Recommendations for Future Studies 

The Zaire Area Food and Market Development Project is a ten year project that will reach its 
conclusion in 1995. This survey has acted a sort of "mid-term assessment" to measure the progress the 
project has made up to this point in regard to its agricultural extension system. As we have already
concluded, readjustments and changes need to be made in the extension system and implicit in this is 
the need for further studies to measure impact. 

This survey should be considered a baseline from which PROCAR can measure how effective the 
revised extension system is working. Annex C will briefly go over lessons learned from this survey
and make suggestions for future surveys and analyses concerning PROCAR's extension package. One 
point is key, however. Due to the long-term nature of the PROCAR project, it is important that 
evaluators remember that it is a development effort that will evolve over time. Agricultural
development, especially when linked so closely to institutional development, is a lengthy endeavor. 
The results of this survey show very low rates of adoption. However, before we judge too harshly, we 
must remember the arduous process. With serious changes and readjustments made to the PROCAR 
extension package, the project may be able to make a giant leap forward on the path to rural 
development in Zaire. One thing is to be sure, the next survey will be even more telling as to the 
success of the PROCAR methodology. 
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ANNEX A: THE QUESTIONNAIRES
 

Contact Farmer Questionnair.
 

Observer Farmer Questionnaire
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Meme quand on plante un peu.
 
on cultivo beaucoup _ 1 r -T i [ r-I _ 
_ _ _ _ _ _ I .L_.I w J _ 

1 I I I II i F 1[ [ I
-I- I I i I t l I ! l 

S Inferieur
 
Lacouleur nest pas aussi acceptable j j 
Le repas fail a partir de Ia nouvelle 

varier goute moins I __, ___ r___ r'"--'r iL, 
Elle no ronvifint pas pouor la pr__

paralion do vor plals prefeea r-1i r -i [ 

Rendement inferieur I F Jzim izIm i !±J i

1Ca prend plus do travail pour cultiver _ _ F T I i ir1 TF F iI 
_ L J II LW ! 

La transformation prond plus d. tomps -- I --1 77-- ---SI I It _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _I , 

Cela pourrit dans lesol F..(j--- --.- fi I[7I JI ,- , . _ 

( 
r 

_ 

._,, __ _ __, _ __,__ _ __ _ __! _! _ ! I *i1T I I 

_ ILfi i!I II illJLJI 

__ __ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ !I ! !! ! !! i, ! ! 



Pzgc 16116 

Quectionnaire No. 

OUl NON -

30. Avez-vous tail des etudes'! i I -I Inon - 1I 

a) Si oui. do quollo cla=so 6to-vous sorti? PRIMAIRE SECONDAIRE 

S-=---I=1 
AUTRE 

31. Avez-vous une forme? OUI NON 
II . ,, -_ , I 

SI ou, Inon - I 
a) Combien de hectares? _ _ _ 

COjkl NON 

h) Fri for,~i ? 01= 

c)En bo°sso?b1 I 

d) Si vous loucz la lerre, qu'ct cc quc 

vouc donnez comme lover? 

!) ue produsez vou- .urcette !erme? 

cultures 

o 
c' -vaqc 

[1 = 
poiccon 

- I=-
jardinaqe

F. =2 
[Enqueteur pout marqucr plusicur] 
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QUESTIONNAIRE: CULTIVATEUR ORDINAIRE 	 Questionnaire No. 

NOM DE LENQUETEUR DATE 

NOM DU CULTIVATEUR ORDINAIRE 

SEXE AGE 

VILLAGE 	 COLLECTIVITE 

! YS (EM AORICOLEG EERL 

SVTAIACRCL--- GAN-- - -- - -- -- __ 

1. 	Combien do porsonnos do votro m6naqo travaillont 
regulierement dans les champs? 

2. 	 Combien de champs avcz vous? VOIR TABLE 1 



TABLEAU I Qucsticnniro H.. 

Chwrtpa, 
Cauue 

Super 
Id. e n 

o 
r e Ie 

Cuit... ,. 
o 

_Out a Cholal I&u 
turee I Faut Fare 

Si (PR-A-
_CnolCt) 

Peiod.1 P.ponb, pourI. Puspat
du Travail: o-Femm, 1-Homme 

iIIhalt~lgj(0, L -abattago des abreq (0. 1)1); laffichage (0, 1); 

I I Idusouchage (0,1); enfouisement 

If I herbes (0, 1); billonnage (0. 1); 
ii 

' i ;I laplantatlon (0.
houage (0. 1); 

1); aamls(0.
tabour (0. 1); 

1) 

a:3arclage (0.1);antretlan (0, 1) 

-1 

: ] 
I fi 

I] 
.battage dza-aitrcs (0, 1)
battage (0,1); delrichage (0,1);
desouchage (, 1). enfouissemontherbes (0. 1); billonnage (0. 1); 

laplantation (0. I); semis (0, 1) 

hounge (0, 1); labour (0, I); 
sarclaga (0, 1); entrallen (0, 1) 

-abattago des arbres (0, ) 

baitig (0. 1); dfibchage (0. 1); 
desouchagoO(0.1):enfoulssomant 

horbou (0, 1); billcnnaga (0, 1); 

- • "["houage 
la plantation (0,

(0. 1); 
f); semis (0,

latbour (0, 1). 
) 

!sarclage(0,1);aniteien(0, 1) 

. ' abatinge des arbrail (0. 1) 

hallage (0. 1); dohrichagm (nI. 1); 

Jutuuchiguu(0, 1); uni'uuiutits lsl 

"" ~ 
herbee (0, 1); billonnage (0, 
la plantation (0. 1); semnis (0, 

1); 
I 

houaga (0. 1); labour (3.) 1): 
" 11arclaga (0. 1); Wnration (0, 1) 



TABLEAU 1 Quesltonnajro No. 

Cultures [ Chanisl [ ]j~i~7] I z-Voa~btjie n nu SICuity. eDornez lee Raisols 11ocG u is GuP~f~
|ures IIFai lFaire ] 

P i jf
Clecti J 

~ 0 esponsibe pour IsPluspart
| du Travail:o -Femme. 1-Homme 

_ _ _ _ - _. I 

abattage des arbres (O, 1) 
hatt " ge (0, 1); ,dlrihage.(0, 1); 

desouchag (0, 1); enfouirsement 

herbes (0, 1); billonnage (0, 1);Lia plantaton (0. 1); Som3i (0, 1) 
houage (0. 1): labour (0. 1): 

. _. _ ____rc l e (0 . 1 ) : e ntro tia n (0 , 1 ) 

• IJ battage (0, 1); detrichage (0, 1); 
I descuchage (0. 1); entouissement 

_ _ __ _ i "1_ 

herbo (0. 1); balonnage (0. i); 
[a plantation (0. 1); semis (0. 1) 
houage (0, 1); labour (0, 1); 
sarclage (c, 1); enretlen (0, 1) 

I ' 

Flabaitage des atbres (O, I) 
battage (0, 1); dafrichage (0, 1); 
dosouchage (0, 1): or,foulssomont 

horbos (0, 1); billonnaga (0, 1); 
Ia plantatlon (0. 1); sOmis (0, 1) 
houage (0. 1): labour (0. 1); 

.sarclage ( , 1); antra lien (0, 1) 
J ,abaitage des elbreil (0. 1) 

I 

hailt;;gt (O, 1); dInfichagm (C). 1); 
dutiuuc.hagto(O, 1); uorifuuitiufiuroi 
heibee (0, 1); bHionnage (0. 1); 

_ .houage (0. 1); labour (0. 1) 

• --------I.__j. J arclaa( . 1 anralan(0, 1) 



3. Quelles sont les vari6t6c que vous cultiviez 

pendant les six saisons ecoules (trois ans) 
que vous ne cultivez plus actuellemen!? 

cultures 

manioc 

vari6t6s 

I 

ralsone Questionnaire No. 
Paqe 4112F 

arachidls 

caurge 

millet 

I 

T 

II 

I 

I 

auira 

4. Utilisez-vous de la main d'oeuvre non- familiale 
pour v.cs travaujx agricc!os? 

ONJ NON 
F TF 

Inen I I 



Page 5112 
Questionnaire to. 1 

(4. cont.) Utllsez-vous do la main-d'oeuvre a) Hleguliere A Eb __ [-2 - 0 I 
non-familiail pour vos travaux agricoles? 3 - 4 - I 

h) Occassionelle A B 5+ = 2 

Quollee activites hSexe [ ge I Saiono 

A 
anattage des arbres 
hatTage_ 1 = FNFANT (5-iti) 
,WIri hagf _ I_ _ =.IFI INF (I I-,7 

dessouchagti
enfouissernent herbes I II 

3 = ADULTE (18+)' 
-Utilisez le numero I 

billonage ___ _ j 
la olantation/semis 
houagellabourcarcloglentrtiocnoo__ooo I 

I I 
I 

I 
1AjnI4S 

I 
|.O ' 

CA Cf.l^, A. 
,,, -, 

___o_ 

_____ _____________ ISAISON B 1990 

Argent Nature Par Jour Par Mois Par saison 

c) Si vous lec payez. vous le taites comment? (combien) (quoi) 

5. Travaillez-vouc sur les champs d'autrcs, OUI NON 
paysans en echange? L .. = 

6. Vendez-vous voc produit. 

ou a I'ONE? 
a la cooperative OUI NON 

F__7-[C1 
Inon =1 

si oui, indiquez lequel: 1) CAL 2) DPP 3) PADIR 4) Ekubi 



--

7. 	 Quels sont les grands probl~mos quo vous rancon-
trez dans vos champs? (mettez en ,rdre d'importance) 

1)I
 

1) 

2) 

4) 

5) 

8. 	 Qui vous aide le plus a resoudre ces prcbl~mes? 

[ 1 

monagric 
Ce de terre 

v~lIO:sateur 

inmm~klmar 

uwirulablu 

voisifels 

uli-1 

Paqo 6112 
Questionnaire No. 

Enqu6teur doit marquer la reponee du c,-ntis't',-r an.-
Iui dire les cflox ICI dessous. Apres que renquete 
soit termine, illelle dolt choisir !e numero qui 

cnrreorpond a la repon.so dij ciltivanigir 

(I) maladiu dub plarutub (2) vul (3) butcuiiutius 
(4) emolacement du chamo (5f) insectes (G) wauvaises 

leibes (7) leo botes eIser, ieS p;an,tes 
(8) 	manque de terre (9) manaue de main d'oeuvre 

(1C) sols pauvres (1, 1) manquas d, bnns semences! 
boutures (12) autre 

= 0 
. .IOn chercheune o 

H-H - roe _-ete 

5 6eation 

j = 5 

I t= 
= 7 

http:repon.so


9. Qu'est-ce qui contribue a I'augmentation de 
votre production agriccle 

(mettez en ordre d'importancc) 

Questionnaie No. 
. . . . 

Page 7112 

1. 

2. 

A 
IEnquateur 

I . 

B 
doit marquer la reponce du cultivateur 

sans lut dire les choix ici dOssous. Apres que 
'enqueto soit !ermine.iWlla c.if ,hicir la 
n,,mero qili cnrrespnnd a ia ropnn.e dii ciltivareur 

4. 

5. 

(A = reponse individuel, B = reponses combines --

fcc importances cqalcs) 
avec 

I 

i i I 

(1)(dilu d'J fIUUVUaUX ,,.hamrp|s(2)i Um~Urud 

(3)anrandit ]a s ourEsfici6 (4) niilerr outillai, 
t(5) plus de ,,-,a r.d'euv (e voY I,Tus C7) m,-,e,1leuP, 
semences et boutures (8)ne 1as bruler les champs, 
0,lOI, Ijaj0u,.J t Jtavo, .. 4 C. ,oC OSI ,.uIOL 

(10) planter en lignc (11) nouvelles techniques 
culturales (12) sarclaqc (13) autre 

ILCULI IVA IEJH 0.1I)INAIHE 

10. Est-ce quo vous etes au ccurin! du champ de 
demonstration ou de multrplication qui so trouve 

dans vottc villaqc? 

OUI 
I I4 

NON 
tI...1 -. . 

Inon= I I 

11. 1 'avez-vous d avi ste-
Otl 
. 

NON 
I u =- I 

Incn=i I 



12. Est-ce que vous avez participe vous-meme 

aux travaux sur les champs (la prAparation 
dii terrain, [a semence, la rrcollr , etc.)? 

OUI! NON Q-uestionna.re No. 
7-- -a 1 
Inn - I 

Page 8112 
I_ ._ 

Si non. pourquoi? Ionqu6tour doit marquor la roponso du 
cultivateur sans luidire Ics choix ici 
doruouG. Apros quo I'onquoto soit tormin6. 

il/elle dolt choisir Ic numero q:i 

correspond a la reponse du paysani 

(1) pas intoross6 (2) pas assoz do tomps 
(3) ne pac savcir I'endroit ou I'hcure 
(4) autre 

GUI NON 

13. Connaissez-vous to vulgarisateur qui vien! 
au village? 

N 1-... 
In on 1 

14. Comment savez vous 

au village'! 

quand isvu!garisateur vient 

I 
-

= 

. 

chef du village (0) 
cultivateur do contact (1) 
autre paysan (2) 
attire Of) 

15. Savoz-vous o6 le vulqarisatour fait sot. 
demonstrations des nouvelles techniques 

ou varietes? 
. 

OUI NON 

Inon 1 1 



16. Avez-vouc ou quelqu'un dan votre m6nage 
participe a une visite tatte par le vulgarisa-
teurs dans les quaires dernieres semaines? 

OU! 

i 
NON 

i i 
Quetionnaire 

IiouI= 0 
Inon - 1I 

P,.a:qce 0112 
I 

___ 

Io.I 

a) Si non, pourquci? fonqu6tour doit marquor la roponso du 
cultivatcur sans lui dire les choix ici 
dossous. Apros quo l'onquote Got tormin6. 
illelle doit choisir Ic numero qui 
corret;pond a Ia. reponse du cultivatcurl 

(1) pas intoros6 (2) c'6tait trop loin 
(3) no pa- cavoir 1'endroit ou I'hcur. 
(4) ne pas avoir assez de tcmps 
(5) ne pas ctre invites (6) autre 

b) Si oui, qui a particip6! 

L 

voue-meme 

marnlfemmo 
tous les deux1 a ' ' e 

autre 

I=-. 

1 
I =T 

I 

I 

I 

17. Est-. que to cullivateur de contact discute 
les recommendatiens du vuI-n-e-!L aec vous?" 

OUl E1ON 
_I____,, _ -

Inon =1 I 

18. Quellos sent los vari6t6 am6lior6os que vous 
connaissez? VOIR TABLE 2 

19. Quolleas sot los techniquos am6lioi6os quo 
connaissez? VOIR TABLE 3 

vous 



TABLEAU 2 Questionnaire No.________ 

I .,.,ur. J ... vio~oe , .. de ces va,,oi ... QI- . {- NON:- ... enu les semences .. sur Iaproduction 

i, 1 Ii 
It 

[i 
I I I 

I 
1I 

If1 
I 

F___ ___ _ _ 

II 

H 

__ 

iI 
II 

tII 

I 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ i _ 

If 
II 

I 

_ 

I 

I 

II_ _ 

I 

_ _ I__ 

Ii 

_ _ 

I 

__ _ _ _ __ 

i 
I 

_ _ _ __ _ _ 

I 

I 

- -

I 

II 

I 

I -I 

I 

II 



TABLEAU 3 Questionnaire No.... 

-INOUVELLES TECHN!QUES VOUSCONNASSE.Z! CUt IU!u"_ -O'MMEN! AVE.VOS--PU! -VOUST!l-]T54I NlESSP'-,-L, £MI I -S '-H-EI SUN [ 


I I ]IPHISCONNAJSSANCE I U S I........ . . ....I . .
L S IEC-N .LOCAL..L................N 

I __ ... ..... .. ... . ... J IouI NON !IM OINS ! PLUS . MCNS 1E43A'E !PLUS !I _J .. IDE CESTECHNIQUES __I __ EGALE 

I I II I II I I I II
 
II I I I :1 I III
I
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _....... .. I... .
 

ii i I
 

IiI I I II I j II
 

I iIiI,, :i 


II
 

II
 
SII/ I I Ii l i I Ia I
 

II iI I I I I t I I ,a
 

I I II II I I II I I
 

I I II II II I II
 
I*I II II I It 
 I II
 

. .I I.... . . .I aa
 
I. ... . . . Ii l 4 II I i i a 


III II II II I II I 'a
 

fl -I I II II I - - - I-


Ii I II II I Ii i II II
 
. ... . . . . . . . . . . . I .. I ... .. ..
. .. . .. . ... . . ...
it, Ii I!. .I ii 

4 


........ .-----... - - ~.I- -- a,... .. . ...... .. . . . - -I. I- -- - " 1 


Il iIiI
'II - !I 

! 

-

Ic.I,
 

,I
 

a 

i l I I I . .. . . . . .. . I..I..
I I 


. . . . . ........ .... . ... . . .. ..... . 1
 

II 



j._INF_MATION GENERALE 

20. Qui mange chez vouG? 

21. Avez-vous fait des 6tudes'I 

a) Si oui. do quollo classo ates-vou3 sorti? 

22. Avez-vous une ferme? 

Si oui, 

a) Combien de hectares? 


b) Fn fnr, ? 


C) Er biousse? 


d) Si vous louez [a terre, qu'est--ce qua
 
vouc donnez coinme loyer?
 

t) Que produicez-vous sur cette terme? 

Questionnaire No. 
Page 121-

AGE SEXE AGE SEXE 

Itemme = 11 

OUI NON 

I 
I _116-55=

[ I I 55.+
4 

PRIMAIRE 

I - I -
SECONDAIRE 
I J1 -

Inon.=1 I 

AUTRE 

OUI NON 

IInon 

Otil
[ j 

S 

NON
j 

no

= 

lo=l 

cultures 
u =le 

levaqe poisson 
. . = 2 

jardinaqe
-oi=a_ 

-I-------- -- I-

Enquteur peu; marquer plusieurJ 
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The "Observer Farmer"
 
Adoption Rates of Those Farmers
 

Who Do Not Work Directly with PROCAR
 



The "Observer Farmer"
 
Adoption Rates of Those Farmers
 

Who Do Not Work Directly with PROCAR
 

As mentioned in the main body of this report, the Research and Information Division (DRI) decided to 
run an informal side-survey to assess the secondary effects of PROCAR's extension system.
Unfortunately, although the observer farmer questionnaire gathered information on general farming
systems like those found in the contact farmer survey, we were only able to analyze one key section of
the questionnaire due to a shortage of time. This annex will cover the analysis conducted on part II of 
the observer farmer questionnaire, which was outlined in the main body of the report. 

This annex is divided into four parts. Part I reviews basic information on how familiar the observer 
farmer is with the extension agent's work at the village level. Part II assesses the observer farmer's
adoption rates of new techniques, and Part III presents our findings on the adoption rates of the,
observer farmer of the improved varieties promoted by PROCAR's extension package. Part IV 
comprises general conclusions. 

Before beginning, we will briefly review the side-survey methodology, which is explained in more 
detail in the main body of the report. The "observer farmer" is a farmer who lives and cultivates in 
the same village as the contact farmers with whom PROCAR works. These farmers do not work 
directly or consistently with the extension worker and do not take part in the demonstration,
multiplication, or combination fields. This survey sought to measure, on an informal level, the amount 
of contact the observer farmer had with the extension worker or the contact farmers and to see to what 
degree (if at all) they were picking up some of new techniques and varieties promoted by PROCAR. 
In each of the villages in which we surveyed contact farmers, we randomly chose half the amount of 
observer farmers to interview. For example, after randomly choosing 5 contact farmers in a village, 
we would ask the village chief to choose another number with which we would chose 2 contact farmers 
from the village cahier. In total, we surveyed 96 observer farmers, just over half of the number of 
contact farmers surveyed. 

Part 1: The Observer Farmer'sContact
 
with the Extension Worker and PROCAR's Extension System
 

The majority of observer farmers are aware of the extension agent's activities in the village. Of the 96 
observer farmers we surveyed, 97 percent indicated they knew of the demonstration, multiplication, or 
combination field found in their village. Only 3 percent were unaware that their village contained such 
a field. Although fewer observer farmers actually visited the demonstration, multiplication, or 
combination fields than those who knew of the fields' existence, a significant 78 percent claimed to
have visited the fields themselves. Twenty-two percent indicated they had never visited the fields. 
There were some observer farmers who actually participated in some of the work on the 
demonstration, multiplication, or combination fields. Of the 92 observer farmers who responded to
this question, 53 percent reported having assisted the contact farmers in working on the fields, while 
47 percent maintained they did not. 

Similar to our findings with the demonstration, multiplication, and combination fields, a majority of 
the observer farmers, 96 percent, knew the extension agent who worked in their village. Four percent 



reported they did not know the extension agent. When asked how they knew when the extension
worker was going to visit their village, 43 percent of the farmers indicated the village chief informed 
them. Thirty percent reported one of the contact farmers told them and 7 percent claimed they were
told by another observer farmer. Nineteen percent indicated they found out by other means, which
included such things as hearing the sound of the extension agent's motorcycle approaching the village
(most likely in the case of a Peace Corps Volunteer). Seventy-five percent of the observer farmers
knew wheie the extension agent usually met witfh the contact farmers to conduct demonstrations of new 
techniques or to explain improved varieties. Twenty-five percent of the farmers did not know where 
these demonstrations took place. 

When asked whether they or a member of their family participated in these demonstrations or in visits
by the extension agent from time to time, of the 94 farmers who responded, 70 percent of the observer
farmers reported they or a member of their family have participated, while 30 percent indicated no one
had. Of the 66 observer farmers who responded when asked to indicate who participated, 36 percent
reported they themselves had taken part in the visit(s) or demonstration(s), while 33 percent said their
husband or wife took part. Fifteen percent indicated they had participated along with their spouse and
15 percent replied "other," usually meaning another family member. Finally, there was a strong
indication that the contact farmer is sharing the extension package information at the village level. 
Eighty-one percent of the observer farmers indicated that the contact farmer discussed the extension 
agent's recommendations with them, while 19 percent indicated the contact farmer had not. 

Part II: Adoption Rates of New Techniques 

In this section, the data will be presented in the table found on the following page, in a format similar 
to the table used for the contact farmer analysis in the main body of the report. The data are 
disaggregated by crop and by technique (for which the observer farmer responded) to demonstrate true
adoption rates. The ovcrall adoption rate for the observer farmers who responded to the question was
fair at 25 percent, just under the 33 percent for the contact farmer. However, when we take the
analysis a step further to assess the total rate of adoption of the 96 observer farmers surveyed, we find 
that the perce,,*age drops to a mere 3 percent. 

As the table demonstrates, and similar to the contact farmers, a small percentage of the observer 
farmers indicated being exposed to the new techniques promoted in PROCAR's extension package.
This finding is particularly striking as it contrasts so sharply with the information listed in the section 
above in which 78 percent of the observer farmers reported they had visited the demonstration,
multiplication, and combination fields. This low rate of exposure is especially surprising when one
considers that 53 percent of the observer farmers surveyed indicated they'd actually assisted in working 
on those fields. In addition, 81 percent of the observer farmers asserted the contact farmer had 
discussed the extension agent's recommendations with them. 

Clearly, these findings are inconsistent. If so many observer farmers indicate familiarity and even
first-hand experience with the multiplication, demonstration, or combination fields, then why did so 
few of them report exposure to the new techniques? This could be a key area of research in the next 
survey to determine what types of information the contact farmer is discussing with the observer 
farmer (for instance, whether he/she actually discusses the PROCAR technical package or simply ta!'.s
about improved seed varieties). Another question could be to determine whether or not a "visit" to the
demonstration, multiplication, or combination field is enough to truly expose observer farmers to the 



iv 

new techniques. This could indicate that the fields do not clearly show how the new technique should 
be used in the observer farmer's personal field. Perhaps a more effective method of transferring this

knowledge to the observer farmers would be to encourage them to take part in certain activities, such
 
as planting. These issues are speculative, but merit further attention should there be a follow-on
 
survey.
 

Further investigation of the table shows that the highest rates of exposure to and adoption of new 
techniques tend to be with manioc, similar to the findings in the contact farmer survey. Peanut.; and 
corn have the next highest rates of exposure, although the actual rates of adoption are decidedly low. 
Adoption ratts for the use of new techniques with soy were zero, which may be due to the fact that soy 
was introduced at a later stage than the rest of the crops promoted in the PROCAR extension package. 

Without taking crops into account, an average of 25 percent of the observer farmers who responded
indicated exposure to planting manioc . an oblique rather than fiat position, while 21 percent reported
familiarity with planting in lines. Respecting the number of seeds per pocket was the least well-known 
technique, with an average of 3 percent of the observer farmers reporting exposure. Conversely,
although fewer farmers indicated familiarity with the technique of planting a certain number of seeds 
per pocket, of those wl., were familiar, 32 percent -eported adopting it. Two other techniques that 
were most readily adopted by those observer farmers who were exposed were the use of the correct
size of manioc cutting, with an average of 42 percent of the farmers adopting, and tilling the soil. with 
an average 40 percent adoption rate. 

As we did with the contact farmer survey, when an observer farmer indicated that he had adopted a 
new technique, we then asked him how much time the new technique took in relation to the local 
technique. The information on adoption rates of techniques was collected by way of a table in the 
observer farmer questionnaire. If a famer listed a technique as one he/she recognized but did not use
in his/her own fields, the enumerator was instructed to leave the rest of the table blank and go to the 
question of why the individual chose not to adopt the technique. The logic behind this was that if the
farmer did not use the technique, then he/she was probably not in the best position to say how long it 
took or what its effects were on production. Therefore, for the cases in which a farmer may be
familiar with a technique but not adopt it, the information for the amount of time the technique takes or 
its erfects on production was not available. 

Generally, the observer farmers who adopted the new techniques felt they took longer than local
techniques. On average, 41 percent of those who responded indicated the new techniques took more 
time, while 32 percent reported they took less time. An average of 27 percent found the labor time 
spent on local and improved techniques to be equal. Similar to our findings with the contact farmers,
the majority of observer farmers who had adopted reported the new techniques helped produce more 
than the local techniques. 

Part HI: Adoption Rates of New Varieties 

Overall adoption rates for the new varieties were moderate, with 19 percent of the observer farmers 
indicating they planted improved varieties in their private fields and 81 percent reporting they did not. 
However, to get a true sense of adoption rates, the data will be broken down by crop and variety in the 
following section. 



Manioc. Sixty-three observer farmers (65% of the 96 observer farmers surveyed) responded to the 
question of whether or not they use improved manioc varieties in their fields. Of those who 
responded, 29 percent (19% of the observer farmers surveyed) indicated they use manioc FI00 in their 
private fields, while 71 (47% of those surveyed) percent do not. 

The observer farmer was then asked to rate the harvest they received with the F100 as good. average, 
or poor. Of the 18 individuals who responded to this question, 71 percent (12% of the observer 
farmers surveyed) felt their harvest was good, while 29 percent (5% of the farmers interviewed) had
 
not yet harvest.
 

Corn. Twenty-two observer farmers (23%) resprnded to this question. Twelve farmers responded
specifically on Bandundu I. Of these, 17 percent (2% of all observer farmers surveyed) indicated they
had planted this variety in their own fields, while 83 (10% of all observer farmers) percent said they
had not. Three farmers reported information on Kasai 1,all (3% of the observer farmers surveyed)
saying they did not plant this variety in their private fields. Five farmers responded with information 
about combining Bandundi I and Kasai I in their own fields. Of these, 20 (1% of all observer farmers 
surveyed) percent adopted the variety and 80 (4% of population surveyed) percent had not. Two 
farmers' answers focused on a combination of all improved varieties of corn (Bandundu I, Kasai I, and 
Ikenne), with 50 percent (I % of the observer farmers surveyed) planting the new varieties in their 
fields and 50 percent (I %of observer farmers) not doing so. 

When asked to rate the harvest of Bandundu I as good, average, or poor, the two observer farmers 
(2% of all those we surveyed) who had adopted this variety indicated it gave a good harvest. The 
observer farmer who recorded planting a combination of Bandundu I and Kasai I gave the response
of "other" when asked to rate the results of the harvest. When we looked through the questionnaires, 
we found this farmer felt that Kasai I and Bar.dundu I "didn't take long in the soil, but was difficult io 
pound (or process)." The observer farmer who adopted a combination of all improved varieties 
(Bandundu 1, Kasai 1, and Ikcnne) judged his/her harvest as good. The previous two farmers each 
represented 1percent ot the observer farmers surveyed. 

Rice. There were 14 observer farmers (14% of the observer farmers surveyed) who responded to this 
question in regard to R66. Of these, 14 percent (2% of the observer farmers surveyed) indicated they
planted R66 in their private fields, while 86 percent (12% of those observer farmers interviewed) 
reported they did not. 

When the two observer farmers (2% of the population surveyed) were asked to rate the harvest of R66 
as good, average, or poor, both of the farmers indicated their harvests were good. 

Peanuts. There were 23 observer farmers who responded regarding improved peanuts varieties. Of 
these, 15 (16% of the observer farmers surveyed) reported on A1052. Six percent (1% of all observer 
farmcrs) indicated they planted A1052 in their private fields whereas 94 percent said they did not. 
None of the 8 farmers (8% of the observer farmers interviewed) who responded regarding combined 
improved varieties of peanuts indicated they planted them in their private fields. 

The observer farmer who had adopted the variety A1052 in his/her own field indicated the harvest was 
good. This farmer represents 1 percent of all the observer farmers we surveyed. 

Cowpeas. Nine observer farmers responded with information on improved varieties of cowpeas.
Seven farmers (7% of the observer farmers surveyed) answered specifically concerning H4. Of these, 
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29 percent (2% of all observer farmers) indicated they planted the variety in their own fieldls while 71 
percent (5% of the observer farmers interviewed) did not. Two people focused their response on 
combined varieties of improved cowpeas, with 50 percent (1% of overall farmers interviewed) planting 
them in their fields and 50 percent (also 1%) saying they did not. 

When asked to rate the harvest received with the cowpeas as good, average, or better, the observer 
farmer (1% of those surveyed) who reported using a combination of improved cowpeas varieties (H4
and H36) in his/her field judged the harvest as good. The two ob.erver farmers (2% of those 
surveyed) who reported adopting H4 did not comment on the variety's effect on production. 

Soy. Eleven farmers (II % of the observer farmers surveyed) reported information on Jupiter. All of 
the 11 farmers indicated they did not plant Jupiter in their private fields. 

The majority of observer farmers heard of the new varieties from someone who was connected with the 
PROCAR extension package; 47 percent reported learning from the extension agent and 27 percent
from a contact farmer. Thirteen percent had seen the new varieties in the demonstration or 
multiplication fields. Family members informed 5 percent of the observer farmers about the new 
varieties and 2 percent heard about them from other village members. Seven percent found out about 
the new varieties from other sources. 

Similarly, when asked where they received the seeds for the new varieties, most observer farmers 
indicated they were given seeds by the extension agent, a contact farmer, or one of the IMOs with 
which PROCAR works. Thirty-five percent of the observer farmers reported they received seeds from 
the extension worker, while 13 percent indicated they got them from a contact farmer. Thirteen 
percent said they received the seeds from Ekubi and 6 percent were given seeds by the government
extension agent. Three percent reported they received seeds for new varieties from the following 
sources: PROCAR, DPP, Programme Nationale du Riz (PNR), a clan member, and a "whit- person." 
Thirteen percent received seeds for new varieties from "other" sources. 

PART IV: CONCLUSIONS 

The key point in the observer farmer survey is that although adoption rates of the new techniques and 
improved varieties proved to be low, some of the messages in the PROCAR extension package is 
filtering through to farmers who are not directly involved in the project. The question is, as it was 
with the contact farmers, are those messages clear enough or appropriate? 

Generally, the data gathered during the observer farmer side-survey parallel the data we gathered from 
the contact farmer survey. Rates of adoption for both new techniques and improved varieties are low. 
The striking point, however, is the base rate of exposure to the PROCAR extension package reported
by the observer farmers. Although this follows suite with the contact farmer survey, the data pose a 
puzzling picture here as they contradict the fact that 78 percent of the observer farmers have actually
visited the demonstration, multiplication, or combination fields before and as many as 35 percent of 
them reported receiving seeds from the extension worker himself. If so many observer farmers 
indicate familiarity with the extension , orker or with the demonstration, multiplication, and 
combination fields, then why are !heir reported rates of exposure so low? Where is the missing link? 
If so many farmers report contact with extension agents, contact farmers, or demonstration fields yet
still indicate low rates of exposure to actual techniques or varieties, than somehow the message is not 
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getting across. Once again, as was the case with the contact farmer, PROCAR needs to reassess how it 
is going about transmitting its extension message. 

Surely PROCAR should concentrate its efforts on working more efficiently with the contact f:.rmer and 
to focus the message of its extension package so it addresses more appropriately the needs and 
constraints of the project's target population. PROCAR should definitely not try to spread itself too 
thin. Yet at the same time, in making its messaget more clear for the contact farmer, PROCAR would 
do well to follow-up on this survey to see if the "revised" extension package/message has an effect on 
the observer farmer population. It will be an interesting point of future research to investigate how the 
refocusing of its extension program vis-a-vis the contact farmer effects the adoption rates of the 
observer farmers. 



ANNEX C 

Gender Issues and Lessons Learned 



GENDER ISSUES 

As previously mentioned in the body of this report, women do the bulk of agricultural labor in Zaire. 
Men cut and burn shrubs and trees for fields in forest regions and even assist in clearing the debris 
from the fields. However, the tilling, planting, tending, weeding, and harvesting are mostly performed 
by women. 

The key issue here is that PROCAR's extension package comprises new techniques and improved
varieties -- practices that focus on women's activities. Since women do the planting, it would seem 
logical that 1)they should be the target beneficiaries; or 2) that any agricultural extension program
should take their specific constraints/needs into account when planning its operation. 

Unfortunately, this was not what we found when we conducted the survey. PROCAR's mandate is to 
work with local intermediate management organizations (IMOs) or cooperatives. More often than not,
the cooperatives are made up of male members. Even the IMOs focus on village groups in which the 
male to female ratio is significant. This practice could prove to be ineffective. Fur example, if the
"real" farmers, or the wonien who tend to do most of the work, are not included in the extension 
program. Even if the extension agent does work with them, they are still not members of the 
cooperative or village group and therefore do not necessarily have the same opportunity to input ideas 
or to have a say in what the extension program is teaching. 

We found that often the men who are the project benet~ciaries were not fully benefitting from the 
PROCAR extension system. For example, in one instance, the contact farmer could not answer 
questions about his fields and had to keep referring to his wife who had obviously been responsible for 
its upkeep and planting. It was she who tended the field and it was she who chose to adopt or not to 
adopt the new techniques while doing her work. She, in effect, was the contact farmer, not her 
husband. 

So, in our sur',ey, mai women were not target beneficiaries but because they did most of the work in 
the fields, ended up being exp,.,ed to the new techniques and improved varieties. However, at the 
same time, as non-members, they are not reaping full benefits of the cooperative, farmers'association, 
or even PROCAR. 

The principal question becomes, Is PROCAR's present methodology, in which they end up working
with more men than women, the most effective means in which to extend new techniques and improved
varieties given the division of labor in Zaire's agricultural sector? Is it really possible to have high 
rates of adoption when the group with whom PROCAR is working is not necessarily made up of the 
individuals who end up doing the work? 

These are difficult yet important questions to ask -- and the response does not necessarily lie with 
PROCAR. Since USAID created the mandate of working with IMOs and cooperatives in the first 
place, the organization would do well to rethink how to more appropriately work with farmers in 
Bandundu to increase production. By targeting the real farmers and using extension practices that take 
into account their particular labor and time constraints, adoption rates may increase over time. 



LESSONS LEARNED 

As with any survey, especially those run for the first time, we learned lessons and found short-cuts that 
could facilitate the :onduct of a survey similar to this one in the future. The following points could be 
helpful 	considerations for whomever conducts a follow-on survey. 

0 How to ask about adoption rates. Although we have data on adoption rates, just
because a farmer is using a particular variety or technique in his/her field does not 
mean he/she has actually adopted it. For example, a good way 1o avoid any confusion 
in the future would be to have a chronology of questions such as tie following: first 
ask the farmer if he/she has tried a specific new technique. It not, why not? If the 
farmer ha.," tried the technique, does he/she plan to continue its use in the future? Why 
or why not? This allows the enumerator to distinguish patterns of whether or not the 
farmer is adopting and also gives specific reasons why or why not. 

O3 	 Coding. If possible, ihe whole questionnaire should be precoded -- especially with 
regail to tables, which are a pain to do afterward. 

Coding should be aggregated whenever possible -- plan it out beforehand. Information 
that is too detailed (for example, information per field) will be useless if one cannot 
use it to make assumptions about a larger population. We ran into several coding
problems because we collected information per field. This became problematic as we 
had numerous responses per individual and had not coded it in such a way that each 
one of these numerous responses attached directly to an ID numbcr. We ended up
having to recode the information in LOTUS (whose format allowed us to view and 
arrange the data more easily) so we could estimate overall adoption rates of varieties 
and techniques. 

We used Dbase to tabulate our data, but found it to be problematic whel, ;;,. needed to 
aggregate and recode data. I would suggest using LOTUS to code the data as it is a 
clear and easy package and translates easily for use in SPSS. 

o Defining your target group and making sure you are talking to the right people. 
One of the problems we ran into was the difficulty of clearly delineating who was a
"contact farmer" and who was not. 

As mentioned earlier in the body of this report, after consulting with the extension 
agent, we were able to create a list of how many contact farmers whom we were 
working with in each village. However, when we actually arrived in the villages, we 
sometimes found that the number given to us by the extension worker did not actually
match the number given by the village chief. Often the number in the village was 
greater because the chief included the namos of everyone who had worked in the 
demonstration, multiplication, or combination fields (including men who had 
participated only in clearing the fields and not in the acaal planting, tending, or 
harvesting of the crop). Sometimes we arrived in villages expecting a group of 25 
contact farmers and found the village chief claiming that the entire village consisted of 
contact farmers. 
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As mentioned earlier, the survey team specifically defined contact farmers as those 
individuals who worked regularly and consistently on the demonstration, 
multiplication, or combination fields. The issue became how to clarify on - the-spot 
who really worked in the fields and who said they did because they wanted to take part 
in the survey. There were numerous occasions in which we had to go through the list 
given by the chief or the cooperative president and check one by one if individuals 
were actually contact farmers. After explaining our definition of contact farmer and 
going through some thorough questioning, w! were usually able to arrive at a number 
close to that given by the extension agent. 

The key point here is that these situations were often accompanied by individuals, 
usually male, who wanted to use their influence to take part in the survey. Even if 
they knew the men were not being straight with us, the women in the village who 
wox1,l on the fields would say not!iing. To get to the heart of the information and 
firnd out from both sides what the real story was, the survey team would, in these 
cases, pull individual women a.ide and ask them to point out who worked on the fields 
and those who did not. What we often found out was that the men who claimed to be 
contact farmers had indeed assisted with clearing the fields. However, the involvement 
and assistance stopped thei'e. In these cases, they were dropped from the list. 

" 	 Logistics. Never plan to leave on a Monday morning -- somehow things just never get 
off the ground. You need at least one day beforehand to tie up last-minute logistical
problems. Make sure all the feille de route (or travel papers), and so on, are taken 
care of as well as per diem. Make sure there is adequate fuel (mazout) and have all the 
food you cannot find en brousse bought at least a day before you plan to leave. If 
possible, have the vehicles packed the night before. 

Hire a cook (or cooks, depending on how many enumerators you have). He/she will 
be indispensable, especially on those nights when everyone is exhausted and can barely 
eat let alone cook the food. He/she will be responsible for cleaning up too -- in a 
61mely manner, so you can hit the road early. 

Make sure to bring several containers for water -- and even a barrel or two to hold 
extra water. This was quite a problem for us as we were not always near potable water 
and often had to take water from the river. 

" 	 General Issues. The importance of nighdy team meetings cdnnot be overemphasized. 
They should be quick and to the point, focusing on any problems/obser-vations/issues 
that occurred during the day. Unnecessary problems wim the data can be avoided if 
one continually ensures that the enumerators are on the right track in how they are 
asking questions and recording information. In addition, they often have insights of 
how a question could be asked more appropriately, and so on. However, to avoid any 
problems, these meetings should be held preferably before dinner or immediately 
afterward when everyone is still awake. 


