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PART ONE 
 
 
0 FOREWORD 
 
Government’s annual operational expenditure on agricultural extension services has averaged 
about N$ 50 million over the last few years.  In addition, international donors have contributed 
roughly N$ 10 million per year to both operational and capital expenditure.  Agricultural 
Development Centres are found all over the country staffed by qualified officials equipped with 
vehicles and provided with operational budgets.  But, is the extension service achieving what it 
sets out to do?   
 
This is a report on a baseline study designed to survey selected indicators of extension impact 
during the 2002/03 farming season.   We intend to repeat this survey after the 2006/07 season to 
gauge change over the period between the baseline survey and the final survey.  This period 
coincides with the span of NDP 2, which is the basic planning timeframe of the extension 
service.   
 
Calls for an assessment of the impact of agricultural extension services have been made by our 
collaborators, as well as the Namibian public at large. These are the people who ultimately 
control our purse strings;  and as competition for government resources increases, we want to 
assess whether what we are doing is worth supporting.    
 
As managers, we also want to know whether all the effort we are putting in is actually bearing 
fruit.  If we find, for example, that, after years of promoting a particular farming technology or 
practice, farmers are simply not interested and have not adopted it, we will obviously need to 
think again.  What are we doing wrong?  Is it the wrong technology?  Are our methods failing? 
How can we improve? 
 
We are approaching the task of impact assessment by gathering qquantitative information using 
formal questionnaires and qualitative information using informal, participatory methods.  The 
two approaches need to be integrated; qualitative methods need to build on quantitative. 
 
This report presents the results of a regional questionnaire baseline survey that has produced, we 
believe, objective results.  Each region has designed and managed its own survey.  This reflects 
our decentralised organisational structure which operates regional programmes in response to 
regional realities.  
 
This report focuses on Hardap region, and is being distributed to you as important collaborating 
partners and stakeholders in the cause of regional development.  We hope you find it interesting 
and informative and we look forward to increasing collaboration in future. 
 
 
 
 
 
D.R. Tshikesho 
DIRECTOR OF EXTENSION AND ENGINEERING SERVICES 
October 2003 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
New approaches implemented in the Extension Directorate of the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Water and Rural Development asked for new extension services to assist farmers.  The main 
aim of these services is to assist farmers in the development and adoption of new improved 
farming technologies and practices.  Farmers will also be helped to organize amongst 
themselves and ensure a better interaction with the world of agriculture at large, including 
marketing. 
 
The main aim of the baseline survey was to look at the impact of these information and advisory 
type extension services on the farming community of the communal areas in the Hardap region.  
The questionnaire was divided into four categories.  The first being information regarding the 
farmer, including some personal information and also what type of animals does he or she farm 
with.  The next category comprised of information about the farmer’ s contact with extension 
services, including the type of information received and in which way the information reached 
the farmer.  The third category evaluated the impact of extension services on the farmer and 
his/her management practises.  This category was divided into four main areas of interest: 
livestock breeding and selection, animal health, livestock marketing and rangeland 
management.  The final category explored the needs, as identified by the farmers, for future 
extension assistance.   
 
This report also provides some technical background information regarding the agricultural 
sector in the Hardap region.  This includes information on rainfall, soil type and other 
biophysical factors.  It further contains information regarding the socio-economic context of the 
region, such as the population and livelihoods situation for the region.  This information, 
together with the discussion of the different agricultural production systems that are currently 
practiced in the region, provides background for the compiling and implementation of the 
baseline survey, as well as the results and conclusions drawn from the survey. 
 
Finally, the findings of the survey are presented in the third part of this document.  A number of 
remarks are made on the data, and also some conclusions that were reached are presented.  The 
findings of this baseline survey will be used in the normal planning of extension activities, and 
used as thresholds for future impact evaluations. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 
 

2.1 WHAT AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICES DO AND WHO 
THEY SERVICE 

 
Up until recently the government’ s agricultural extension services were focussed mainly on 
providing subsidised agricultural services (e.g. ploughing, farming input sales, the development 
and maintenance of farm infrastructure), and the administration of government programmes  
such as drought relief and credit schemes.  In the mid-1990s, things began to change as it was 
realised that many of these services were not benefiting the mass of farmers and, in any case, 
were often best provided by the private sector.   
 
New approaches stressed the provision of advisory, information, communications and farmer 
training services. Extension services aim to help farmers to develop and adopt improved 
farming technologies and practices, to organise themselves into self-help groups of various 
sorts, and to better interact with the world of agricultural markets, services, infrastructure, laws 
and policies in which they operate.  In some places extension has been playing more of a 
facilitating role relating to a range of rural livelihood issues.   
 
At the same time, greater attention was given to the communal sector, where extension services 
were supposed to target all farmers.  Efforts were made to reach farmers by working with 
farmers’  groups and through the mass media, and through various methods designed to impact 
on numbers of farmers, such as demonstrations, shows, and training courses.     
 

2.2 QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY RATIONALE 
 
Extension impact:  can you prove it?  
 
This section discusses some of the conceptual and practical difficulties involved in trying to 
assess the impact of agricultural extension services.  
 
How can we prove that changes in farmer welfare, farm production and income, and changes in 
farmer behaviour (which we can define as including increased farmer knowledge and skills, 
improved farm technology, farm management practice, and farmer organisations) have occurred 
because of the work of the agricultural extension service?  Many variables influence such 
changes (for example, other sources of information, rainfall, market prices, availability of credit, 
health issues, and so on) of which extension may or may not be one.  It is notoriously difficult to 
make a causal linkage between the work of extension services and changes in farmer behaviour, 
let alone farm production, and ultimately welfare. 
   
This is different from other services.  In the field of education, for example, we have exam 
results, in the field of health we have hospital records, in the field of transport we have roads 
built and maintained, all clearly visible and easily measurable indicators.   
 
Impact on who? 
 
The agricultural extension service uses different methods to address individual farmers, groups 
of farmers and the broad mass of farmers, be it information meetings, demonstrations, training, 
or mass media.  Ultimately, the mandate of the extension service is to serve all farmers.   
Therefore, this baseline study looks at the impact of extension activities on the broad 
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community of farmers.  The rationale for this is that although extension recognises that it cannot 
directly contact all farmers, it believes that its influence ultimately reaches all farmers through 
normal farmer-to-farmer dissemination.  This assessment does not look at the impact of specific 
activities on immediate beneficiaries, for example on trainees who have been exposed to 
specific training activities.    
 
Different types of impact 
 
The DEES has drawn up a logical framework which describes its main activities and their 
relationship to a set of objectives (see page 16-17). The logframe describes extension activities 
which should deliver clear outputs, which in turn should contribute to the achievement of a 
broader purpose, which itself will contribute to a more general goal. It is the job of the  
extension service to carry out the activities and deliver the outputs. 
 
For extension managers, it is most important to assess impact at the output level: that is to 
look at service delivery and changed farmer behaviour, as defined above.   Changed farmer 
behaviour should, in turn, lead to the achievement of higher level objectives (e.g. improved 
yields, better risk management, increased incomes), although these are also subject to many 
other influences (e.g. rain, market prices, etc.). 
 
Extension services provide information, advice and training to enable farmers to be better 
managers by enabling them to develop and adopt better technologies and farm management 
practices, and by being better organized for different types of collective action.  We can 
measure the extent this has happened by looking at rates and degrees of change in farmer 
practices and management.  
 
To do this we can break down the process of such change into a number of stages – and look at 
how much of each has occurred with regard to specific changes being advocated. Change 
requires that farmers have:  
 

1. contact with extension (either directly through participating in activities with AETS or 
visiting demos, or ADCs, or indirectly through the radio or other farmers who have 
learned directly from extension);  

2. received information, advice or training on the innovation from extensionists; 
3. understood the information, advice or training on the innovation;  
4. tried out and adapted the innovation to their specific needs;  and 
5. acted upon or adopted the innovation. 

 
We measure this by looking at indicators of: 
 

�  Extension-farmer contact and farmer satisfaction with extension services 
�  Farmer awareness, understanding, adoption and change 

 
Extension impact assessment aims to review the extent to which these things have taken place, 
first through revealing the baseline situation, and later through reviewing how things have 
changed over time. 
 
Concerning extension-farmer contact and farmer satisfaction, we can measure this by asking 
about the extent farmer involvement with extension activities, and their perceptions of that 
involvement.  Regarding farmer awareness and adoption, we select specific agricultural 
development issues to focus on.  We cannot ask farmers about all the different technologies and 
practices and other information that extension services promote.  We must select a few topics 
only.  We can then say that these things represent the range of issues that extension deals with.  
In other words, they are indicators of the bigger picture of extension work. 
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Therefore, each region has designed its own questionnaire to investigate selected topics which 
they believe represent the many that extension in a specific region is promoting. These key 
topics have been selected from amongst those the region expects to be the most important over 
the next few years.  Specific questions have been asked to try and pin-point whether farmers are 
aware of and understand extension recommendations, have reacted to and adopted them.   
 
The hypothesis we are testing therefore is that extension services have a positive impact on 
farmer knowledge and behaviour.  We are not able, at this stage, to test the hypothesis that this 
improved farmer knowledge and behaviour has in turn led to increased productivity and 
incomes, or improved agricultural GDP or balance of trade (purpose and goal indicators).  To do 
so we need much better production and incomes data over a long period.  Rather, we assume 
that, all being well in terms of the external environment, in other words when conditions allow, 
that improved farmer knowledge, technologies and practices will have an impact on production 
and incomes.   
 
Finally, we must also acknowledge that monitoring extension impact, even at the output level, is 
not easy.  How can we say that change in farmer behaviour is because of extension?  Many 
variables influence farmer behaviour including information provided by other services.  
However, Namibia’s extension services pride themselves on the extent to which they 
collaborate with other services (government, non-government and private), and are content to 
share credit should impact, in due course, be revealed.   
 

2.3 QUESTIONNAIRE PROCESS 
 
So far, we have focussed on conceptual issues.  Now we move to the practical means of 
extension impact assessment.  
 
Formal questionnaires are a useful tool for research into people’ s perceptions, levels of 
awareness, knowledge and practices related to specific issues under investigation.  
Questionnaires are essentially a mechanical tool, in which you ask carefully defined questions 
covering selected issues, to a carefully selected representative sample of the community, you 
receive answers which are entered on answer sheets in code form, and you analyse these 
answers statistically.    
 
This survey was undertaken by the regional team of the agricultural extension service, under the 
leadership of the regional Chief Agricultural Extension Officer, as follows. 
 
Table :  Main Steps in the Baseline Study Process 

 
1. Questionnaire design:  this involved the elaboration of region-specific indicators 

used to prepare questionnaires for each region.  Questionnaires were based on a 
common national outline relating to indicators of common concern, but 
incorporating local specific issues.  Questionnaire design also included pre-testing 
in the field and subsequent modification of questions to ensure they were correctly 
phrased, relevant and so on. (January-March 2003)   

 
2. Planning of field implementation:  sampling procedures and logistics. (April 2003) 

 
3. Field implementation:  to minimize bias, extension staff took no part in interviews.  

Their role included:   
- hiring of enumerators;   
- training of enumerators;    
- liaising with communities;   
- transporting enumerators in the field;   
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- field supervision of enumerator performance; and  
- field checking of completed questionnaires.  
(May-June 2003) 

 
4. Data analysis:  data entry and analysis was done using the software package 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and was contracted out. (July-
September 2003) 

 
5. Report preparation. (July – October 2003) 

 
 
This process is revisited in more detail in Section 5 of this report.  The questionnaire is 
presented in Annex 1. 
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PART TWO 
 
3. AGRICULTURE IN HARDAP REGION 
 
3.1 BIOPHYSICAL RESOURCES 
 
3.1.1 RAINFALL 
 
The Hardap region, like the rest of Namibia, is a semi-arid area.  According to the rainfall 
distribution (fig 3.1), the average annual rainfall for the area varies between 0 mm, in the Namib 
Desert to the west, and 300 mm, towards the eastern border.  The southern border gets average 
rainfall of 100 mm, increasing to 300 mm for the northern border, the Rehoboth area.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.1 Rainfall distribution (Agricultural zoning map, 2002). 
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Fig. 3.2 Soil types of Namibia. 

 
3.1.2 SOIL TYPES 
 
The Hardap Region stretches from the western seaboard to the eastern boarder, across the 
country.  This is one reason for the big differences in the soil types that are found.  There are 
four main land provinces in Namibia according to fig 3.2, the Central Plateau, the Escarpment, 
the Kalahari Basin and the Namib Desert.  All four appear in the Hardap Region, and these are 
further divided into land forms and soil types.  For instance the Kalahari will be divided into the 
Kalahari sands plateau, with stabilized NW-SE dunes with common pans, and the Kalahari 
sands plateau, with stabilized sand drifts and few pans.  The same principle applies for the other 
land provinces mentioned. 
 
The Central plateau consists mainly of four mothering soils and they are the haplic Leptosols, 
haplic Calcisols complex, petric Calcisols and leptic Regosols.  The Escarpment consists of 
lithic Leptosols complex.  The Kalahari Basin is a combination of mostly ferralic Arenosols and 
petric Calcisols associations.  In the Namib Desert the area deeper inland consist of haplic 
Regosols and petric Calcisols associations, and close to the coast active sand dunes are found.  
These are the basis soils and variations will occur as one moves around in an area. 
 
3.1.3 VEGETATION TYPES 
 
Vegetation types are usually due to a combination of factors, including rainfall, climate and soil 
types.  That is why the vegetation types differ so much across the region from North to South 
and from East to West.  The vegetation area to the western border is known as the southern 
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Namib.  The vegetation consists of tough dune grass, Stipagrostis sabulicola, together with 
Trianthema hereroensis.  In the dune streets during the rainy season Stipagrostis gonatostachys 
will appear.  As you move eastwards you will cross all the different vegetation types for the 
Hardap region.  The next area is the Escarpment area with a semi-desert, semi savanna 
vegetation type.  This area is covered with small shrubs, Leucosphaera bainesii, Monechma 
genistifolia, Blepharis pruinosa, etc.  The grass cover is very little and consists of Stipagrostis 
obrusa and Stipagrostis uniplumis.  Woody species are confined to riverbanks including Acacia 
erioloba and other shrubs. 
 
The next vegetation type covers a large area of the central Hardap region.  It is known as the 
dwarf shrub savanna where Thigozum trichotomum, Catophractes alexandri and Eriocephalus 
species are very common.  Parkinsonia africana, Acacia nebrownii, Boscia albitrunca and 
Boxcia foetida will only appear in certain areas.  A wide range of grasses appear in the area and 
the distribution will depend on the soil types.  Stipagrostis uniplumis, S. brevifolia, S. obtuse 
and S. anomala are available in most of the area.  More to the West Panicum arbusculum, 
Setaria appendiculata, Anthephora pubescens, A. ramose and Digitaria eriantha are more 
common and these species are very important for good animal production.  Trees are again only 
confined to the riverbanks (Muller, 1983). 
 
The last of the vegetation areas is to the eastern border, which is the Southern Kalahari and 
known as the mixed tree and shrub savanna.  The largest part of this area is covered by sand, 
dunes laying parallel stretching along a northwest-southeast direction.  In the sandy parts Acacia 
haematoxylon are common in the shrub form.  The harder soil areas between dunes are called 
streets and are mostly covered with Rhigozum trichotomum.  Other trees and shrubs found in 
this area is: Acacia erioloba, Boscia albitrunca, Boscia foetida, Acacia mellifera subsp. 
Detinens, A. reficiens, A. hebeclada subsp. Hebeclada, grewia flava, G. deserticola and Rhus 
tenuinervis.  The perennial grasses that are common in undisturbed veld are: Asthenatherum 
glaucum, Anthephora argentea, Eragrostis lehmanniana, Stipagrostis uniplumis and S. ciliata.  
In veld that was disturbed and not in a good condition Schmidtia kalariensis are very prominent.  
On the top of the dunes Stipagrostis amabilis are found and this species is known to prevent 
sand blown by the wind.  
In the figure below,  vegetation is grouped into areas, as discussed above. 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.3 Vegetation types of Namibia. 
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Figure 3.4 is included for interest sake.  The carrying capacity is clearly defined for the different 
areas.  It is important to note that the carrying capacity is expressed as kg of live mass per ha. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.4 Carrying capacity for the whole of Namibia. 
 
For further biophysical information on the Hardap region contact the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Laboratory Services, Marina Coetzee.  They have done an extensive study to compile all this 
data and present it in a very attractive form. 
 
 
3.2 POPULATION ISSUES 
 
According to census figures for 2001, the total population in the Hardap region is 68,249.  The 
breakdown by constituency is shown in the table below (the difference between the total in the 
table is mainly due to the so called ‘special population’  of prisoners).  
 
Table 3.1  Total population information for the Hardap Region in 2001. 
Constituency Number  of 

household 
Total Females Males Average 

household size 
Gibeon 2 489 11 201 5 355 5 846 4.5 
Mariental rural 3 101 13 596 6 668 6 928 4.4 
Mariental urban 2 653 11 977 6 076 5 901 4.5 
Rehoboth rural 1 977 7 365 3 450 3 915 3.7 
Rehoboth urban east 2 777 12 581 6 590 5 991 4.5 
Rehoboth urban west 2 042 9 201 4 881 4 320 4.5 
Total 15 039 65 921 33 020 32 901 4.4 
(2001 Population and Housing Census, Preliminary Report, 2002) 
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It is difficult to give a good estimation of the number of farming households in the region.  The 
Census registered 28% of the region’s population as urban.  This includes inhabitants of many 
small towns who are involved with farming.  Indeed many urban households are involved with 
farming on a part-time or weekend basis.  It is also difficult to say how many rural households 
are not farming but are working as farm labourers, civil servants and other non-farming 
professions   The Census reveals that only 9% of the population say that farming is the main 
source of their household’s income – compared to 61% who say that wages and salaries are their 
main source of income.   If we assume that 70% of households are farming we get a figure of  
10,527 farming households. This figure would include many farm workers and others with 
small numbers of livestock.   It must be acknowledged that this figure may not be reliable. 
 
 
3.3 LIVELIHOOD PATTERNS 
 
Regional livelihood patterns tend to reflect different land tenure regimes. In the so-called 
commercial farming sector, farmers hold land under freehold title. Livelihoods are based on 
commercial farming, with significant households deriving their livelihoods as farm workers, and 
also as resettlement farmers.  In the communal areas, access to land and its management is 
largely determined by traditional land tenure rules. Land in the former Rehoboth area, in the 
north of the Region, includes freehold title land as well as relatively small areas of communal 
land and state owned land.  Many Rehoboth farms have been sub-divided on inheritance and 
registered as small undivided shares. Parts of the former Namaland communal area in the south 
of the Region consist of fenced farming units deriving from the consolidation of former 
homelands prescribed by the Odendaal Commission in 1960s.  However, most of these are 
being used by groups of people.  Land rights on the fenced and unfenced land are the same.  
Other land tenure categories in the Region are state farms and the protected reserves which 
constitute the Namib Naukluft Park.  The Region also contains the Hardap Irrigation Scheme, 
below the Hardap dam, and significant irrigated land which is fed by artesian waters in the 
Stampriet area. 
 
A community or individual is classed as poor if the basic needs for survival do not exist.  These 
needs include clean air and water, an adequate and balanced diet, physical and emotional 
security, physical and mental rest, and culturally and climatically appropriate clothing and 
shelter (Burkey, 1996).  This will help to identify different socio-economic groups.  This must 
be done before one can look at differences.   
 
The main sources of income in the Hardap region, especially for the rural people, consists of the 
different types of farming and any other activity that will provide an income.  This will be done 
with varying degrees of success according to the availability of resources and employment 
(Bernstein and Johnson, 1992).  In the Hardap Region, income derives from small stock 
farming, cattle, donkeys, poultry and small-scale gardening where possible.  Water is a scarce 
resource, which is why agronomy is not very high in priority. The women do needlework and 
farm with poultry to make a living.  Literacy is also a problem in the area.  Some of the 
communities are far from training institutions and the means for travelling is also a hampering 
factor. 
 
The main sources of income for the Hardap region can be seen in the following table.  There is 
also a comparison with the total for Namibia.  The sources are calculated as percentage of all 
households in the area. 
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Table 3.2 Main sources of income by percentage of adults. 
Area Sub. 

farming 
Cash 

farming 
L ivestock Business Wages, 

Salar ies 
Pension Remit- 

tances 
Other  

Hardap 1.5 1.5 12.8 4.0 53.5 16.3 9.5 0.9 
Namibia 26.5 2.4 2.8 5.2 46.1 8.5 7.0 1.3 
(Final report; The 1997 Namibian Labour Force Survey, 2001. p. 35) 
 
Figures for the current unemployment rate for the Hardap region are based on a formal 
understanding of the term.  This means the labour market is largely unorganized or limited in 
scope.  Labour absorption is at times very limited and the labour-force is largely self-employed.  
The unemployment rate amongst males is 31.4% and amongst women is 46.2%. 
 
 
3.4 LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION 
 
The main agricultural activity is sheep (about 80% Dorpers and 8% Karakul currently) and goat 
farming (about 95% Boerbok) with cattle farming being practiced in the northern areas (see 
Livestock Census figures below).  While the karakul pelt industry has suffered a major collapse 
since its hay day in the 1970s there are signs that the international market is picking up.  The 
Hardap region is well positioned to take advantage of this opportunity.  Otherwise, the 
development of a small stock slaughter industry is adding value to the region’s production. 
 
In addition, ostrich and game farming is gaining in importance.  Since the development of major  
ostrich production facilities at Mariental the region has become a centre of the country’ s ostrich 
industry.  While the industry internationally is subject to market instability the environmental 
conditions prevailing in the region mean that southern Namibia should in the long run have a 
comparative advantage in ostrich production compared to its competitors.   Out-grower ostrich 
chick rearing offers an opportunity for resource-poor communal-tenure farmers to benefit from 
the ostrich industry. 
 
Table 3.3 Livestock census data for 2002. 

 
The following marketing figures for the Hardap region is expressed as averages per month. 
 

 Mariental 
Maltahohe 

Gibeon Hoachanas Hardap 
plots 

Rehoboth Total 

Cattle 31912 2880 170 650 12965 48577 
Karakul 70109 12411 580 0 2799 85899 
Dorper 816300 4810 1210 381 42107 864808 
Other 80010 11210 1203 222 5513 98158 
Total sheep 966419 28431 2293 603 50419 1048865 
Angora goat 416 201 0 0 0 617 
Boer goat 69711 55742 2583 265 57275 185576 
Other 1306 65 23 33 3206 4633 
Total goats 71433 56008 2606 298 60481 190826 
Horses 2926 963 72 80 1040 5081 
Donkeys 2011 2320 50 107 1013 5501 
Pigs 1922 113 4 269 67 2375 
Poultry 9706 4511 581 767 2528 18093 
Dogs 3410 968 220 269 772 5639 
Ostriches 45211 68 0 0 2102 47381 
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Table 3.4  Livestock marketing in the Hardap Region. 
Marketing Channel Cattle Sheep Goats 
Export (Mainly to RSA) 1 900 28 100 9 100 
Auction in commercial areas 265 9 200 3 050 
Auction in communal areas 61 200 670 
 
Livestock marketing in the southern Namibia is mainly done through auctions.  Agra and 
Namibian Livestock Auctioneers are the two main agencies.  There are approximately 14 
auctions held every month in the Region.  The above figures do not include those farmers who 
market directly to abattoirs and privately selling directly from the farm.  There are 34 auction 
pens across the region, 2 in the communal area, 6 on the border of communal and commercial 
areas, and 22 in the commercial sector.  Rehoboth has 4 auction pens and there is one abattoir 
(Farmers Meat Market) in Mariental.  During January to April a large number of sheep are sold, 
due to the lack in pasture.  The market price during May to August is the best, but fewer animals 
are sold.  Goats tend to fetch a good price during June to August. 
 
The south of Namibia is also known as a Karakul producing area.  Table 3.5 provides the 
marketing figures for pelts during the last two years. 
 
Table 3.5  Karakul pelt marketing for 2001 and 2002. 
Marketing date*  Number  of pelts Total pr ice received 

(N$) 
Average pr ice N$/ 

pelt 
June 2001 5 884 941 581.54 160.02 
December 2001 9 703 1 909 719.02 196.82 
June 2002 5 686 985 083.86 173.25 
December 2002 11 297 1 689 372.03 149.54 
*  pelts are marketed in Denmark twice a year. 
 
During the year the producer/farmer will also shear the sheep; the wool is brought to Agra and 
sold on the East London auction in RSA.  During 2002, a total of 748 sacks of wool were sold 
with a total weight of 89 852 kg. 
 
 
3.5 CROP PRODUCTION 

 
Crop production is carried out where irrigation is possible.  Near to Mariental, the Hardap dam 
is used for irrigation, and small areas around Stampriet, an area with artesian water, is also used 
for irrigation.  In the Stampriet area, it is mainly grapes, lucerne and fruit and vegetables that are 
produced.   
 
The Hardap dam was constructed between 1960 and 1962.  The dam can hold 
294,593 million m³ water when it is at full capacity.  Crops that are being produced are: 

Crop   Average Yields 
Lucerne:  20 – 25 ton/ha/year 
Wheat:   5 ton/ha/year 
Maize:   8 ton/ha/year 
Cotton:   4 ton/ha/year 
Grapes:   30 ton/ha/year 
Raisins:   5 ton/ha/year 
 
The Hardap Scheme consists of approximately 2,300 ha irrigation area.  Crops are produced for 
selling to local millers, export to RSA and for animal feeds for the local market.  
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3.6 FOOD SECURITY 
 
A commonly accepted indicator of household food security is the percentage of total household 
income, in both cash and kind, that is spent on or used for food.  Households are typically 
characterised as falling into one of four groups as follows. Those spending 0-39% of income on 
food, which means they have no problem to obtain food; those spending 40-59% of income on 
food, which means it is still relatively easy to obtain food;  those spending 60-70% of their 
income on food, who are seen as relative poor;  and the poorest group which spends between 
80-100% of their income of food.  In the Hardap region the largest population can be found in 
group 2 and 3. 
 
This means that the availability of food is not what is needed for a healthy lifestyle.  The 
following table indicates the amount of Kilocalories a person requires per day and what the 
current situation is.  It is evident that there is a problem concerning the nutrition of the region.  
This is a case across the country. 
 
Table 3.6 Average Daily calorie intake.  

 
 
 
 
 

(Food-based dietary guidelines working group, 1999. p. 29) 

Region Kcals/person/day Minimum required 
Hardap 460 2100 
Karas 1475 2100 
Khomas 425 2100 
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4. AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICES IN HARDAP 

REGION 
 
 
4.1 MISSION AND STRATEGY 
 
The Mission of the regional extension services is:  
 
“ to provide agricultural extension services in the form of advisory, information communication, 
and training services aimed at empowering farmers, and at encouraging the adoption of 
improved agricultural and related income generating technologies and practices.”  
 
4.1.1. DISCUSSION  
  
Since 1995 DEES management has tried to implement the FSR/E approaches in communal 
areas.  A number of documents were drafted: 

i. a DEES discussion paper – Towards an Extension Strategy for Namibia (October, 1994) 
ii. the National Agricultural Policy (October 1995) 

iii. the Draft National Agricultural Strategy (May1996) 
 
In order to carry all its duties more effectively, in 2002 the Directorate adopted a logical 
framework, which is a tool that links long term policies and plans (e.g. Second National 
Development Plan [NDP2]) with short-term plans (e.g. Annual Work Plan and Budgets) and 
which sets out what should be monitored and evaluated. Within this logframe the Directorate 
has set out its goal and purpose, and defined the outputs as well as the main activities that have 
to be carried out to achieve the set objectives of the Ministry at large. The core of this Logframe 
is presented below. 
 
4.1.2. LOGFRAME GOAL 
 
The goal of the Hardap region is the improvement of household food security and this will be 
extended to national level also.  It should be noted that food security is not the same as food 
self-sufficiency.  Food security refers to the ability to secure enough food, whether it is 
produced or purchased using income from other sources, while food self sufficiency refers to 
the ability to produce enough food.  
 
4.1.3. PURPOSE 
 
Farmers have achieved increased and sustainable agriculture production and increased incomes 
derived from agriculture. 
 
4.1.4. FIVE OUTPUTS 
 

1. Improve the agriculture technology and practice options that are available to the farmers. 
2. Relevant staff and farm support information is available in the region. 
3. Develop the human resources in the agricultural sector. 
4. The agricultural institutions and organizations are strengthened towards improved service 
delivery. 
5. Co-operation between partner organisations is improved.  
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4.1.5. EIGHT MAIN ACTIVITIES 
 
Main activities for Output 1 

·  Continuously develop technologies and related information and disseminate.  
  
Main activities for Output 2 

·  Inform farmers on agriculture-related policy issues, input and product markets, and 
complementary service provision and on related value added opportunities, and 
complementary off-farm livelihood opportunities 

 
Main activities for Output 3 

·  Farmer training in technical, management and facilitation skills 
·  Staff of DEES and partners training in technical, management and facilitation skills 

 
Main activities for Output 4 

·  Facilitate CBO formation, provide training in technical and management skills and 
support CBO projects 

·  Management information systems 
·  Efficient use of personnel, financial, logistical, infrastructure and material resources 

 
Main activities for Output 5 

·  Information sharing, joint planning and co-ordinations, joint-planning and collaboration 
 
 
4.2. KEY EXTENSION APPROACHES 
 
The approach that is followed when working with groups is:  

1. Participatory Rural Appraisal to evaluate the group of people and identify needs and 
problems. 

2. The next step is to mobilize the group of people. 
3. Training will follow if it was identified as a need. 
4. Implementation of training and other projects in the group. 
5. Monitoring and evaluation of the situation on a regular basis. 

 
Groups that are currently worked with are the few farmer cooperatives, the two conservancies 
and the established water point committees (these were assisted by RWS, a total of 37).  
The number of farmers associations, including affirmative farmers, is 14.  NNFU (SNAFU) is 
trying to establish farmers unions for communal farmers as well. 
 
Making use of radio and produced newsletters and information leaflets to inform farmers on the 
latest technologies and agricultural related issues 
 
There are five rangeland demonstration camps in the Region that are used for training purposes 
for farmers.  They are used to show the importance of veld management. 
 
Training is done individually, to farmer groups, on station and at Tsumis training facility.  
Training is done on basic management issues and the use of technology. 
 
Excursions are made for farmers and staff to make them aware of the work done in the country.  
They are introduced to other areas and people and the problems they had and what possible 
ways to solve those problems.  
 
Assist farmers with any agricultural related problems, the problem identification and the 
solving.  This will include monitor and evaluation on a regular basis.  
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4.3. DEES POST ESTABLISHMENT 
 

Table 4.1  Post establishment for the personnel from Hardap region. 
 
POST TOTAL FILLED VACANT 
Dep. Director 1 1 0 
CAEO 1 1 0 
Cont. AET 1 1 0 
CAET 1 1 0 
Chief Clark 2 2 0 
AEO 5 3 2 
AET 9 8 1 
Clerk 2 0 2 
CA 7 5 2 
Handy man 1 0 1 
Operational driver 4 1 3 
Labour 18 16 2 
 

The Southern divisional management component is included in the Hardap Region 
establishment. The personnel for the management component are the Dep. Director, the Control 
AET, a Chief Clerk and a CA. The component currently is situated in Windhoek Head office 
and will shift to the divisional head office at Mariental when office accommodation becomes 
available.  
 

According to section 3.2 it may be assumed that the region hosts an estimated 10,527 farming 
households.  Considering the extension service posts of Agricultural Extension Officer and 
Agricultural Extension Technician only we arrive at a extension worker posts to farmer ratio of 
1:752 and of actual extension workers, at the time of reporting, to farmer ratio of 1:957. 
 

4.4. AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT CENTRES (ADCS) 
 

There are five ADCs in the Hardap Region: Gibeon, Maltahöhe, Aranos, Rehoboth and 
Mariental.
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Fig. 4.1 Map of five ADCs for Hardap Region.  
Table 4.2 List of operational equipment in the Region. 
Equipment Number  
Vehicles 24 
Computers 10 
Notepad 1 
Tractor (Hand operated) 2 
Tractor  1 
Welding/genset 1 
Generator 1 
Locust pump (large) 4 
Locust pump (knapsack) 70 
Camping fridge 3 
Camping equipment set*  Several 
*Tent, stretcher, electrical lamp, table, chair, gas stove (one plate) 
 
 
4.5. ANNUAL BUDGET BY MAIN MINISTRY OF FINANCE  VOTE 
 

VOTE 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 
      
021 – Subsistence & travel 65000 88164 175000 175039 173000 
022 – Materials & supplies 75000 73372 201824 69511 81000 
023 – Transport 448000 550000 850473 699696 734800 
024 – Utilities 0 0 56490 28423 40645 
025 – Maintenance expenses 30000 45350 52519 36896 40564 
027 – Other services & expenses 30000 38630 176125 192369 90000 
044 – Registration fees 0 0 0 0 20000 
101 – Furniture & office equipment 20000 12700 74914 29000 38860 
103 – Operational equipment 23000 114900 79523 29000 37700 
 691000 923116 1666868 1259934 1256569 
 
This is the operation budget, excluding remuneration, as it has been allocated to the DEES 
operations region for each year.  The year 2000/01 is much higher than the others.  This was due 
to the expectation of a locust infestation in the area.  Pumps, poison and the travelling to certain 
areas needed to be budgeted for.  The budget for utilities was necessary as each Region is now 
responsible for its own telephone, fax and photocopy bills. 
 
A lack of Agricultural Extension Officers (university degree holders) for the different ADCs 
was a hampering factor.  Due to droughts and locust outbreaks, the normal duties came to a 
stand still and the farmers had to be assisted immediately.  Drought was declared in 1996 and in 
1998 and 2000 there was large outbreaks of locust.  Budget cuts also lead to problems.  Needed 
officials could not be appointed, etc. 
 
 
4.6. DONOR PROJECTS 
 
Sustainable Animal and Range Development Programme (SARDEP): 
Sardep started in 1994 and was merged with the Ministry in 1998.  Prior to this merging 
planning and implementations was not very successful.  After the Ministry took over the budget 
it was used more efficient.  For example training and coordination was done more efficiently.  
 
Research Extension Management Programme (REMP): 
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Basically assisted the Ministry with the improvement of management by assisting the upgrading 
of Agriculture Development Centres (ADC), purchasing of needy operational vehicles, 
equipment and the development of human resources. Funding for small development projects is 
also available. 
 
Namibia Development Trust (NDT): 
Nature conservation, gave wildlife to conservancies. It is not a donor project of DEES, but a 
large number of DEES activities revolve around these projects. 
 
 
4.7. MAIN COLLABORATORS 
 
DART - Division of Research and Training 
RWS - Division Rural Water Supply 
DVS - Division of Veterinary Services 
MLGH - Local Government and Housing 
TA - Traditional Authority, this includes 6 traditional leaders and their traditional councils, 

who hold meetings on a regular basis. 
FA -  All different organized farmer groups in the Region, including 14 farmers unions, 

cooperatives, 37 water point committees, conservancies and others. 
DRFN- Desert Research Foundation of Namibia, looking at ways of desertification and 

sustainable livelihood systems. 
SNAFU and two commercial Agricultural Unions – assist in mobilising farmers 
RISE financial funding for small business, including value adding of farm products.  
NDT and FAO assist with development projects in the region 
Livestock marketing system, including Farmers Meat Market, Agra, NLA, and others. 
Regional HIV/AIDS committee, implementing the basic methods to fight the disease and its 
consequences. 
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5. SURVEY METHOD 
 
 
5.1. RATIONALE 

 
This is a report on a baseline study designed to survey selected indicators of extension impact 
during the 2002/03 farming season.   We intend to repeat this survey after the 2006/07 season to 
gauge change over the period between the baseline survey and the final survey.  This period 
coincides with the span of NDP 2, which is the basic planning timeframe of the extension 
service.   
 
5.2. SURVEY OBJECTIVES 
 
The survey looked at indicators of:  

(a) extension-farmer contact;  
(b) farmer satisfaction with the extension services, and  
(c) farmer awareness and adoption of new technologies disseminated by the 

extension staff. 
 
The survey questions focused firstly on issues on farmer type, mainly to ensure that the sample 
selected was representative of the whole regional farming population.  Farmer-extension contact 
questions seek to find out how familiar farmers are with extension staff and several of the key 
information and advisory type services they provide. Extension impact questions looked mainly 
four key livestock management areas:  breeding and selection, animal health, livestock 
marketing and rangeland management.  These are issues that extension information, advisory 
and training services focus on.  The questions sought to test farmer awareness and adoption of 
these issues.    
 
5.3. QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 
 
A questionnaire was prepared using ‘ closed’  questions only which is applicable for the Gibeon 
and Rehoboth communities on the region.  
 
A first draft was compiled during a workshop at Neudamm  (27-31/01/2003)  On  18/02/2003 
this was discussed at monthly FSRE meeting.  Pre-testing was done 25-26/02/03 at Gibeon with 
6 farmers and at Rehoboth with 7 farmers.   Issues and problems were identified; it was noted 
that each questionnaire took about 30-45 min.  It was realised that it would be an advantage if 
enumerators speak Afrikaans and Nama (local language).  It was noted that it was important to 
try and keep the farmer’s attention to the questions and problems raised, and avoid talking about 
other topics.  Enumerators were told not to give options (leading questions and answers), it 
confuses the farmer, and to wait for the farmer to answer. 
 
5.4   SAMPLE SELECTION 
 
Gibeon Area: 
 - Four Extension Wards in Hardap/Gibeon communal area.  
 - The whole Gibeon area is divided into “Odendaal Farms” . 
  Ward 1: 16 farms 
  Ward 2: 17 farms 
  Ward 3: 20 farms 
  Ward 4: 21 farms 
 - 60 questionnaires were completed, 15 per Ward, 5 farms per Ward, 3 questionnaires 

per farm 
 - Write name of each farm on a peace of paper. 

� � � � � � � �� 	 
 � � �So how come it is called a 
baseline survey? 
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 - Put the names of each Ward separately in a bowl and draw 5 names. 
- Put the 5 selected names in a bowl and draw one to select the first farm to be 
enumerated. 
- From the first farm the enumerator goes to the next nearest farm on the selected list. 
- At each farm the enumerator began at the first water point when entering the farm and 
used the first house as a starting point. 

 
Rehoboth Area: 
 The Rehoboth district was divided in a Northern, Eastern Southern and Western parts as 

seen from Rehoboth. In every direction 20 farms were surveyed starting as from 
Rehoboth the first farm and then alternatively every third farm thereafter. 

 The plan was to obtain 80 survey points. 
 
 
5.5 PREPARATION OF FIELD IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Mariental District: 
 Enumerator selection: Use two enumerators Mr S. Fleermuis and J. Mutota. 
    Both were fluent in Nama, Afrikaans and English 

Both were qualified Diplomate at Neudamm Agricultural 
College. 

 Enumerator training: 10/04/03 at Mariental Extension office. 
    Went through questionnaire. 
    Discuss field program 
    Transport and overnight issues 
    Payment for service 
    11/04/03 practical training at Hobby Garden. 

Community liaison: Mr. G. Apollus, P. Isaak and C. Pieters, AET’s at Gibeon 
Office were responsible for informing the selected 
communities about the time and purpose of the survey and they 
transported the enumerators in the area. 

 
Rehoboth District: 

Enumerator selection: H. Diergaardt and G. Klazen were used, both were fluent in 
Afrikaans and English.  Both had secondary level 
qualifications, many years of farming experience and were 
good communicators. 

 Enumerator training: 12/05/03 training at Extension office Rehoboth. 
    Discuss the procedure, transport and accommodation. 
    Payment of service. 

Community liaison: Little liaison with farmers was possible before the survey was 
done.  Telecommunication was a problem and also the 
distances that had to be covered were great.   

 
 
5.6 QUESTIONNAIRE IMPLEMENTATION 

 
The number of questionnaires per district is shown in the table below. 
 
Table 5.1 Frequency of questionnaires  

Distr ict Frequency 
Rehoboth 63 
Namaland ( Gibeon) 60 
Total 123 
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Figure 5.1 Open or fenced area 
 
It is important to note that the communal areas of the “Gibeon" and the Rehoboth areas are 
mainly fenced areas.  On the other hand, in the Gibeon communal area big parts of the fences 
have been demolished.  

 
Mariental district: 
 Time per questionnaire: �  30 minutes.  
 Amount of survey points completed: 60 
 Number of questionnaires per day: 4, travelling took a lot of time. 
Total time: 2 days, training. 
8 days, survey. 
Total kilometers travelled during survey: 2,428km 
Practical problems: None 
Costs: Transport: N$ 5099.75 
 Pay enumerators:   10 days x 200 = 2 000.00 
     6 nights x 100 =    600.00  
           N$   2 600.00 
  2 x enumerators x N$ 2600 =       N$   5 200.00 
  Total costs: N$ 10 299.75 
 
Rehoboth district: 
Time per questionnaire: �  35 min. 
Amount of questionnaires completed: 63 
Number of questionnaires per day: between 2 and 4, distances was time consuming 
Total time: 1 day training 

9 days survey 
Total kilometres travelled during survey: 239 km 
Practical problems: time spent for driving – too much 

Some farm gates were locked 
Some farms nobody was found  
Only 63 questionnaires were completed from the set 80. 

 
Cost: Transport N$ 5 356.70 

Enumerators  10 days x 200 = 2 000.00 
 7 nights x 100 =    700.00 

 N$ 2 700.00 
2 x enumerators x N$ 2700 =  N$ 5 400.00 
Total cost:  N$10 756.70 
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5.7 DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Data entry and analysis was undertaken in Windhoek by contracted services.  Questionnaires 
were inspected for errors, double responses, omissions, unanswered questions and general 
completeness prior to data entry, and where necessary the corrections were made.  Coding of 
responses for some questions that were not pre-coded was done. 
 
Trained data entry assistants transferred the data from the questionnaires into Microsoft Excel. 
Data analysis was done using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software. The data 
was transferred from Excel to the SPSS templates. This involved matching the cases and 
variables from Excel with those defined in SPSS data file. Using SPSS, the initial frequency 
tables covering all the defined variables per region were generated. These frequency tables were 
checked for errors, by inspecting values in each column against the codes for each response in 
the SPSS data file, and tracing the error to the specific source questionnaire. The necessary 
corrections were made to the data file based on information found on the questionnaire. 
 
The corrected data set was used to generate preliminary frequency tables for all variables for the 
region and these tables were circulated to Region Survey Officials for review and comments 
during a two-day workshop.  The Regional Survey Officials provided clarity on some errors in 
particular omissions/ unanswered questions and inconsistencies based on their knowledge of 
extension in their regions. After the workshop, the comments from regional officials were used 
in making final corrections to the data set.  
 
Lastly, final frequencies and cross-tabulations were established on the data, and where 
applicable multivariate analysis was conducted.  In addition, appropriate graphics in the form of 
simple bar graphs, clustered bar graphs and pie charts for selected variables or survey questions 
were generated to complement the findings presented in the final tables.   
 
The final tables and graphics were sent back to the regions, together with the completed 
questionnaires, so that report preparation could be completed.
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PART THREE 
 
6 SURVEY FINDINGS  
 
 
6.1  FARMER TYPE 
 
As already noted in section 5, the sample of the regional population that the questionnaire was 
applied to was selected randomly.  This section of the report presents information on important 
characteristics indicating the types of farmers which comprise the sample.   These questions are 
asked (i) as a check on the how representative the sample is, and (ii) in some cases to learn more 
about the farmers.   
 
The information presented below, should help us to judge the extent to which the sample was in 
fact representative of the entire farming community in the region.   Based on our previous 
knowledge of farmers in the region, it can be concluded that the randomly selected sample was 
indeed reasonably representative.  In addition, it will be important to ensure that, when the 
impact survey is conducted (planned for 2006/07), the sample then selected displays similar 
characteristics.   
 
If it were found that the characteristics of the farmers, as sampled in either the baseline or the 
impact survey to follow, were significantly different from those of the community as a whole 
(i.e. were not representative) or from each other, this could compromise the findings of the 
survey related to extension - farmer contact (see 6.2) and extension impact (see 6.3).   This is 
because responses to questions on indicators of extension – farmer contact and of extension 
impact may be influenced by the characteristics of the farmers, as below.  For instance, if the 
farmers sampled all lived less than 5 kilometres from the ADC, one could say this is not 
representative of the whole region’s population. Further, it is obvious, that one would expect 
this to have an influence on extension – farmer contact and impact.   Likewise, to a greater or 
lesser extent, with all the characteristics reported on before. 
 
6.1.1 Distance from ADC 
 
Table 6.1 Distance from ADC 
   Area 

  
 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

 
Distance from ADC 0-10 km 1.6% 5.0% 
  11-50 km 22.2% 50.0% 
  >50km 76.2% 45.0% 
  
There are ADC’s at Gibeon, Mariental, Aranos, Maltahöhe and Rehoboth.  One of the main 
constraints is the location of service providers other than extension services with which 
extension must collaborate, which are mainly situated in Mariental and Rehoboth and these 
distances becomes a problem.  As shown in the table most of the sample selected were located 
more than 50 kilometres from the nearest ADC which is reasonably representative of the total 
population. 
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6.1.2 Sex of respondent 
 
Table 6.2 Sex of respondent 
   Area 

  
 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

 
Sex of respondent Male 87.3% 73.3% 
  Female 12.7% 26.7% 
 
In both Namaland (Gibeon area) and Rehoboth the bigger percentage of respondents were 
males.  The sampling procedure was described in a previous section and made no provision for 
a certain gender distribution.  It is thus possible to conclude that most of the owners and 
decision makers are males.  In the region as a whole the 2001 census found that 34% of 
households were female headed.  Maybe for future surveys it could be kept in mind that a 
certain male: female ratio of respondents should be included.  This could influence some of the 
results for a number of the questions asked. 
 
6.1.3 Age of respondent 
 
Table 6.3 Age of respondent 
   Area 

  
 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

 
Age of respondent <24 3.2% 3.3% 
  25-44 27.0% 31.7% 
  45-64 49.2% 40.0% 
  >65 20.6% 25.0% 
 
Most of the respondents were in the age groups, 45 and older.  As seen in other case studies, it 
seems as if the younger people would rather move to urban areas to seek jobs and better living 
standards.  It is important to know the age and also the educational level of the farmers to adjust 
the types of information and methods of information dissemination. 

 
6.1.4 Respondent type 
 
Table 6.4 Respondent type 
   Area 

  
 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

 
Respondent type Full time farmer  50.8% 81.7% 
  Par t-time/weekend 

farmer  
31.7% 1.7% 

  Herdsman 3.2% 6.7% 
  Labourer  9.5% 1.7% 
  Pensioner  4.8% 8.3% 
 
In the Rehoboth area you find more part-time farmers than in other areas.  This could be 
because this area is closer to the larger urban areas of Windhoek and Rehoboth town itself, thus 
enabling people to be close to a off-farm job opportunities, and still close enough to their farms 
to be a farmer.  It is important to keep in mind the percentage of part-time farmers, who can 
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only be contacted outside working hours.  This means if an AET will plan an activity with the 
farmers, he needs to take in account the part-time farmers and when they will be able to attend.  
 
6.1.5 Farm labour 
 
Table 6.5 Family members acting as labour on the farm 
   Area 

  
 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

 
Family members working 
on the farm excluding 
respondent 

0 82.5% 20.0% 

  1 15.9% 30.0% 
  2 1.6% 11.7% 
  3-5   26.7% 
  >5   11.7% 
 
The farmers in the Rehoboth area are more market orientated than the subsistence farming of 
the Namaland or Gibeon area.  These farmers will tend to make use of hired labour, while in the 
case of the Gibeon farmers, the family will tend to work and eat what is produced from the 
farm. 
 
6.1.6 Educational level of respondent 
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Figure 6.1 Educational level of respondents 
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Table 6.6 Educational level of respondents and highest education level  
attained by a members of the household  
   Area  
 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

Education level of 
respondent 

No school 7.9% 11.7% 

  Primary 31.7% 40.0% 
  Part secondary 33.3% 41.7% 
  Secondary 19.0% 6.7% 
  Above secondary 7.9%   
Highest education level of a 
member in  the household 

No school 7.9% 8.3% 

  Primary 27.0% 18.3% 
  Part secondary 33.3% 46.7% 
  Secondary 17.5% 25.0% 
  Above secondary 14.3% 1.7% 
 

It is important to acknowledge the educational level of the farmers in the area.  This together 
with the age of the farmers will give you a clear indication on what type of information and in 
what format it should be presented.  This is important as a lot of information is given to the 
farmers, but if they find it relevant or understandable is an issue to be taken into account. 
  

6.1.7 Years of farming experience 
 

Table 6.7 Years of farming experience 
   Area  

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

Years of farming for 
decision maker 

<5 years 20.6% 18.3% 

  5-10 years 17.5% 20.0% 
  >10 years 61.9% 61.7% 
 

It was explained to respondents that farming experience here referred to the taking management 
decisions rather than simply providing farm labour.  Table 6.3 showed that the bigger 
percentage of respondents were older people, and this was again revealed in terms of the 
numbers of people that had farmed for longer than 10 years.  Extension should make use of this 
experience and in combination with technologies, assist them to better their living standards. 
 

6.1.8 Farming satisfies basic household food needs 
 

 
 

Figure 6.2 Farm income satisfy basic household food needs 
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Only 50% of farmers in Namaland feel that the farming satisfies their basic household food 
needs, thus services should be aimed at ensuring a better income from the farm production or 
just a better production to ensure the satisfaction of basic food needs. 
 
6.1.9 Livestock ownership 
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Figure 6.3 Livestock ownership, including goat, sheep, cattle and equines. 
 
Larger numbers of animals are owned by the Rehoboth farmers, especially regarding cattle.  
Namaland is not a cattle producing area, and traditionally the people are not cattle farmers.  
Namaland is mostly a goat producing area.  The number of equines in Namaland is alarmingly 
high;  donkeys in particular can be very destructive of natural grazing.  On the other hand, 
equines are often the only means of transport for the people.  Extension should concentrate 
some attention on equine management.  
 
6.1.10 Other income sources. 
 

 
Figure 6.4 Other sources of income 
 
Both areas, to a large extent, depend on pensions as a sources of income.  This can be linked to 
the number of respondents older then 60, as shown in table 6.3.  The high degree of dependence 
on salaries in the Rehoboth area can be linked to the 31% of part-time farmers as shown in table 
6.4. 
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6.2  FARMER-EXTENSION CONTACT 
 
Results reported on in this section aim to indicate levels of contact between farmers and the 
extension services, by various means.   Such contact is the first stage and is indeed a pre-
requisite to extension work having an impact on farmers.    
 
 
6.2.1 Extension farmer  contact 
 
6.2.1.1 Extensionist exists and working in the area. 
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Figure 6.5 Know if extension official are working in the area 
 
It is rather alarming to see that so few respondents (43%) know that an extension official exists 
and works in the Rehoboth area.  In section 6.2.1.4 on participation in community based 
organisations (CBO’s), the degree of participation in organised groups is also low for this area.  
Thus, without organised groups for extension workers to contact, the only option is one on one 
contact and that is not very feasible. For Namaland the situation is different. 
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6.2.1.2 Received information from extension in last year 
 

 
Figure 6.6 Any information received from extension during the last year 
 
Farmers were asked how many times they receive information or advices from their local 
extension worker in the last year.  The results reinforce those from the previous question, 
showing that the communications between farmer and extension in the Rehoboth area are 
relatively poor. 
 
6.2.1.3 Usefulness of Extension information 
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Figure 6.7 How useful was the information 
 
This question was only asked to those farmers who said they had contact with the extension 
service.  The high percentage of farmers that found the information not very useful in Namaland 
can be due to the age and the educational level of the respondents.  They received information 
but did not understand it or it was not relevant to their situation. It is important to understand 
what the farmers needs are and provide them accordingly. 
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6.2.1.4 Participation in Community Base Organisations (CBO’s) 
 

 
Figure 6.8 Participation in CBO’s 
 
The farmers from the Rehoboth area are not taking part in CBO’s to a large extent.  This is 
something that the extension officials must give immediate attention to. 
 
6.2.1.5 Extension support to CBO’s 
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Figure 6.9 Extension support to CBO’s 
 
This is a good result and was only asked to those who are taking part in CBO activities.  The 
large negative answer is probably of those farmers who said they are part of a CBO, but are not 
active members. 
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6.2.2 Information via Radio 
 
6.2.2.1 Heard Agricultural information on radio 
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Figure 6.10 Agricultural information heard on the radio 
 
It is apparent that the radio is a very important source of information to the farmers; in all the 
following graphs the same conclusion can be reached.  It is clear that especially the farmers 
from the Namaland area are very dependant on the radio for information, as well as on 
information from other farmers.  This is important as it shows active communication amongst 
farmers;  this can be exploited by extension services to facilitate the spread of information. 
  
6.2.2.2 Usefulness of information heard on radio 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.11 How useful was the information on the radio 
  
6.2.3 Available sources of information 
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Figure 6.12 All available resources of information and the ranking of it 
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6.2.4 Attendance 
 
6.2.4.1 Attendance of Agricultural Extension activities in 2002 
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Figure 6.13 Attending Agricultural activities during 2002 
 
It is rather interesting to see that the two areas find at least one medium very important.  It is 
important that the extension management knows this, and makes sure that information is given 
through these activities.  
 
6.2.4.2 Reasons for not attending 
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Figure 6.14 Reasons for not attending 
 
This question was asked to those who answered negatively on the previous one.  In the 
Rehoboth area there is the time constraint, this could be because of the 31% of respondents who 
are part-time farmers.  They usually can only take part over weekends.  The timing of 
information dissemination activities must be sensitive to these realities. 
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6.2.4.3 Usefulness of activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.15 How useful was the activities  
 
This question asked farmers to rank each of the specified extension activity as useful, not useful 
or average.  All the answers were put together to get an average and the results can be seen 
above.  In the Rehoboth area the Agricultural shows are activities which attract a lot of 
attention.  This should be exploited by the staff. 
 
 
6.2.5 Role perceptions 
 
6.2.5.1 Decision maker’ s role 
 

 
Figure 6.16 Decision maker’s role 
 
The farmers realize they have an important role as the decision maker, the facilitator and even 
the implementer of activities regarding farming.  This is a very positive view point and should 
be built upon to make them even more aware of the importance they have in the complete 
system.  In figure 6.21 they see themselves together with the Extension personnel as advisors in 
the system. 
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Figure 6.17 Facilitator’s role 
 
The Namaland communal farmers perceive themselves are playing a facilitating role.  This 
could be because they work in groups, which requires that they must make joint decisions on 
some important farming matters. 
 
6.2.5.3 Listener’s role 
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Figure 6.18 Listener’s role 
 
6.2.5.4 Observer’s role 
 



Hardap Region: Baseline Survey of the 
Impact of Agricultural Extension Services 
   

_______________________________________________________________________   
39 

 

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%
90.00%

Far
mer

Exte
ns

ion
ist

Bot
h

Do n
ot 

kn
ow

Rehoboth

Namaland

 
Figure 6.19 Observer’s role 
 
6.2.5.5 Implementer’s role 
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Figure 6.20 Implementer’s role 
 
 
6.2.5.6 Advisor’s role 
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Figure 6.21 Advisor’s role 
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6.3  EXTENSION IMPACT 
 
The section reports on indicators of extension impact in terms of farmer awareness, farmer 
understanding, farmer attitudes and farmer adoption of specific extension recommendations 
relating to key farming issues in the region.  Readers are referred to section 2.2 for further 
discussion of the issue of extension impact indicators.   
 
6.3.1 Animal health 
 
6.3.1.1 Ranking of source of animal health information according to importance 
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Figure 6.22 Source of animal health information 
 
The importance of different sources of information is rather uniformly distributed, except for the 
Rehoboth farmers who rely very much on their own experience regarding animal health.  
Further, again the importance of radio as an information source is shown, particularly in the 
case of the Namaland farmers.   
 
6.3.1.2 Perceptions of responsibility for health of the farmers’  livestock 
 

 
Figure 6.23 Who is responsible for health of farmer’ s livestock 
 
It is clear that farmers realize they are responsible for the health of their own animals. 
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6.3.1.3 A: Ranking of symptoms of pasteurella by importance 
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Figure 6.24 Symptoms for pasteurella 
 
B: Knowledge of main ways to control pasteurella 
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Figure 6.25 Ways to control pasteurella 
 
The farmers were asked to rank their choices according to importance.   It appears ffrom the 
figure above that the farmers know what the important symptoms of pasteurella are. The same is 
true for the treatment of this important health problem. 
 
6.3.1.4 Farmers knowledge of main ways to control “Blou luis”  

0.00%
20.00%
40.00%
60.00%
80.00%

100.00%

Dipp
ing

 

Dos
ing

 

Pow
de

r 

Oth
er

  

Non
e 

Kee
p 

kra
al 

cle
an

 

Rehoboth

Namaland

 
Figure 6.26 Ways to control “Blou luis”  
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The figure shows the percentages of farmers who practice some or all of the stated methods to 
combat “Blou Luis”  and again it is known what is the best treatment for this parasite. 
 
6.3.2 L ivestock husbandry 
 
6.3.2.1 Animal breeding, male: female ratio: 
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Figure 6.27 Animal breeding, male : female ratio 
 
The above three figures give an indication that the farmers are aware of the correct reproduction 
methods.   However, there is a rather notable percentage of people saying they don’ t know, this 
is a field that needs more assistance from extension.  Namaland farmers apparently have little 
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knowledge regarding cattle, but this is to be expected, because as shown in figure 6.3, there are 
few cattle in Namaland.    
  
6.3.2.2 A: Animal breeding - ram replacements. 
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B: Animal breeding, bull replacements 
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C: Sources of rams and bulls 
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Figure 6.28 Animal breeding, replacement of males and most important sources for rams and 
bulls 
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As mentioned previously, the farmers seem to have the necessary knowledge regarding the 
correct breeding principals. 
 
6.3.2.3 Record keeping practice 
 
Table 6.8 Practice any kind of record keeping system 
 

Area     
  

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 

Use written record 
keeping system 

Yes 52.40% 43.30% 

 
This question did not explore whether certain types of record were kept.  It may be assumed 
therefore that farmers understood the question to refer to any sort of production, reproduction 
and financial records.  For future surveys it would be of more value to identify types of records 
to be able to link this question with other issues. 
 
6.3.2.4 Ranking of  important breeding features 
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Figure 6.29 Important breeding features 
 
The features mentioned here are those for female breeding animals.  The farmers were asked to 
rank the features according to importance.  The first three features are the most important when 
looking at the selection of the female animal.  Thus, it may be concluded that the farmers are 
reasonably well informed on this matter. 
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6.3.2.5 Culling of small stock 
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Figure 6.30  The best time for culling of small stock 
 
It may be noted that the Rehoboth area is not such a prominent Karakul production area as the 
more southern parts of Namibia.  In this question “culling” includes only the removal of older 
ewes from the flock. 
 
6.3.2.6 Knowledge of calving/lambing percentage 
 
Table 6.9 How is calving and lambing percentages calculated 
Category Rehoboth Namaland 
Know calve/lamb percentage 31.70% 6.70% 
for last breeding season     
Calculate percentages correctly 25.40% 1.70% 

Calculate percentages incorrectly 3.20% 1.70% 

no response 71.40% 96.70% 

 
The results from this question shows a lack of knowledge of good reproduction management.  
The issue is related to that of record keeping. 
 
6.3.2.7 Supplementary feeding practice 
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Figure 6.31 Provide supplementary feeding 
 
Especially in the Rehoboth area, the farmers provide supplementary feeding or licks to the 
animals, especially because, as seen in figure 6.3, they own more cattle. According to figure 
6.32 the farmers produce animals in a marketable condition.  This is done to a much lesser 
extend in Namaland.   
 
6.3.3 L ivestock marketing 
 
6.3.3.1 Livestock marketing practice and planning 
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Figure 6.32 Planning of livestock marketing 
 
Especially in the Gibeon area there is little planning going into marketing of animals.  The 
farmer will sell animals as the need for money arises.  This result in farmers getting poor prices 
for animals, there is now competition when selling to private buyers. 
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6.3.3.2 Marketing channels 
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Figure 6.33 Available marketing channels 
 
As seen from the previous figure in Namaland the tendency exists to sell when the need arises, 
especially to speculators and then auctions are also a large channel for selling animals. 
 
6.3.3.3 Sources of market information 
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Figure 6.34 Source for market information 
 
Again the radio is an important medium for information dissemination and the two main 
auctioneers also provide adequate information regarding the marketing information. 
 
6.3.4 Rangeland management 
 
6.3.4.1 What does overgrazing mean? 
 
This question was asked to the farmers as to whether they new the meaning of the term 
‘overgrazing’  and they simply had to reply with either yes or no.  The following table shows in 
short the reply of the farmers. 
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Table 6.10 What is overgrazing? 
Variable Category Rehoboth Namaland 
Meaning of 
overgrazing 

Yes 76.2% 58.3% 

 No 23.8% 41.7% 
   
6.3.4.2 Possibility of practicing rotational grazing in a communal area 
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Figure 6.35 Can rotational grazing be practiced in communal areas 
 
Due to a number of constraints a number of farmers felt that the possibility of practicing 
rotational grazing of rangeland management does not exist.  This is mainly due to insufficient 
infrastructure and lack of cooperation amongst farmers.  This is also stressed by the previous 
table and the next figure. 
 
6.3.4.3 Main constraints in practicing rotational grazing 
 

 
Figure 6.36 Main constraints in practicing rotational grazing 
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6.3.4.4 Veld evaluation practices 
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Figure 6.37 Veld evaluation practices 
 
The end of the growing or rainy season will usually be around April/ May.  The end of the year 
will be in December.  The farmers apparently know the best time to do veld evaluation, but this 
table does not indicate whether they actually practice it. 
 
6.3.4.5 Most preferable grasses 
 

 
Figure 6.38 Most preferable grasses 
 
The farmers know the value of perennial grasses and also prefer these grasses.  This does not, 
however, mean that there are large numbers of perennial grasses on their farms. 
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6.3.4.6 Farmers perception of important actions to maintain quality rangeland 
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Figure 6.39 Actions to be taken to ensure better quality rangeland 
 
Farmers in the Rehoboth district felt that overgrazing is a big deteriorating factor and should be 
dealt with.  In the Southern communal areas animals from non-residents put a big burden on the 
veld.  This means that residents must keep fewer animals so as to accommodate the others.  In 
most cases these non-residents also do not abide by the rules and regulations of the group of 
farmers where they keep their livestock.  This leads to a number of social problems. 
  
6.3.5 Training and information needs – ranking of impor tant topics 
 

 
A Information regarding farm management. 
B Information and guidens on rotational grazing. 
C How to do veld evaluation. 
D Record keeping, methods and the analysis of such records. 
E How to use animal weight to determine market values. 
F Animal selection for breeding purposes. 
G Determine the value of grazing and browsing plants. 
H The prevention and treatment methods for animal diseases. 
I How to maintain farm implements. 
J Information regarding the use and importance of farmers’  organisations 
K Information on vegetable production. 
L Other information needed. 
Figure 6.40 Needs for training and information as identified by the farmers 
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According the farmers from both areas, the issue of improved farm management practices, as 
well as the prevention and treatment of diseases are very important topics on which they want 
more support.  This is mainly due to the occurrence of seasonal droughts and the high 
mortalities of animals, usually young animals. 
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6.4 CONCLUSIONS 
 
6.4.1 Farmer Type. 
 

The survey reflects the male perception of farming.  This in turn is because males are 
the household head in most cases.  80 % of the farmers surveyed were 45 years and 
older.  This has implications for extension services trying to encourage improved 
farming practices.  Older farmers tend to be more conservative and less willing to 
change.  To bring young farmers back to farming, the economic situation must become 
more acceptable so as to enable farming to become a profitable option.  Most people 
believe that may become a reality when a farmer takes full possession of  “his”  land in 
the communal area, so that he can control rights of access to the resources on the land 
and adopt financially and environmentally sustainable management practice.  
 

6.4.2 Farmer Extension Contact. 
 
The survey found that levels of farmer-extension contact are acceptable in the ‘Gibeon’ 
communal area, but that they need to improve in the Rehoboth area.  It is evident that 
the best way to spread information currently will be through the radio.  Radio currently 
reaches about 78% of the community in the Hardap Region.  It is important to note, 
however, that information heard on the radio and via direct contact with extension 
officials fulfils different and complementary roles.  Radio is more suitable as a source 
of news and information of immediate relevance, and for creating awareness of farming 
innovations.  On the other hand, direct contacts between officials and farmers aimed at 
increasing understanding of a new innovation, developing associated skills, encouraging 
testing of an innovation by farmers, and finally supporting adoption by the farmer.      
 
Demand driven training needs to be identified and the best way is likely to be through 
the existing community base organisations. Time constrains will be the main hampering 
factor preventing farmers attending training, but the possibility of improvements in their 
herds and income is likely to convince the farmers to become involved with training as 
requested by the farmers.  The survey shows that CBO’s have a very big role to play 
because they encourage the sharing of information and experience between farmers.  
This is an often underestimated source of information and stimulus to change for 
farmers. 
  

6.4.3 Extension Impact. 
 
In most of the cases evaluated, the farmers were aware of the recommendations being 
given by extension.  They confirmed good levels of understanding of information 
related to breeding, animal health and pasture management.  The issue of marketing is 
the only area where a clear need arises.  This implies that farmers do not realise that 
they can make extra money by improving their awareness of marketing issues and by 
adopting recommended marketing practices.  Farmers do not implement their 
knowledge in other fields partly because they are not sure if that the extra effort 
involved in adopting new farming practices will in the end put extra money in their 
pockets.  To convince farmers that a new system works, money must “ talk” .  The 
survey indicated that training was appreciated but demonstrations need to be 
emphasised to convince farmers a system works.  
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ANNEXURE 2.  QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS TABLES  
 
HARDAP  RESULTS  
 
Table .   Area in Hardap Region Where Questionnaire Administered 
  Frequency Percent  of 

Households
Rehoboth 63 51.2
Namaland  60 48.8
Total 123 100.0
 
 

SECTION A.  FARMER TYPE VARIABLES 
 

TABLE .  SELECTED FARMER TYPE VARIABLES  

    Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Open or Fenced Communal 
area 

Open communal area 4.8% 3.3% 4.1% 

  Fenced communal 
area 

95.2% 96.7% 95.9% 

Distance from ADC 0-10 km 1.6% 5.0% 3.3% 
  11-50 km 22.2% 50.0% 35.8% 
  >50km 76.2% 45.0% 61.0% 
Sex of respondent Male 87.3% 73.3% 80.5% 
  Female 12.7% 26.7% 19.5% 
Age of respondent <24 3.2% 3.3% 3.3% 
  25-44 27.0% 31.7% 29.3% 
  45-64 49.2% 40.0% 44.7% 
  >65 20.6% 25.0% 22.8% 
Respondent type Full time farmer 50.8% 81.7% 65.9% 
  Part-time/weekend 

farmer 
31.7% 1.7% 17.1% 

  Herdsman 3.2% 6.7% 4.9% 
  Labourer 9.5% 1.7% 5.7% 
  Pensioner 4.8% 8.3% 6.5% 
Education level of 
respondent 

No school 7.9% 11.7% 9.8% 

  Primary 31.7% 40.0% 35.8% 
  Part secondary 33.3% 41.7% 37.4% 
  Secondary 19.0% 6.7% 13.0% 
  Above secondary 7.9%   4.1% 
Highest education level of a 
member in  the household 

No school 7.9% 8.3% 8.1% 

  Primary 27.0% 18.3% 22.8% 
  Part secondary 33.3% 46.7% 39.8% 
  Secondary 17.5% 25.0% 21.1% 
  Above secondary 14.3% 1.7% 8.1% 
Years of farming for 
decision maker 

<5 years 20.6% 18.3% 19.5% 
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  5-10 years 17.5% 20.0% 18.7% 
  >10 years 61.9% 61.7% 61.8% 
Family members working 
on the farm excluding 
respondent 

0 82.5% 20.0% 52.0% 

  1 15.9% 30.0% 22.8% 
  2 1.6% 11.7% 6.5% 
  3-5   26.7% 13.0% 
  >5   11.7% 5.7% 
 
 

6.1.1 Table .  Livestock Ownership 

   Agric Dev 
centre 

  Total 

    Rehoboth Namaland 
(Gibeon) 

  

Goats by flock size 0 6.3% 1.7% 4.1% 
  1-50 19.0% 28.3% 23.6% 
  51-100 19.0% 23.3% 21.1% 
  101-200 23.8% 21.7% 22.8% 
  >200 31.7% 25.0% 28.5% 
Sheep by flock size 0 14.3% 36.7% 25.2% 
  1-50 15.9% 28.3% 22.0% 
  51-100 11.1% 13.3% 12.2% 
  101-200 25.4% 6.7% 16.3% 
  >200 33.3% 15.0% 24.4% 
Cattle by herd size 0 22.2% 43.3% 32.5% 
  1-10 11.1% 33.3% 22.0% 
  11-50 31.7% 20.0% 26.0% 
  51-100 15.9% 1.7% 8.9% 
  >100 19.0% 1.7% 10.6% 
Equines by herd size 0 25.4% 13.3% 19.5% 
  1-10 50.8% 43.3% 47.2% 
  11-20 11.1% 31.7% 21.1% 
  > 20 11.1% 11.7% 11.4% 
  12.00 1.6%   .8% 
 
Table .  Farming Satisfies Basic Household Food Needs 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Farming satisfies basic 
household food needs 

Yes 63.5% 48.3% 56.1% 

  No 36.5% 43.3% 39.8% 
  Don’ t know   8.3% 4.1% 
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6.1.2  

6.1.3  

6.1.4 Table .  Sources of Household Income Other than Farming 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Shop/business  Yes 15.9% 5.0% 10.6% 
  No 84.1% 95.0% 89.4% 
Casual work for cash  Yes 11.1% 5.0% 8.1% 
  No 88.9% 95.0% 91.9% 
Casual work for kind  No 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Salary  Yes 27.0% 8.3% 17.9% 
  No 73.0% 91.7% 82.1% 
Remittances  Yes 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  No 98.4% 98.3% 98.4% 
Pension  Yes 31.7% 36.7% 34.1% 
  No 68.3% 63.3% 65.9% 
None   Yes 9.5%   4.9% 
  No 90.5% 100.0% 95.1% 
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6.1.5 SECTION B.   EXTENSION-FARMER CONTACT INDICATORS  
 

6.1.6 Table .  Extension – Farmer Contact Indicators 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Extensionist (AET) exist 
and  work in the area 

Don©t know 36.5% 6.7% 22.0% 

  No 20.6% 28.3% 24.4% 
  Yes/don’ t know 

his/her name 
7.9% 8.3% 8.1% 

  Yes/do know his/her 
name 

34.9% 56.7% 45.5% 

Has met and got 
information from 
AET/extension in last year 

No 49.2% 41.7% 45.5% 

  1-3 times 25.4% 46.7% 35.8% 
  >3 times 25.4% 11.7% 18.7% 
Useful ness of  information 
given by the extensionist 

Not useful 1.6% 31.7% 16.3% 

  Quite useful 19.0% 21.7% 20.3% 
  Very useful 23.8% 33.3% 28.5% 
  Not applicable 55.6% 13.3% 35.0% 
 
 

6.1.7 Table .  Participation in Community Based Organisation 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Farmer©s association Yes 25.4% 21.7% 23.6% 
  No 74.6% 78.3% 76.4% 
FED/Water Point 
Committee-Association 

Yes 3.2% 88.3% 44.7% 

  No 96.8% 11.7% 55.3% 
Community Development 
Committee (CDC) 

Yes   8.3% 4.1% 

  No 100.0% 91.7% 95.9% 
Farmer©s project group Yes 11.1% 11.7% 11.4% 
  No 88.9% 88.3% 88.6% 
Conservancy Yes 1.6%   .8% 
  No 98.4% 100.0% 99.2% 
Other association Yes 3.2%   1.6% 
  No 96.8% 100.0% 98.4% 
 

6.1.8 Table . Extension Support to Community Based Organisations  
 
   Area 

  
Total 
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 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Group received support 
from Extension in 2002 

Yes, once 3.2% 21.7% 12.2% 

  Yes, several times 30.2% 50.0% 39.8% 
  No 6.3% 16.7% 11.4% 
  Do not know 27.0% 10.0% 18.7% 
  Not applicable 33.3% 1.7% 17.9% 
 

6.1.9 Table .  Extension Contact by Radio 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Heard agric. information on 
the radio in the last year. 

No 27.0% 11.7% 19.5% 

  Weekly 52.4% 81.7% 66.7% 
  Monthly 6.3% 6.7% 6.5% 
  No access 14.3%   7.3% 
Has example of information  
heard on the radio 

Yes 58.7% 66.7% 62.6% 

  No 41.3% 33.3% 37.4% 
List of example heard on 
the radio 

1.00 - check in 
original 
questionnaires 

36.5% 45.0% 40.7% 

  2.00 14.3% 21.7% 17.9% 
  3.00 47.6% 33.3% 40.7% 
  4.00 1.6%   .8% 
Usefulness of info on the 
radio 

Not useful 3.2% 6.7% 4.9% 

  Quite useful 39.7% 31.7% 35.8% 
  Very useful 23.8% 51.7% 37.4% 
  Not applicable 33.3% 10.0% 22.0% 
 
 
Table .  Different Sources of Agr icultural Information 
    Agr ic Dev Centre 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  
REHOBO
TH 

Namaland    

TV  No 73.0% 98.3% 85.4% 
  Yes 27.0% 1.7% 14.6% 
Radio  No 33.3% 10.0% 22.0% 
  Yes 66.7% 90.0% 78.0% 
Leaflet/posters  No 93.7% 95.0% 94.3% 
  Yes 6.3% 5.0% 5.7% 
Agric. Newsletter  No 39.7% 78.3% 58.5% 
  Yes 60.3% 21.7% 41.5% 
AEO/AET  No 77.8% 40.0% 59.3% 
  Yes 22.2% 60.0% 40.7% 
Friends/relatives  No 63.5% 53.3% 58.5% 
  Yes 36.5% 46.7% 41.5% 
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Group member  No 95.2% 91.7% 93.5% 
  Yes 4.8% 8.3% 6.5% 
Other farmers  No 49.2% 6.7% 28.5% 
  Yes 50.8% 93.3% 71.5% 
Other   No 93.7% 100.0% 96.7% 
  Yes 6.3%   3.3% 
 
Table .  Ranking of Different Sources of Agr icultural Information 
   Agr ic Dev Centre 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
(Gibeon) 

  

Ranking TV  Primary source 1.6%   .8% 
  Second source 11.1%   5.7% 
  Third source 14.3%   7.3% 
  Not applicable 73.0% 100.0% 86.2% 
Ranking Radio  Primary source 17.5% 76.7% 46.3% 
  Second source 15.9% 11.7% 13.8% 
  Third source 28.6% 1.7% 15.4% 
  Not applicable 38.1% 10.0% 24.4% 
Ranking Leaflets/posters  Primary source 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  Second source   1.7% .8% 
  Third source 3.2% 1.7% 2.4% 
  Not applicable 95.2% 95.0% 95.1% 
Ranking Agric. Newsletter  Primary source 17.5% 3.3% 10.6% 
  Second source 25.4% 3.3% 14.6% 
  Third source 15.9% 8.3% 12.2% 
  Not applicable 41.3% 85.0% 62.6% 
Ranking AEO/AET  Primary source 12.7% 16.7% 14.6% 
  Second source 4.8% 25.0% 14.6% 
  Third source 3.2% 20.0% 11.4% 
  Not applicable 79.4% 38.3% 59.3% 
Ranking Friends/relatives  Primary source 9.5%   4.9% 
  Second source 9.5% 6.7% 8.1% 
  Third source 12.7% 23.3% 17.9% 
  Not applicable 68.3% 70.0% 69.1% 
Ranking group members  Primary source 1.6%   .8% 
  Second source 1.6%   .8% 
  Third source 1.6% 5.0% 3.3% 
  Not applicable 95.2% 95.0% 95.1% 
Ranking other farmers  Primary source 23.8% 1.7% 13.0% 
  Second source 9.5% 48.3% 28.5% 
  Third source 12.7% 31.7% 22.0% 
  Not applicable 54.0% 18.3% 36.6% 
Ranking other  Primary source 1.6%   .8% 
  Second source 3.2%   1.6% 
  Third source 1.6%   .8% 
  Not applicable 93.7% 100.0% 96.7% 
 

6.1.10 Table .  Attendance of Agricultural Extension Activities in 2002 

   Agr ic Dev Centre 
  

Total 
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 Var iable Category  
REHOBO
TH 

Namaland 
(Gibeon) 

  

Training sessions in 2002 Yes 6.3% 33.3% 19.5% 
  No 93.7% 66.7% 80.5% 
Farmer©s days in 2002 Yes 17.5% 13.3% 15.4% 
  No 82.5% 86.7% 84.6% 
Promotion days in 2002 Yes 3.2% 3.3% 3.3% 
  No 96.8% 96.7% 96.7% 
Agricultural shows in 2002 Yes 49.2% 11.7% 30.9% 
  No 50.8% 88.3% 69.1% 
Agric. Demonstration in 
2002 

Yes 7.9% 5.0% 6.5% 

  No 92.1% 95.0% 93.5% 
exposure trip in 2002 Yes   1.7% .8% 
  No 100.0% 98.3% 99.2% 
Reasons why  not attend 
agric events in 2002 

Not informed 6.3% 43.3% 24.4% 

  Too far away 4.8% 15.0% 9.8% 
  No interest 14.3% 8.3% 11.4% 
  Time constraint 57.1% 31.7% 44.7% 
  Not concluded 9.5% 1.7% 5.7% 
  Other 7.9%   4.1% 
 
 

6.1.11 Table .   Usefulness of Contents of Extension Activities 

   Agr ic Dev Centre 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  
REHOBO
TH 

Namaland 
(Gibeon) 

  

Training sessions Not useful   3.3% 1.6% 
  Quite useful 1.6% 5.0% 3.3% 
  Very useful 4.8% 25.0% 14.6% 
  Not applicable 93.7% 66.7% 80.5% 
Farmer©s days Quite useful 11.1% 1.7% 6.5% 
  Very useful 4.8% 11.7% 8.1% 
  Not applicable 84.1% 86.7% 85.4% 
Promotion days Quite useful 3.2%   1.6% 
  Very useful 1.6% 3.3% 2.4% 
  Not applicable 95.2% 96.7% 95.9% 
Agric. shows Quite useful 15.9%   8.1% 
  Very useful 27.0% 8.3% 17.9% 
  Not applicable 57.1% 91.7% 74.0% 
Agric. demonstrations Quite useful 4.8%   2.4% 
  Very useful 1.6% 5.0% 3.3% 
  Not applicable 93.7% 95.0% 94.3% 
Exposure trips Very useful   1.7% .8% 
  Not applicable 100.0% 98.3% 99.2% 
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6.1.12 Table .  Perceptions of the Role of Extension and Farmer 

   Agr ic Dev Centre 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  
REHOBO
TH 

Namaland 
(Gibeon) 

  

Decision maker©s role Farmer 41.3% 95.0% 67.5% 
  Extensionist 3.2%   1.6% 
  Both 6.3% 1.7% 4.1% 
  Do not know 49.2% 3.3% 26.8% 
Facilitator©s role Farmer 3.2% 80.0% 40.7% 
  Extensionist 34.9% 6.7% 21.1% 
  Both 6.3% 3.3% 4.9% 
  Do not know 55.6% 10.0% 33.3% 
Listener©s role Farmer 17.5% 25.0% 21.1% 
  Extensionist 1.6% 18.3% 9.8% 
  Both 30.2% 45.0% 37.4% 
  Do not know 50.8% 11.7% 31.7% 
Observer’s role Farmer 1.6% 76.7% 38.2% 
  Extensionist 25.4% 11.7% 18.7% 
  Both 15.9% 8.3% 12.2% 
  Do not know 57.1% 3.3% 30.9% 
Implementer’ s role Farmer 42.9% 88.3% 65.0% 
  Extensionist 3.2%   1.6% 
  Both 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  Do not know 52.4% 10.0% 31.7% 
Advisor’s role Farmer   13.3% 6.5% 
  Extensionist 88.9% 45.0% 67.5% 
  Both 4.8% 35.0% 19.5% 
  Do not know 6.3% 6.7% 6.5% 
SECTION C.  EXTENSION IMPACT INDICATORS 
 

6.1.13 Table .  Animal Breeding – male:female ratios 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Ram/ewe ratio in sheep Ratio 1:100 6.3% 5.0% 5.7% 
  Ratio 1:50 44.4% 23.3% 34.1% 
  Ratio 1:30 34.9% 36.7% 35.8% 
  Other ratio 3.2% 1.7% 2.4% 
  Do not know 11.1% 33.3% 22.0% 
Ram/ewe ratio in goat Ratio 1:100 6.3% 5.0% 5.7% 
  Ratio 1:50 44.4% 38.3% 41.5% 
  Ratio 1:30 38.1% 36.7% 37.4% 
  Other ratio 1.6% 5.0% 3.3% 
  Do not know 9.5% 13.3% 11.4% 
  Not applicable   1.7% .8% 
Cow/bull ratio in cattle Ratio 1:100 4.8%   2.4% 
  Ratio 1:50 23.8% 1.7% 13.0% 
  Ratio 1:30 33.3%   17.1% 
  Other ratio 7.9%   4.1% 
  Do not know 30.2%   15.4% 
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  Not applicable   98.3% 48.0% 
 

6.1.14 Table .   Animal Breeding – Ram/Bull Replacement 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Ram replacement frequency Every 6-10 years 3.2% 8.3% 5.7% 
  Every 3-5 years 27.0% 41.7% 34.1% 
  Every 2 years 42.9% 20.0% 31.7% 
  <Every 2 years 15.9% 6.7% 11.4% 
  Never   10.0% 4.9% 
  Don’ t know 11.1% 11.7% 11.4% 
  Not applicable   1.7% .8% 
Bull replacement frequency Every 6-10 years 9.5%   4.9% 
  Every 3-5 years 36.5% 1.7% 19.5% 
  Every 2 years 19.0%   9.8% 
  <Every 2 years 6.3%   3.3% 
  Don’ t know 28.6%   14.6% 
  Not applicable   98.3% 48.0% 
Rams/bulls obtained from Own stock 7.9% 23.3% 15.4% 
  Breeders 46.0% 10.0% 28.5% 
  Other farmers 30.2% 51.7% 40.7% 
  Commercial farmers 15.9% 15.0% 15.4% 
 
Table .  Record Keeping Practice 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Use written record keeping 
system 

Yes 52.4% 43.3% 48.0% 

  No 47.6% 56.7% 52.0% 
 
 
Table .  Knowledge of  Impor tant Features of Breeding Animals 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Mothering ability  No 57.1% 50.0% 53.7% 
  Yes 42.9% 50.0% 46.3% 
Milk production  No 11.3% 15.0% 13.1% 
  Yes 88.7% 85.0% 86.9% 
Fertility  No 6.3% 28.3% 17.1% 
  Yes 93.7% 71.7% 82.9% 
Colour  No 82.5% 90.0% 86.2% 
  Yes 17.5% 10.0% 13.8% 
Horn  No 96.8% 81.7% 89.4% 
  Yes 3.2% 18.3% 10.6% 
Conformation  No 69.8% 50.0% 60.2% 
  Yes 30.2% 50.0% 39.8% 
Meat production  No 22.2% 55.0% 38.2% 
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  Yes 77.8% 45.0% 61.8% 
Other important feature in 
breeding animals 

No 98.4% 100.0% 99.2% 

  Yes 1.6%   .8% 
 
 
Table .  Ranking of Impor tance of Breeding Features  
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Ranking of mothering 
ability 

Most important 
feature 

  16.7% 8.1% 

  Second 9.5% 8.3% 8.9% 
  Third 28.6% 16.7% 22.8% 
  Not applicable 61.9% 58.3% 60.2% 
Ranking of milk production Most important 

feature 
14.3% 16.7% 15.4% 

  Second 39.7% 46.7% 43.1% 
  Third 33.3% 21.7% 27.6% 
  Not applicable 12.7% 15.0% 13.8% 
Ranking of fertility Most important 

feature 
66.7% 50.0% 58.5% 

  Second 12.7% 13.3% 13.0% 
  Third 12.7% 8.3% 10.6% 
  Not applicable 7.9% 28.3% 17.9% 
Ranking of color Second 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  Third 6.3% 5.0% 5.7% 
  Not applicable 92.1% 93.3% 92.7% 
Ranking of horns Second   5.0% 2.4% 
  Third   1.7% .8% 
  Not applicable 100.0% 93.3% 96.7% 
Ranking of conformation Most important 

feature 
1.6% 3.3% 2.4% 

  Second 4.8% 16.7% 10.6% 
  Third 15.9% 20.0% 17.9% 
  Not applicable 77.8% 60.0% 69.1% 
Ranking of meat production Most important 

feature 
19.0% 10.0% 14.6% 

  Second 33.3% 5.0% 19.5% 
  Third 17.5% 23.3% 20.3% 
  Not applicable 30.2% 61.7% 45.5% 
Ranking for others Not applicable 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
 
Table .  Age of Culling Small Stock 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Age for culling ewes in 
goats 

>=8 years 9.5% 8.3% 8.9% 

  6-8 years 36.5% 60.0% 48.0% 
  <=6 years 47.6% 18.3% 33.3% 
  Keep them until they 6.3% 13.3% 9.8% 
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die 
Age for culling ewes in 
Karakul 

>=8 years   3.3% 1.6% 

  6-8 years 9.5% 33.3% 21.1% 
  <=6 years 3.2% 6.7% 4.9% 
  Keep them until they 

die 
  5.0% 2.4% 

  Not applicable 87.3% 51.7% 69.9% 
Age for culling in other 
sheep 

>=8 years 6.3% 3.3% 4.9% 

  6-8 years 31.7% 23.3% 27.6% 
  <=6 years 39.7% 11.7% 26.0% 
  Keep them until they 

die 
3.2% 3.3% 3.3% 

  Not applicable 19.0% 58.3% 38.2% 
 
 
Table .  Knowledge of Calving/Lambing Percentage 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Knows calving/lambing 
percentage in the last 
breeding season 

Yes 31.7% 6.7% 19.5% 

  No 68.3% 93.3% 80.5% 
Calculation of calving 
percent 

correct 25.4% 1.7% 13.8% 

  incorrect 3.2% 1.7% 2.4% 
  no response 71.4% 96.7% 83.7% 
 
 
Table .  Impor tant Sources of Animal Health Information 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Extension  No no 58.7% 46.7% 
  Yes yes 41.3% 53.3% 
Animal health inspector  No no 69.8% 38.3% 
  Yes yes 30.2% 61.7% 
Other Farmers  No no 57.1% 40.0% 
  Yes yes 42.9% 60.0% 
Agra  No no 68.3% 83.3% 
  Yes yes 31.7% 16.7% 
Radio  No no 76.2% 20.0% 
  Yes yes 23.8% 80.0% 
Myself  No no 12.7% 61.7% 
  Yes yes 87.3% 38.3% 
Other  No no 91.9% 98.3% 
  Yes yes 8.1% 1.7% 
 
 
Table .   Ranking of Sources of Animal Health Information According to Impor tance 
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   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Extension ranking  Primary source 4.8% 26.7% 15.4% 
  Second source 17.5% 21.7% 19.5% 
  Third source 14.3% 6.7% 10.6% 
  Not applicable 63.5% 45.0% 54.5% 
Animal heath inspector 
ranking  

Primary source 17.5% 21.7% 19.5% 

  Second source 4.8% 16.7% 10.6% 
  Third source 9.5% 23.3% 16.3% 
  Not applicable 68.3% 38.3% 53.7% 
Other farmer©s ranking  Primary source 9.5% 3.3% 6.5% 
  Second source 20.6% 16.7% 18.7% 
  Third source 11.1% 23.3% 17.1% 
  Not applicable 58.7% 56.7% 57.7% 
Agra ranking  Primary source 4.8% 1.7% 3.3% 
  Second source 19.0% 5.0% 12.2% 
  Third source 7.9% 5.0% 6.5% 
  Not applicable 68.3% 88.3% 78.0% 
Radio ranking  Primary source   35.0% 17.1% 
  Second source 6.3% 26.7% 16.3% 
  Third source 14.3% 15.0% 14.6% 
  Not applicable 79.4% 23.3% 52.0% 
Myself  Primary source 52.4% 10.0% 31.7% 
  Second source 14.3% 8.3% 11.4% 
  Third source 15.9% 16.7% 16.3% 
  Not applicable 17.5% 65.0% 40.7% 
Other ranking  Primary source 3.2% 1.7% 2.4% 
  Second source 4.8%   2.4% 
  Third source 3.2%   1.6% 
  Not applicable 88.9% 98.3% 93.5% 
 
Table .  Perceptions of Responsibility for  Health of the Farmers L ivestock 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Person responsible for 
livestock disease control in 
the herd 

Self 88.9% 95.0% 91.9% 

  Animal health 
inspector 

6.3% 1.7% 4.1% 

  Other farmer 3.2%   1.6% 
  Do not know   3.3% 1.6% 
  Other 1.6%   .8% 
 
 
Table .  Farmer ’s Knowledge of Symptoms of Pasteurella  
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Cough  No 19.0% 36.7% 27.6% 
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  Yes 81.0% 63.3% 72.4% 
Tiredness  No 33.3% 38.3% 35.8% 
  Yes 66.7% 61.7% 64.2% 
Lung abnormalities  No 46.0% 70.0% 57.7% 
  Yes 54.0% 30.0% 42.3% 
Runny nose  No 60.3% 48.3% 54.5% 
  Yes 39.7% 51.7% 45.5% 
Other  No 96.8% 93.2% 95.1% 
  Yes 3.2% 6.8% 4.9% 
Do not know  No 95.2% 73.3% 84.6% 
  Yes 4.8% 26.7% 15.4% 
 
Table .  Ranking of Symptoms of Pasteurella by Impor tance 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Ranking of cough Most important 19.0% 36.7% 27.6% 
  Second 81.0% 63.3% 72.4% 
  Third 33.3% 38.3% 35.8% 
  Not applicable 66.7% 61.7% 64.2% 
Ranking of tiredness Most important 46.0% 70.0% 57.7% 
  Second 54.0% 30.0% 42.3% 
  Third 60.3% 48.3% 54.5% 
  Not applicable 39.7% 51.7% 45.5% 
Ranking of lung 
abnormalities 

Most important 96.8% 93.2% 95.1% 

  Second 3.2% 6.8% 4.9% 
  Third 95.2% 73.3% 84.6% 
  Not applicable 4.8% 26.7% 15.4% 
Ranking of runny nose Most important 39.7% 20.0% 30.1% 
  Second 30.2% 20.0% 25.2% 
  Third 7.9% 21.7% 14.6% 
  Not applicable 22.2% 38.3% 30.1% 
Ranking of other Second 17.5% 31.7% 24.4% 
  Third 22.2% 21.7% 22.0% 
  Not applicable 17.5% 6.7% 12.2% 
 
 
Table .  Farmer ’s Knowledge of Main Ways to Control Pasteurella 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Main ways to control 
pasteurella 

Preventive 
vaccination 

82.5% 65.0% 74.0% 

  Treatment 12.7% 5.0% 8.9% 
  Others   3.3% 1.6% 
  Nothing 3.2% 8.3% 5.7% 
  Do not know 1.6% 18.3% 9.8% 
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Table .  Farmer ’s Knowledge of Main Ways to Control “ Blou Luis”  
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Dipping  No 11.1% 18.3% 14.6% 
  Yes 88.9% 81.7% 85.4% 
Dosing  No 93.7% 100.0% 96.7% 
  Yes 6.3%   3.3% 
Powder  No 98.4% 90.0% 94.3% 
  Yes 1.6% 10.0% 5.7% 
Other   No 95.2% 98.3% 96.7% 
  Yes 4.8% 1.7% 3.3% 
None  No 98.4% 98.3% 98.4% 
  Yes 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
Keep kraal clean  No 84.1% 60.0% 72.4% 
  Yes 15.9% 40.0% 27.6% 
 
 Table . Supplementary Feeding Practice 
Variable Category Area Total 
  Rehoboth Namaland  
Provide supplementary feed or licks Yes 96.8% 48.3% 73.2%
  No 3.2% 51.7% 26.8%
When and what of supplementary feeding Salt lick only 9.5% 8.3% 8.9%
  Salt lick + 

conc., p12, 
mellasa 

87.3% 45.0% 66.7%

  Lick or conc. 
all year 

3.2% 46.7% 24.4%

 
Table . Supplementary Feeding Practice 
Variable Category Area Total 
  Rehoboth Namaland  
Provide supplementary feed or licks Yes 96.8% 48.3% 73.2% 
  No 3.2% 51.7% 26.8% 
When and what of supplementary feeding 1.00- check in 

original 
questionnaire
s 

9.5% 3.3% 6.5% 

  2.00 87.3% 45.0% 66.7% 
  3.00 3.2% 51.7% 26.8% 
 
Table .  L ivestock Marketing Practice 
Var iable Category Area Total 
  Rehoboth Namaland  
Time usually sell livestock As needs for money arise 30.2% 83.3% 56.1% 
  When prices are high 17.5% 6.7% 12.2% 
  When animals reach 

marketing condition 
47.6% 3.3% 26.0% 

  In case of drought 3.2%   1.6% 
  Other 1.6% 6.7% 4.1% 
 
Table .  Marketing Channels 
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   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

On-farm to speculators Yes 12.7% 65.0% 38.2% 
  No 87.3% 35.0% 61.8% 
Permit days Yes 3.2% 3.3% 3.3% 
  No 96.8% 96.7% 96.7% 
Auctions Yes 77.8% 80.0% 78.9% 
  No 22.2% 20.0% 21.1% 
Abattoir  Yes 11.1% 6.7% 8.9% 
  No 88.9% 93.3% 91.1% 
Other methods Yes 1.6%   .8% 
  No 98.4% 100.0% 99.2% 
 
Table .  Sources of Marketing Information 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Extension  Yes 3.2% 23.3% 13.0% 
  No 96.8% 76.7% 87.0% 
Radio  Yes 46.0% 70.0% 57.7% 
  No 54.0% 30.0% 42.3% 
Other farmers  Yes 31.7% 33.3% 32.5% 
  No 68.3% 66.7% 67.5% 
Buyers  Yes 3.2% 21.7% 12.2% 
  No 96.8% 78.3% 87.8% 
AGRA/NLA  Yes 63.5% 71.7% 67.5% 
  No 36.5% 28.3% 32.5% 
Newspaper/leaflet  Yes 28.6% 5.0% 17.1% 
  No 71.4% 95.0% 82.9% 
None  Yes 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  No 98.4% 98.3% 98.4% 
Other  Yes 1.6%   .8% 
  No 98.4% 100.0% 99.2% 
 
 
Table . Farmer  Perceptions of Grazing Practice 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Knows meaning of overgrazing Yes 76.2% 58.3% 67.5% 
  No 23.8% 41.7% 32.5% 
Meaning of overgrazing 1.00- check in 

original 
questionnaire
s 

74.6% 55.0% 65.0% 

  2.00 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  3.00 23.8% 43.3% 33.3% 
Possibility of practicing rotational grazing 
in a communal area 

Yes 22.2% 23.3% 22.8% 

  No 41.3% 73.3% 56.9% 
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  I do not know 36.5% 3.3% 20.3% 
Main constraints to practice of rotational 
grazing 

Lack of 
knowledge 

9.5% 13.3% 11.4% 

  Lack of 
infrastructure 

47.6% 56.7% 52.0% 

  Lack of 
cooperation 

1.6% 21.7% 11.4% 

  I do not know 41.3% 8.3% 25.2% 
 

TABLE .  FARMER KNOWLEDGE IF VELD EVALUATION PRACTICE 

   Area 
  

Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Time veld condition is best evaluated End of 
growing 
/rainy season 
(April/May) 

57.1% 50.0% 53.7% 

  End of year 
(Dec) 

22.2%   11.4% 

  Other time 19.0% 1.7% 10.6% 
  I do not do it 1.6% 26.7% 13.8% 
  I do not know   21.7% 10.6% 
 
Table .  Farmer  Knowledge of Grasses/Bushes/Shrubs Eaten by L ivestock 
   Area 

  
Total 

 Var iable Category  Rehoboth Namaland 
 

  

Most preferred grasses Perennial 
grasses 

92.1% 51.7% 72.4% 

  Annual 
grasses 

  5.0% 2.4% 

  I do not know 7.9% 43.3% 25.2% 
Knows Ganna /log/Brakbos  No 65.1%   33.3% 
  Yes 34.9%   17.9% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows driedoring  No 15.9%   8.1% 
  Yes 84.1%   43.1% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows lemoendoring  No 69.8%   35.8% 
  Yes 30.2%   15.4% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows slapdoring  No 88.9%   45.5% 
  Yes 11.1%   5.7% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows noenie/wrigat  No 17.5%   8.9% 
  Yes 82.5%   42.3% 
  Not   100.0% 48.8% 
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applicable 
Knows Gabba  No 9.5%   4.9% 
  Yes 90.5%   46.3% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows brosdoring  No 28.6%   14.6% 
  Yes 71.4%   36.6% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Kooibos  No 93.7%   48.0% 
  Yes 6.3%   3.3% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Perdebos  No 55.6%   28.5% 
  Yes 44.4%   22.8% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Lusernbos  No 87.3%   44.7% 
  Yes 12.7%   6.5% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Swarthaak  No 44.4%   22.8% 
  Yes 55.6%   28.5% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Blinkblaar  No 79.4%   40.7% 
  Yes 20.6%   10.6% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Soetdoring  No 27.0%   13.8% 
  Yes 73.0%   37.4% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows Trassiebos  No 9.5%   4.9% 
  Yes 90.5%   46.3% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Do not know bushes/shrubs eaten by 
animals 

No 98.4%   50.4% 

  Yes 1.6%   .8% 
  Not 

applicable 
  100.0% 48.8% 

Knows other  bushes/shrubs eaten by 
animals 

No 100.0%   51.2% 

  Not 
applicable 

  100.0% 48.8% 

 
Table .  Farmer Perception of Most Important Actions to Maintain Quality Rangeland 
Var iable Category Area  Total 
  Rehoboth Namaland  
Most important actions to 
maintain good quality 
rangeland 

Do not know 1.6% 38.3% 19.5% 

  No action needed 1.6%   .8% 
  Open more water points 3.2% 10.0% 6.5% 
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  Stop non-residents from 
farming in the same area 

7.9% 31.7% 19.5% 

  Balance animal nos and 
available grazing 

61.9% 11.7% 37.4% 

  Allow rest periods 23.8% 5.0% 14.6% 
  Other   3.3% 1.6% 
 
 
 

6.1.15 Table .  Agricultural Topics About Which Farmers Want More Information 

Var iable Category Area Total 
  Rehoboth Namaland  
Farm management No 34.9% 36.7% 35.8% 
  Yes 65.1% 63.3% 64.2% 
Rotational grazing No 77.8% 95.0% 86.2% 
  Yes 22.2% 5.0% 13.8% 
Veld evaluation No 63.5% 81.7% 72.4% 
  Yes 36.5% 18.3% 27.6% 
Record keeping No 77.8% 85.0% 81.3% 
  Yes 22.2% 15.0% 18.7% 
Farmer want more information on how to  
determine animals weights 

No 85.2% 56.7% 71.1% 

  Yes 14.8% 43.3% 28.9% 
Selection of animals for breeding No 73.0% 86.7% 79.7% 
  Yes 27.0% 13.3% 20.3% 
Grazing/browsing plants No 61.9% 62.7% 62.3% 
  Yes 38.1% 37.3% 37.7% 
Prevention/treatment of diseases No 20.6% 25.0% 22.8% 
  Yes 79.4% 75.0% 77.2% 
Maintenance of farm implements No 92.1% 81.7% 87.0% 
  Yes 7.9% 18.3% 13.0% 
Farmer©s organisation No 96.8% 91.7% 94.3% 
  Yes 3.2% 8.3% 5.7% 
Vegetable gardening No 79.4% 70.0% 74.8% 
  Yes 20.6% 30.0% 25.2% 
Other issues No 95.2% 76.7% 86.2% 
  Yes 4.8% 23.3% 13.8% 
 
 

6.1.16 Table .  Ranking of  Agricultural Topics About Which Farmers Want More Information  
 
Var iable Category Area Total 
  Rehoboth Namaland  
Ranking farm management info Not 

applicable 
38.1% 53.3% 45.5% 

  Primary 33.3% 20.0% 26.8% 
  Second 15.9% 11.7% 13.8% 
  Third 12.7% 15.0% 13.8% 
Ranking rotational grazing info Not 

applicable 
79.4% 93.3% 86.2% 

  Primary 3.2% 1.7% 2.4% 
  Second 4.8%   2.4% 
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  Third 12.7% 5.0% 8.9% 
Ranking veld evaluation info Not 

applicable 
69.8% 86.4% 77.9% 

  Primary 3.2% 5.1% 4.1% 
  Second 11.1% 3.4% 7.4% 
  Third 15.9% 5.1% 10.7% 
Ranking record keeping info Not 

applicable 
84.1% 86.4% 85.2% 

  Primary 1.6%   .8% 
  Second 7.9% 8.5% 8.2% 
  Third 6.3% 5.1% 5.7% 
Ranking use of animal weights info Not 

applicable 
88.9% 69.5% 79.5% 

  Primary 1.6% 8.5% 4.9% 
  Second   8.5% 4.1% 
  Third 9.5% 13.6% 11.5% 
Ranking of  animal selection info. Not 

applicable 
79.4% 96.6% 87.7% 

  Second 6.3% 1.7% 4.1% 
  Third 14.3% 1.7% 8.2% 
Ranking of value of grazing and browsing 
plants 

Not 
applicable 

63.5% 63.3% 63.4% 

  Primary 7.9% 6.7% 7.3% 
  Second 23.8% 18.3% 21.1% 
  Third 4.8% 11.7% 8.1% 
Ranking of  disease prevention and 
treatment info 

Not 
applicable 

25.4% 38.3% 31.7% 

  Primary 46.0% 30.0% 38.2% 
  Second 20.6% 18.3% 19.5% 
  Third 7.9% 13.3% 10.6% 
Ranking maintenance of farm implements Not 

applicable 
96.8% 93.3% 95.1% 

  Primary 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
  Second   3.3% 1.6% 
  Third 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 
Ranking farmers© organisation info Not 

applicable 
98.4% 93.3% 95.9% 

  Primary   1.7% .8% 
  Second   1.7% .8% 
  Third 1.6% 3.3% 2.4% 
Ranking vegetable gardening info Not 

applicable 
85.7% 85.0% 85.4% 

  Primary 4.8% 3.3% 4.1% 
  Second 7.9% 3.3% 5.7% 
  Third 1.6% 8.3% 4.9% 
Ranking other info Not 

applicable 
100.0% 83.3% 91.9% 

  Primary   6.7% 3.3% 
  Second   8.3% 4.1% 
  Third   1.7% .8% 
 
 


