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What is ADRA International?

 International non-governmental organization

 Established in 1984, with a history dating back to 1956

 Around 136 countries

 Traditionally divided between supporting and implementing offices

 Over 4000 staff worldwide

 Work in five sectors

 Food Security

 Economic Development

 Primary Health

 Basic Education

 Emergency Management



Agriculture context in eastern DRC

 Average landholding less than a hectare

 Low levels of labor and land productivity

 Key crops highly affected by diseases

 Rain patterns increasingly erratic

 Government technical assistance extremely limited



ADRA’s program in DRC

 Training 15,000 + 45,000 farmers

 Studied 1105 smallholder farmers

 25 villages

 Exposed to technologies through different 
methods:

 390 Farmer Field Schools (FFS)

 390 Farmer-to-Farmer (F2F)

 325 Control



Evidence of impact of FFS

 Despite controversy, there are prevailing insights of positive 
impact

 Van den Berg and Jiggins (2007), Waddington, Snilstveit et al. 
(2014) – argue for impact

 Feder, Murgai et al. (2004) – no impact on graduates and neighbors 

 Waddington, Snilstveit et al. (2014) conclude that FFS have 
positive impact on intermediate and final outcomes, but:

 Few rigorous studies

 No one with low risk of bias



Cost of FFS is a major drawback

 Viability of FFS depend on the effectiveness of knowledge 

transmission (Feder, Murgai et al., 2004)

 Cost-effectiveness could be improved by using 

farmer-to-farmer communications (Anderson and Feder, 2004)

 Evidence of effective dissemination is highly mixed (David, 

Nkonya et al, 2012)

 FFS training content may be too complex to transmit in casual 

and unstructured communications (Rola, Jamias et al, 2002)

Intentional attempts to institutionalize the FFS/F2F are needed, however evidence 
does not suggest success so far (Waddington, Snilstveit et al. 2014)



Limited peer learning



Farmer Field Schools: two premises 

 JENGA II’s FFS training have a 

positive impact on adoption of 

agricultural technologies 

 Formalized F2F training is a valid 

more cost-effective option to 

institutionalize technologies 

disseminated through FFS



Used a pseudo-experiment

 Data collection

 Panel with data for three periods (baseline-2012, 2014 and 2015)

 Survey included:

 Household and farm characteristics

 Use of project promoted technologies (inputs and practices)

 Built different indexes of technology adoption 

 Analysis 

 Difference-in-differences and Fixed Effect to compare changes

 Weighted regressions using the inverse propensity score (baseline 
characteristics)

 DID unconfoundedness and FE (with and without covariates, weighted 
with and without covariates)



Results: impact of training on adoption

 Robust significant impact of FFS and F2F training on 
adoption

 Results show differences on the impact of FFS vs F2F, 
but magnitude of impact are comparable

 FFS farmers used 25% more technologies than the 

control group, while F2F used 15% more. 

 FFS groups had in average 17-18% more farmers 

that adopted a minimum of four technologies than the 

control group, compared to 9-15% for F2F.



Results: F2F alleviates extension costs 

FFS training seems to be just about 30-40%
more effective than F2F

While FFS costs are 3 to 4 times higher

…and more can be done to close the gap



Input Starter Pack: two premises 

 One-time input subsidies have a 

positive impact on farmer’ use of 

inputs (persistence)

 Subsidies increase the use of 
other yield-enhancing agricultural 
technologies?



Randomized Control Trial 

 13 villages, 30 (of 90) F2F farmers/village

 7 villages randomly selected to receive starter-packs

 Data: baseline, year with starter packs, following year

Starter-packs: 125 lineal meters of CMD 

tolerant cassava cuttings; 7.5 kg of improved 

peanut seeds; 4 kg of improved beans seeds 

and 1.5 kg of improved maize seeds. (enough 

for 0.2 ha, 40% of average farm)



Results: no evidence of positive 
impact of starter-packs

 No persistent increase in use of improved seeds

 No impact of starter-packs on adoption of other technologies

 Results robust to estimation method (RE, DID, PS weighing, use of 
covariates,…)

 Results robust to technology indicator (number, index, minimum level) 



Possible explanations

 No measurable impact of starter packs on yields (scale, data?)

 Limited access to input dealers?

 Expectations of new free handouts?



Conclusions

 While the intensiveness and timeliness of FFS training seems to yield robust 
results…

 …less-intensive but lower cost methods, such as F2F, can play a decent role in 
scaling-up innovations and reducing extension costs

 While the F2F levels of adoption is lower, many measures can be taken to close 
the gap and even increasing overall impact 

 rigorous monitoring 

 labor sharing



Conclusions…

 Mixed diffusion methods can generate higher spillover effects to 
accelerate scaling-up

 Starter-packs seems not to have the expected level of impact and we 
should look for other solutions to assist capital-constrained farmers
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