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[ RECO~1MENDATIO;-.J~ 

*More research and analysis of international agricu ltural con~odity 

markets must be undertaken within Thailand if Thailand is to compete 

effectively wi thin these markets , effectively plan its agricul tura I 

policy, and enable a greater return to reach the farmer. Specifically 

RTG price and quota policies must be monintored and evaluated on a conti

nuing basis with the results of the studies made public to encourage 

discussion and debate. (Paras. 8-17) 

*Specific information on the market prices of agr~cultural commodities 

at various market levels must be made available to the farmer through the 

mass media to enable him to obtain t~e best possible prices for 11is goods. 

(Paras. 18-21) 

*More use of radio and brochures must be made to diffuse agricultura l 

information currently available in Thailand. Farm radio programs are 

currently popular, but can be improved in both quantity and quality. 

Private sector sponsorship of such programs exists at present and can probably 

be expanded. Printed brochures are currently availab l e from both RTG and 

private companies, but their content and distribution can be improved. 

(Paras. 22-38) 

*Private agricultural chemir:al and seed companies are most active in areas 

of Tllailand where the return on investment is highest. Such organizations 

could become active in poorer agricultural areas of Thailand, were some of 

the direct costs of establishing their organizations and products in these 

areas subsidized. Such a subsidy need not be 100% and could be limited to 

three to five years. (Paras. 39-45) 



*While considerable international donor agenc/ and RTG funding has 

gone into the improvement of transportation, irrigation, agricultural 

extension and seed technology and there is considerable private sectoT 

activity in the agricultural chemical and seed industries, far less 

attention appears to havA been paid to fertilizer, a very key input for 

Thai agriculture. RTG pricing and quota policies for the fertilizer 

industry appear to be similar to those v.'hic11 have charact.erized agricul-

tural export policy. A continu0uS monitoring and evaluation of the 

fertilizer situation is needed to bring greater rationalization to tllis 

important industry. (Paras. SO-51) 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

1. The Agricultural Extension Outreach Project (AEOP) supports a 

national agricultural extension program through the Depa~tment 

of Agricultural Extension (DAE) under the Ministry of Agriculture 

dnd Cooperatives. This program seeks to establish in all tambols 

throughout the Kingdom tambol extension agents (KT's), who are 

supported specifically by Subj ect ~1a tter S}Jecialists, other techni

cal inputs, a research and evaluation section, and the general 

structure of the DAE. 

2. The AEOP supports primarily the costs of recruitment and the trajning 

of the TA I S and the S~lS IS. 

3. The review team found that \,Ihil e many KT r s and S~1S IS v,"ere in place, 

their qualifications and training were not at a very high level of sophis

tication, which lack raises serious questions about tIleir ability to 

offer useful solutions to problems facing farmers. 

4. A number of recommendations on recruitment and training have been made, 

including the establishment of closer links with the research efforts 

of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives and a more active role 

for the provinvial technical committees. 

s. Most of these recommendations and others in the general report are aimed 

at strengthening the bureaucratic system wi thin t.oJhich the KT I S work, 

namely the DAE. 



6. This report, while recognizing the importance of strengthening the 

DAE, given the tremendous investment which the Royal Thai GovcTnmcnt 

(RTG), USAID and the IBRD have already made, seeks to look outside 

that system into areas which might have as much an effect on the 

farmers as that system itself. Some of these areas might also be 

worthy of further investigation by USAID. 

7. These areas include external markets, internal markets, information, 

and technology. Within these areas the roles of both the pJblic and 

private sector a~e considered. 

External ~larkets 

8 . Given Thailand's excell ent export rec.orJ in agricul ture, tt).c impor

tance of external markets cannot be ignored. Indeed the RTG spends 

vast sums each year in the sending of trade missions, signing of 

trade agreements, and overseas promotion of Thailand products. These 

effaits often contrast, hG~ever, with official pricing and quota 

policies which severely con3train Thailand's ability to export. 

9. In recent months dramatic changes have taken place in some of these 

policies, which have seen the freeing of key agriculural COI11JTIodities 

from fixed prices and quotas. The most recent example is rice. 

10. It would appear that the lifting of these restrictions has brought 

an increase in prices at the farlJ level, despite the fact that world

wide prices for these commodities have generally been lower in 1981 

and 1982 than in previous years. Fer many commodities government 

agencies have bgen unable to pay the farmers the guaranteed prices 

which these agencies themselves have fj},ed. 



11. A freer export policy may well provide farmers with greater income, 

reduce the basically ineffective role of government marketing efforts, 

and enable long-term agricultural planning to be carried out in a more 

realistic context, namely that of international agricultural markets . 

. 12. The~e issues are not as simple as they seem, however, and the possible 

exploitative role of middle men and interest groups has to be considered. 

The replacement of ineffective government agencies by monopolistic 

trading entities would hardly improve the lot of the farmer. 

13. To understand these issues continuous studying and monitoring of basic 

agricultUl'al commodities must be und~rtaken. On an international basis 

this is don(~ by organizations I ike IFPRI, FAO and others) f.lany of hhom 

are relatively free from specific government policy. 

14. In Thailand such studies, if they are done at all) are usually clone 

within govcrrunent ministries and the results are not made public nor 

even circulated widely with the bureaucracy. 

15. The capacity for this kind of analysis exists within Thai universities, 

though no single institution is likely to have sufficient capacity 

by itself. There have been discussions within Thailand about the 

establishment of a policy research institute, which might undertake 

such studies and monitoring and which could draw on the resources of 

various Thai institutions. A feasibility study for the extablishment 

of such an institute was flli1ded by The Ford Foundation. 

16. If Thailand is to continue as an exporter of agricultural products, 

it must have the research and analysis capacity to understand inter

national agricultural markets and to plan its agricultural policy in 

the context of those market. To do otherwise is both futile and 

foolhardy. Moreover, in .the long term the farmer is the big 

loser in this kind of planning. 
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17. The studies carried out by such an institute should be made public, 

encouraging public exposure and debate about the very complex issues 

involved. 

Internal Markets 

18. External and internal markets are obviously closely linked, but are 

treated separately here because measures to improve access to these 

markets differ. 11 the last decade access to internal markets within 

Thailand has increased dramatically. Probably the most i~?ortant 

single factor in this increased access has been the development of an 

excellent road system, a development not specifically planned with 

agricultural development as the primary target. 

19 . While no times ser i es information is available, in the thr ee rural 

areas surveyed in the evulation of the AEOP, 63~li, 67 ~o and 2 2~o of the 

fanner s in Mahasarakham, Kalasin and Roi Et respectively report ed 

visiting urban arc;as (muang amphoe) one to two times a month or nore frequentl), . 

20. Despite increased access, however, farmers would like to have mor e in

formation on market prices for their goods. In a survey und ertaken by 

the Thai - German Project (TGP) in Korat, farmers were asked to suggest 

subjects which they would like to see covered in the radio broadcasts 

of the TGP. 3M; of the farmers wanted 1lI0re information on mark et 

prices. 

21. Whii~ transportation, storage facilities and other factors are crucial 

in enabling the farmer to obta in the best prices for his crops, more 

information on m~rkct prices would be helpful. The TGP has set up a 

telephone nctvwrk of key informants Cl t various I evcls wi thin the mar

keting system to pull together price information and then broadcast it 

in their programs. This kind of information should be available for 

and broadcast at both regional and national levels. 



Information 

22. While market prices are a specific type of information related to 

internal markets, the whole general area of agricultural information 

needs to be considered carefully. An increase in the quantity and 

quality of that information would be of direct benefit to farmers, 

to KTts and others in the OAE system, and to the private sector as 

well. 

23. The AEOP evo.luation team found a lo\\'er than desirable level of quali

fications among both KTts and SMSts. Often they could not be helpful 

to farmers because they themselves lacked relevant, applicable agri

cultural information. 

24. The sol~tion normally proposed for this problem is more training. 

While it seems clear the quality of education in the institutes from which 

these persons graduate must be dramatically improved, it seems unli1.(cly 

that tr&ining sessions after the TAts and SMS's are on the job arc 

likely to be effective, particularly given the thousands of persons 

who would have to be involved. This is not to suggest that training 

and other materials should not continue to be developed and diffused 

by the OAf, but rather than more information must be made available 

over and beyond the DPE system. 

25. There is currently considerable information available in the form of 

farm .. radio programs, \'~hich are also quite popular. Radio in general 

is a medium widespread in rural Thailand. In surveys done for the 

AEOP evaluation in Mahasarakham, Kalasin and Roi Et the proportions 

of farmers listening daily to radio ranged from 5:% to 68%. The 

proportions of farmer households having radios were 83%, 84% and 91% 

respectively. 



26. Agricultural radio programs arc popular with 84%, 68% and 72% of the 

farmers listening to these programs at least several times a week 

and often on a daily basis. M0rc than a third of all farmers find 

these programs very useful. 

27. The TGP has developed its Oh'n programs, Kaset Samp:-m and ~lor Kaset. 

In its survey in Karat the TGP found that 29% of all farmers listened 

to the former, and 10% to the latter. Other popular farm programs in 

KOl:at include those sponsored by a farm store, the Shell Company, 

Radio Thailand, and Kasetsart University, Those broadcast over Radio 

Thailand from Khan Kaen are put together at Ta3 ra. 

28. The TGP programs are listened to \IIi th neighbors or family members in 

56% of the cases. The programs cover areas such as pest control, ferti

lizer application for paddy and vegetable crops; cultiv~ltion of c.~ssava, 

C0~n, cotton, peanut, straw mushroom and vegetables, compost making, 

chicken raising and vaccination, pig reising, and lnarketing and input 

prices. 78% of the farmers feel that they gain knowledge from thes~ 

programs and 53 g" of these actually applied the knohledge according to 

the survey. 

29. The TGP programs draw letters \\'hich are answered by the TGP :,ea1:1. Addi

tionally a ~lobil e Agricul tural Extension Team follows up v;i th groups of 

farrr.ers ~Yl;o have listened to the programs. The KT has responsibility 

for helping in the. organization of these teams and their visi ts. 

30. The 'existence of farm programs would seem to attest to their usefulness. 

There would appear to be an opportunity to expand the nwnbers of these 

programs through sponsorship from the private s(;ctor, as Shell and a 

farm store are already doing in Korat. 



31. Very careful attention must be given both to tho content and the format 

of these programs. The TGP survey, for instance, found that 38~6 of the 

farmers preferred to have the shows be based on a dialogue between male 

and female announcers and another 32% preferred this kill(; of dialogue 

accompanied by folksongs (mor lam). 

32. Currently many of these programs rely heavily on lectures ~hich are not 

a very interesting format and which often contain advice irrelevant 

the audi ence li s tening to the program. More regional i za tion of the 

programs is needed. 

+ "or 

33. Finally ""'hile such programs can playa vital role, they should be supported 

by demonstration teams, printed materials, etc. 31~ of the farmers 

in the Korat survey suggested that hand ~uts and leaflets should be made 

available. The AEOP found that in Mahasarakham, Kalasin, and Roi Et, 

46S, 74% and 72% of the farmers had never received any agricultural ex

tension materials. 

34. Among contact farms these figures were 6 n, 2S g
o and 13~o, an ind iea t ion 

that some materials are distributed, but not widely. 

35. The production of agricultural brochures and materials might be another 

area of interest to the private sector. There would appear to be con

siderable variation in the quality of these materials at present. Sc;ne 

are narrowly promotional with little educational and informational con

tent. Others are more sophi stica ted v:i t11 informat ion on recommended 

applications. the suitab~Lity of crops for particular regions, etc. 

36. In short, radio and brochures appear to be media which could be more 

effectively utilized for the diffusion of agricultural information which 

could be of great value and application .to the Thai farmer. An evalua

tion of the programs of the TGP and other programs currently being 
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hroadca.s ted would provide an indica tion of the qual i ty and useful ness 

of contents and also the coverage of such progrwns. Information on 

the sponsorship of these programs could also be collected. 

37. Similarly the contents of brochures pr odu=ed by the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Cooperatives and private sector organizations could be 

evaluated as to their usefulness. Constraints on the .availability and 

distribution of these materials should be docwnented. 

38. Measures to increase the us e of mass media and the quality of informa

tion could then be developed involving both the RTG and the private 

sector. 

Technology 

39. ~1uch of USAID and I13RD' s assistance has gone into the improvement of 

maj or inputs for Thai agrJ.cul ture. These inputs include ",'ateI', seeds J 

and agricultural extension. Less donor assistance has been available 

for improving inputs like insecticides and fertilizer. 

10 

40. The agricultural cllemical industry in Thailand appears to be developing 

primarily through the private sector with many national and multi-national 

companies active, e.g. Dupont, CP, May and Baker, MonsaIlto, Union Carbide, 

ICI, Shell and eiba-Geigy. 

41. These companies have their own distribution networks and also rely on 

representatives and dealers to ensure optimum distribution. Some pesticide 

manufacturers have rather narrow product lines Khich are be~t handled by 

independent distributors and dealers, who carry a wider range of products 

than does any single manufacturer. 



43. 

i'~.r . L';:1 ~:/ :Jf th8~;C 1'8preSer;l:~.i'.rcs anJ uea1;;;"; v;·.ries, ,:,.g. some 

I>lcatr: r technical know.i ~Jge of agricul tural r:hemicals than GO 

'h;.er;. This same kind of '. ;,.la:.ion exists for KT's and S~1S's. 

HC'~cv~r, ~:hat J ~ishe~ agricultural ch~mical manufacturers, 

~ler5 j5 that th8Y must produce (sell) to sur-

vi~e, WhlJ~ ~ it ~r ~~6 will continue to draw salary and allowances 

regardless ~; his or her efiec~iveness. The incentive to produce is 

higr:er for private sector employees. 

Many of these perSO!1S regard the KT's as \>;ell meaning, but basically 

with little to offer. They believe that KT's are S8en as IfIOSt effec

tive when they have some insecticide, seeds 01' fertilizer to offer, 

but that this effectiveness is short-lived and unrealistic. When there 

are not free inputs, the KT cannot be effective. 

44. At the same time agricultural chemical and seed companies are aware 

that certain areas of Thailand do not currently constitute attractive 

market opportunities because of low incomes and li~ited purch~sing power. 

45. While the AEOP treats all provinces, amphoes and tambols in an egalita

rian fashion, e. g. all tambol should have KT and all proviJh:es 5 S~lS, 

the private sector treats these units according to their market poten

tial. It would thus assign more rersons to cover the wealtllier agricul

tural areas and fewer to cover the poorer areas. 

46. To develop the poorer areas private companies would have to subsidize their 

field force by providing more staff for poorer areas to search out 

those farmers who can afford to purchase inputs and to offer advice to 

help those farmers who are not currently purchasers to become purchasers. 

jmenustik
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47. Preliminary discussions \'>'ith several multi-n~itionaL seed and agricul

turaJ chemical cOl.ipanies have: indic8.ted that they vJOuld be prepared 

to pay part of the direct costs of the subsidization if cin organiza

tion like USAID would be prepared to pay part. The costs to be 

covered would be only the direct on~s of manpower and traiisportation 

with the companies taking care of the costs of inputs. USAID and the 

RTG could specify particular geographical a:'eas, in whic!l such a scheme 

might operate. 

48. ~ number of companies might participate, thus enabling a ]~rger number 

of areas to be covered. Such a scheme could operate for a th~ec to 

five year period. At the end of ihis period the compan) ~ould be ~:l a 

posi tion to determine whether or not it ",'auld be in the cOI~pany' s interest 

to continue to employ staff based on the level of agricultural d~velop

ment achieved. If the level \\'ere too low, then the company ",;ould nQ 

longer support its staff and the 5che@c would have failed. Ho~ever, no 

permanent bureaucracy would have been created. 

49. By makjng more inputs available in the field, such a scheme could 1n

crease the effectiveness of the KTts as ~ell. 

50. The kind of grcgraphical taTgetting suggested fOT this scheme r:light also 

be useJ by the DOAE ... ri.th prOJ:lotions and other incentives tied directly 

to KT achievements in the field. Suitable indicators of KT performance 

would h~ve to be developed and the general level of agricultural develop

ment in the tambol should be factored In. Currently the DOAE seems to 

have no real system for evalua:ing TA effectiveness nor for that matter 

51. The chemical inputs dealt with above include agricultural chemicals and 

s ccds, bm: not fertil i zer.· The need for ferti 1 i zer by fanners h.7.s been 

clearly articulated, but the fertilizer industry in Thailand seems to be 
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far less rational in structure than the seed and agricultural ch~~~cal 

industries. 

52. One of the reasons for this is that the fertilizer industry remains 

almost totally dependent on imported prodllcts, the quantities and 

:{ualitic.s of which are largely determined by government policy. The 

Fertilizer situation is not unlike that of tIle export for certain 

)mmodities as described in Pa:-as. 8-17 of this document. 

53. Perhaps studies similar to those proposed for basic commodities could 

also be undertaken for fertilizer, whic') is as sensitive as corr,;nodities 

to international movements. There would appear to ~e a role for USAID 

in helping to fund such studies. There might be an additional role in 

interesting United States fertilizer manufacturers in looking into the 

f +ilizer sit~a~ioll in Thailand. Currently European and Japanese 

companies sce~ to be far more active. 
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I METI-lODOLOGY \ 

1. As a part-tilEe participant in Agricu1 tural.,Extension Outreach Proj ect 

Evaluation Team I was asked to look at two major issues, the Develop

mental Impact of the AEOP and the Diffusion of Technology Outside the 

RTG Extension Network. 

2. Since there was no systematic data made available by the DAE all the 

AEOP, it was not pcssible for me the establish the existence of any 

kind of direct linkage between the work of the extension service and 

increased production on any national basis. 

3. Moreover, given the limited time available for the field survey 1n 

three l\ortheastern provinces and the nature of the survey team, it 

was not possible to collect reliable production information in even 

those three provinces. 

4. As a Inember of the sub-team responsible for the design of the farmer 

questionnaire, I did help design questions which sought information 

on what farmers believed to be the most serious constraints to the 

adoption of improved varieties/practices and/or increased farm pro

duction. Responses to these questions are contained in the Tabulations 

of Farmer/Contact Farmer Interview (sic) and also in the Evaluation 

Team report. 

S. Except for this narrow treatment I was unable to evaluate the DevelOp

mental Impact of the AEOP. 

6. Rather I concentrated on learning about the Diffusion of Technology 

Outside the RTG Extension Network through including questions in the 

! 
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farmer questionnaire on radio listenine and farm ra<;lio program listening 

in particular. I visited farm dealers in Chiang Mai, Mac Rim, Phuket 

and elsewhere after the Evaluation Team had disbanded. I also inter

viewod directors and staff of several agricultural chemical and seed 

manufacturers in Thailand. Finally I spent several hours wi th members 

of the Thai-German Project in the Ministry of Agriculture and Coopera

tives. 

7. I participated in meetings of the Evahlation Team at USAID and the 

Bureau of the Budget. I prepared the tabulations for most of the farm~r 

and contact farmer questionnaires and all of the cross-tabulations which 

~ere used by various members of the Evaluation Team. 
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