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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to evaluate conservdtarming as a drive towards sustainable agricailtu
production at Sivomo area which is located in NkBystrict, Zimbabwe. The evaluation was measuredireg the
following indicators (i) the effectiveness and sursability of CF practices in enhancing productivitef smallholder
farmers (ii) the adoption and success of CF prastity smallholder farmers. The study applied thalittive research
design to assess the CF adoption and sustainabffisacy from 60 participants who included NGO doyed field
officers, Arex Officers, State employed Officeradehousehold heads. Findings that revealed thetiadopf CA depends
on farmers’ choice which to a great extent is bagsedbservation and trying out of the programmee Btudy also
revealed that the use of crop residue as soil coaxerals complexities over priorities in smallhaldg&ms. Smallholder
farmers have insufficient paddocks for their livest which end up destroying the soil in the farmdlaRarmers have
painted a vivid picture of some of these complesitby revealing how adoption is not ewent but constitutes @rocess
which varies from agent to agent as a result ofedifg decision-making procedures. Basing on thigsdings, the
researcher recommends less technocratic approéchagriculture to be adopted. Increased or enhawnsedof social

capital to leverage farmers against the CA’s denmnthbour is also of paramount importance.
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Agriculture
INTRODUCTION

The history of rural agriculture in Zimbabwe hadonial antecedents and racial connotations. Thenialists
imposed farming solutions to smallholder/peasamhéas in numerous ways that benefitted the stéterdhan the farmers
themselves. A utilitarian ideology was espousedhgystate when it came to peasant farming, as aolvggining more
agricultural mileage. Drinkwater (1989:288) acknedded this anomaly vis-a-vis the Land Apportionméet by
propounding that “the belief was that peasant afjitice was backward and inefficient and that thiougnd
apportionment, standards of living could be raigethe reserves”. Such an approach made sure thsit of the peasant
farmers had small portions of land for sustenaitiegé only, and not for income generation. Heribe, Alvordian model
(Baudron, Andersson, Corbeels, & Giller, 2012) adidst the water retention systems (Gumbo, Sneldérta, &
Nyagumbo, 2012) were thus made available to betiaditpeasant farmers. Hence, in the colonial ezasgnt farmers
were provided with few agrarian resources for sumtee. Ironically, after independence, the Zimbabwgovernment

maintained the technocratic approach towards sseale rural agriculture, despite the fact thatibeaced this as a vital
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part of the whole agriculture sector (Drinkwate®89). The state however, continues to give techridaantage to large
scale commercial farmers and minimal aid to rumahkholder farmers. Although the mentality of thuation changed
significantly from that of the colonial era, (duwethe land reform/appropriation/tenure and usesofinological farming)
conservation agriculture is still lauded as a fagninethod that improves the food security and ilnelds of smallholder

peasant farmers, compared to any other forms oferdional agriculture (Moyo, 2011).
AN OVERVIEW OF CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE/ FARMING

Conservation agriculture (CA) is a broad term tatompasses activities such as minimum tillage zard
tillage, tractor powered, animal powered and mammathods, integrated pest management, integratédirsd water
management, and it includes Conservation Farmi@A{F, 2009). Conservation farming (CF) is akin tonGervation
Agriculture (CA) but does not use mechanical eq@ptninstead it employs tools such as hand-held.Hoeother words,
it is a modification which suits poor rural commiigs who have no access to modern day machinemy.nidst recent
variant of CA in Zimbabwe is that which uses plagtibasins. These basins act as planting stationghé crops
(Twomlow, Urolov, Jenrich, & Oldrieve, 2008). InghfCA process, smallholder farmers use hand toalh sis hoes,
shovels, ground diggers, as well as mattocks ackispgib prepare spaced planting stations. Conservéiirming using
hand-held hoes, focuses on the creation of plaftagins in the dry season (Hove and Twomlow, 200/&. option has
been promoted mainly to address the draught pohaitages in the communal farming sector, which lemadelays in
planting seeds and consequently have negativetefacthe crop yields. The number of farmers whactice CF has
increased from 4700 households in the 2004/200&tipta season to more than 50,000 in the 2008/20&%&ipg season
(Twomlow, Urolov, Jenrich, & Oldrieve, 2008). Retezvaluations conducted indicate an incrementahketof the

various components of the CF technology in ZimbafMazvimavi, Twomlow, Belder, & Hove, 2008).

In spite of the increased uptake of CA/CF in itsgnguises, the method continues to provoke delzatamd its
efficacy, as well as specific contributions of @smponents (Wall, 2007; Giller, Witter, Corbeels,T8ttonell, 2009;
Kassam, Theodor, Shaxson, & Pretty, 2009; Andergsd@siller, 2012; Baudron, Andersson, Corbeels, &l€sj 2012;
Anderson & D’'Souza, 2013). These debates have bemplemented by a nascent yet rich empirical liteeaon CA in
Zimbabwe (Mazvimavi, Twomlow, Belder, & Hove, 2008hierfelder & Wall, 2009; Mazvimavi & Twomlow, 200
Thierfelder, Cheesman, & Rusinamhodzi, 2012). Plaiger adds to this rich literature by providingeallized analysis of
effectiveness and sustainability of CA in the arewerstudy. It is molded around such research agoculture,
participation and sustainability by Ndlovu, MoyoikHAali, & Mabhena (2015) who focused on the Makwégation
scheme in Gwanda, which thrived on conservatioicaljure. In the process, the voice of the peasambers is heard;
their economic and social dynamics which are iarjpiny are fostered. This scenario brings intogemtve the qualitative
and localized pros and cons of conservation farm@unsequently, attention is largely afforded tohsmatters as farmer
participation, meanings of adoption and potentidiitr sustainability in the farming community. Then is not to dispel

the studies made elsewhere by other researchets prdvide a richer, more varied analysis of CAalge in Zimbabwe.
RATIONALE FOR CONSERVATION FARMING PROGRAMME IN ZIM BABWE

Three quarters of the world’s poorest people limerural areas, and their livelihood depend on fagn
pastoralism, forestry, and artisan fishing — allubfich can be subsumed under the term agricul&upport to agriculture

is well recognised as essential for poverty rednctiind for securing people’s right to food. Agriout is also recognised
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as an engine of pro-poor growth (OECD, 2006; Wdkhk, 2007; Oxfam, 2009). Conservation Agricultaannects
economic growth and the rural poor. Its importagoes beyond individual incomes through the reduatibpoverty, by
lowering and stabilising food prices, improving dayment for poor rural peasants and increasing denfier consumer
services (OECD, 2006).Subsistence agriculture iial rareas provides both food and a steady incoriemdover up to
75% of the needs of two million people in Zimbab{Rukuni, Eicher, & Blackie, 2006). Due to the cefity of

agriculture for livelihoods and sustenance, it isparamount importance to conceptualise CA appresdb improve

services in a Zimbabwean context.

The importance of CA is particularly colossal re tdeveloping countries. Over the past decadeg thas been
growing recognition of this agricultural approachpioor farming communities of the Sub-Saharan Af(8SA) and Asia
(Hobbs, 2007). Makwara (2010) also observes treketis a great need to consider conservation fgrmsna solution to
alleviate hunger among the smallholder farmers.argies that conservation farming initiatives (ibperly followed)
become a panacea in improving agricultural outpuihbse regions characterised by precarious agiogical climatic
conditions. Rockstrom & Falkenmark (2000) also teslshis assertion by propounding that substaofplortunities exist
to increase small-holder farmer yields through iowed soil and water management. This initiativet Isests those
disadvantaged populations in drought prone aredsnabfabwe (Makwara, 2010). As such, conservatiomiiag primarily
targets the poorest and most desperate of farmewsgat support from the state in the form of famputs such as maize
seed and fertilizer among others. Support fromdtage often starts with policy. Agrarian policies Zimbabwe have
transformed since 1980, reflecting changes in pies; outlook and the tenure system. CA is sitdiatéhin this transition
policy framework and therefore helps to reveal fities of the Zimbabwean state in terms of foodusiég and

environmental management.

It is paramount to note that in Zimbabwe, a sigaifit proportion of small scale farmers face riskfarming loss
due to poor and erratic rainfall, low soil ferglitand lack of market access. Yield levels and petidity of most
smallholder farmers in sub-Saharan Africa are galyetow and have a declining trend in the regidiiérfelder and
Wall, 2009). Additionally, climate change patterigmve greatly affected the agriculture yields whitdve declined
tremendously [with complete crop failure in someaa] due to extended dry spells (Nyagumbo et @09R Water
constraints, soil degradation (due to water loggsail erosion and nutrient depletion) affects siustainability of food
production across sub-Saharan Africa (Waliyar, &t & Kenmore, 2003). With most of rural Zimbalanefarmers
employing alternative cropping methods such asghig by reducing exposure to climatic and crojufai risks, it is
therefore important for farmers to use conservatimethods such as the German Agro Action Conservatitence,
CA/CF has been proffered as the potential ‘greehitins to alternative cropping methods. The medshare recognised
as approaches that allow for climate change adaptéfassam, Theodor, Shaxson, & Pretty, 2009)yelsas mitigation
of land degradation, improvement of soil carbontenon and increased output (Marongwe, et al., 20l )addition,
conservation agriculture enables farmers to infgmsiincrease yields from available land, whictais appropriate model

for many of Zimbabwe’s densely populated rural $hoddler farms.
THE STUDY LOCATION: SIVOMO AREA, NKAYI DISTRICT

Nkayi is situated in the Matabeleland North Regidrzimbabwe. Zimbabweis a landlocked Southern oni
country occupying 390, 757 Kmit comprises of five agro-ecological regions itieed as Regions I, II, lil, IV and V.

The regions are largely differentiated by averageual rainfall amounts which is highest in Regiant lowest in Region
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5 (Moyo, 2000). Alternatively, Zimbabwe is a coyntiivided into four geographical regions, namelg tBastern
Highlands, the Highveld, the Middleveld and the Mad. The Lowveld is characterised by hot, humidateer and low
rainfall. Nkayi District, where Sivomo is locatesl situated in the Lowveld which also falls in Regiy (Mazvimavi &

Twomlow, 2009). It has a total population of 1091tB&t is 52088 (47.7%) males and 57047(52.3%) fesné&Census,
2012). In Nkayi region, inhabitants rely on dryrfang as their primary livelihood source, and hefwe agricultural

production levels often expose households to stiarvaThis scenario is also exacerbated by a poad metwork which
affects the farmers’ access to markets for eitbarang or selling foodstuffs for their families.i$ in the Sivomo area of

Nkayi that the researcher witnessed the exploita@fGerman Agro Action Conservation method.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A qualitative research design was applied to astes CA’s adoption and sustainability efficacyeTdtudy was
premised on the constructivism paradigm, and theeefised the exposés from the participants todreerCA through
their perspectives and experiences. The procegstbering data was multi-pronged, spread over @gef three (3)
weeks. The first phase entailed conducting seracgired in-depth interviewsn€15) with key professional informants
during the first week. Key informants were convaitlie selected from the officers and officials whongprised of the
Agriculture and Rural and Extension officers (ARBX¥9n-Governmental Organisation officers (NGOs) &unlal District
Council (RDC) involved in technical assistance @/CF* in Nkayi District. Conducting key informant intéews at the
onset was important because it allowed the reseatohidentify the homesteads which engaged in @Fthose that did
not do so within the ward —a process which proveeful in purposively locating and selecting the lsteads for the

subsequent interviews and Focus Group DiscussiGD}F

The second phase was carried out in the 2nd %nde@k. In this phase, purposively selected farniarsshich
interviews (=15) as well as focus group discussions3) which included 8 participants per group weradieted. These
data gathering procedures were held with the redgras during the community days when farming ishiirieed in the
ared. The residential distribution of villagers who ptiae CF in Sivomo Ward 18 followed a linear pattand this made
mobilization of the villagers logistically uncomgdited. After these interviews, observations weredaoted on the
farming process in order to ascertain spatial aizé use of farmland, crops grown as well as prastfollowed. After
conducting household interviews, participants ) of those who practised CF were invited to pgraté in the FGD.

This use of triangulation enriched the findingsadealidation and its analysis.
Thestudy was premised on the objectives below:

* To investigate the effectiveness and sustainabdityCF practices in enhancing productivity of sialtler

farmers.

 To assess the adoption and success of CF prabjcemallholder farmers at Sivomo ward 18, Nkayitbis,

Zimbabwe.

Guided by the objectives above, the paper pregéstdindings, draws conclusions and makes thevofig

recommendations.

'Henceforth, unless specified, CA and CF are useddhangeably.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Profile of Participants

Table 1: Profile of Key Informants and Households thterviewed

GAA

4 NGO-employed Field Officers

4 AREX Officers

1 District AREX Officer

6 State-employed Field Officers
Household Heads{=45) | Average age = 50.6 years

Gender = (52% Male;48% Female)
Average Household Size = 8
Farming Experience = 32 years
Percentage on CF = 87%

Labour above 15yrs of age = 44%
School-going Household Members = 479

(=)

The sources of learning about CA revealed a broadber of actors who have contributed to informaimd
knowledge sharing. These main sources alludes¢tyded among others the facilitation by the schaothe area, GAA,
NGOs, AREX officials and shared knowledge in adtimal meetings. The distribution of the sourcesniified is
presented in Figure 1 below.

Sources from which farmerslearntabout CA

= GAA = AREX Shared Knowledge in Agric meetings School = Other

Figure 1: Source of Learning for Farmers at Sivomdn=45)

The findings reveal that most farmers (73.3%)aflit learnt about CA from GAA. The rest learnt finCAREX
officials (11.1%), shared knowledge in agricultuna¢etings (2.2%), learning from school (0%) as wasllother sources
(13.3%).

EFFECTIVENESS

The findings show that estimates improved betw2#08 to 2004 and the 2004 to 2005 agricultural@easThe
major reason being that the farmers at Nkayi hadlave average rainfall experienced during thabgeiTable 2 below
presents a summary of these findings accordinge®fficial reports.
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Table 2: Average Size, Output and Yield at SivomanE15)

Conservation Agriculture Con\_/entlonal
Agriculture
2003 2004/05 2003/04 2004/05
Average Size 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.4
Average Output 480 520 450 500
Average Yield 400kg/ha 433kg/ha 346kg/ha 357/ha

Table 2 above shows the estimated output forwesteasons 2003/04 and 2004/05 for both conservatial
conventional farming. The output for both farmingthrods was marginally different. The estimateddgeder hectare also
improved across both farming methods largely duehto decent rainfall experienced 2004/05 farmingsea. Yield
assessment revealed that crops per hectare foem@ti®n agriculture 8.25%, whilst that for convenal agriculture
yielded a lower margin of 3.1%. The above finditbgsh support and contradict some of the findingéerged in related

literature. Below are the findings from selectadigts in Zimbabwe in Table 3 below:

Table 3: Plot Size and Yields — Selected Studies

Baudron (2012) Mazvimazvi & Twomlow (2009) Siziba (2007)
0.73ha—Zimuto Home
1.4ha-Shamva Home

2.1ha hand draught

Pk 3.5-6ha animal draught 2123nf 1.02ha-Zimuto Topland
5.83ha-Shamva Topland
Yield : 1520kg/ha for CA 702kg/ha to 2091kg/ha

368kg/ha in conventional

Table 3above depicts the findings of selectedistubly plot size as well as yield per area culédafl he research
methodologies as well as sample sizes of each sitety differ, hence comparisons are made withicauT his study is in
line with that made by Mazvimazvi & Twomlow (2009he farm sizes in Nkayi tend to be larger thars¢éhimn other areas
studied by other researchers such as those inaSj2(07) in Zimuto and Shamva. Notable differerar@salso recognised
in the yields per hectare in these studies. Aversgemated yields for farmers practising CA ovep taeasons were
between 400 and 433kg/ha. This tends to be ormotlerlend of findings from both Mazvimazvi & Twomlai009) and
by Siziba (2007).

ADOPTION
Findings on adoption are presented from two petspes:

» key informants who solicit or encourage adoptiolCéf by farmers and

* Household interviews that reveal the process opado.
PROMOTING CA: PROCURING ADOPTION FROM FARMERS

Interviews with key informants revealed that althnical experts (100%) had disseminated informatio ‘the
ideal’ method of engaging CA. This constituted pafrtthe ‘selling’ of the technology as well as ffeirting it. The
dissemination of information was bolstered by pdiddraining sessions as well as frequent visitsities by both AREX
and GAA officers. Training and visits encompassecthdnstrations by officers so that villagers becameately familiar

with the correct methods of tending to their farmsssemination of information as well as supportavaot marketing
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gimmicks.Key informants (100%) indicated that they genujrfelt that CA is a plausible farming alternativengpared to
other conventional farming methods for smallhold&mers in the region under study. However, thignimity could not
be maintained when it came to the total adherencéhé model's standard edicts. Results show tha®®6®f the
participants indicated that it could not be applied totally rigid form, that is, farmers had tigktly deviate from the

model’s outlined process because of their indigsrawwledge of farming practiced over time.

The agricultural elements which were least suitedthe area under study was ranked as, permaoéntever
(67%), crop rotation (20%) and minimal tillage (18%he high ranking given to permanent soil covevidtes from the
findings made by Mazvimavi, Twomlow, Belder, & HQWR008). Their observation was that farmers tenmedeglect
crop rotation in most cases. This incongruencexmi@able considering the differences in the reskeararticipants and
their locality. In this study therefore, the abayeestion was posed to key official informants coradatoMazvimavi,
Twomlow, Belder, & Hove, (2008), whose inquiry wdisected to the farmers. In addition, the focughi$ study was
aimed at soliciting for thepinions of the agriculture officers, whilst Mazvimavi €t(@008) study targeted the personal

experiences of farmers.

Focus of the discussions that were conductedlsoterdered around the agricultural requisites weae lacking
in Nkayi District. These were pointed out as lioest requirements, poor quality of soils for agriowhl purposes and the
shortage of the labour force. An example givenHhey iespondents concerning provisions for livestwek that, most of
the households who had livestock in the form ofleationkeys, goats or a combination of these,ihadifficient grazing
land. They resorted to stock feed, which was offtyrded by a few farmers in the area. Hence thisb® a hindrance to
livestock rearing due to land shortage. Farmerssgectives and experiences on this matter areiteis the findings

below.
SUSTAINABILITY OF THE CA AT SIVOMO

On its inception in Sivomo, the conservation agtice programme was open to everyone but mairlgvied a
similar launch-path for such programmes in theaedie. vulnerable households were the primaryetargviost farmers
interviewed recounted how the programme was prodniot2003 through the use of attendent ‘incentifesthe majority
of would-be participants. Such incentives includedd handouts and fertilisers. However, it wasdbaltant merits of the
method of farming that was more effective in lurother farmers to engage in the conservation aguieuthan the use of
incentives. Farmers (69%) who decided to join ttegmamme did so a season or two later. The injiaup proved to be
the test case whose purpose appeared to be tbffedhg a demonstration effect for others. Uposeting the process
and outcomes, other new farmers who joined therprome, tacitly followed the standard CA principledich they later
selectively employed. These farmers demonstrated hilghest outlookon selectingthose aspects of Gy tfiound
effective.Reasons that were provided for the sietedtias revealed that the underlying logic waadopt those aspects of
the method which the farmers already had prior kadge of. This knowledge base coupled with the nlag®mns made
from the intitial target group (12 farmers) formadbasis for selection. When furthertasked to idgrand rank the
principles they were most likely to forego, farmewmroborated the sentiments of the key informésge Table 2), 59%
ranked permanent soil cover first, 31% ranked s@turbance while 10% identified crop rotation dhitwWhat this

suggested was that permanent soil cover was mkedy lto be neglected by the farmers compared toother two

’Although distribution of inputs to interested fammappears to be a way of ‘selling CA’
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principles, with crop rotation having the leaskrif being relinquished.Permanent soil cover faadugh likelihood of
neglect due to lack of grazing space for livestiockhe area, as earlier on enunciated upon inld&ave on the issue of

livestock requirements. Moreover, adoption of ggut programme is a process and not just an év&kes time.

Farmers in Nkayi demonstrated that they mostlypntes to their prior knowledge and past experierinethe
decision making aspects of the conservation farnaiativities. Armed with this reservoir of knowledglarmers are
greatly informed of the outcomes of what they afferedor engaging in. Consequently, they concehig process not

merely from a consumer perspective, but as parimkesare worthy of consultation if and when ther@éed to.

An important question that needs to be answergdrding the CF programme in Nkayi is: Why did farsat
Sivomo hold back from participating when this prage was launched? Apart from the ploy to obsena learn
discussed above, the participants’ delay in acegpthe agricultural approach is premised on twonmaiasons: (1)
uncertainty over longevity of development intervens and (2) suspicion of the merits of the progremThe longevity
of development interventions introduced by inteioredl NGOs are said to have aroused anticipatian Was mingled
with uncertainty. There was hope that the positivecomes would emerge that would lead to the be#at of people’s
lives regarding food security and households’ sustee. However, because the existence period di@®@s within the
District and the government’s support for the pemgme were not guaranteed, the longevity of it wasstionable. As one

participant remarkedthey come here with good projects but once they leave, that is the end of everything'.

From further discussions, it appears that CA was perceived in different light from other develogmh
interventions which the communities had previoustgn exposed to. Many of the previous interventtoar followed a
similar path and were perceived as NGO promotedraromes that started off well but later died a r@tdeath when
organisations left. A ‘wait and see’ approach weasréfore adopted by farmers to ascertain whetreen#éw programme

was just a passing phase or a permanent one.

In addition to uncertainty, participants revealbdt there was an element of suspicion concerrfiagatrival of
any ‘experts’ who would introduce some ‘good’ praxgrmes which turned out to be of limited benefithte communities.
Such rebuttals in the initial phases of projectgehaistorical antecedents. As noted in the intrtidag interventions in the
form of new technologies in agriculture have a Idngtory from colonial Zimbabwe (Wilson, 1995). Sua history
reveals that other interventions that were prombtchme symbols of oppression (Gumbo, Snelder, VEuNyagumbo,
2012) and therefore positions for resistance wéee(Mandondo, 2000). As Mandondo (2000:7) obsemEsolonial
Zimbabwe, ‘conservationist concern justified staéervention and inspired the beginning of censedi forms of
environmental regulation, especially for nativeaaielt is from such a perspective that CA is vidweth suspicion. To
curb this mentality, there was need to spell owt Hte recent programme was different from the techatic colonial one.
As one participant farmer put it, suspicions in (i any other programme that had a hidden agemathbeen fuelled by
the promotion criteria that used some form of itises to lure them. Suspecting that there weragdriattached to the
programme, the farmers first of all declined to ayg in the process because they felt that it wamee to trap them
somehow. However when the CA was finally adoptefiamo, the peasant farmers’ involvement in CE|dgd positive
outcomes and gained the trust of many. The avarageer of years in which farmers had been pragtisinow was 2yrs
(see Table 2 below). The programme wasfacilitatgdSB\A which started with fewer households uponiitseption.
However, in the observations made by Mazvimavil é2@08) the participation of households in someaarof Zimbabwe

had dropped by 12%. Table 4 below, shows the fation of households for three consercutive yaatSivomo.
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Table 4: Duration of Participation in CF, Sivomo (n=45)

Number | % of Sample
Been a part from inception i.e. 3yrs 12 27
2 years 23 51
1 year 4 9
Never 6 13

The above table reveals the distribution of pp#its by duration of participation in CA. What d@es$ not reveal
is the number of those who ‘dis-adopted’ (Pedzitagube, Winter-Nelson, Baylis, & Mazvimavi, 2018)pon further
probing on the reasons for having been ‘lagganmlgbining the programme, we discovered that aparnfthe need to
observe, 40% of participants had adopted the tdogp@t one point and then dis-adopted it. The méog reasons for this
scenario is that (60%) pointed out that there wegh labour demands for the process, with (20%hgithe declining
yields to the method, the other (20%) revealing thare was little support proffered by their teichh partners and the
NGO contributed (13%) of lack of support. The agmtoregarding adopting the technology thereforeargpto be taking
an“observe, adopt, try,continue/dis-adopt” depegidin the experience of individuals. The procesdissussed in more
detail below. The findings below point at whethiee farmersat Sivomo still needed to sustain theGEAprogramme or

not, in the event that GAA withdraws its support.

Not every farmer at Sivomo became a participan€Mwhen the programme was introduced by GAA. Those
interviewees in this study who have continued tanwelved in CA (=45), (69%) joined the programme after an initial
group of twelve (21%) vulnerable households hadigpated for at least a year. The study discoveiteat most

participants had undergone a process whose kegsstag outlined in the figure below.

Continue/Dis-
y L A adopt

p

OBSERVATION AS A PROCESS AT SIVOMO

The process outlined is drawn from the respon$és-depth household interviews. There was no tfraee to
this process. Farmers would undergo the stages theecourse of one season/one year while othells tiwo years.
Observation entailed watching processes and aesviin an attempt to understand and compare CA \witter
conventional methods. In this regard, farmers waesle aware of the costs and benefits of the profgmine crucial
considerations in this stage included the inputpsupfrom the development partner as well as tedirsupport from
officers. These are resources which for a farmetojadopt CA, appear to place participants in €Araadvantage. It was
not uncommon for farmers who were not involved ik © attend demonstrations and training sessiorder to learn
more about the technology and to assess the farmétgods they could adopt themselves.Labourinpotpasisons also
formed an extensive part of the farmers’ obserwatid his involved taking stock of the amount ofdabinput expended
in weeding and tending to the farm in CA as comgdcesimilar farming activities under conventiomaéthods. From
interviews conducted, most of the participants ¢atBd that more humanwas required. Therefore aaetion to this
demand, some farmers formed labour groups that wen¢ on harnessing labour from the communed tlzst pooled
towards one area at a time. These labour groups vadted ‘amalima’ and are observed elsewhereearnrdigion (Nkayi

RDC, 2014). Apart from the comparisons in inputd anpport, farmers also took note of the output @eenparatively
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similar-size farms. The evidence in the literatlangely supports CA as a more productive farminghwmeé (Marongwe,
2011; Thierfelder, Cheesman, & Rusinamhodzi, 20k&)wever, perceptions in this study which are intgar in
shapingthe decision-making process in either tgpado dis-adopt, provided a mixed picture of evefarmers were
divided over which farming method they felt yieldere output with 48% citing CA, 32% citing contienal methods
and 20% uncertain. In discussing the perceptionthdu in focuss group discussions, it was revedbatl some farmers
selectively applied principles of CA in conventibferming method. This cross-breed of methods niaifepossible for
the farmers to strictly align the success of tly@tds to one method. After making these lengthgesbations,it was then

up to each individual farmer to weigh the costs badefits of the programme so as to either orirefram adopting CA.

ADOPTION AS A PROCESS

In the second stage of the process, the studylavgsly concerned with those who adopted CA. Theptidn
stage revealed an interesting dynamic. Participahts adopted the technology did so largely becadiske support they
anticipated in terms of inputs (38%) and technszgdport (31%). Others were drawn by the merits Af(23%) as well as
what appeared to be held behaviour or social preg836). These findings have varied implicationstfee sustainability
of the programme. If merits of the technology ateldfficacy are not primary attractions for adopfidt is uncertain
whether participants will continue with the programonce the key attractions (inputs and technigab) are withdrawn
or reduced. From the data, te researcher coultiereitonslusively state that farmers would stop tisiamg CA nor that

they would revert to conventional, ploughing methbeécause these questions were not explicitly asked
TRYING OUT AS A PROCESS

A common term used in describing the active pigditon in CA was zama’ which loosely means try. Trial
comprised the third stage in the adoption procgasa was used in many variants such igazama nje’ meaning we are
just trying. The suggestion is that CA is a techggl which farmers are trying out and by implicatioave not fully
adopted at Sivomo. This approach then leads tofdbgh process which comprises of either continpadticipation
(which is full involvement) or dis-adoption (whiéhvolves discontinuing). The persistence of triatipd as part of the
process suggests that farmers take time to ‘warntouge technology, a reality which most likelystdts partly from the
fact that the benefits of CA are incremental anerdfore take time to fully materialise (Giller, \téit, Corbeels, &

Tittonell, 2009). For some, trial is a long drawat-affair which lasts many seasons while others takatively less time.
CONTINUE/DIS-ADOPT AS A PROCESS

Upon completion of the trial period, farmers eithdopt or withdraw from the project. In this stutlyis is a very
important stage because it represents the ‘real$ran or practical adoption or none of it in CA gn@ammes. In other
words, farmers may participate in the project as glathe decision-making process for a short kes in trying it out on
their own. It is after they have experienced thégys that farmers who persist with it can be deetoddve adopted it. To
claim that farmers have adopted a technology sinmggause they have merely been drawn towards -Hr@sm the

findings- an anomaly in analysis.

To clarify this further, a question was posedhe farmers on their choice of method between caivesl or

conservation agriculture. The farmers’ responsegegsented in the chart below.
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Chart Title

30

25

20

Preferred Farming Method

HCA M Conventional Uncertain

Figure 2: Preferred Farming Methods at Sivomo (n=4%

Figure 3 above reveals that most farmers prefetoeghersist with CA (28) while others leaned toveard
conventional farming (15). Only two farmers werecemtain. The findings suggest that although CA wexeived in
varying degrees, it had drawn some popularity. Gitve yield levels identified earlier, this wouldke sense because the
CA estimated increase in maize yield per hectare &@5% while conventional agriculture yielded wdo margin of
3.1%.

OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING ADOPTION

Sumberg (2005) argues that for a more careful gotian of adoption, influence should not be basedvfhat he
calls) exogenous factors of adoption, but shoutdi$oon endogenous factors which lie within a fafsneontrol. With this
in mind, the study explored the livelihoods forroas —beyond farming- available to households abr8os This enriched
the findings because it revealed that there ardipimilstrategies that smallholder farmers adophédge themselves
against unforeseeable agricultural shocks and vaihlities. However, perceptions on agriculture i@pl were
incorporated in the discussion because of thethalepast experience with policy and practice pdayefarmers’ decision-

making.
ALTERNATIVE LIVELIHOODS

The findings suggest that rural farming househal@sactive economic agents with a diverse livelthportfolio
from which they derive alternative means of incorfiable 5 below depicts the livelihood alternativeeercised at

Sivomo, broken down into frequency by household.

Table 5: Livelihood Alternatives in Sivomo (n=45)

Livelihood Option Frequency | Percentage of Sub-Sample
Gold panning 7 16%
Selling of wares (artefacts, clothing etc.) 12 27%
Vegetable gardening 28 62%
Alcohol brewing 9 20%

Table 5 above reveals that households adopt &tyaof livelihood strategies to earn income whichini a
bulwark for agricultural produce and income seguilthe study includes this dimension because optieearious nature

of agriculture as a livelihood option despite ientality. Other assessments have tended to loag@tulture alone,
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which gives the impression that when this optidls faural economies are ruptured and livelihoodpletely lost. While
the study cannot ascertain the extent to whichlitledihood options identified support householdsisirecognised that
rural farm communities are not helpless entitiesapable of finding solutions to their challengesategies (however
meagre) are available to rural communities. Moreos@mmunities employ these livelihood options easrihey embrace
technologies such as CA. The result is often ardes@ortfolio which yields incomes of variable sizend also places
demands on available labour. With regards to theda component, the study has already noted howisGxerceived as
being labour-intensive. This perception corroba@dtadings in other studies (Mazvimavi, Twomlow, |&&r, & Hove,
2008; Marongwe, 2011; Pedzisa, Rugube, Winter-Nel8aylis, & Mazvimavi, 2015). The implication giverom the
recognition of other livelihood options is that sma labour must be divided across or between @iffietivelihoods
alternatives -not to mention household activitielis thinning out of labour makes it difficult tdl@cate limited labour
supply to one specific activity. Resultantly andhi this context, it is hardly surprising thatrfaers resort to employing

some aspects of CA as a way of spreading out ldimiur over numerous activities which sustain hbakelivelihoods.
POLICY AND THE ADOPTION OF CONSERVATION

As stated in the introduction of this paper, ldd resource and a construct which is replete patitical, social
and economic connotations. The intertwined issugiswshape and have been shaped by land ownelshiptenure and
land use (of which conservation is a part) haveigant implications both in terms of policy andaptice. The findings
and discussion in this section place particular leasfs on the policy dimension with CA at the cenlinethe discussion
with key informants as well as part of in-deptreiview with household heads, the study sought tmeaerceptions of
policy approaches in agriculture, implications foA and practicability. When it comes to policy igrigulture, the
colonial and post-colonial governments have largefyntained a centralised and undemocratic systetimei management
of rural resources (Mandondo, 2000). Agricultures lparticularly been designed to meet elitist irgexebeen largely
corporatist and often apathetic to inclusivity netiiag rural farmers. As a result, it is mostly thege scale commercial
farmers who tended to benefit from policies in sleetor both before and after independence (Gumheld&r, Wuta, &
Nyagumbo, 2012). After the land reform/appropriatexercise, policy tended to be politically driveemd therefore failed
to be effective. This is in line with Mukwereza (&) who observes that while the government and emesionors are
promoting no-tillage conservation agriculture, dishalso benefitted from the Brazilian funded trecfavhich] certainly do
not fit into that thrust.

Keyinformants who were quizzed about the goverrteegriculture policy with respect to conservatianrming,
were able to spell out its dictates effectively.e$@ technical informants played a pivotal role éhiaving the policy
objectives as well as the policy position on sunsthie agriculture. What appears consistent amospgoreses from
officials interviewed is that the state has simmependence, factored in a smallholder farmingcgalocument. The most
prominent policies noted were the Zimbabwe AgermaSustainable Socio-economic Transformation contynferred
to as Zim-asset (100%), the Five Year DevelopméamsP(80%) as well as the Zimbabwe Agriculturali®oFramework
(73%). Conservation agriculture was identified aytigipants in Zim-asset (100%) as well as the Zilmke Agricultural
Policy Framework (40%). It is in the most recentigies that CA appears to have found greater reitiogn The policy
roles that were identified from key informant intiews include information dissemination (80%), iag (100%) as well
as monitoring and evaluation (67%). Considering th& roles identified are largely supporting rotessmallholder

farmers, it is perhaps no surprise that all AREX BIGO officers noted these and were conversant tivé.
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The last area of enquiry in relation to policygdsed on the factors that had to do with the fosjesf sustainable
agriculture. Some of the technical informants (6@%a}ed that the current policies did foster sasfale agriculture, while
(40%) of these were more circumspect by offeringditional responses instead. However, a contrastrged from the
less optimistic participants who observed varyipglizations of CA by farmers as well as the starg] the persistent
challenges that emanated from the land reform/gpaton exercise. An NGO agro-officer thus stataftier land reform,
many aspects of the agricultural policy have been affected because of changes in tenure, scale, as well as activities of
farmers. While the explanations given were plausible ame respects, it is evident that despite perceptidra positive
relationship between CA and sustainability, polimplications specifically for rural smallholder faers are uncertain.

This is due to the continued reconfiguration ofigiek to suit the prevailing political situations.
CONCLUSIONS

The issue of adoption is a complex and largelyjesuitye matter. Continuous assessment of factoasvidg
farmers to CA programmes may be required to erthatethose factors which threaten future sustalityalio not become
the primary attractions for farmers. If farmersnjgirojects merely for benefits such as inputs, thestainability of that
project is jeopardised should the incentives bédavawn. Taye (2013) echoes a warning for similsnés by pointing out
that such areas of divergence do not serve to &ravgiven position, but are pointers to areas the¢d future

improvement for sustainability.

This study revealed that adoption of CA dependsfasmers’ choice which to a great extent is basad o
observation and trying out of the programme. Thelstalso revealed that the use of crop residueihsaver reveals
complexities over priorities in smallholder farnem aspect of CA which has also been discussed har attudies
(Wall, 2007; Giller, Witter, Corbeels, & Tittonelp009). Ensuring that permanent soil cover of asie80% as per the
guidelines proves problematic in some casesailsis worth noting that smallholder farmers havefficient paddocks for
their livestock which end up destroying the soithie farmland. Farmers at Sivomo have painted ia yicture of some of
these complexities by revealing how adoption isardvent but constitutes process which varies from agent to agent as

a result of differing decision-making procedures.

The effectiveness of CA and its uncertainty, rgddy as a result of historical agricultural inelifies. A new era
of progressive policies, information disseminatiand effective CA training strategies could helpdispelling this
negative mental outlook of novel programmes in@gdture. Moreover, farmers at Sivomo have selectipplications of
CA which make it a challenge for researchers temeine explicitly the extent to which the applicatiand output of the
programme is measured. In spite of these challengelsls per hectare appear to fall within the upgenge of findings
from other studies. Resultantly, some these farrasgsusing their adept experiences as well as ledye of the local

climate conditions and constraints to selectivedg af CA method to their advantage.
RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the findings and discussion above fiilowing set of recommendations are made:-
For Researchers

Future studies ought to be embedded in interqlisairy as well as multi-disciplinary studies. Emigal studies

in such an approach would offer an important coticaepof technological uptake and efficiency. Thesay also help to
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probe deeper into complex localized social andtipali factors. Hence, studies using such a lendegssion-making

models may have a lot to reveal in the adoptioagsicultural technologies.
For Developmental Officers/Agricultural Practitioners

Less technocratic approaches to agriculture shbelddopted. Emphasis should be on consultatienweay of
soliciting for more diverse ideas, perceptions arperiences. A technocratic approach raises clygkem that it is top-

down and therefore likely to be received with sopi and in a lukewarm manner.
For Farming Groups

Increased or enhanced use of social capital terége farmers against the CA’s demand on labouwf is
paramount importance. A more detailed analysidefstructure and functioning afmalima (labour groups )in different

parts of Zimbabwe could reveal a lot on how bestflimers can harness the collective labour to Hubiantage.
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