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Glossary of terms

AFRRI
ALC
CcC
FADECO
FRI
ICT
KP
MLD
MAFS
MTIM
NGO
NAC
PRC
PRC1
PRC2
PLC
PRA
SMS
TBC
NSGRP
URT

African Farm Radio Research Initiative

Active listening community

Control community

Family Alliance for Development and Cooperation
Farm Radio International

Information and communication technology
Knowledge partner

Ministry of Livestock Development

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security and Cooperatives
Ministry of Trade Industries and Markets
Non-governmental organization

National Advisory Committee

Participatory radio campaign

The first participatory radio campaign

The second participatory radio campaign

Passive listening community

Participatory rural appraisal

Short message service

Tanzania Broadcasting Corporation
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United Republic of Tanzania
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Executive summary

Participatory radio campaigns and food security
Proof that agricultural radio can improve food security among smallholder farmergifrica

Report highlights :
x Radio continues to have a broad reach in Africa. An estimated 40 millroer&in five different -
countries were served by the AFRRI partnership with 25 radio stations. :
x Farmers engaged in the design and development of farm radio programming wesst&0 per :
cent more likely to take up agricultural practices deemed to improve their fmadirity than
% **]A 0]*3 v E+X dZ}s Jv AZ § &zZ/ u ~ 3]A Ao{ES M]¥
times more likely to adopt the practice than those farmers who had no access tartheddio :
programs.
X Farmers demonstrated increased knowledge of agriculture innovations as a ressttioihlg to
AFRRI radio programs, with up to 96% of some radio listeners scoring #&déastn a follovwp :
knowledge quiz about the promoted farm practices. :

The African Farm Radio Initiative

The African Farm Radio Research Initiative (AFRRI) was a 42-month action research project implemented by
Farm Radio International (FRI) in partnership with World University Service of Canada (WUSC), and with the
support of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation.

AFRRI was created to fill a knowledge gap. Prior to AFRRI, there was little solid evidence to leatrfinral t
radio has the capacity to improve food security in Africa. AFRRI set out to test the effectiveness tygenew
of radio campaign developed by FRI: the participatory radio campaign. i?Bi®ng with partner radio
stations in five African countriesTanzania, Uganda, Mali, Ghana, and MalalMRRI created a series of
farm radio programs designed to educate fams, and enable them to improve their agricultural practices
Farmer listeners were central to the development and implementation of the radio campaidRZ. /AF W Z
model allowed farmers to participate at every level in the process. As a preliminary step, AFRRI identified
active listening communities (ALCs) for each of its 25 partner radio stations. Farmers in the ALCs were
surveyed about their local agricultural practices and unique needs, as well as their radiadjstahits. They
then became central players in the design of a series of radio programs geared to address a particular
agricultural practice that farmers deemed would help to improve their livelihoods, and ultiynidweir food
security.

&72z1 }}E ]v § §Z A 0}%u viU E} U v A op 3]}v }i( A} "E}uv - _
PRC2 by each participating station. It is estimated these PRCs reached approximately 40 millionrfarmers
five different countries. The first round of PRCs was completed in mid-2009 and the seanddf PRCs
concluded in June 2010.
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The research was guided by the following two questions

1 How effective is radio in enabling smallholder farmers in Africa to address food régcu
. challenges they face, with a particular focus on increasing/diversifyingdgmoduction,
improving land use management, and reducing post-harvest losses?

2 How can new technologies, such as cell phones and MP3 players, increaséfélctiveness
. of radio as a sustainable, interactive development communications tool?

There were three key elements to the AFRRI project:

1. ICT-enhanced radio
AFRRI wanted to test how new information and communications technologies (ICTs) could be
integrated with radio to provide better two-way communication between radio stations and their
farmer listeners. To this end, each partner radio station was equipped with one of eight cuesiom
ICT packages to enhance their PRCs. Some radio stations were provided with desktop comput
internet access, for example. Other stations were offered portable digital recording and editing
equipment which enabled them to interview farmers and agricultural experts on location, rather
in studio. Other technologies included wireless networks, call-in and call-out facilities, tetlitesa
terminals (VSATS).

2. Radio-based MIS

Preliminary research in 75 communities indicated that smallholder farmers required and demar
better access to market information in order to enhance their individual food security. Appat®eiim
80 per cent of farmers engaged in early participatory rural appraisals (PRAS) identified MIS as i
Using the PRC model and with support from the ICT enhancements, AFRRI designed its MIS p
project to better understand how radio could enhance traditional marketing informagenvice
(MIS). The project consisted of individual MIS radio campaigns in Mali, Uganda, Tanzania, and
Ghana.

3. Participatory radio campaigns
At the outset of the initiative, the AFRRI team reviewed many different approaches to agricultur
radio in Africa. The radio campaign approach seemed suited to the research project because tt
take place over a defined period of time, and they have specific and measurable objdativeter
to make farmers central to the research process, however, AFFRI wanted to create a new mod
campaigns that was participatory and bottom-up, rather than the top-down approach of traditio
radio campaigns.

The concept of a participatory radio campaign (PRC) was developed. PRCs are farmer-centred radio
programs. Farmers participate in selecting the fotws topic-- of the radio campaign, choose the time of
broadcast, and are intimately engaged in the ongoing development of the farm radio programweing set
number of weeks; including as central agents of the knowledge-sharing process. Lively arairéntert
formats are designed to attract listeners.

The purpose of a PRC is to help farmers evaluate, and make informed decisions about, a new agricult
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practice or improvement. Throughout the multiple week radio series, farmers share informatioi thieo
specific agricultural improvement on-air; they are supported in this process by the radio statios&#iff
provided participating farmers and all listeners with additional information on the agricultural practice,
sometimes even sourcing the physical resources required to help them implement the agricultural
improvement.

PRCs are implemented in stages with a number of key steps:

1) Community rapid appraisaldn AFRRI, participatory rapid appraisals (PRAs) were conducted in
communities, (four per participating radio station, each typical of the area served by the radio
station). These appraisals gathered information about what farmers need and how farmers use

2) Improvement selectionAFRRI engaged knowledge partners, including farmers, to help identify
established agricultural practices that had been evaluated and found to have an impact on fooc
nutrition security for resource-poor, rural farmers. The project favoured agricultural improvemer
that were quite simple and could be implemented with available resources to better ensure upt:

C *u00Z}o & ( Eu E*X PE] uod3uE o Ju% E}A u v« A E -
included disease-resistant varieties of cassava, apiculture, animal enclosure, composting,gnulc
intercropping, controlling pests with neem extract, improved varieties of upland rice, shea nut
production and processing, and others.

3) Formative researchThrough focus group discussions, information was gathered about the targe

H]lv [«IviAo P U 383]5p U v Z AJJUEI% E 5] * ~< Wese (
improvement; their radio listening habits; and their preferences with regard to radio program sty
and treatment. Organizations that provide agricultural education and related products and servi
were identified as potential partners.

4) Campaign desigri'Workshops brought together radio staff, farmers, extension workers, local NG
and others, to design a fouo-six-month-long radio campaign for each partner radio station.
5) BroadcastRadio campaigns were broadcast at a reliable, predictable time, a time that farmers

identified as convenient listening times. Each PRC included four stages, with farmers at the cel
each stage: 1) The radio campaign was launched by identifying the agricultural improveméet fc
listening audience; 2) The agricultural improvement was discussed on-air, in relation to ttearek
practices of local farmers; 3) Radio programming encouraged farmers to make an informed de«
about adopting the agricultural improvement; 4) The radio campaign continued veithugkion on-
air t among farmers, extension workers, and other specialist® how to implement the
improvement, including troubleshooting of any problems encountered, and how to acapssat
physical resources.

6) Gathering Listener FeedbacKhrough logs of each PRC episode, analysis of listener feedback
(letters, SMS, e-mails, calls-in, etc.), focus group discussions (with adult men, women, and you
0]*S v]vP }luupv]S] eeU v §]Jo } e+ A 3]}ve }( N o (EUE
campaigns were assessed for their progress against objectives so that mid-course correctins
be mack.

One of the hoped-for results of a successful PRC is increased knowledge among farmer listerers of th
promoted agricultural practice by the end of the radio campaign; the optimum antiadpasult is the
adoption of the agricultural improvement by mdyars of the listening audience, with the evidence-based
expectation that the agricultural practice will improve their household food security.
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Scope and methodology of the action research

This report presents and discusses the key findings from an in-depth evaluation of 15 round-twotitie€s
PRCs in each of the five countries involved in AFRRI. AFRRI examined a mix of radid stationmity,
associative, commercial, and state. Tools used for this evaluation included 4,500 housekieids (300 pe
radio station) in 90 communities, farm visits and field measurements, key informantigwervand
collection of secondary data (from other sources, such as national agricultural extension servicesgj Thr
this evaluation, AFRRI sought to answer a number of key questions, including:

x The percent of rural communities that listen to the radio, their frequency ofistg where and with
whom they listen;

x The frequency of listening to the PRC programs

The level of knowledge of farmers about the specific agricultural improvement feaitntbe PRCs

x The percent of farmers practicing the promoted agricultural improvement, and when thegadt
practicing, (before, during or after the PRC began)

x

The household survey included questions designed to provide the above informatimiuttad a custom-
made knowledge quiz created to test how much knowledge respondents had of the specitivément
featured in the PRC. It was conducted in three types of communidtigise listening communities (ALCs);
passive listening communities (PLCs); and non-listening control communitiea(CG&s)al number of
households were in each type of community.

Active listening communities (ALCs) were engaged in AFRRI and the PRCs from the b&ganingre
consulted about the improvements to be featured in the PRC, were involved in monitoringandimpg
feedback, and members of these communities were often interviewed for the programs. It was anticipe
that rates of PRC listening, knowledge gain, and uptake of new practices would be partly affected gia tt
level of participation, engagement and on-air presence of members of these communities. ABRRI als
surveyed farmers in passive listening communities (PLCs) to determine whether PRCs affected farmel
0]*3 v E+ ]Jv }uupv]sd] « 3Z 3 AE v}s VPP ]Jv3Z wuBEPEHS} A
that the PRCs were partly or largely responsible for the change in practice, AFRRI conducted tha surv
non-listening control communities (CCs). These communities were similar to theedikes and PLCs in
size, agro-ecological and social characteristics, and had similar access to conventional extensém Betv
farmers in these communitieswerems o0 8} o]*S v 8§} §Z WZ U ]8Z & pHe SZ
not reach them or because they did not understand the language of broadcast. Only those farmers tha
no awareness at all of the PRC were interviewed. (Some control community membehaweabeen able to
0]*S v 8§} 82 WzZ §8Z uElSsS}IE S (E]vV e[ Z}u=s]vyv]PZ }pE]VF
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Key Findings

Reach and Impact of 15 PRCs in 3 Types of Communities

90%

82% M Active Listening Community
80%

M Passive Listening Community

70% H Control Community
70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
Listenership Knowledge Practice
(Listened to at least (Demonstrated Good (Started Practicing
50% of PRC Episodes) Knowledge of PRC Practices) Since PRC Began)
1 PRCs have unprecedented success in motivating smallholder farmers to take up ingprove
. farming practices.

In communities where farmers were actively engaged in producing the PRC (ALCs), 39%rsfidopted
the improved farming practice featured in the PRC. Perhaps even more significant, however, is that in
communities where farmers could simply listen to the PRC programs and had no activerirtesati with the
broadcasters, 21% took up the improvement.

On average, only 4% of farmers in control communities took up the practice.

AFRRI proved that a campaign developed with the participation of a limited number of conamweaiti
result in a radio show that is popular and effectiveven in communities with no direct involvement in
planning, monitoring or contributing their voices to PRC programs. This has pmpimigiications for
scaling-up. A radio station that reaches a million farmers with a PRC may cause, on aver8g6,#abem

INTERNATIONAL @) INTERNATIONALES

FARM RADIO \\ RADIOS RURALES °



to adopt a new farming practice (even if the program encouraged the direct participation of only 60 farmers
in two or three communities).

2 PRCs encourage farmers to try something new, and help farmers become knovdbtigabout
. improved farming practices

The PRCs shared a great deal of information about new agricultural practices. Some of this information came
from experts, but a lot of it was shared by knowledgeable and experienced smallholder farmers. A knowledge
guiz was administered upon conclusion of the ARGLCs, 70% of farmers scored well on the knowledge

guiz and over one-third of farmers demonstrated detailed knowledge of the promoted improvem&is, PL

over half scored well on the quiz and 21% showed detailed knowledge. This was about three tiraes hig

than the number of farmers with comparable scores in non-listening control contimsinFurther, AFRRI

learned that the more frequently farmers listen to PRC episodes, the more knowledge they gain.

3 PRCs motivate men, women, young, old, poor and better-off smallholder fastemrdopt
. improved farming practices

Gender

PRCs had considerable success in motivating women to adopt improved farming practices. InAlo€s, 39
female farmers adopted the promoted improvement (compared with 40% of male farmers in the same
communities). Similarly, the improvement was taken up by 18% of female farmers in PL{@arébwith

22% of male farmers in the same communities). This shows that PRCs can be an effective strategy fo
meeting the communication and information needs of female farmers. Additionally, AéiRidIthat PRCs

are especially likely to influence the practices of women farmers when they focus on a practice of special
interest to women, (such as shea nut production and processing), and when they are broadc@steat a
when women are free to listen.

Age

AFRRI also demonstrated the effectiveness of PRCs to reach young farmers, reinforcing thé thieisiey o
campaigns to help farmers improve their food security throughout their lives. In Al%sof farmers under
the age of 20 reported taking up the promoted improvement (compared with 42% of 3@atolds, and
34% of farmers over 40). In PLCs, 17% of farmers under 20 adopted the improvement ézbwmifad 9% of
20-40 year olds, and 22% of farmers over.40)

Wealth

While AFRRI did not do a rigorous assessment of the income or wealth levels of survey respordierask it
about cell phone ownershiphile not a sufficient proxy for wealth on its own, if non-cell phone owners do
not listen to or benefit from PRCs, it may indicate that PRCs are of limited valueiingsbe/poorest
householdsHowever, survey results show that in PLCs, 19% of males who did not own cell phones adopted
the promoted improvement. This compares with 26% of male cell phone owners in theseuoiiesiand

an overall average of 22% of males in the communities.
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4 PRCs have a long-term impact, with promoted improvements being pradtlne smallholder
. farmers at least a year after the radio campaign ends.

One year after the airing of the final episode of the first round of PRCs, 42% of farmers inefé¢ 6l
practicing the featured improvement. In PLCs, 27% of farmers continued the improved farmingepiaRtic
will continue monitoring the incidence of promoted improvements in researchroanities for at least three
years, gathering further information about the long-term effectiveness of PRCs.

5 All types of radio stations can produce effective PRCs, if they have the propeirtgaand
. support.

AFRRI partnered with different types of radio stations: community, commercial, associative, and putblic rad
stations The outcome evaluation survey found that all were able to carry out effective PRCs. Thigokey i
work with stations that are trusted by smallholder farmers and willing to commit tanthele participatory,
farmer-centered process.

Examples of PRCs:

Nkhotakhota Community Radio, Malawi
Topic:Oneby-one maize planting. This method boosts per-hectare yield, cuts down o
weeding requirements, and reduces soil erosion.

w Formats:Included vox pops, mini dramas, phone-in and phone-out shows, community
discussions and field interviews.
Results:In communities that had no engagement beyond listening to the PRC, 53% o
farmers found the PRC on their radio dial and listened regularly. One out of three farn
in these communities introduced or®~one maize planting.

Radio Ada, Ghana

Topic:PRC1t penning small livestock (to protect vegetable gardens from roaming goa
and pigs). PRG2The production and sale of manure compost (to take advantage of
resources made available by animal enclosures).

Formats:Included community discussions, airing of views by vegetable growers and
livestock owners, and information on low-cost penning techniques.

Results:Over 80% of livestock owners in PRC ALCs constructed enclosures to pen th
animals. In communities that had no engagement beyond listening to the PRC, 48%
livestock owners started producing manure compost. No respondents in the control

communities had adopted this practice.
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Conclusion
% % E}A]Ju 5 0C di uloo]}v *u 00Z}o E ( Eu E+ A & %A ESC}(E &PBZ%{€E}F
two rounds of PRCs. If the survey findings from the PLCs are applied across the poteietialequidis
estimated that 20 million learned about the promoted agricultural improvement, and 1®madopted one
or more of a wide range of improved farming innovations as a result of these PRCs.

AFRRI was a research initiative, intended to gather and share data to fill a knowled@beyapoject
demonstrated that participatory radio campaigns are widely listened to and have a significant and
measurable impact on knowledge and practice in farming communities that can access them.presgmte
a proven methodology for taking agricultural innovations to scale at a very low cost per farmer

While AFRRI answered many questions, many more remain to be investigated. It is important, foleei@m

track and measure the long-term impact of PRG§u $Z]vP &Z/ AJoo o 3} -7 APX®E %% " &Z.
from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. Radio formats and methodologies othePtR@&s can be

implemented and monitored to determine the efficacy of different types of farm radio in impgdeiod

security; it may also help to determine why some PRCs in the AFRRI study proved to be more effective than

others in this regard. PRCs can be used to scale-up agricultural initiatives, particularly those taking a value

chain approach. This approach has the potential to enable millions of African smallholder farmers to

understand, evaluate, make informed decisions about, and put into practice, innovatioredveatce their

food security.

INTERNATIONAL @@ " \TION

FARM RADIO \ RADI[]S RURALES
2 ©




How to use links in this document:

This report is one in a series of publications created from the results of the African Farm Radio Research
Initiative. The reports are available electronically via links.

There are two ways to access these other documents:

1. Type in the URL shown

We have provided a short URL which can simply be typed into your web browser.

2. Scan the QR Code

. Z}H Aloo v}8] ~YZ } o SZE}uPZ}us 8Z]e } pu v$§ ¢
© you to access these companion pieces. Think of them as barcodes that can easi
e VV C CIHLE u} ]o %o ZTheré are mard free mobile applications
AJo 0 3} eu% %} ES 3Z]* 5C% }( (pv 8]}vX t E }t
widely available for iPhone, Blackberry and Android phones. You will then be ab
access the PDF version of the report or resource.

INTERNATIONAL @) INTERNATIONALES

FARM RADIO N\ RADIOS RURALES @




Companion reports:
This report is one in a series of publications created from the results of the African Farm Radio Research
Initiative. For reference please see the other two companion papers below.

Did you know that Farm Radio conducted a thorough analysis of
market information services in each of the AFRRI partner
countries? Marketing on the Airwaves Marketing Information
Services (MIS) and Radio

2 FARMRADIO | Ma
8 Rl »

http://bit.ly/farmradiomis

mmmmmmmm

Did you know that Farm Radio has created a companion report
on our use of ICTs in radio campaign&?te new age of radio
How ICTs are changing rural radio in Africa.

http://bit.ly/farmradioict

= FARMRADIO | TheNewAgeof Radio
(s =4 NA inging the Face
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1.0 Introduction: Participatory radio campaigns and food security

In April 2007, Farm Radio International (FRI), with funding from the Bill & Melinda Gatesfa@uiadd in
partnership with World University Service Canada (WUSC), set out to conduct a 42-monthessémnch

project t the African Farm Radio Research Initiative (AFRRI). The main objective of AFRRI was to assess the
effectiveness of farm radio to meet food security objectives of rural farming households in B&itsal to

the project was the development of a new model of radio programming designed bytéparticipatory

radio campaign (PRC). Within the PRC model, farmer listeners were engaged as central pteggs to

develop and implement a series of radio programs around an agricultural practice they deemed essential to
their livelihoods and overall food security.

Radio in Africa

Radio is the most widely used medium for disseminating information to rural audiences across Atfica. R
can reach communities at the very end of the development roadople who live in areas without phones

or electricity. Radio reaches people who nanread or write. Even in very poor communities, radio
penetration is vast. There are more than 800 million radios in developing cesiiri average of one in ten
people in Africa have access to a ragthat translates into a major proportion of households that own
radios, given that the average household size is 7.2 people. An AFRRI survey of 4581 households in rural
listening communities in countries confirmed that approximately 76% of households owioa rad

Figure 1

Access to radio sets in household by gender across five AFRRI Coul

100% -
90% | 87% °0% 86%
80% - 75%

70% -
60% -
50% - m Males
40% - m Females
30% -
20% -

10% -

0% -

Ghana Malawi Mali Tanzania Uganda

Over the years many development initiatives have demonstrated the power of radio to reach rueicegli
both as an instructional technology, and as a participatory development medium.

'Farm Radio International (2007). Our approadRadio For Development Retrieved from:
http://www.farmradio.org/english/donors/about/approach.asp
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Radio is the most accessible of all information and knowledge-sharing sources and instrumings o
African continent; yet the potential of radio as an effective development tool is oftelerestimatedn
policy formulation For farming communities living on the periphery of information tecbgms and
societies, radio is often the only window to global redlity.

The African Farm Radio Research Initiative

AFRRI investigated the effectiveness of radio to address the food security and agriculturaf gesdsirce-

poor farmers in five African nations: Ghana, Mali, Uganda, Tanzania, and Mdiawgroject started in 2007
and ended in September 2010.

. . i Countries That Participated in AFRRI
& Z ZVg9earch was guided by the following :

two questions:

1. How effective is radio in enabling
smallholder farmers in Africa to addressF
food security challenges they face, Wlth
particular focus on :
increasing/diversifying food productlon
improving land use management, and :
reducing post-harvest losses? :

2. How can new technologies, such as ceIE
phones and MP3 players, increase the
effectiveness of radio as a sustainable, :
interactive development commumcatlon.
tool? :

There were three key elements to the project:
1.1 Participatory radio campaigns (PRCS)

Working with partner radio stations in five African countriefanzania, Uganda, Mali, Ghana, and

Malawi t AFRRI created a series of farm radio programs designed to educate farmeis esadbie

them to improve their agricultural practiceSarmer listeners were central to the development and

Ju%o u vs 8]}v }( 8Z & 1} u% JPveX &ZZ/[* VIRV% \EZ]|% SGEC E ]
allowed farmers to participate at every level in the process. As a preliminary step, AéiRiRédt

active listening communities (ALCs) for each of its 25 partner radio stationsersan the ALCs were

surveyed about their local agricultural practices and unique needs, as well as theilistshing

habits. They then became central players in the design of a series of radio proged peaddress

a particular agricultural practice that farmers deemed would help to improve theiiHbods, and

ultimately their food security.

1.2 Information and communication technology (ICT)
AFRRI wanted to test how new information and communications technologies (ICTs) could be

integrated with radio to provide better two-way communication between radio stations and their
farmer listeners. To this end, each partner radio station was equipped with one of eight cusdomiz

ZManyozo, L. (2007Communicating with Radi@Vhat Do AFRRI Knowarm Radio International.
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ICT packages to enhance their PRCs, which included a mix of communications mediums becoming
increasingly accessible in Africa. Some radio stations were provided with desktop computers and
internet access, for example. Other stations were offered portable digital recording and editing
equipment which enabled them to interview farmers and agricultural experts on location, rather than
in studia Other technologies included wireless networks, call-in and call-out facilities, and satellite
terminals (VSATS).

1.3 Marketing information service (MIS)

Five partner radio stations were selected to simultaneously participate in a pilot projecf taslio

to enhance existing marketing information service (MIS). Marketing information sewhdaeh) helps

farmers to understand prices, markets, and supply-and-demand, is essential to farmer security in
Africa. Traditionally, MIS has been implemented as a suite of projects financed by external donors
and administered through national governments. AFFRI sought to create a radio-based MIS with the
capacity to reach and influence a vast number of farmers, and could be sustained by the partner

radio station in the wake of the formal project. Preliminary research suggested farmers required

more than just commodity prices to make MI$( 3]A X & GEu E+ o0} E <p]J]E }vs AESEX
project included regular discussions about market issues, and engaged radio stations, farmer listeners
and extension experts on changes in local, district, national and international markets, and how these
changes affect what farmers grow and how they distribute goods.

The roots of participatory radio campaigns (PRCs)
&zz/ }}E& ]Jv§ 8§z A 0}%u viU &} SE}I NV A DUWRBWUY(WARE VY WZ iX
first round of 24 campaigns was completed in mid-2009, and the semamcluded in June 2010. Outcome
evaluations were conducted in January 2010 and July 2010, respedtiielystimated that the broadcasts
reached 40 million farmers. This report reflects the findings of the eué&evaluation for the second round
of PRCs.

It was purposeful that the radio campaigns took place over a defined period of time and had specific and
measurable objectives. It was anticipated that the efficacy of radio campaigns could be morg readil

evaluated than other approaches to farm radio because they were time-bound and focused on particular,
observable changes in behaviour that occurred as a result of the radio programming. AFRRI created a model

that put the participation and dialogue with farmers at its centre; one that valued farmers as decision-

Ul EeU E §Z E SZ V * % **]A E ]%] v3e }( 1((n*s Jv(}EuU S]}vX /3[« (}E
participatory radio campaign.

After reviewing traditional campaign approaches to radio campaigns, the AFRRI team and its paraests agr
that a new model was needed. The traditional approach to radio campaigns did not seem welkatited
particular challenge of helping farmers learn about and adopt new agricultural practices relevantno the
Historically, radio campaigns have been used to convince large numbers of people t@adepbehaviour

-- such as immunization or wearing a seat beémploying marketing principles that aim to sell a new

practice to a target audience. The behaviour or practice that the target audience is encouraged to adopt,
however, has not necessarily been one that the audience wants or needs. The messages are usually created
and delivered in a top-down fashion from expert outsiders, and they are carefully crafted to persuade and
convince

&ZZI[*» WZ u} oU }v 3Z }8Z E Zv UA-+ A0}% }v3Z %BE]w]lwmo 5Z &
participatory and bottom-up in nature, with a clear focus on helping farmers make informed decisians abo
farming practices that matter to them. This approach acknowledges that farmers understand and can express
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their own needs; that if they have the right information, they can evaluate their options and make reasonabl
decisions to adopt or not to adoptt a particular agricultural practice. The AFRRI PRC model is premised on
farmers identifying and selecting the themes of the campaigns. Programs broadcasthibubtige multi-

week-0}vP E ]} u% JPve ( SUE ( ©u E+[ A}] U % E+% 3]A «U }v Ev-
interaction and dialogue among farmers, and between farmers and experts of their choosing. With this in

mind, the AFRRI PRC is defined as follows:

A planned, radio-based activity, conducted over a specific periodragtiin which a
broad population of farmers is encouraged to make an informed derisabout adopting
a specific improvement selected by their peers, based upon the best available
information, to improve the food security of their families. It then pralds the adopting
farmers with the information and other support they require to implement the
improvement.

PRCs have a useful role to play in farm radio: They are special tools for a special purposm baaysed in
conjunction with other forms of agricultural radio that smallholder farmers need such as marketing
information service (MIS), weather forecasts, and weekly, regular, agriculture shows.

This report presents and discusses the key findings from an in-depth evaluation of 15, round-twb PRCs
three PRCs in each of the five AFRRI partner countries

Watch Asuo Dzigbordi explain how he went frc
being an extension officer to a radio presenter

Volta Star Radio in Ghana during AFRRI.

http://bit.ly/farmradiovideol
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2.0 Background and context

Food insecurity in Africa
Africa is in a food security crisis. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FA®) defin
food security as follows:

YAZ v 00 % }%0 U 3 00 3Ju U Z A % ZAGe}ps to Buffidieht,safeand }v}iu]
nutritious food which meets their dietary needs and food preferences for ative and healthy life.
Household food security is the application of this concept to the familelewith individuals within
households as the focus of concetn.

&}} Jve HE]SC ]* AZ v % }%0 } v}s Z A e 3} (}} + }ASXeU }@ JVP &}
million people in sub-Saharan Africa are hungry. Three quarters of those people live in rural areas and
overwhelmingly dependonP E] poSpE (}E SZ JE& (}} X, 0o( €& ( Gu]vP (u]o] « ~epcC
% E}v 8} v SUE o ]+ 3 E- ¢]TableR} pdopiofifes thé five AFRRI partner countries

and summarizes several key indicators.

Table 1t Key indicators for countries in this projett

_

24.3milion  14.9 million 153 milion 45 milion  33.7 million
Official languages English Englishand French English and  English and

_ Chichewa Swabhili Swabhili
Region West Africa Southern West Africa  East Africa East Africa

% of Population Living in Rz 81% 67% 74% 87%

Literacy (2009) 67% 74% 26% 73% 73%

% of Land Under 69% 58% 33% 40% 66%
Agricultural Use (2008)

% of People Living Belowjeiels) 56% 58% 37% 27%
National Rural Poverty

Line (2006)

# of Mobile Phone Users %] 16 29 40 29
(out of 100) (2009)

3 (2003)Trade Reforms and Food Security: Conceptualizing the linkages. FAO
*(2011) Hunger: Who are the hungry. World Food Programme
® Taken fromhttp:/data.worldbank.org
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PRC themes and food security

The PRCs focused on contributing to three important elements of smallholder foadtgediversification of
production by introducing new crops, varieties, or livestock; improvirighsaith; and reducing post-harvest
losses. These food security themes are reflected in the campaign topics chosen by radis stadidineir
listening communities, indicated in Table 2, below.

d o TU 0}AU % E}(]Jo » ifi }( 8Z % ESv E E ]} *3 8]}ve ( SpE v &&ZJ/]
the typology of radio station (public/national, private or community), the m&oguage groups served, the
districts served/reached by transmissions and the campaign topics broadcast duriny PRC2

Table 2t 15 partner radio stations and their campaign topics

Country  Station Typology Language(s) Region/District = Campaign topics
name
Ghana Classic FM  Commercial Akan (Twi) Brong Ahafo Use of mulch
Radio Ada | Community Dangme Greater Accra | Manure & mulching
Volta Star Public Eww/Akan(Twi) Volta Mulching & min tillage
Malawi Nkhotakota ' Community Nkhotakota 1 to 1 maize planting
Mudziwathu Community Chichewa Mchiniji Use of inputs for Maize
Zodiak Commercial Nationwide Timely use of manure
Mali Banjo Kayes Commercial Kayes Compost (Marie Noko)
Radio Fanak: Community Bamanankan Greater Bamakc Compost (Seydou Nokc
Radio Jigiya Community Sikasso Modernized Shea butte
Tanzania Radio Maria Religious Nationwide Improved local chicken:
Sibuka FM  Private Swalhili Shinyanga Use of Manure
TBC Public Dodoma Group Marketing
Uganda KKCR Community Rugiga Kabaale Use of compost
UBC Public Sabiny Kapchorwa Highland Irish Potatoes
Mega Community Acholi Gulu Fruit trees for honey

About the listenerg
dZ @& ]} *% &]}ve[ 0]+5 V]VP Juupv]3] « §Z & ate moSlpd]Below in HigueZ2, & + & Z
and 4.

Figure 2 shows that the majority of farmers surveyed were between 20 and 40 years old. Thistiertonsis
across all countries. Figure 9 shows the gender difference between farmers surveyed. With the exception of
Ghana and Uganda (59% male), the sampling was close to half female and half male. Figure Iteshows t
average number of people living in a household per country. Mali indicates a much highegenumber,

mostly due to the differences in marital status and cultural definition of family size.

® For a more detailed report about the PRCs and AFRRI see Farm Radio Imakn@1d 1) Participatory Radio
Campaigns and Food Security: How radio can help farmers make informetbudgicitp://bit.ly/farmradioprc

" Some countries had a nationwide campaign where a single language és dgoimost everyone (Malawi & Tanzania)
® The decision to not measure income levels of farmers in thedtmld survey was made due to the challenge of
identifying a wealth proxy like mobile phone, land or livestock owhigrthat could be applied across all countries and
communities.

FARM RADIO N\ RADIOS RURALES
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Figure 2

Age groups of farmers surveye:
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Figure 3

Gender of farmers surveyec
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48% 41%
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m Male
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Figure 4

Average number of people per househol
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About the broadcasters

The broadcasters played a pivotal role in this research and report. They were behind the research, design,
recording, production and broadcasting of the radio campaigns, as well as being the users oftbaés|&T

the radio station.

AFRRI surveyed broadcasters about the furthest level of education and training they had completed. Figure 5
shows that in Ghana and Malawi, the majority of broadcasters had completed a secondargdigsation.
By contrast, in Tanzania and Uganda, the majority of broadcasters had completed a dpleireducation.

Figure 5

Broadcasters: Furthest level of education reache Primary
m Secondary

1 m Certificate
] m Diploma
m Degree

# of broadcasters surveyec
O P N W N U1 O N 0 ©
1

Ghana Malawi Mali Tanzania Uganda
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Figure 6 shows that in Ghana, Malawi, Mali and Ugatitie majority of broadcasters who participated in
the survey were meh Tanzania was the country with the highest percentage of female broadcasters in the
five project countries.

Figure 6
Broadcasters: Gendel
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g % m Male
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Ghana Malawi Mali Tanzania Uganda

Figure 7 shows the number of years each broadcaster who participated in the survey has spent working o
volunteering at their respective radio stations where the AFRRI project was implemented. Broadcasters in
Ghana had the highest level of experience, whereas those in Mali showed the lowest numbarsoditythe
AFRRI partner station.

Figure 7
Rl Broadcasters: number of years at radio statio
]
>12
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@
L 8 A m Over 5 years
(%2}
§ 6 - m 3-5 years
8 m Less than 3 year:
© 44
o]
©
# 2
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Ghana Malawi Mali Tanzania Uganda

° This sample accurately represents the more than 50 broadwasteo participated in AFRRI
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3.0 PRCsrIhe methodology

PRCs involve a number of key elements designed to meet the following objemisgand to community

priorities; suited to listener preferences; feature appropriate and farmer-demanded agricultural

Ju%e E}A u vieV ( SUE ( Eu Ee<[ A}] «U ] o}Pu U JwéateGaforinptionj and $Z %o E )
the use of audience feedback to make improvements.

3.1 Preliminary research and agricultural improvement selection

3.11 Community rapid appraisals
&ZZI[+ S8]}v &+« & Z P vV P v A]SZ }u(CRA3)S @hich gétieredqprghiEndry o o
information from a selection of commurjits $C%] o }( 82 & =« EA C 8Z & ]} 8 S]}ve]
Using patrticipatory rapid appraisal (PRA) methods like focus group discusssmsce rankings, and
transect walks and others, these appraisals identified some of the specific needs and preferttargeted
communities They studied the needs of farmers on their land, how they use radio, and what inforntlagign
require. These appraisals were conducted in a total of 100 communities abmfgd countriest four for
each of the 25 participating radio stations ( five in each country)

3.12 Agricultural Improvement selection

The ultimate aim of the PR@&s to improve household food security in rural communities. The purpose was
not to discover which types of agricultural innovations would have the greatest impaobdrsécurity

rather, the research focused on the role of radio in improving food secé®RRI relied on knowledge
partners to help identify established agricultural improvements that have been evaluated andttmhasle

a significant, measurable impact on food and nutrition security for resource-poor rurdidanvhen

adopted widely. Improvements thatere relatively « Ju%. 0 U * ¢ Jslistainable, affordable, and could be
implemented using readily available resources were prioriti2&¢RRI developed a more systematic set of
criteria for selecting agricultural improvements, and engaged a range of stakeholders, particutadysfan
deciding on a focus for each PRC. The improvements had to meet the following criteria:

x Be farmer approved

x B ov ( EGu CEuwithvgovernment recommendations/policies

X Have inputs/extension services available to support implementatwinthe improvement

X Have a accessible market available for the resulting farm produdeunless it is strictly for
household or community consumption

X Be proven effective as a food security improvement

x Offer opportunities for on-farm demonstration

X Benefit a majority of farmers

X Be relevant to farmers in most or all areas reached by the radio station

X Give consideration to improvements addressed by other projects in theoregi

X Ensure that some improvements are of primary and/or specific benefintomen farmers and

young farmers
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FARM RADIO N\ RADIOS RURALES a



A farmer/community member and her children listening to the radiaudng a field visit

during the second round of participatory radio campaigns in Ghana
Photo credit Ben Fiafor

/ The improvement selection process included the following steps:

{
{

Consultation with farmers in the impact areas during the summative evaluatitreof

first PRC.

Consultation with district stakeholders, especially the district orragienal agricultural§

development authority and subject matter specialists.
National consultation with key stakeholders in the improvements, espg tied|

DIVI*3EG }( PE] HOSUE [+ A E]}ue % ESu v+ v G

Continuous literature review and engagement with researchers and develop

communication specialists on the suitability of the prospective improveriretérms of i

its campaian aualities.

!

.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3.13 Formative research

Formative research is a preliminary research process that seeks to identify existing behavitasyet
population, in order to better formulate communication strategies that willience an eventual change in
behaviour. It leads to a greater understanding of the interests, attributes, and needs of different popsilati

and persons in the community. It normally occurs before a program is designed and implemented.

communication planning, formative research can help to do the following:

{ define and understand the information needs and preferences of the population being served
{ create programs that are specific to those needs and preferences

FARM RADIO N\ RADIOS RURALES
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{ensure programs are acceptable and feasible for the target audience before launching
{improve the relationship between the audience and, in this case, the radio broadcaster

AFRRI designed and implemented a formative research prozés®orm the design of each PRC, and that
sought to identify the following

1.

4.

The target audience, especially their knowledge, attitudes/perceptions and behaviour/practices
(KAPs) concerning the selected agricultural improvements. This included subjects such @&$he ho
and desires, objections and misconceptions (taboos, fears, prejudices), and current practices of
community members, and barriers that had prevedifarmers from implementing specific
improvements.

Listenership and broadcasting patterns, including who listens to what and when, (day ofdke we
and time of day)This also considered issues of radio ownership, listenership patterns, reception
range, quality, and the extent of press freedom in the area.

TZ § EGP § p] v [+ %r@ogralmmingstyle and treatment, disaggregated by sex and

age AFRRI gathered information about trusted community leaders or role medeB] (U ~ 3§

faCBu E- }( SZandtea@herk) for example - the types of things they like to hear on the radio

(music, stories, jokes, poems, hard facts, phone-in programs) ogrid §S8Z S EP S plv [
opinion of radio as a source of agricultural information.

Other organizations providing agricultural education and related products and services.

The main method used in the formative research process was focus group discuBkiaeswvere held in

each communityt one with men, one with women, and one with youth. Betwd&wand 14 people were
assembled in each groupach discussion took approximately 20-30 minutes totalling 2 Bours per
community. The researchers also conducted key informant interviews with local leaders and subject matter
specialists.

Working with others for a common goal is so important. We
usually did our programming without engaging other partners;
now we know how important that is. Participatory campaigning
needs engagement with other partners, such as farmersho are
the majority of listeners-- extension staff, government leaders,
input suppliers and other development actors.

Gloria Kiwia
of Sibuka FM, Tanzania




A Closer Loak Local interests, local solutions
The formative research process undertaken during AFRRI

Prior to designing a PRC on apiculture in the Gulu District of Uganda, a
formative research exercise was completed to ensure that community
interests, concerns, radio listening preferences and other issues were
taken into account

The research process followed guidelines developed for all PR&ZbY|
senior research manageResearch teams, made up of broadcasters
from the radio station, extension workers, and AFRRI staff, participated
in a training research day to orient themselves to the objectives,
methods and tools used in the formative research procBgsearch
activities took place in three communities within the broadcast
catchment area of the participating radio statioht least three key
informant interviews were conducted and three focus group
discussions, each with 10-15 participants, were held each community
One group was entirely female, another entirely male, and the third was
made up of youth.

In Gulu, the research team learned that community members were

interested in, and valued, honey production, particularly because of the

perceiv. “u ] ]Jv o v (]Se }( Z}v C ]Jv SCE Su vsS }( }HPZU «3}u Z

pains, wounds, Vv ue 3Z CAE® A E }( 8z zZ]PZ u EI § ]Jo]sC

of honey They were also drawn to the relatively low labour

requirements of honey productiarmhey did not, however, know very

much about modern or improved honey production methods, and

wanted more information about thenThey also expressed a number of

reservations and concerns about apiculture, often based on misconcephtarsy believed, for example, that if honey is

not Z EA 3 ~ § 37 ,(Edeahiessyitier because the queen urinates o ftey also thought that honey could

only be harvested at night, and that hives needed to be placed highes. Beth factors meant that women could not

practice beekeepingt is not safe for women to be out at night, and it is taboo for women to clirabs. There was also
}Jv Ev §Z § « }po A EC PPE +<]A U 0o ]vP $}] aioGainmunjty lrembers'explRide|

that they harvested honey by using fire to kill the bees, even thobgl knew this lowered the quality of the hondyut

they A E v[§ AafEalterpative

The formative research process also revealed the names of importanrasteéd opinion leaders in the community that
could be engaged in the PREarther, it provided critical information about when women and men are best tablisten
§} 82z & 1}U v AZ 3 1]v }(upe] 38Z C A vs 8§} Z ESHEBE K]3JPv~douyie¥%o @HI
Mukaleandoth E 0} o upe] C o} o @ES]eSe -

This important information was used to design a PRC which benefited farawvised them on areas of concern, feature
music that listeners wanted to hear, and profiled the opinions and expeeie of trusted community memberghe
advance research and planning paid: offwo years later, 38% of community members surveyed were practicing\iegbro
beekeeping methods as a result of what they learned through the PRC, contpasety 15% of non-listening control
community respondents.




3.2 Campaign design

3.21 Overview of the campaign

Building on findings from the rapid appraisals and formative research, radio broadcastersiaagars

involved in the project desigid a PRC that was fotn-six-months longDuring campaign design workshops,
radio producers, presenters, farmers, extension workers, local NGOs and others, contributed to campaign
outlines, which summarized the key elements of the campaign, including theviiadfothe specific

improvements chosen, key audiences, key messages, ideal broadcast times, potential measures of success,
links with extension workers in the region, use of other ICTs in the campaign, and potential feedback
mechanisms (phone-ins, call-outs, SMS, letters,.etc.)

The” D vy o (}Gpawry®Radio Campaignsyrittenby & GEu Z ]} /vs Eoug]ward) pe
seasoned radio producer, guided the campaign design.

The manual has been written to help broadcasters develop a plan for all three phases of a successful
campaign, including pre-campaign preparations, campaign implementation, and pos&iganagsessment
and learning.

Figure 8

The stages of a PRC strategy




3.22 Key elementof a PRC

The PRC is a series of weekly radio programs that takes place over a four to six months, centred on a single
agricultural improvement chosen in advance by farmers/listeners. The agricultural improvemenfdsube

of each radio program in the series; the subject develops in four stages:

Table 3

Stage 1 Farmers and others launch the radio campaign, identifying and explaining the improveme!
their peers/listeners.

Stage 2 Farmers and others discuss the improvementair in more depth; for example, how it relates
to the needs and practices of local farmers.

Stage 3 Farmers are encouragexh air to make an informed decision about adopting the improved
agricultural practice.

Stage 4 Farmers and others discuss on the radio program how to implement the improvement anc
troubleshoot any problems encountered. Successes are highlighted, and lessons learned
discussed and sharexh-air.

Often, these stages overlap. For example, elements of stagesnd three might be included in the same
radio episode within the campaign.

A PRC includes several key features

x It focuses on one improvement. x Each radio program includes a number of features,
X The improvement is featured in a including but not limited to
weekly,30-minute program (aired o] A sympathetic, well-liked and recognized,
twice a week) for the entire perioc host
of the campaign. o] Studio and field interviews and phone-out
X Itis broadcast at a time when to farmers and extension workers (when
farmers can hear it. §Z <Z}A[* Z}eS ul e %Z}v
X Itis broadcast in the farmers' specific person to interview her/him)
language. 0 Studio interviews and phone-outs to other
x It features farmers' voices knowledgeable people and to people with
whenever possible. authority and responsibility whose input

will be respected by listeners
Phone-ins by farmers

Local music

Dramatic elements

Competitions, such as quizzes, poems,
songs

o O o o



Figure 9

Timing and duration of a four-month PRC

3.23 Broadcast times

The broadcast of the campaign was done at a predictable and reliable time for smallholder fasseky a

half hour program, to a maximum of one hour, the PRC information was delivereceimemaining and

engaging wayOne of the major criticisms of rural radio in the past has been the lack of interesting content
for the listener. Content that engages the listener in a discourse and that features the real expeoiences
sympathetic farmers makes for much more entertaining radio than the voice of lecturing experts and
government officials. Radio stations were encouraged to us¢ FREI.C.E. *S v & « }( ( Eu & ]}
broadcasting in all of their PRC programming (see the box on next page):

The way this program was done, in terms of presentation and
our voices being heard on air, have made it to be a favourite
program for most people.Of course, we used to listen to
Dzimwe, but their farm radio program was not popular as it is
now.

Rhoda Chatma, a farmer,
Mangochi District, Malawi




Figurel0

V.0O.1.C.Et Broadcaster standards for effective farm radio

Value.We value farmers. We respect them for their hard work in producing food for their famili¢
and the markets, often in the face of major challenges. We talk in-depth with fartoamderstand :
their lives and to learn how radio can be of service to them. :

Opportunity. We provide farmers with the opportunity to use radio in ways that help thereo
active participants in development. We help them to:

- bring their voices to radio

- identify issues of concern to them

- discuss those issues

- organize, to improve their situation (if required)

Information. We provide the information farmers need to safeguard and improve farming and tr'
quality of rural life. We present the information in ways that help farmers usided it and use it. i

ConsistencyFarmers can count on us. We broadcast to them on a reliable, regular basis, at leg
weekly, at a time when they say they are available to listen. Where nagesge broadcast at two :
different times for the convenience of both women farmers and men farmers. :

Entertainment.We take great effort to broadcast programs that farmers find irresistibly attract|v'
as well as useful. There is no excuse for boring farm radio programs!

2
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3.3 Monitoring and evaluation

3.31 Monitoring methods during the campaigns

& Z Zonitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework was designed to assess whether AFRRI PRCs were
consistent with their objectives, to gather feedback from listeners, and to make mid-coursetians The
AFRRI model involved the following M&E tools:

1) Are }E }E "~o}P_ }( broddcat]jn}he campaign. Using logbooks, broadcasters recorded
the timing of the broadcasts, their duration, the number and type of interviews and panel
discussions, phone-calls received and phone calls made during the program, and othamprog
formats used, such as vox pop and mini-dramas.

2) Analysis of listener feedback, including the following

a. Letters

b. SMS

c. Emails

d. Call-ins

e. GE}U% [ }uuwithsond active (AFRRI) listener group per ALC, where feasible

f. Suggestions from the radio statiofgiggestion boxes



Figure 11

Above: A typical AFRRI radio program Iogboc,f

Listener feedback was captured through listener feedback forms. These swnfillesut forms gathered
information:

Program messageéncluding content, formats and presentation style§Vhat was broadcast? Was

the information in the program easy to understand? What was attractive in the program? What was

unattractive? Was anything important missing?

- What was learned?
- & ®u E[* ]vS vs]éwattBide @r baPaviour~]X X ( Eu E]J* ]*1}v A1z E P E 3§}

promoted agricultural improvement).




Figure 12

Left A filled-out AFRRI Listeners:
Club Form used to gather :
feedback from the listening
community.

This particular form is froman  :
AFRRI Listener Group in Kitete, :
Tanzania, part of the the Radio
Maria PRC.

3) Community monitoring visits, featuring focus group discussions (FGDs) and intevittews
community members, using topic guidés each visit, discussions were held with subgroups of adult
men (10-12 per community), adult women (10-12 per community) and youth (1@1&pmunity).
Monitoring visits were conducted at least three times in three communities the course of the
PRdor each radio station.

4) Case Farmer DiariesAFRRE 0 %o Z & ]} ¢S §]}vcase faEefs,adddBked them
to keep anAFRRI Case Farmer Didimgoughout the campaign. Each case farmer recorded his or her
observations about the following:
- program topics
- program formats
- program presentation styles
- knowledge gained
- attitude/behaviour change (or intention for change)
- practices related to the program topics.




Field visits to case farmers were conducted in order to observe and validate thefigvattice by
these individuals.

A PRC Manual was produced in English, French and Kiswabhili to help broadgaster
design and run their campaigns. :

s
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To read more about the Participatory Radio Campaign
approach, please refer to oumManual for Participatory

Radio Campaignsnline:

http://bit.ly/farmradioprcmanual




A Closer LookWhy vetiver grass?
A case study on the selection of an agricultural improvement for a PRC

In September 2007, a team of researchers set out to discover what farmers in the
Lilongwe area of Malawi were really concerned about. The team was comprised of
broadcasters from the Zodiak Broadcasting Station (ZBS), along with local extension
workers, farmers, and AFRRI staff. They used a number of participatady rapi
appraisal methods to connect with farmefEhere were focus group discussions with
male and female farmers of different ages, key informant interviews, sitesnd
observations, ranking exercises, and other activities. It was soon discovered that
farmers in this hilly area had one concern at the top of their $isil. In particular,

soil erosion and fertility.

The rolling hills in this area have long presented a challenge to farmeemn Ydims

are heavy, water floods over the land. Soil is washed away. But when tisear@ gone, little water is retained in the
*}JoX }vepos 3]}ve AJSZ 3Z % E}i S[c IVIAo P % WESXZ EE v ~AlSZo » B'K
revealed that planting rows of vetiver grass along ridges could check this pro&tiver has deep roots, is not
palatable to grazing animals, and can therefore act as a long-term, effectiverltardverland flow of rainwater
Further research confirmed that some farmers had started planting vetiver and that fatmers wanted to learn
more about it. All the necessary knowledge and resources were aleltatally Total Land Care and the local
extension office were able to provide technical advice and suppod planting materials could be produced relative
easily in small plantations. It was decided t#at $]A & P& <+ A}po §Z Ne§ E_ }leraMWZ %
Nthaka (keeper of the soil).

(JE o}vPU A S]A & A « §Z 7«3 Earmers(cominuel d efiploy vtivev gréss long after the P
ended. Eighteen months after the PRC had concludedi9 }( *uEA C ((®u Ee* ]Jv ¢} ] [* 0]°
reported growing vetiver grass on contour ridges! This compares to only 10% eysdrfiarmers in non-listening CCj{
*} ] [* ¢ }v eXddined soil fertility, focusing on the appropriate and timely util@atf manure. This PRC wal
also popular and effective. When the PRC was completed, 22% of househlgdtenimg communities were preparing
and utilizing compost manure appropriately, compared to 6% in non-listeniag CC




3.32 Summative evaluation
A summative evaluation activity was included at the end of the first PRC. This airdedttfyithe strengths,
weaknesses, and lessons learned from the PRC, anddi@lpnform and improve future campaigns

The summative evaluatio8 }}1 $Z (}@Eu }( ~3}Av Z oo to (yaEauexent npohjed each
radio station and its associated communitidéRRI staff and radio station employees repotiack to the
community on the campaigi when it started, when it ended, what it included, the feedback that was
received, changes that were observed, and so on. The meeting brought together farrtensien workers,
broadcasters, partner non-governmental organizations and other stakeholders for small group discussio
and activities that allowed stakeholders and listeners to do the following:

participate in collective thinking on progress made since the formativearel process;
give feedback on the program;

indicate what they learned from the campaign;

identify challenges they face; and

indicate how they expect their practices to change in the future.

X X X X X

Extra effort was made to capture the voices of women anslire that quieter farmers had opportunities to
speak by having smaller group discussions as well as larger forum-type plenary discussiensaettime,
the summative evaluation gave farmers a chance to celelihair achievements alongside the broadcasters
that serve them. In many cases, the event was captured and broadcast on the radio station fantthese
community that could not attend.




A Farmer makes comments as fellow farmers look on during the summat
evaluation for the PRC1 campaign by Volta Star Radio on the promotion of N
Rice for Africa (NERICA) in the Volta Region of Ghal

Photo credit Ben Fiafor

3.4 Outcome evaluation

3.41 Overview of the Evaluation

The outcome evaluation in Ghana, Malawi, Mali, Tanzania and Uganda was designed to proitktigaan
and qualitative evidence of the effectiveness of the second round of PRCs in each endninyassess ways
the PRC effected changes in knowledge, attitudes and practices.

The first outcome evaluation took place from December 2009 to January @i@hly 6-8 months after the
two PRCs had concluded in each country. The second outcome evaluationaoeirpm July to August
2010. It included the following household survey covering 4,500 randomly selected household
representatives in 90 communities across the five countries; farm visits and field measurgkegnts
informant interviews; and the collection of secondary data from other sources), as national agricultural
extension services. The detailed findings presented in section 5.0 of this report reflect the oéshe
second outcome evaluation.

The data collected for the evaluation was analyzed to assess how gender, age, type of radio station,
frequency of listening, and other factors which may have afféthe degree of changes that took place in



communities The evaluation gathered information from communities with differing access to the radio
programs, allowing a comparison of the degree of changes in communities withnfitédli or no access to,
or engagement in, the PRCs.

3.42 Data collection strategy

Evaluation teams in each of the five countries were tasked with capturing the main quantitative an
gualitative changes that took place in farmers' knowledge, intentions and practices after the PRC was
launched A variety of tools and methods were ustxdcollect and verify information for the outcome
evaluation An outcome evaluation guide with sampling procedures, questionnaires and other resealh too
and data tables was prepared and distributed to the evaluation teams in each country.

These tools, which are described below, were used to gather information in three different types of
communities.

a) Active listening communitiesALCs were actively involved in the PRCs from day one. They helped
select the agricultural improvement to be featured in the PRC, were surveyed for baseline data
and formative research, were visited throughout the PRC for monitoring and feedbackadnd
their voices and stories featured on the radio programs. It is recognized that many of the changes
observed in these communities may be at least partly due to the contact and interaction that
took place throughout the campaign.

b) Passive listening communitie®LCs are communities with similar agricultural practices and
natural resource availability to ALG%iere is no contact with the radio station or project
personnel before, during or after the campaigns.

C) Control CommunitiesAt the beginning of the campaign, AFRRI identified one community for
each radio station that could not access the radio programming, either because the signal did not
reach their community, or because community members did not understand the language of t
broadcastOver the course of the PRC, a number of control communities lost their status, either
because the radio station increased its signal strength or because people in the community found
a way to receive the programs, (in one case, by erecting their own antenna). In these cases, AFRRI
selected new control communities just prior to the outcome evaluation, and ensured that the
r ]} s 8]}v[e &} eS¢ }uo vVv}S§ Z & .]JvS8Z e+« }luupv]s] -

For each of the 15 PRCs investigated, two ALCs, two PLCs and two CCs weré 8@udaedmunities in
total.

3.43 Tools used in Outcome Evaluation

Household surveys

The household surveys were a core component of the outcome evaluation. Aerbalsiéd survey
application, called Mobile Researcher, was used to collect the household survey kistaystem allowed
the surveyor to conduct the survey solely on a basic mobile phone, (using aplaet), which sends survey
data to a central server immediately on completiddter running the system through a small pilot test,
AFRRI decided to use it for the full evaluation in order to ensure data was of good/consisteiytayuli
could be monitored centrally by a project manager based in Ott&ughermore, this method avoided
errors associated with translation and transcription of hard copy sur¥@gsipleting a survey on a mobile
phone took approximately half as much time as a paper-based survey, and the step of enteringrdada fr
paper survey into a data base was totally eliminatéeeA Closer LoakMonitoring with mobiles(in this
section) for further information about the use of this technology.



| was surprised when some community members shared the
observation that the mobile phone was a better tool than the
paper we write onThey believe that, with the mobile phone, the
information goes straight to the authority for the necessary
action, while information collected using notepaper may be
discarded after the interview. This is giving more credence to our
relationship with the communities we serve with our work.

Ben Fiafor, the National Research
Coordinator for the AFRRI program in Ghana

In each country, AFRRI hired a team of enumerators to complete the survey. The team oéfgtd to
individuals consisted of research assistants, project staff, and in many cases, staff from the padicguiti
stations Before the actual survey was conducted the teams underwent a two-day training work3lomics
covered included, introduction to the AFRRI research questions and the PRC method, an ovehgew of
three partner radio stations, the agricultural improvements to be analyzed, the methodologyuseiefor
randomly selecting interviewees, community entry issues, methods of data validatid technical use of
the mobile researcher tool.

Teams surveyed 50 individuals, (one per randomly selected housé¢ladldut 1 out of every 4
households), in each community, and aimed for a malemale ratio of 50:50. In all, 300 households, (100
ALC+100 PLG 100 CC), were surveyed for each radio station.

The survey posed 30 questions, encompassing basic bio-data, and questions about PRC awareness,
knowledge of the agricultural improvement featured in the PRC, attitudes about the impeae current
practice of the agricultural improvement, and/or the intention to practice the improvement




A closer bok: Monitoring with mobiles
Using mobile phones as a convenient and cost-effective suoady t

How do you collect 4,500 household surveys across five countries in under a amzhbe certain that all the datd
ends up in one location? For FRI, the solution Mabile Researchean application that lives on a basic Nokia
mobile phone and can help conduct faieface surveys with farmergttp://www.populi.net/mobileresearcher/

In less than one month, the African Farm Radio Research Initiative (AFRRI) measurgadthefiits four-month-
long participatory radio campaigns (PRCs) by using approximately 40, low-eadhdide phones and 40
enumerators/fieldworkers across five countri&uring the month-long evaluation of the PRCs, the Mobile
Researcher software was used to design, customize, and install the sumvegch country, through one website
The website featured an intuitive set of online tools whichaldw S Jo u}Vv]S}E]JVP }( Z Vvu
progress as well as analysis of resultdl in one central online location.

A"dZ 3}}o ] v ((J]]vd8 v E o] o u ve (}JE @EP v Z]}ve SA dd%ouSVEV
from remote areas, in a timely and non-intrusive manner, with a buithémitoring system for fieldwork, says
Sheila Huggins-Rao, program coordinator for AFRRIas changed the way we, at Farm Radio International,
conduct our surveys.

Previousy, studies had been conducted using paper-based tools administeredddace. It often took several
weeks to collect the data and translate the answers from local languages to Englisbeveral more weeks to
process and analyze the findindfsthere were challenges in the field with inputting the data, helping the
enumeratorsto understand the question, or not finding enough respondents, it wdgdif to address the
challenges immediately. Oftentimes, challenges were not shared udiréports were submitted

With Mobile Researcher, troubleshooting was done simultaneously thétieldwork, so minor glitches in the
technology or the survey could be corrected and easily updated via phone itimeal

So, what does this mean for future research work in development initis®ivemeans more input from
development and research beneficiaries can be included in all aspectsjettpdesign, implementation and
monitoring. Rural farming communities will have fewer disruptions and neapdre willing to participate in
surveys now that they require less time. Research and developmigahzations can collect information from
their partners prior to, during, and after projects are delivered. Over time Millreate more innovative
research, more collaborative initiatives for African farmers, and ultimately, moeetafé ways of working
together globally.




Key informant and secondary data e eeE e :

Data collectedn the household surveys was /vdviviUuz ]} D E] [ CE§
augmented by records from government campaign on housing and marketing locg
departments, NGOs, extension agents and other chickens used innovative promotions i
sources. This secondary data was scrutinized to such as giving out t-shirts featuring the

ensure its accuracy and relevance. That scrutiny  : % E}PE ufe 3]S0lWs]ifilv] i
consideed the quality of the source, how it comparec' meaning Busy Busy in the Village. This :

proved an incredibly popular marketing

with similar information available, and its tlmellness ) .
piece for the station.

(i.e. how recent the data).

Validation t farm visits

To verify information gathered in the household
surveys, and to document how farmers implemedt :
the improvement, field teams visited households tha
reported adopting an improvement during the surve§
Five respondents (10%) from each community were:
randomly selected for validation farm visits. During
the visits, team members recorded the scale of
implementation, (e.g., the size of the garden, the
number of beehives, etc.), and documented their
findings with photographs and narrativiaformation :
collected during visits was then cross-referenced wrs

data collected during household surveys _ _ :
Photo credit Margaret Kingamkono:

In some instances, evaluation teams were unable toi :...;r:
visit farms because farmers were occupied with : :
church meetings, funera|s’ marketing activities, or e teeeeEEerEEEsEEesEESEEEEERarEEEsEEEEsEEasmusnwnaraEnnnnnnnnrannaned
other events that took them away from their farms.

Key informant interviews and testimonials

Field teams sent questionnaires to key stakeholders, including extension workers, NGOsdgeqvalrtners,
government officials, broadcasters and others. Their observations augmented survey findings anddprovide
knowledgeable insight from informed and expert stakeholders who were familiar with the landscape before,
during, and after the PRC

Abstracting key information from previous monitoring and ewaltion activities

Information collected over the course of the PRfbm summative assessments, town hall meetings, focus
group discussions, farm visits, log sheets and case farmer diae®aled a great deal about how farmers,
extension workers and others responded to the campaigmsights into what farmers liked and disliked, as
well as shifts in attitude, knowledge and intentions were reveaBtween PRC1 and PRC2, this largely
gudlitative data was used to make mid-course corrections to the radio campaigresxdample, it allowd

radio stations to make changes to the way they presented information on theia¢luding format used,
level of farmer interaction, and the clarity of message.




Dorice Kaunda,Tanzanian Broadcast Corporation, captures an interview with a Maasaamwan
Mairowa village near Arusha, using her Sansa MP3 record
Photo credit Susuma Susuma

Previously, we were just hearing different agricultural activities
of other areas totally different from our agricultural zone like
Chikwawa t lower Shiretwhich we could not implement. We are
now thankful to ZBS for coming up with an agricultural radio
program that responds to priority concerns of our own

agricultural zone.
Female farmer that listened to
the ZBS radio campaign




Moumouni, a Farm Radio enumerator, interviews an extension worker
in Kadiolo, in the Zegoua region of Mali, using Mobile Researatn his phone.
Photo credit Modibo Coulibaly

The whole program was being produced by us farmers. We

had been advising the producer to exclude from the program

songs not done by the community and those irrelevant to the

focus of the program,(}E SZ - E Jo 0]*S v E[ ]vS E -S
[the] audience may not recognize the kind of program being

aired.

Farmer in Malawi speaking about
the MBC radio campaign




3.5

Limitations in the research methods

The outcome evaluation faced several biases and potential sosim@ieerror, as follows

X FRIis not a neutral observer. While every effort was made to use objective methodsg#mézation

came to this exercise hoping to learn that farm radio is effective.

Selecting communities ALCs, PLCs and ©Gkat were alike in most aspects except their access to
or involvement in the PRC was a challenge. AFRRI developed strict guidelines fardiiensed
communities to minimize their differenceBespite these efforts, some CCs may have had more
barriers to the uptake of new practices, including lack of agricultural inputs, greatanclsfrom
markets, or fewer traditional extension resources due to remoteness or a minanigyihge.

Selecting CCs and keeping them as CCs proved to be quite difficult and, in some caseblempossi
Some radio stations increased their signal strength, allowing CCs to receive dkedsts. In other
cases, CCs erected antennae in order to listen to the PRC programs. The project wasspdwstbp
these developments and, indeed, it would have been unethical to do so. Therefoneniy cases,
AFRRI selected new CCs just prior to the outcome evaluation.

Limitations of baseline survey data:

Ideally, pre-campaign data about the knowledge, intentions and practides)(&fl farmers in relation to the
specific improvements to be promoted by the PRC would have been gatheiaa hie¢ intervention. This
proved to be a challenge

A baseline study was completed in the first year of AFRRI, but the survey collected géoereaition about
crops and livestock, soil management practices, post-harvest practices, wiemot specific enough to
measure changes in knowledge and practice related to the very specific topics of th&lthB@h the
baseline survey learned how many households practiced composting, for exatrghti not collect
information about how many used the specific type of compost pit prombiethe PRCAFRRI relied on
E *%}v v3e[ E }oo 3]}ve }( AZ v SThe@QuicHn(E dvaludici sub/py]asRed, for
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visits to 20% of farmer respondents verified the accuracy of the survey responses. Clear didsgsstine
survey data on practice would have strengthened the findiligsassess the impact of PRCs on knowledge,
] o culil « A & *]Pv 8} § e85 8Z E *%}v }vSevivN}Q o € 3 [WIZEEu 3]
Differences in average test scores in the three types of communities wereramhis was quite effective;
however, pre-intervention test results would have made the conclusions srong
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4.0 The campaigns

4.1 The variety of improvements

The AFRRI partner radio campaigns covered a broad range of agricultural topics that ranged from marketing
and adding valué shea butterfo using improved methods of composting. As described earlier, the
improvement selection process followed guidelines that ensured farmers played an atéive selecting

the topics, that the topics were relevant and appropriate for the farming audiencettaidhey could be

covered in a PRC.

Table4 (next page) lists the topics for all the PRCs conducted through AFRRI. Several radio stattedsaselec
PRC2 improvement that complemented the PRC1 improvemenexXample, Dzimwe Community Radio in
Malawi promoted the use of hybrid and improved maize varieties for their first campaign, theroped
oneto-one maize planting in their second campai§milarly Radio Ada in Ghana focused its second
campaign on the production of quality manure compost; the first campaign hwiremoted animal

enclosures, had boosted the availability of manure. This continuity responded toisheswof farmer

listeners who expressed the desire to learn even more about the first campaign topi

hP v [+ D P &D %a@hpAdood example of a synergy between PRC1 and PRC2. Its first campaign
focused on the promotion of modern beekeeping (apiculture), while the second featieeclltivation of

fruit trees to develop a larger supply of pollen for bees and, of course, fruit for hufihase examples

illustrate the potential of using a sequence of PRCs to support value chain initiatives, withregramming

in the first PRCs focusing on boosting production, subsequent PRCs highlightingrgest-ilmanagement,
adding value to existing produce and livestock, and radio-based market informatigoesévl|S), to help
producers connect to markets.

In most cases, the agricultural improvements chosen were affordable and sustainable solutiamethat
available technology and respectthe needs and wants of the communities.




Table 4

Radio Ada Diversification Soil management
Promotion of animal housing to restrain Organic manure / mulching
grazing of small and large ruminant

Radio Afram Plains Post-harvest Soil management
Use of neem leaves to protect greens  Proper preparation of compost and animal
and legumes droppings

Simli Post-harvest Soil management
Promotion of neem leaves and extract1 Building of compost; proper application of
preserve grain and legumes manure

Promotionof earth bonding

Classic FM Diversification Soil management
Promotion of a new variety of tomato ~ Promotion of crop rotation and mulching

Volta Star Diversification Soil management
Promotion of upland rice varieties Minimum tillage / mulching
(NERICA)
Soil and water Management Product diversification
Nkhotakota Promote intercropping of leguminous  Promote oneto-one method of planting maize
Community radio  and other crops as a soll fertility-
station enhancing technology
Malawi Marketing Soil and water management
Broadcasting Strengthening management of Promoteuse of organic manure by smallholder
Corporation *u 00oZ}o & ( CGu E-[ }EI farmers

associations and co-operatives to
improve access to markets for farm

produce
Zodiak Soil and water Management Soil and water management
Broadcasting Promote vetiver grass as a soil and wal Promote utilization of organic manure by
Station conservation technology smallholder farmers
Dzimwe Product diversification Product diversification
Community radio Promote use of hybrid and improved Promote oneto-one method of planting maize
station maize varieties in order to improve fooc

security for smallholder farmers
Mudziwathu Product diversification Product diversification
community radio Promote use of recommended farm Proper use of inputs for maize farming
station inputs such as manure, seed, chemical

fertilizers and pesticides to increase
*u 00Z}o & ( Eu E*[ % CE
especiallyof maize

Radio Fanaka Soil management Soil management
Compost Compost (Seydou Noko)
Improved processing of Shea butter

Radio Jigiya Soil Management Soil Management
Compost

Improved processing of Shea Nuts Improved processing of Shea Nuts




Tanzania

Banjo

Radio Baguine

ORTM Segou

Orkonerei
FADECO
Sibuka FM
Radio Maria
Tanzania
Broadcasting

Corporation tTaifa
Mega FM

Kigadi Kibaale

Voice of Teso

CBS

UBC

Soil management
Compost

Soil management
Compost

Soil management
Compost
Improved processing of Shea Nuts

Diversification

Control of tick-borne disease

Soil management

Promote soil and water conservation
technologies

Diversification

Promote improved agronomic practices
for maize

Diversification

Housing for local chickens
Post-harvest management

Group marketing for maize production

Diversification
Modern beekeeping

Diversification
Upscaling modern beekeeping

Diversification
Akena cassava

Diversification

Upscaling poultry Improvement and
management

Diversification

Victoria Highland Irish Potatoes

Soil management
Compost (Marie Noko)

Soil management
Compost

Soil management

Compost

Post-harvest management

Local chicken managementousing
Post-harvest management

Local chicken managementdisease control

Soil management
Uses of farmyard manure

Diversification

Local chicken management
Post-harvest management
Group marketing

Diversification
Integrating fruit trees with beekeeping (focusir
on the planting of fruit trees)

Soil Management

Compost

Diversification

Upscaling of disease-resistant cassava

Two campaigns due to the loss of the CBS PF
campaign due to political reasons
Diversification

Value addition and marketing of Akena cassay
PRC2 cancelled due to shut down of station
Diversification

Up scaling of Victoria Highland Irish potatoes
Seed propagation




Did you know that Farm Radio has created a companion report
on our use of ICTs in radio campaign&e new age of radio
How ICTs are changing rural radio in Africa.

http://bit.ly/farmradioict

A closer bok: SMSAlerts
Using text messages to alert farmers of upcoming broadcasts

N % . _Fhe sound of an SMS (short message service)
EE]A]JVP ]Jv C}UE % Z}Vv [* ]v }E E]VPe
pocket. You break for a moment from preparing your compost

to read what has come:

Radio MariaX dZ]e A I[* % E&}PE u $ ole }us
chickent tell your neighbours!

The above 160 characters represent a typical SMS farmers wa
receive, alerting them to an upcoming program from the local
radio station. The SMS alert service was tested as part of the

(E] v & Eu zZ ]}Ze+ E2ZI/v]3] S]IA ~ & B _ o _
to explore how information communication technologies (ICTs) APove Lilian Manyuka of Radio Maria in Tanzania us
can improve radio for farmers. the Frontline SMS interface to send out an SMS
Eleven of & Z Z2%partner radio stations have leagd how to alert before the weekly PRC program.
use software to ease the management and transmission of SM
alerts to their listening communities. Feedback so far has been
outstanding. Esther Chambo from Benadi village in Malawi has received SkdSrate MBC, (Malawi Broadcast
Corporation), for eight weeks as part of their campaign on the use of masuadextilizer Esther said:
rdZ]e ]e §Z *3) / (JEP}S }us 3Z % EIPE u3Z pko/A uSpATSAEI|ve @




Important lessons were learned from these mini-experimeRtsople in communities that received SMS
alerts were up to 20% more likely to listen to all or most of the PRCs than peoplammunities that did not
receive alertsThis is significant, because, as presented later in this report (section 5.3), the frequency of
listening to PRC episodes was strongly and positively connected to the implaetRRC on knowledge and
practice of promoted agricultural improvements detailed report on AFRRIs examination of ICTs and radio
provides more informatiommn the experiments and lessons learned from them.

During PRC2, AFRRI conducted a series of ICT mini-experiments with the potential to increase trlreach
effectiveness of farm radio programming. The ICT packages were tested in small experiments in order to
understand how the technology could enhance radio programming.

: ICT packages analyzed in PRC2:

X

Pkg 1. E} 8 E-[i
electronic resources :
Pkg 2.Digital recording
and editing equipment  :
Pkg 3.0Onair phone calls
to extension agents and
other experts :
Pkg 4.On-air phone calls
to farmers / listeners :
Pkg 5.Text messaging
alerts from broadcasters
Pkg 6.Radio agent ;
Pkg 7.Playback on
demand

Pkg 8.Playback on :
demand through Freedon
Fone
Pkg 9.VSAT internet and
micro ISP model :

L-R Joshua Adu (Radio Ada), Kojo Oppong (Winneba), a
Richard Ovulley (Afram-Plains) practice their editing skillg
using Audacity Open Source software at the AFRRI
Broadcaster Training in Ghana.

Photo credit: Bart Sullivar]

Les NTICs faire participer le maximum de paysans aux
programmes de la radio / ICTs have enabled the involvement of
the maximum number of farmers in the radio programs.

Seydou Diakite,
Station manager, Radio Jigiya



5.0 Findings

5.1 Overview

The outcome evaluation collected a large and rich variety of information, usingdaledescribed in section
3.4 above. This section of the report presents findings from an analysis of aggregated data caolldated i
household survey conducted in the three types of communities for 15 PRCs iadiveies. Specifically, it
analyzes responses to survey questions that allow an estimate of the foltowing

a) The use of radio and reach of PREShe survey revealed how many households have radios, how
often household members listen to the radio, where and with whom they ligtethe radio, whether
low-income households and women listen as often as better-off households andhoermany
farmers listened to the PRCs, and whether women and lower-income farmers lisee&s as
often as men and better-off farmers.

b) Changes in knowledge Customized, five-question quizzes related to the practiced promioteach
PRC were designed and administeled Z <p]l Z SA}0¢SEW S$ZE upod]%o Z}]
guestions. Enumerators asked respondents to answer the questions, then enmnechhny of the
five quiz questions they answered correctly into a mobile phone-dbasevey instrument. By
comparing average quiz scores across the three types of communities, (L. )PLwas possible
to measure the impact of the PRC on knowledge. Further, by comparing themstap between quiz
scores and the frequency of listening to PRC episodes, it was possible to detaneither more
frequent listening was associated with higher levels of knowledge.

¢) Changes in practice The survey asked respondents whether they had adopted the promoted
practice (for example, planting upland rice, enclosing their animals, using improvhaivégeplanting
vetiver grass on contours, etc.), and, if so, when they had startedtd-gaven follow-up questions
were then asked to confirm that the specific activities involved in adoptingthetice were indeed
being conducted by the respondents. Subsequent site visits to the farrasaddmly selected
respondents verified the accuracy of these responses. This report presents data progortion of
households that adojd the improvement promoted through the PRC

The use of three types of communitigsctive listening, passive listening and non-listening (control)
enabledan assessment of the contribution of the PR&hanges in knowledge and agricultural practices
Differences observed between active and passive listening communities indicate thiwuthon of direct
community participation in PRC planning, broadcasting, and feedbacks. The difference betweerdRLCs an
reflects the impact of listening to the PRC without additional contditt the radio station prior to or during
the broadcasts

The survey results have been analyzed to determine who in the community listens and beoefitedrPRC
The analysis examined listening levels, changes in knowledge and rates of uptake of promoted practices
between women and men, younger and older farmers, and wealthier and poorer farmers, (usipigored
ownership as a proxy for wealth)

Finally, by comparing features of the most effective PRCs with PRCs that had less of an impappssible
to identify some of the factors that should be considered when planning and implementing flR@s. Fhe
best results, for example, were realized when the radio station was popular, widely listenedastedt and
had a history of broadcasting development-oriented programs. Also, some types of pratdigde better
suited to PRCs than others. Factors such as availability of inputs, simplicity of the practibe, exidtence
of markets, appear to impact the effectiveness of PRCs. The relatively small sampl&ssgtationst and



the wide variation in stations and PRC topics, however, makes it difficult to draw fictusmms about the
§ Gu]v vie }( WZ [+. (( S]A v o

The concept of using radio to provide extension services to small-scale farmerdiigaiytaittractive,
particularly in environments characterized by low literacy levels, weak or non-existent exteesiaes, and
wide-scale radio ownership. Small-scale farmers in most rural areas of sub-Saharan Africa operate in exactly
this sort of environment. For this reason, African radio stations, especially public ones, have been
broadcasting programs for farmers for decades, and many rural development projects have made use of
radio in their information dissemination strategies. Despite this, until AFRRI, there has eewer b
concerted, multi-country, multi-year research initiative to investigate whether these progranectually
effective. To determine whether radio is an effective means of increasing the adoption of @saesticch are
likely to help create success for farmers, evidescedquired that a) large numbers of farmers will listen to
farm radio programs; b) they will gain new knowledge as a result, and; c) they will adoptaiees that
create success.
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to investigate the truth of this assertion by asking basic questions about the reach of radio ialgerer

farm radio programs in particular

Do farmers listen to the radio? How often?
It goes without saying that farm radio programs cannot be effectife u &+ }v[S 0]*3 v 8§} §Z
radio. Any hope of effectively communicating with small-scale low-income farmeeradio depends
on positive responses to a range of questidde farmers have a radio in their hoMBo they listen
to the radid? If they do listen generallyid farmers listen to the PRCs? How often@ fémales and
males listen equally oftehDid the poorest farmers listen as often as better-off farmers? Were the
PRCs accessed only by older farmers, or did youth and younger farmers also tunefittfiesdl o
questions have been answered to varying degrees by AFRRI

Do farmers have a radio in their home?
Yes most of them do. Of the approximately 4,500 respondents who answered this question in the
PRC2 outcome evaluation, over three-quarters (77%) reported that they had a radio in their home.
The highest level of ownership was found in Mali (85%), followed by Uganda (80% thehdwest
was in Malawi (6%o)

Do they listen to the radio? How often?
The vast majority (91%) of the outcome evaluation survey respondents reported thatstezytth
the radio at least once a week, and 67% said they listen every day. In fact, 70% of non-radio-owners
listen at least weekly by visiting their neighbours or listening in public pléoasgh only 15% listen
daily. High levels of listenership were observedll five countries. In Mali, 95% of respondents
reported weekly, and 8%reported daily listening. At the low end, 84% of respondents in Tanzania
listened at least weekly and 52% daily.



Table 5

Frequency of Total Uganda Ghana WEIEW Tanzania
listening

Weekly 67% 72% 74% 84% 54% 52%

24% 22% 21% 11% 35% 32%

Where do they listen to the radio?
The survey asked respondents to indicate where they most often listen to radio. As the graph below
illustrates, most listening takes place at ho(88% male, 74% female), while%bf males and 20%
of females listen most often with neighbours. Only 2% of males and 3 % of fema&lesriisst often
with community groups, such as radio listening clubs.

Figurel3
Where respondents listen to the radic
100%
90%
80%
0% m Other
60% H At public
50% At market
40% ® With community groups
30% m With neighbours
m At home
20%
10%
0%
Male Female

Do women listen as regularly as men?
The survey revealed that 87% of female respondents listen to the radio on a regulat loages
than the 95% of males who listen regularly, but still a high percentage. Women are consitesably
likely, however, to listen on a daily basis (57% versus 75% of men), and aboutveberf never
listen to the radio, compared with only 3% of men.




Figure 14
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Do poorer households listen as regularly as better-off households?

Another critical question is whether the poorest households listen as frequently as better-off

householdsWhile the AFRRI survey did not investigate the income level of respondents, it did ask
respondents to state whether or not they owned a cell phone. Using cell phone ownershipas/a
for wealth'®, the survey found that farmers with phones, and therefore, perhaps, those who are

better off economically, are somewhat more likely than their apparently less igdeers to listen

regularly Even 89% of farmers without cell phones, however, reported listening at least weekly

' The authors recognize that cell phone ownership is an imperfectraominplete and inadequate proxy for wealth, and

these findings are offered cautiously. In addition to the incoméefdwner, owning a cell phone can reveal comfort

with technology, access to phones, and other characteristics of the o®oaretimes, phones are not purchased by the
users but by others (such as their adult children) who want to be tabtentact them. Cell phones are one of several
assets such as bicycles, radios, furniture etc that, taken togethes, lheen used as an indicator of wealth (Falkhingham,
J. And C. Namazigleasuring Health and Poverty: a review of approaches to identifying the PBtD Health Systems
Resource Centre, London, 2002) . A recent study by Blumenstock, Shen len@ Béathod for Estimating the
Relationship Between Phone Use and Wealplublished on the Internet at
http://www.]blumenstock.com/files/papers/iblumenstock _gmg2010.pfifund that cell phone use (measured through

call records) was a promising method for wealth estimation.



Figure 15
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Did farmers listen to the AFRRI PRCs?
Yu o]8 31A Jv(}@Eu 3]}v P §Z E HE]JVP u}v]3}E]vP HNAE])StIw epuu
meetings stronty indicaed that, at least in ALCs, where listeners were informed about the program
and engaged in the content, the PRC broadodisw a large audienc& he outcome evaluation for
the second set of PRCs showed that, indeed, a majority of farmers living in the areas reached by the
E ]} 8 S]}ve[ diEnal listeded to the PRCs.

IN ALCs, 83.1% @E *%}v VvSe E %}ES 0] vV]vP 8} § 0 3 Z(}(8Z WZ [
Almost half 49%) listened to more than 75% of the episodes. The fact that radio broadcasters

regularly visited the ALCs, interviewed their members, asked for their feedinatkecorded

community discussions, undoubtedly contributed to this high level of listenershigolbis expected

that people will be more likely to tune into a program knowing they may heandiedves or their

neighbours on air.

But surveys also found high levels of listenership in PLCs, where community mémathers formal

contact with the radio station before, during or after the PRC. The survey showe@cabf

respondents in PLCs listened to at least half of the PRC episodes, and that ofistémed! to over

three-quarters of the broadcast&iven the growingepu & }( 8 8]}ve A Jo o "}v §Z ] o_
the fact that PRCs were not marketed in PLCs, this represents a very high level of engagsiorent

than double the Nielsen ratings for even the most popular TV programs in the US

" The 95% confidence interval for this statistic is 81.1-85.1%. In othrelsyit may be considered accurate 19 times out

of 20 plus or minus 2%.



Thesefigures represent the average listenership across all 15 stations. There was considerabl
variation, however. At the high end was Radio Ada in Ghana, where 69% of PLC respondaeds liste
to at least three-quarters of the episodes and 97% listened to at least hatually the whole
population. The table below presents listener data for all 15 stations, showing the percenftage
respondents that listened to at least 75%, or at least 50% of episodes.

| cannot understand farmers that say that winter is not good for
them when it comes to production. | have a brother who works

in Bamako. Each winter, he sends me money to purchase
agricultural inputs like fertilizer. But this year, when the radio
campaign began on ORTM Ségou, | started producing compost. |
split my field into two sections. On one hectare | put compost,
and on the rest | put fertilizer. After three weeks, the plants that
received compost far exceeded the others in height! | told

myself 7/ Iv AX_ [/ 8}o uC E}3Z & 8Z § A }po
money he sends us for other things. | only want to saylank

you Uto Fousseyni Diarra at ORTM Ségou Radio. He is a star for

us farmers.
Adama Coulibaly,
farmer from Massala in Mali

Table 6 - Listenership levels across all AFRRI countries

ALCs PLCs ALCs PLCs
Radio Ada 66% 69% 99% 97%
Classic FM 45% 45% 89% 85%
Volta Star 61% 47% 86% 8%
Radio Banjo 58% 33% 90% 57%
Fanaka Radio 73% 46% 86% 88%
Radio Jigiya 60% 38% 83% 76%
Mega FM 73% 55% 95% 92%
KKCR 60% 47% 95% 92%
UBC 41% 38% 93% 86%
Zodiac 34% 12% 74% 53%
Nkhotakota 35% 12% 74% 57%
Mudziwathu 14% 9% 57% 32%
Radio Maria 30% 9% 62% 22%
Sibuku 45% 9% 66% 45%
TBC 38% 18% 72% 35%

49% 32% 82% 66%




Several of the above figures stand out. First, it is clear that, in most cases, actively engaging
communities in the development, creation and monitoring of radio programs addihg support
from extension workers and other agricultural experts, (which is what ALCs experienced), quite
dramatically increases listenership. While the extensive involvement of ALCs cannot beeépticat
all communities, more modest efforts to engage communities could yieldiy®sesults. For

£ u%o U E} S E+ v N owmojpucommsynifiestand (Eenjiew them on air.

The gap between listegr numbers in ALCs and PLCs was notable in Tanzania, most markedly at Radio
Maria. The large gap (62% vs 22%) can be explained by the fact that Radio Maria is a Catholic radio
station, while the research communities (both passive and active) investigated in titenuai

evaluation were predominantly Muslim and therefore unlikely to listen unless agtiregaged.

In some stations, however, the difference in listenership between ALCs and PLCs was much smaller or
even negligible. Radio Ada and Volta Star in Ghana and Mega FM in Uganda both stand out in this
regard. These are stations that are known to be widely trusted, widely listened to, and reputed for

good development-oriented programming.

Did women and lower-income farmers tune into the PRCs?
Again, it is important to askvho listened? The table below shewhe proportion of PLC and ALC
members who listened to more than half of PRC episodes, broken down by gender, ahektogr
or not respondents owned a cell phone. A quick review of this table makes it clear that females and
non-owners of cell phones (lower-incomegre less likely to listen to the PRCs than males and cell
phone owners. While females listed less frequently, however, they did listen in large numbers
Over 60% of females in PLCs repolgdidtered to at least half the PRC episodes.

Table 7 - Percemige of respondents who listened to at least 50% of PRC episodes

Male Female  Non-owner of Cell phone Male Female Non-owner of Cell phone
cell phone owner cell phone owner

88% 76% 7% 90% 7% 62% 66% 80%

Farmers who owned cell phones were more likely to listen regularly to the PRCs. Yietamthards
of farmers without cell phones, (a proxy for lower-income farmers ), also regdigtening to over
50% of the PRC episodes in PLCs.

| learned about neem from the AFRRI program. | cut the dry
leaves of the neem tree and put them in a sack and went and
sprinkled them on the eggplants and really | got a very good
yield. That was last year. This year | am intending to increase
my farm and see if it can help me more. | got 30 Ghana cedis
from my very small farm, and my family and | also ate many of

the eggplants.
Gorgina Kare, farmer in Odimase, Ghana



5.3 Theimpactof PRCsv ( Eu E-[ IVIAo P

The AFRRI study found that PRCs redsmall-scale farmers of every description in large numbers. AFRRI
also wanted to determine to what extent PRCs make a substantial contribstimnmers[knowledge Did

0]*8 v]vP 8} WZ « o 8} u *pyE o Z VP s v ( EEHUREAR KJBOSP *M *%

The PRCs conveyed a great deal of information to farming families, thaoughr discussions, interviews, call-
outs to experts, profiles of practicing farmers, and other radio formats. The aimBas % v ( Eu E-°[
knowledge of a specific agricultural practice over the period of the campaignit&ivaland anecdotal
information gathered through monitoring and evaluation activities stigreyiggested that farmers in ALCs
gaired new knowledge about promoted agricultural practices

To determine whether knowledge levels had indeed been affected by the P&@Gsylarly in PLCswhere
farmers could listen to the radio programs but had no other contact with tlogept t AFRRI designed short
guizzes with specific questions that tested the extent to which theimnéion conveyed by the PRCs had
been absorbed and retained by farmérdf the average test scores were higher in listening areas than non-
listening areas, one could conclude that the PRC had an impact on knewledg

Overall, as Figure 16 shows, the PRCs had a substantial impact on knowlat@s invith over one-third of
surveyed farmers scoring 4 or 5 on the five-question quiz. Approxiyntditede-quarters (72.3%) of ALC

E *%}v vSe Z § 0 3 "P}}~ily{Aio} @ The&BREalso had a significant impact in PLCs,
with just over one-fifth of respondents scoring 4 or 5, and half scoring better thBrtCson the other

hand, only 6% scored 4 or 5 and 15% scored at le&t&all, more than 3 times as many PLC residents as CC
residents demonstrated good or detailed knowledge of the practice featurdidei PRC.

Figurel6
Respondents scoring above 80% on knowledge quiz in three types
communities
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40% 359
35% -
30% -
25% - 21%
20% -
15% -

I

0% — T T

ALC PLC cC

13 Though a baseline survey had been conducted prior to the launcted®®Cs, the survey did not include questions
which were specific enough to allow a before-and-after comparisdmofvledge of the specific practice by the PRC.
“The 95% confidence interval for this result is 70.2-74.4fplus/minus 2.1%, 19 times out of 20.
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Figurel7 shows the relationship between frequency of PRC listening and the level of knowledge about th
PRC topic, as reflected in the quiz scores.

Figure 17

Relationship of frequency of PRC listening to level of knowled§®RC
practice (all communities)
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The chart above shows that 81.3% of respondents who listened to all of thegi@es scored 80% or
better on the quiz and none scored less than 2 out of 5 on the quiz. ©otlier hand, the very large

majority t over 95% - of the respondents who v [iStened to the broadcasts scored O or 1 out of 5 on the
knowledge quizThe confidence interval for the difference between those that heard all PRGlepiaad
scored at least 80% on the quiz and those who heard none and scoredr8fér is statistically significant

This finding indicates that farm radio is most effective when accompanied tratlegies to ensure high and
frequent listenership. The findings show that frequent listening to farm radicsiscésted with significant

gains in knowledge and uptake of specific agricultural improveméntsstments in marketing PRCs and SMS
alerts to accompany traditional farm radio programs, therefore, may laaveich greater chance of impacting
the household food security of farmers than those that do not employ these magkstiategies.

We love the Twi language and the fact that the program is

presented in Twi is great because most farmers speak it.
Farmer in the Classic FM
listening area in Ghana

15 Significant at the 95% confidence interval of 76.9 and 85.7% (81.3% plus/mitfs, 19 times out of 2@ culated
based on the Wald method normal approximation to the binomial distributiohadjusted as recommended by Agresti,

XU v }pooU X ~id60*X %% E}E]Ju § ] 3SSIEvEL V]G W 03 Yo (BERANEISEHA X +3]u
Statistician,52, 119126. Significant at te 95% confidence interval of 76.9 and 85.7% (81.3% plus/minus 4.4%, 19 times

out of 20).



A closer look Programming for a sustainable future
PRCs help farmers adapt to climate change

On the surface, the two PRC topics carried out by Volta Star Radio in Ghana were
very different. The first was about a new variety of rice. The second g a

soil management. However, both radio campaigns enccddgrmers to adapt

to climate change in practical ways. PR@fbduced farmergo arice variety

suitable for drier climates. PRC2 informed farmers how some of their durren
practices, such as bush burning, have a negative environmental impact, and
offered alternatives that could improve farm productivity.

Volta Star Radio is a regional wing of the Ghana Broadcasting Corporation, and

features regular programs on farming, trade, and commercial activities. It

broadcasts 24 hours a day to the Volta Region and parts of Eastern and Greater

Accra. This area includes a humid rain forest zone and an area of seidhiraigs forest. Rice is a staple crop, but rice
typically depends on large quantities of water. Preliminary studies by AFS¥atckers, aimed at determining communij
u u (& pfiorities, showed an urgent need for a more resilient and water-efitcvariety of rice which could survive ir]
drier climates.

PRCL1 introduced farmers to the New Rice for Africa (NERICA). NERICA is a higlcyligldin resilient and water-
efficient, with a short gestation perio@PRC1 introduced NERICA to two of the fifteen districts in Volta Reghase
identified as the most favourable climatically. Cultivating NERICAditian to local varieties traditionally grown in
swampy areas, would imprové (E u f@od [security and increase their marketing opportunities.

The PRC on NERICA ran from May 3 to August 30, 2009, comprising se\Bfhteimnite episodes. The program was
presented by Anane Gbadago and used a variety of f@toatnhance public participation, and offer a broad perspecti
on the introduction of NERICA. Ten studio interviews were conducitbdagricultural extension officers. Four broadcas|
incorporated field interviews with local farmers, and one included ld frgerview with food vendors. There were also
radio talks with professionals such as governmental environmental and agricuttaffaFdteen of the episodes featured
phone-in and phone-out sessions, during which community members gigesm an opportunity to provide feedback,
express concerns or ask questions. An average of five calls were aiheg €ach of these sessions. In order to keep th¢
program entertaining as well as educational, music was incorporated into the broadeasgsg from traditional songs tt
A}u v[e SE}P% * 5} P}e% 0 upe]




In ALCs, almost two out of three farmers (63%) started planting NERICA. In PLCs, 23%é&thpted NERICRollow-
up field research revealed that farmers prefer NERICA because it can be culivafddnd areas as well as lowlands
whereas the local varieties thrive only in lowland swamfiig ¢ X ¢ (HLESZ & %o Gewigopylakty Zextehsion
workers in the area repoed increased demand for seeds and information on cultivating NERICA.

tZ]o s}od 3 E[s (]JE+3 WZ Z am%nportaricuopdnechia)leRgiEg dimatonditions, its second PRC
aimed to help farmers improve growing conditions by improving s@ilthePRC2 covered a number of topics, including
the following the land as a living thing; activities which degrade the land; bushing and its negative effects on the sg
cultivating nitrogen-fixing plants to restore soil fertility; rainfall amdather; the benefits of manure for the soil; compos
preparation;mucunaas a soil enhancement plant; and simple methods to check erosion.

Anane Gbadago was again the presenter, and PRC2 ran from January 3rd to May 30tBigh®deén 30-minute episodes
were aired s}oS§ " PRE] included innovative and intensive use of SMS to increase interadtidist@ners Farmers
were encouraged to send questions and comments to the broadcasters by SMS. $sagaswewere received and
discussed during 13 episodes, with approximately 40 texts received paddast

Fdlow-up focus group discussions and interviews with local farmers detnaded that the programs had conisderable
impact. Many farmers hae stopped bush burning, taken up composting, and started to practice interargpphe final
outcome survey showed that nearly half of ALC farmers (47%) had adopt¢udmoted practicescompared to over
one-third (35%) of PLC farmers and only 1% of farmers in CCs

We can teach others who are not in listening communities about
how to apply the improvement, for example, planting in lines.

Farmer in the RAP FM listening area

Watch Enock Kyambaddee, a farm manager
for Uganda Rural Development Training
Center (URDT) and extension officer, talk

about AFRRI and food security.

http://bit.ly/farmradiovideo2




Comparing the PR{anpact on knowledge
A more detailed analysis shows considerable differences in the impact of different PRC&amn & [
knowledge. The table below presents the data for the 15 PRCs that were evaluated.

Table 8 - Knowledge quiz results in three types of communities

ALCs PLCs CCs
Radio Ada 96% 100% 24% 76
Classic FM 96% 77% 52% 25
Volta Star 86% 73% 15% 58
Radio Banjo 56% 17% 0% 17
Fanaka Radio 79% 49% 0% 49
Radio Jigiya 76% 57% 0% 57
Mega FM 87% 76% 18% 58
KKCR 80% 55% 17% 38
UBC 50% 38% 10% 28
Zodiac 78% 77% 22% 55
Nkhotakota CR 72% 63% 25% 38
Mudziwathu CR 88% 82% 52% 30
Radio Maria 37% 1% 0% 1
Sibuku 41% 11% 0% 11
TBC 41% 7% 0% 7

72% 51% 15% 36

It is apparent from the table that the active engagement of communities (in ALCs) results inm gegagein
knowledge.n all but one of the PRCs, scores were higher in ALCs than imiRh@se gap ranging from 1%

to 39% The gap in knowledge between ALCs and PLCs is likely associated with the greater levels of
interaction between broadcasters, various agricultural personnel and farmer/listeners from theYdiCs
respondents in PLCs also scored much higher than respondents. im @@sit of the 15 PRCs, over half of
respondents in PLCs scored better than 3 out of 5 on the quiz, and in 5 PRCs, over 75%spbRténhte

had the same scorén only 2 PRCs did more than 50% of CC respondents score above 60% on thadquiz

in 6 PRCs, none of the CC respondents scored better thanT®@gap in knowledge between PLCs and CCS
(which ranged from 1-76%)asrelated to farmers gaining knowleddg listening to PRC programming
without any other contact with radio station or AFRRI staff

The impact on knowledge across the 15 PRCs, however, was notejan U o]l Z ]} [+ WZ }v
producing manure compost were incredibly effective in raising knowledge (100% of PLC respondents scored
3orbetteroutof5)K$Z E+U o]l d vl v] v E} *S]v P grplp Keadrdetisg dpiheaird,Zz }v
seemed to have a much smaller impact on knowledge (7% of PLC respondents scored 3 or better out of
5).The factors that might be associated with greater gains in knowledge are discussed belovaimSsbtti

below.



5.4 The impact of PRCs on farmer practice

At the end of the day, while changes in knowledge and attitude are important, the ultinates @0 enable
farmers to adopt new practices that result in improved food security. It was beyond the scope ot@\FRRI
directly measure how the adoption of a particular practice afedbod security, poverty or nutritiolAFRRI
was careful during the process of selecting agricultural practices to identify changes thabliad effective

in meeting food security goal8FRRI focused on measuring the uptake of an improved agricultural practice
as a result of listening to the PRC programs.

During and shortly after the implementation of the PRCs, action research activities, such as case farmer

diaries, focus group discussions in communities, extension wofkers }@& «U v epuu 3]A ~3}Av Z oo
u S]vPe_ % E}A] Vv uv v }( <p o] §iWatlistenersdvare abigpting the

practices that were being discussed by the PRCs

Extension people have been there for ages, but we are not

ultAJvP (JEA & A]3Z }JuE ( Cu]vP &]A]8] «
seem to be taking up the recommended improvemertta/hich

means extension staff have their own shortfalls. But hearing

about the same messages from fellow farmers on radio ignites

our interest and zeal to take up the improvements by following

[in the] footsteps of those sharing their storieexperiences.
Farmer in Malawi in reference
to the MBC radio campaign




A closer bok: The sound of buzzing music to our ears
Improved leekeeping In Gulu, Uganda

For Mega FM in Gulu, Uganda, the PRC about improved beekeeping for Achelsfaras not
only about teaching farmers about apiculture; it was also a means of ghiféekeeping from
atraditional to a modified practice with a market focus.

Maxwell Lukettas an entomologist who doubtl as the AFRRI extension volunteer for radio

campaigns on improved beekeeping at Mégd He confirms that the PRC approach has

increased the adoption ofmproved beekeeping methodstdz &Z2Z/ €& ]} u% ]Pv Z -

made many people aware of the importance of modern beekeeping because obthimuous broadcasts. Weekly
messages on the same issues of improved beekeeping have made pesifde the need to start practicing modern
bee keepingK _ , : ~“fFarmers in the AFRRI listening communities of Abululyec and Choo memtr@asingly
asked for modern beehives and modern bee harvesting gear.

Maxwell believes one of the reasons for the success of this PRC was thdegay-M combined cell phones with radi
broadcasts.

"W} %0 eed MegaFM to offer opinions about the topic of discussion, which is a sign thagehvho can afford using
telephones can share their opinions with other listeners. These delfgphones have made communication faster thd
it was, and using radio and telephones makes information flow very spooten&Ve no longer wait for letters that
take 2-3 weeks.

For listeners whose phones cannot go through during the radio programs, thesendrSMS to the radio with
guestions which can be addressed during the next radio programs. Or if thehtisgir messages in time, they get
E %0] ¢ HME]VP 3Z <« u E ]} &} eSX

Maxwell is glad that AFRRI radio campaigns have enhanced his job as an extensiotefficer.realizes there are
some places too remote for extension staff to visit, but which can be rebloji@adio broadcasts.

NdZ & ]} Z 0% pe §} & Z u vC (stEhat@her] we ge ZheE weSohly deal with a few issues g
practical demonstration, because most information will be known by farmewmugh the radio. D £A oo VA]
more farmere[ % ES] ]% S]}v ]v P&E] po Sguoautiors(Bowkyekdatiiadie along may not be sufficier]
to meet all food security challenges.

ADp Z + 8Z & ]} ] A @herelar¢ pamne isuls that require practical demonstration, and sortkevith
extension and radio should be emphasized more in all sectors of agriculture.




The PRC2 outcome evaluation provided compelling quantitative evidence thatimgbers of farmers
adopted a new farming practice during and after the start of a PRC, even in PLCs. The chart below compares
the uptake in active, passive and control communities:

Figure 18
Percentage of respondents who adopted the PRC practice since the agmp
began in three types of communities
45%
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Figure 18 showthat In ALCs (communities directly engaged in planning, monitoring, and ewgltia¢i PRGs
--the uptakewas, on average, 39.5%, or two out of every five househ§ldsven in PLCs, over 20% of
respondents adopted the agricultural improvement during or followingRRC . This was, on average, five
times greater than the percentage of surveyed farmers in control conitiegrthat adopted the same
improvement within the same time period

While engaging farmers in participatory radio processes requires upfront investeregaged communities

are much more likely to be positively affected by the programs and information presentéetoadia
Moreover, a campaign developed with the participation of a limited number ofngonities can result in
programming that is popular and effective, eviarcommunities that do not actively participate. This has
important implications for scalingp. The findings suggest that, if one million farmers are reached by a PRC
on average, over 200,000 of listeners in PLCs will adopt the practice featured R@eWwren if the campaign
actively engaged only a small number of farmara few communities.

The connection between PRC listenership and uptake of new practices is further illugtréitedollowing
graph:

'® The 95% confidence interval for this figure is 3¥113% t or plus/minus 2.4%, 19 times out of 20.



Figure 19

Relationship between frequency of listening to PRCs and perceataig
respondents introducing new practice
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Half of those who listened to 100% of the PRC episodes introduced the PRC practi&Q%rdfthose who
listened to none of the PRC (including respondents who live in ALCs) introducedrtbgoractice over the
same time period. There is a 41.4%ap between the rate of uptake among those who heard 100% and
those who heard none of the PRC. This finding Si@osirong association between frequent listening to PRC
programming and adoption of the practice featured in the PR@n farmers who listed to a small number
of episodes were twice as likely to introduce the new praciisarmers who listead to none.

W }%o0 @E oo]JvP u E <A «}A viJUWb3aBJdE o00C u V]vP
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mention a few. | have bought goats to bring more income to cover

school fees for my children.

Farmer who listened to the
Nkhotakota campaign in Malawi

" The 95% confidence interval for this figure is 31.3 to 52tS¥eplus/minus 10.1%.




Similar to the findings on gains in knowledge, there was considerable variation #erd€s PRCs in terms of
the adoption of agricultural practice¥he table below presents the data.

Table 9 - Level of improvement uptake across all AFRRI countroes PRC2

ALCs PLCs CCs

Radio Ada Improved soil health 68% 48% 0%
through manure
compost & mulching

Classic FM Improved soil health 46% 37% 1%
through mulching

Volta Star Improved soil health 47% 35% 1%
through minimal tillage
& mulching

Radio Banjo  Improved soil health 11% 3% 0%
through compost

Fanaka Radio Improved soil health 42% 10% 0%
through compost

Radio Jigiya  Improved production of 54% 16% 0%
shea butter

Mega FM Cultivation of fruit trees 46% 31% 5%

KKCR Improved soil health 40% 17% 10%
through compost

uUBC Cultivation of improved 13% 5% 4%
potatoes

Zodiac Improved soil health 33% 22% 4%
through compost
manure

Nkhotakota CR Oneby-one planting of 30% 33% 13%
maize

Mudziwathu Proper use of inputs for 47% 33% 16%

CR maize farming

Radio Maria Management of local 28% 1% 1%
chickens

Sibuku Improved soil health 50% 22% 0%
through compost
manure

TBC Group marketing 2% 1% 0%

3% 21% 4%

Some PRCs were much more effective than others in encouraging the uptake of new agricultural practices. In
ALCs, the range of adoptioves 13% t068%, while in PLCs the range is 1% to 48%. In some PRCs, such as
those on improved maize cultivation practices by Mudziwallommunity Radio and Dzimwe Community

Radio, the uptake was relatively high, even in in CCs (13% and 16% respeetielygh this still represents

less than half the rate of uptake in the PLCs for these stations (33% in both Gasdsjh rate of uptake in

these particulaiCCsnay be explained by the fact that conventional government extension service has

strongly promoted these cultivation practicésZ E}pP Z}pu3 D o-gkdWinguarghs. Yet the PRC more

than doubled the uptake inM 1]A $Zpu v TRLBs][.



Possible explanations ftlne wide variation in uptake are presented in more detail in section 6.0

At Radio Maria, adoption rates of improved management of local chickens were redsbigtbin the ALCs
(28%), but no higher in the PLCs than in@&sRadio Maria ran a good campaign, with plenty of interaction,
good information, and a variety of engaging formatse fddatively 0} A n% 3 | Jv Z ]} Ds@kgdly[s W> -
due to the fact that communities that were studied for the outcome evaluation are predortjnistuslim

and do not normally listen to a Catholic station. CB9 }( E *%}v vSe ]Jv ZPLCk IBte@edl the
more than50% of the PRC episodedthough 60% reported listening to the radio (usuahpther station)

every dayAnother interesting case is the PRC on potatoes presented by the Uganda Broadcasting
Corporation The uptake in PLCs and CCs was virtually idenfigal factors might explain this. First, this
variety of potato has been heavily promoted through a variety of extension servicemfor years, and the
PRC may not have given a large additional boost to its adoption. SecondB@ERIC was plagued with
disruptions, due to power outages and other problems, so the program was nbiecgir consistently. In
addition, a new radio station with a stronger signal started broadcasting to the ALCs and interfered with
UB( signal. In the end, only@9 }( h AL€s heard 75% or more of the PRC broadcasts.

To investigate some of the factors that may determine the effectiveness of a campamPRCs with very
different levels of impactiPLCs are presented on the following pages.




A closer dok: A tale of two campaigns
Promoting animal housing in Ghana and Tanzania

There are many distinguishing factors between campaigns that may determiaeediitil impact. Two similar
campaigns in different countries shed light on factors that help to expkese differences

Why would one PRC result in high levels of knowledge and widespite&é opa practice while a similar PR&tl a
smaller impac?

Radio Ada, a community radio station operating in the Greater Accra region of Ghan®&Rahia 2009 on livestock
management (chickens and other animals), with special focus on the constractibuse of simple animal enclosureg
During the same time period, Radio Maria, a private radio station operating outra@<¥alaam, Tanzania, ran a simi
campaigron local chicken housingn their second campaigns, both stations built on the gains achigvé first
campaigns. For Radio Ada, PRC2 focused on using manure gathered in new Belosaleso create qualityfertilizer.
At Radio Maria, PRC2 featured improved poultry (local chicken) managemeumd,mgclaccinations and nutrition.

Left Philip Akafo, a farmer in the Dangme East District of the Greater Accra area in Ghana. Plilghieksas, pigs
and goats and has learned frod ]} AFRRI programs how to enclose his animals. With the help of the statior
Philip was able to increase his herd fronm 85 sheep and from 1245 goats.

Right The chairwoman of the listening group in Tanzania showing AFRRI staffohetory chicken house

Both campaigns ran for approximately four months and had roughly the saméityuafinprogramming (about 124

hours per campaign). Both included extensive farmer involvement tiitaall-ins, text-ins and field interviews. Both
radio campaigns appeardd include all the ingredients of a successful AR&ener satisfaction was very high for botf
programs. As a result, it was puzzling to find widely different impacts.

According to the outcome evaluation survey, Radio Pdampaign was significantC u} (( 8]1A 387 v.Z
This does not appear to be relatéalthe quality of the campaign, bub other factors. The proportion of smallholder
farmer listeners that listened to 50% or more @f ]} dampaign was a remarkable 97%. By comparison, only 2
of surveyed smallholder farmers reported listening to Radio Maria's PRC.

There were also differences in the level of knowledge of the PRC cartdradoption of the PRC practidg Radio

Ada, 100% of PLC respondents reegdiv ~Z]P Z _ P (E postjecandpaign knowledge quiz, meaning that they had
scored 80% or abov®©nly 1% of PLC listenegs} Z ]} D & ]sgered & this leveNearly half (48%9f Z ]} [
PLCrarmers adopted the improvement, while only 1%0f ]} D @1 respondents started practicing.

What is the explanation for the large differeniceresults between two very similar campaigns?}vs[ }v v /&S




Explaining the differenced-our enabling factors for a successful campaign

1. Work with a radio station that is listened to by the farmers the PRC wantseach
Radio Maria in Tanzania is a Christian radio station. Many of the surrounding farmasgtaaiereceived the
PRC are Muslim. Therefore, regardless of the quality of the PRC, mehpafténtial listening audience did
vis§ ( 08Z 8Z 1} D E] A+« r3Z |]E_ Glisk¢nerss fion vhe gtarin f@t, only 22% of
W> (&E *%}v vSe E %}ES o0]S v]vP 8§} fAi9 }E& uhiEpreséns ar bpbill @Gattld
pull in listeners rather than a simpler effort to leverage existindiauces. Radio Ada, on the other handa is
well-known, popular and trusted community-owned-and-operated radadion. The level of connection
between farmers and the station is very high. This connectedness had an sleffeat on farmer§ o A o }|
trust in contents of the PRC, their willingness to participate in dsions, ando pursue the issues that were
important to them on airThus, it is crucial to carefully consider the potential audience whensithgaadio
stations with which to work.

2. Appropriate technology wins
The initial programs in these two campaigns focused on teaching farmers hoonstruct livestock housing
(mostly for chickens). The type of housing promoted in Ghana was quite difféi@n in Tanzania. Radio Ada|
focused on using readily available materials, such as sticks to constrotldmwiusing AZ]Jo Z ]} D E
campaign focusedv u}@® ~u} Ev_ ¢]Pve }( ZatbftenZdquirs Rrders to seek out inpuf
that were not readily availablén the end, more listeners were able to try the type of housing in Ghanaithg|
Tanzania.

3. Extension support matters

Although it is clear that PRCs are strongly associated with increased adoppositive agricultural practices
they should not be conducted in isolation from traditional extenssenvices. For a PRCmeet its full
potential, it needs support on the ground from extension worker®whn reinforce the messages heard on t
air, conduct field demonstrations,y veA E ( Eu Ee<[ <p *3]}veX &}E Z ]} D E} U
sparse. Where extension support was available, the agents were often veng yand community members
did not knowthem C }u% E]J]e}vU §Z /A3 ve]l}lv P v3e }vv § uwy} Z ullE |
engaged and available as communities worked to introduce animabsumels into their agriculture operations

4. PRCs may be more suited to some types of practices than others
Practices that require farmers to obtain inputs which may not bedily available- such as wood for building,
or expensive vaccinations, for exampleffer additional challenges. These kinds of practices are fust a
Ju% }ES v ¢ Omés ¥ke@using manure or intercropping, but may requistightly different approach.
As showrin the analysis of Radio Ada and Radio Mamiamoting u} @& " } u %o oimpEvements requires
increased involvement of local extension officed®ng with demonstrationsn how to construct animal
housing.

In the end, it is difficult or impossible to predict whether a campaidhfleurishor have minimal impact on local
agricultural practicesThis analysis highlights several factors that may help determine the sutaesss associated
with PRCsSome of these factors include the followirilge extent to which radio stations are already listened to and
trusted by the targeted beneficiaries; the complexity or difficulty of adopthgitnprovement on the part of the target
audience; and the availabiligf good extension support to support the adoption of the practice.




5.5 Summary of trends

The longer-term Impact of PRC1

The outcome evaluation of PRC2 confirmed that within fousix-u}v3Ze }( WZ [+ ,Jcighificast]}v
numbers of community members will have adegta new farming practice. It is important to ask, however,
how long this shift in practices will last. Will the change be a flash in the pan? @rewitoption rate

increase as neighbours observe the success of early adopters and take up the practice? Hriy tocsay

for the PRC2 practicedowever, the PRC2 outcome evaluation survey also asked respondents to indicate
whether they had adopted and maintained the practice promoted one year earlier by. PREtesults are

as follows:

Figure 20

Percent of respondents in three types of
communities that are practicing the PRC 1 improvemen
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These results suggest that the impact of PRC1 on practice was sustained for ayksasafter the PRC was
complete.

A follow-up grant received from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation for the African FaioAReslilts
Initiative (AFRR2), will enable FRb return to the 90 researched communities in 2012 and again in 2014,
allowing a more accurate, long-term tracking of the impact of PRCs

5.51 Differences in reach and impact on various groups

Differential impact on women and ran

AFRRI sought to answer whether, how, and to what extent women and men use radio to helméstm

their food security goals. The PRCs were planned and developed to ensure that the needs and iriterests o
both female and male farmers were taken into account, and that women had a voice in the programs. For



example, female-only and male-only focus group discussions were arranged as part ofdrepgapisal,
formative research, and monitoring activities. Aware of differential access to and control of rélio se
research activities investigated whether females list¢to PRCs as frequently as males, and whether PRCs
had a similar or dissimilar effect on the knowledge, attitudes and practices of males anddeffteade

outcome evaluation survey gathered responses from 2,640 males and 2,121 females. Only onevasrso
selected from each surveyed household. Males and females were randomly interviewed to aaineat

even gender balance among respondefiiigiure 21 (below) shows the rates of male and female listenership,
knowledge, and adoption of PRC improvements

Figure 21

Reach and impact of PRCs on male and

female respondents in listening communities
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This data indicates that, overall, males are more likely to listen than females, but thaletelisten in
reasonably high numbers45% of females in ALCs and 36% of females in PLCs heard @b¥éasttthe PRC
episodes. More than half (54%) of male ALC respondents listened to 75%eepisndes, while 41% of PLC
male respondents listened as frequently. Notably, it is clear that living in an #ic®oth males and females
thad a bigger impact than gender on knowledge gains or adoption of practices

Also noteworthy is that, while males listened more frequently and scored better on the knowdedge

females in ALCs were almost as likely as their male counterparts to report that they had introduced the
featured practice since the PRC began. Thus, unlike males, female respondents were more likely to have
introduced the practice than to have gained detailed knowledge of it (defined as scores of 80% or better on
the knowledge quiz). This may be because decisions to introduce practices are often householdsjecisio
and males or females are equally likely to report that the household has adieptew practice.



A closer look: A women-oriented PRC

Radio Jigiya, a community radio station based in the Zégoua reghMalipfran a PRC on improvemeimshe

production and processing of shea nuts into marketable shegebThe PRC was carefully designed to be broadcapt

at a time of day when women could listen, and featured the voicesiest and perspectives of female shea nut
farmers. Did this campaign have a larger female listening audiencaidritdead torelatively higher gains in
knowledge and uptake of practices among women :]P]C [¢ 0]°SThéamsweEis yds.

Figure 22
Reach and impact of Radio Jigiya's PRC on shea butter production
female and male listeners
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Figure 22 shows that 59% of female respondents listened to at 18&stof PRC episodes , compared to 42%
males, and an average of 35% of females for the other PRCs. The peroghtadisplayed detailed knowledge
about (34%), and adoptl (41%) improved shea processing practices was notably higher among females than
(None of the listeners in the CCs - matdemale - demonstrated detailed knowledge or adopted the meactices).
But it is interesting to note that even a female-oriented PRC wée gopular and effective with males.

mg




As described in the box above, it is possible to boost female listenership and increadedgeand practice
by focusing specifically on a practice that women are particularly interested in and by broadtasttigC at
a time when women are able to listen. Radio Jigiya ran a very successful PRC on new methedssihgro
shea buttert a product normally processed and controlled by wonteat the time of day when women
usually listen to the radio. This suggests that choice of topic and time of day avgamifactors in
predicting whether women will benefit from a PRC.

Does radio serve the poorest farmers?

The outcome evaluation survey asked respondents whether they owned a cell phone, as a proxy for wealth
Did cell phone owners have a big advantage when it came to benefiting from farm radio programs? Were
non-owners disadvantaged? To answer these questions, frequency of listening, knowledge level and uptake
of new practices was compared between male cell-phone-owners and non-owners in PLC&@ldaon
differences attributable to gender, only males were questioned

Figure 23
Reach and impact of PRCs on males in PLCs with and without cell ph
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Figure 23 indicates that cell phone owners were more likely to listen to PRCs, deatexhsmore knowledge
about the practice featured in the PRCs, and were more likely to adopt the prdoteestingly, the gap
between owners and non-owners was greater for knowledge gain (14%) than for adoption ofg(@ét),

yet non-owners started practicing improvements at nearly the same rate as owners. PRCs aréaelpfull

to lower-income farmers 20% of PLC males without cell phones gained detailed knowledge of the practice
and 19% started practicing the agricultural improvement promoted in the BR@ell phone ownership may
also be indicative of thet E o0 C  }8iBnd¥ations, both agricultural and technical. More than just an



indication of wealth, in other words, cell phone ownership may indicate those dudild who value the
exchange of information. The higher scores of cell phone owners may, theredoassbciated with the
values and attributes of cell phone owners rather than, or as well as, their income status.

Does age make a difference?

An important challenge facing agricultural development is that farming is, in many countries;graton
that young people try to avoid or are discouraged from pursuing. Yet young peopleyftehchave better
education, more links with urban markets, and more energy and physical strength, may have the guist t
from improvements in small-scale farming practidéss therefore worth investigating whether PRCs reach
young people and, if they do, whether these listeners act upon the information they hear.

Table 10 - Age group comparisons

ALC 44% 27% 44%
PLC 16% 11% 17%
CcC NA 2% 3%
ALC 50% 37% 42%
PLC 32% 19% 19%
CC NA 7% 5%
ALC 51% 35% 34%
PLC 40% 24% 22%
CcC NA 6% 2%

The table, above, suggests that, while older farmers are more likely to listen t@R&gain knowledge

from them than are younger farmers, (especially in the PLCs), the gap narrows when it cameption of
practices. Young people are as likely as their elde@metimes more likely to take up new agricultural
practicesLiving in an ALC had a huge impact on the knowledge and uptake of agricultural practicesgoy youn
farmers. Nearly half (44%) of ALC respondents under 20 listened to the PRC regptlamyy 16% of PLC
respondents in this age group listened regularly. The trend continues, though not so strotglyragtices

There was a bigger gap in uptake rate between young people in ALCs and those RLiag than can be

seen among older farmers. Younger farmers were more likely listen to the PRCs, gaknowledge, and

try the new agricultural improvement if their communityas actively involved in the PRC

Listening alone or in groups what is the preference? Does it make a difference?

Many development communication efforts over the decades have involved the creation and faciliation
radio listening groups, based on the assumption that people like to listen in groupspeedikely to gain
knowledge and adopt new practices if they do, and that group listening is an effectitegstta overcome a
scarcity of radios

As the figure in section 5.2, above, reveals, however, the large majority of radio listak@mtiace at home.
About 10% of male respondents and 20% of females said they listened with their ogigh®nly 2% of
males and 3% of females reported listening to the radio most often with community greuph as listening
clubs. Given the preponderance of home listening, future radio strategies should consigeairpming
suitable for home listening, not those dependent on group interaction.



Place of listening, however, can also have an impact on knowledge gain and addgiracticesFigure 24
below suggests that group listening increases the impact of PR®sth knowledge and practicélowever,

it must be noted that the size of the sample that listened with community groups (86f@i496

respondents) is very smallhose who listeed with neighbours or with a group wealso more likely to

adopt the new agricultural practice than they were to understand it, as represented by the lower scores on
the knowledge quiz. Perhaps, when one listens with neighbours, adoption of new pratcegds via
imitation rather than other kinds of learning.

Figure 24
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Did you know that Farm Radio conducted a thorough analysis of
Market Information Services in each of the AFRRI partner
countries?Marketing on the AirwavesMarketing Information

Services (MIS) and Radio

http://bit.ly/farmradiomis

6.0 Why are some PRCs more effective than others?

While all PRCs had a significant impact on knowledge and practice in ALCs and PLCs, toetdesable

variation, particularly within PLCs. Some PRCs had a large impact on knowleggacaicd in PLCs

compared to CCs. The difference was much smaller in other PRCs. What accounts for these differences? What
lessons can be drawn for future participatory farm radio programming?

&ZZI[s E + E Z <*]Pv ] Vv}S 00}A % @E ]+ 1 vs81(] 81}v }( 82 ( 38}E-. 5Z
PRCs. There were too many variables across the sample size of 25 stations (15 weratiey @stige
outcome evaluation). The type and size of station differed; the type of practice featured RR@evas
different; specific features of the PRC design varied; market and policy conditions were aisaincilthe
level of extension support in the broadcast areas was different. Further analysis, however, allows us to
identify some factors that appear to be associated with very effective or less effective PRCs.

Frequency of Listening

One of the most powerful determinants of effectiveness seems to be listenership. Theitabbtion 5

reveal that, generally speaking, the more episodea BRC heard by individual respondents, regardless of
the type of community (ALC or PLC), the more likely they were to scoremtblé &knowledge quiz or to
introduce the agricultural practice featured in the PRC. This finding speaks to the importance of wattking w
stations that are popular with farmers, using formats that are engaging and entertaining, andtraiegies

like SMS alerts to boost listenership.

A stationby-station analysis, however, reveals that high listenership, by itself, is not a guaranted of hi

Ju% SX &}E A u%o U 609 }( W> & *%}v vSe o] SZ Qep]=S}¢ hSfeulE& §Z
PRC, but only 5% of these respondents scored over 80% on the knowledge quiz, and olgt&élthd

practice. Radio Ada had extremely high rates of listenership (97% indPid@g)y high levels of knowledge

gain (84% scored 80% or more on the knowledge quiz), plus very high uptake (nearfyPh&lfrespondents

started practicing since the PRC begartompared to 0% in the control community). Sibuka Radio in Tanzania

had relatively low listenership (45% of PLC respondents listened to 50% or moeeRR G episodes) but

quite high adoption levels22% in PLCs versus 0% in the control communities.

These numbers suggest that it would be wrong to simply assume that more frequent listenisgdead
greater impact. Clearly, other factors are at play.



Who farmers listen with

It was noted in Section 5.2, above, that when listeners hear PRCs in organized groupsethéy be more
likely to gain knowledge and introduce promoted practices. This would suggest that PRi@eltidz an
effort to organize listening groups that actively participate in analyzing and discussing what they tiear o
radio might be more effective than PRCs that db hat least for the members of those groups. But the data
is not strong enough and the sample size too small (90 respondents) to makétm decisively. In any
case, organizing and supporting listening clubs is difficult, and the evidencessutige the majority of
farmers currently listen at home with their familiedBecause the majority of farmers listen to the radio at
home, any attempt to create a high-impact, scalable PRC will need to be relmwvadstuitable to the home
listener. That being said, where listening groups already exist, it makes sense taithoithem to encourage
group interaction with PRCs.

Ownership of the radio station

AFRRI also considered how different types of ownership may affect the impact a PRC has on its listeners.
Three models of ownership were considerpdblic, commercial, and community/associative.
Community/associative stations are those such as Radio Maria that are owned and operated by andther civi
society organizatiofi. Figure 25 shows the differing impact of public, private, and community/assaxiativ

radio on uptake of promoted practices:

Figure 25
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81n many cases, the lines separating models of ownership are blurry addMlega FM, for example, is supported by,
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community station.



It is important to note that the sample size is very small, with only 15 stationglewtland no more than six
stations of any one type. Also, there is wide variation within these categories Radiia, for example, is
categorized aa » Juupv]SCl «+} ] §]A _ <& diteglow adbpHon of the PRC practice, while Volta
Star, a public station, had very high uptake. In short, it would be a mistake to use this data to make claims
that one model of ownership is associated with more effective PRCs than another. It is reasonable to
conclude thatall models of ownershipanbe effective in serving smallholder farmers and having an impact
on adoption of agricultural practices. Public stations appear to face the stiffest chedl@ren it comes to
impacting listeners, but even they, as demonstrated by Volta Star, can be quite effective. Agricultural
research and development initiatives would therefore be ill-advised to work with ardyootwo models of
ownership. In fact, the wist choice may be to overlook ownership models and focus instead on the degree
of commitment the station shows to serving farmers with reliable development programming arektant

to which farmers trust and listen to the station. This point is elaborated below.

Comparing High-impact VS Low-impact PRCs

For the purposes of this analysis, the 15 PRCs can be divided into two cate@iegBd % S WZ «_ v
~ro}Anpact PRCs. dZ (]E 3 indoing thiPwas 8 Eu]v]vP 3 v E u *pE }( 3Z "Ju%:
PRCOne measure is the gap between the percentage of respondents in PLCs@eshat scored 80% or

better on the knowledge quiz. The focus is on knowledge quiz results rather than uptaketafgzrbecause

there are multiple factors other than the PRC that determine the adoption of practwadability of inputs,

complexity of the practice, the time required to introduce the practice, etoking at PLCs rather than ALCs

removes the impact of engaging listeners in the PRC planning, monitoring, and broadcasting phaecess

greater the difference between the percentage of PLC respondents and CC respondents who scored 80% or

more on the quiz, the higher the impact of the PRC.

The table, below, lists the 15 PRCs investigated in this study and indicates the gap in knowled§&Raf the
improvement between PLCs afCs




Table 11 - Impact of PRBifference in percentage of PLC and CC respondents that scored B0% o
better on knowledge quiz

Type of station Gap between CC and
PLC with respect to
level of knowledge
(80% or better on
knowledge quiz)

Radio Ada Ghana Community Improved soil health 76
through manure compost
& Mulching
Volta Star Ghana Public Improved soil health 58
- through minimal tillage &
mulching

Uganda Community/Public Cultivation of fruit trees 58

Mali Improved production of 57

shea butter

Malawi Commercial Improved soil health 55

through compost manure

Mali Improved soil health 49

through compost

Malawi Community Oneby-one planting of 38

maize

Uganda Community Improved soil health 38

through compost

Malawi Community Oneby-one planting of 30

maize
UBC Uganda Public Cultivation of Improved 28
potatoes

Ghana Commercial Improved soil health 25

through mulching

Mali Public Improved soil health 17

through compost

Tanzania Commercial Improved soil health 11

through compost manure
TBC Tanzania Public Group marketing 7
Radio Maria Tanzania Associative/Community Management of local 1
chickens

According to this analysis, theZ -Rd % FRCs were those run by Radio Ada (76 point difference between
PLCs and CCs), Volta Star (58 point difference), Mega FM (58), Radio Jigiya (57), ZddastiBgdStation
(55), and Fanaka Radio (49)

On the other end of the spectrun Z "8 § W Zthose d&eloped by Radio Maria, Tanzania
Broadcasting Corporation, Sibuka Radio, and Radio Banjo, all of which saaf ga@mpoints or less

What are the trends?

Do the various high-impact and low-impact PRCs have features in commomthia¢lp identify the most
important determinants of a successful PRC? Three factors are considered thel@aracteristics of the
radio station, the country broadcasting the PRC, and the PRC itself. In addition, therecanalderation of

the particular practices promoted in the PRCs



1. Characteristics of the radio station, the country and the PRC
Three of six high-impact PRCs were run by community radio stationgytpavate, and ondy a
public broadcasterTwo of the four low-impact PRCs were operated by public broadcasters. Volta
Star, however, which is a public station in Ghana, had the second most effective PRC overall, and
Radio Maria, an associative/community radio, ran one of the least effective campaigns.

It is noteworthy that all PRCs in Ghana were effective, while all PRCs in Tanzania had liraited imp
on knowledge in PLCEhere is a temptation to assume that residents of Ghana, a relatively better-off
country, were better equipped to benefit from PRCs than farmers in Tanzania, which is less
economically developed. However, this would not explain why PRCs were quite effedila# and
Malawi, countries which are also less economically developed than Ghana

Another set of variables that one might expect to have an impact on the effectiveness of a farm radio
program is the average length of the broadcast, the number of broadcasts, the frequency of

AN Eu Ee[ A}] +_}v 3Z JEU v §Z 3§}5 0 vuu E }(BUjp@EysiSZ 3 $Z %o
of the survey results shows no strong associations between these variables and the effectifeness o
PRCNeither the length of the programs (30 minutes, 40 minutes, or one hthg)number of

programs (14, 20, 24, or 32), or the duration of the campaign (16, 20,we@Ms) is strongly

associated with the effectiveness of the campaifinis is reinforced by an analysis of the log sheets
completed by the 15 radio stations. Radio Maria and Radio Banjo, for example, two of thasstat

with the lowest impact on knowledge and practice in PLCs, had the greatest number of hours of PRC
broadcast (28 and 32 hours, respectively), repeated every program at least once, and featured the
voices of farmers in nearly every episode. Radio Fanaka, on the other hand, had fewer total hours of
broadcast (20), featured the voices of farmers less consistently than Radio Maria or Radio Banjo, yet
had a much bigger impact on knowledge and practitsome cases, these elements did affect the

level of impact a PRC had on its audienice. [+ WiBr example, had the fewest hours of broadcast
(8.25), no program repeats, and relatively infrequgmtcluded( Eu E+[ A}] « JonsBUHWZ ~
of episodes had interviews with or call-ins from farmeétess than half as frequently as the next

lowest PRCPredictably h [+ Wako had quite low, (though not the lowest), impact on

knowledge in PLCs (a 28 point gap between the percentage of PLC and CC respondents who scored
80% or better on the quiz).

One additional factor may better explain the range in effectiveness of: BiGsopularity and
trustworthiness of the station and its programs. Stations that ran the highest-impact AR&sding
Radio Ada, Mega FM, Radio Fanaka, Radio Jigiya, and Zodiak Broadcasting atati@my popular
stations and widely viewed as trusted sources of information. While objective measures of
trustworthiness and reliability were not investigated, there is anecdotal evidence that the stations
that developed the most effective PRCs were widely considered by their audiences to bd trust
sources of information.

The outcome evaluation survey results did, however, offer a measure qiogaarity of each
station and their PRCs among radio-listeners. The survey captured the percentage of respondents
who listen to the radio every day habitualand the percentage of habitual radio listeners that tuned
into the PRC regularlif 90% of daily radio listeners listened to 50% or more of the PRC epigodes,
was determined that the statiof PRC was very popular. If, on the other hand, only 20% of daily radio
listeners tuned in to the PRCs regularly, the PRC could be characterized as not very populate The ta
0}A Ju% E * $Z %o}%opo E]SC }(WZ » AJ3Z 8Z ]E Ju% 3 }v ( Eu E-

improvements



Table 12 - Daily radio listeners in PLCs who listened to PRCs ve.@té&nowledge quiz
Percentage of daily radic Gap between percentage of Plafid

Station

Mega FM

Radio Ada

Volta Star

Radio Fanaka

KKCR

Classic FM

Radio Jigiya

Uganda Broadcasting Corp
Zodiac Broadcasting Station
Nkhotakhota Community Radic
Mudziwathu Community Radio
Banjo Radio

Sibuka FM

Tanzania Broadcasting Corp
Radio Maria

The figures above have been plotted on a scatter diagram below in Figure 26.

Figure26
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The PRC by Mega FM was heard regularly (more than 50% of time) by 93% of all daily naelis liste

in the PLCs, and there was a very high 58 point spread between PLCs aRddRCAdd « W &hich
resulted in an extraordinary 78 point gap between PLCs and CCs, was heard regula¥ydiylaiy

E ]} o]*s v X &PEC ISposof dasly @dio listeners in PLCs tuned in regularly to their

Wz X Z ]} &PRCwas frequently listened to by 69% of daily radio listeners. Each of these PRCs
resulted in a spread in knowledge levels between PLC and CC respondents of between 49 and 78
points.

On the other end of the spectrum, the PRCs that were not very popular with listeners alscehad th

smallestimpact@ Iv}Ao P X Z ]JPRC @ ieard by only 4% of daily radio listeners in its

W> oX dZ <% E SA v IviAo P o PACsani\CZs wgs anlyHYo.[@nly 14% of
]oC & ]} o]+S vPKEs listengd tpethes S]}RRE regularly. And Radio Bamo W Z

which resulted in only a small gain in knowledge levels, was regularly heard by only 23% of waily rad

listeners]v §Z 3 S]}lv[e W> o

There are some exceptions in the mid-rangedi &} *3]vP 23§ §]}v[e WZ A « }v }( 8Z
effective in terms of knowledge gain, but only 44% of daily radio listen&k@s tuned into it

regularly. os}U AZ]o 009 }( o s¢] &D[* ]oC 0]*8 v Ee+ Suv ]v 8} 82z Wz
spread between knowledge levels in PLCs and CCs

These findings suggest that, generally speaking, PRCs will be more effective when aired on radio
stations that are popular with radio listeners.

. Characteristics of the improvement

Apart from the characteristics of the radio station, the features of the PRC, the level and location of
listenershipy 15 u C §Z § «}u PE] HOSUE O Ju%eE}A u vie E u}E * u?
AFRRI examined the high-impact PRCs and the low-impact PRCs and looked for patteensome

kinds of improvements more amenable to the PRC methodology than others? As tidngllo

shows, the evidence suggests that the type of improvement is not a major factor in the effectiveness

of a PRC.

If the second PRC improvement built on the preceding PRC improvémeas it more effective?
In four of the six radio stations that implemented high-impact PRCs, the agriculturalvienpeat in
the second PRC2 builpon or linked to the agricultural practice promotedRRC1Radio Ada, for

£ u%o0 U (} ue 18 (]JE&*S WZ }v Vv]u o Vv 0}euE VvV Z ] [+ WZ 1T A
uvpE& (E}u §Z}e VvV O}euE *» S} % E} M §S & }u%}*SX D P &DJ[e ¢
propagation of fruit trees, whichhad avi ]@E 3§ o]vl A]8Z 18« (JE*3 WZ }v %] HOSHCE
was an exceptiorPRC1 promoted NERICA rice, while PRC2 featured minimum tillage and mulching to
improve soil health. On the other hand, the lowest-impact PR@iese by Radio Maria, TBC, Radio
Banjo, and UBQ also strongly linked the second PRC with the first campaign. So, while bnleng
PRC with the preceding PRC might make sense and have beneifits)dt decessarily result ia
campaign having higher impact on listeners.

Doesthe }+8 }( JVEE} M JvP 8Z /u% E}A u vs u | J(BTRA v e 3Z WZ [
The most effective PRCs were more likely to feature low-cost improvements that farmedsacopt

without large outlays of cash. Creating compost, for example, which was the focus of five iaf the s

most effective PRCs, does not require the purchase of external inputs, and is within the cajpacity

farmers to accomplish with locally available resources



D P &D[* WZ }v %0 v3]vP (& upsoptiy this Aractick(reqlred $urchasing fruit
tree seedlings. The cost of adopting this improvement was relatively high, yet so was the
effectiveness of the PRC, with 31% of PLC respondents reporting that they planted fruit trees after
the PRC began. Mega FM played a role beyond simply broadcasting the information, however, by
facilitating the transportation of fruit tree seedlings to Gulu, and announcing the locations where
farmers could purchase therithis may have counterbalanced the costliness of this improvement.

} « 8Z Ju%o E]5C }( 3Z /u%E}A u vs u | ](( &e¥vM S8} §Z W2Z [« ((
dZ o 3 (( 8]A WZ +« ( SpE U ]Jv <}u e U U}E }Ju%eo £ }E ]J((] u
campaign on establishing group marketing co-operatives, for example, required ¢ue slipport of
an organizer. While listening to the radio may have fastienterest in this improvement, it did not,
in most cases, result in sufficient knowledge gain, motivation, or capacity for farmeesatie ¢heir
own marketing groups®Ju]Jo EoCU Z ]} D &] [+ WZ }v Z] |l v Z}pue]vP v uv P
relatively costly inputs for adoption, such as the construction of brick or wire chickees$jous
vaccinations, and enriched feed. The complexity of this improvement may be one of the reasons for
low uptake of the practice following the PRE®wever, some higl-u% § WZ U eu Z « s}osS "§
campaign on improved soil management was quite complex, featuring mulchimignahtillage, crop
rotation, composting, and intercropping. Overall, the evidence from the PRC2 outcormatewval
does not suggest that any one type of improvement is better suited to a PRC than arottagiety
of improvements can be successfully introduced by PRCs.

3. Characteristics of successful PRCs are varied
The data from the PRC2 evaluation, which came from a sample of 15 PRCs, suggests that PRCs can
work well whether they:

X are on public, commercial or community stations,

X feature 18 or 32 hours of broadcast,

X feature practices which are simple or complex to adopt,
X build on or have an association with a previous PRC

The key determinants of an effective PRC are that they are developed with the farmer-centered,
participatory, interactive, research-informed methodology described earlier; and theedbesting
station is widely listened to and trusted by farmers targeted by the PRCs.




7.0 Conclusion

The African Farm Radio Research Initiative sought to learn how, and in what ways, agricultural radio
programs could help small-scale farmers learn about and adopt new practices that contalésr food
security. One of the main methods of investigating these possibilities was the develophantew form of
farm radio programmingthe participatory radio campaign (PRC), the measurement of its reach, and the
impactithad}v ( Eu E<[ IVIAo P Vv % & 3] <X

Over the three-and-a-half-year period of AFRRIWpLoject, the initiative worked with 25 radio stations in
five countries to research, design, broadcast, monitor and evaluate 49 PRCs. Apprgx@atellion
smallholder farmers were served by these radio campaigns. They learned about a wide range wédmpro
farming practices, and were able to introduce these innovations in their own operations, irgchiin
following disease-resistant varieties of cassava, modern apiculture, methods of animal enclosure,
composting, mulching, intercropping, controlling pests with neem extract, improagdties of upland rice,
shea nut production and processing, and other agricultural improvements.

In the process, the capacity of radio stations to degigfiver, and evaluate farm radio programming that
makes use of new ICTs to increase interaction with listeners and boost the reach and accessibility of their
services was strengthened. As a result, farmers will continue to benefit from higher quality farm radio
services into the future.

As a research project, AFRRI also gatthand shared dat#o fill gaps in knowledge. Findings indicate that
PRCs generate large audiences and have a significant and measurable impact on knowledge eadhpracti
the farming communities that they reacRRCs thus offer a proven methodology for taking improved
agricultural practices to scale awery low cost per farmer. Female and male, young and old, better-off and
poor farmers listerd and benefied from PRCdt was also discovered that working with radio stations which
are already listened to and trusted by farmeanegardless of whether they are commercial, public,
community, or some other type of statiohis a key factor in the successful impact of a radio campaign.

While AFRRI answered many questions, many more remain to be investijagachportant to track and
measure, for example, the long-term impact of PR@smething FRI will be able to do with the AFRRI-

grant from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. It will also be important to studydisand methodologies

of farm radio campaigns other than the PRC. Also, a clear and useful answertp thes ] Why* are some

WZ « u}E (( 8]A 37 v }SHdorGexdnsiv& study @volving many more radio station partners.

The findings of this initial study indicate that PRCs can be used to scale-up agritutiataes. This can
contribute to helping millions of farmers to understand, evaluate, make informed desisioout, and adopt
agricultural practices that advance their food security goal
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This report is dedicated to the memory of Dr. Martine

Ngobo, Senior Researcher for the African Farm Radic
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work to this project is immeasurable. Her dedication to t

work has truly made a difference in the lives of thousan
of farmers across Africa.
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Contact our field offices:

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia

P.O. Box 19084

Addis Ababa,

Ethiopia

Tel +251 911 642 430

Email fnadew@farmradio.org

Bamako, Mali (French W. Africa)
Niamakoro Cité UNICEF

Rue 270, Porte 172

Bamako, Mali, BPE 84

Tet +223 202 095 17

Email modiboc@farmradio.org

Accra, Ghana (English W. Africa)
c¢/o WUSC-Ghana

PO Box AH 1265
Achimota-Accra, Ghana

Tet +233.302.511.029

Fax +233.302.518.77

Email bfiafor@farmradio.org

1404 Scott Street,
Ottawa, Ontario,
Canada, K1Y 4M8

Tel 613-761-3650
Fax 613-798-0990
Toll-Free1-888-773-7717
Email info@farmradio.org
www.farmradio.org

Kampala, Uganda

P.O. Box 4014,

Plot 242, Block 250, Estella
Apartments, Bunga Hill Road
Kampala, Uganda

Tet +256 312 265 541

Email ayotn81@yahoo.com

Arusha, Tanzania (Africa HQ)

141C Radio Road,

Njiro Hill, P.O. Box 16604,

Arusha. Tanzania

Tel/Fax: +255 732 978 997

Email: mkingamkono@farmradio.org

Lilongwe, Malawi

Farm Radio International is a strategi
partner with Farm Radio Malawi
Email rchapota@farmradiomw.org



