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Analysis of the Training Effect of Farmer Field School for Rodent Control in Guizhou Province in 2020

YANG Zai-xue' ,ZHOU Zhao-xia’, YIN Wen-shu’ et al ( 1.Guizhou Yuqing County Plant Protection Station, Yuging, Guizhou 564400
2.Guizhou Duyun City Planting Industry Development Center, Duyun, Guizhou 558000 ;3.Guizhou Xifeng County Agricultural Technology De-
velopment Service Center, Xifeng, Guizhou 551100)

Abstract From August to October, 2020, 10 FFS were held in 9 counties ( cities and districts) of Yuging County, Duyun City, Xifeng Coun-
ty, Sandu County, Weng’ an County, Anlong County, Guanling County, Bozhou District and Cengong County,and a total of 300 trainees were
trained. Participatory and interactive training methods were adopted for training. Before training, the correct rate of students’ test questions was
71.10% , and after training, the correct rate was 92.93% , which increased by 12.33%~-32.33% , with an average increase of 21.83%.Accord-
ing to the classification statistics of rodent prevention and control awareness, mastery of traditional rodent prevention and control technology,
understanding of new rodent prevention and control technology and awareness of agricultural environmental protection, the correct rate in-
creased by 17.78%, 29.92%, 14.83% and 24.33% respectively. The students’ satisfaction rate was 97.40%, and the satisfaction rate was
2.60% , without any satisfactory evaluation.The quality control index “Yes” accounted for 89.05% , and “No” accounted for 10.95%.The main
measures; hold training classes for counselors to enrich teachers;make project implementation plan and define training objectives ;hold project
special meetings to implement training tasks ;unify training materials to improve training effect;set up an expert team to carry out supervision

and guidance ;hold a project summary meeting to exchange training experience.
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Table 1 Training curriculum of farmer field schools
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Table 2 Test scores of students before and after training in farmer field schools in counties ( cities, districts)

2 B=IIHi Before training B)IlJ5 After training ik
o i e T S N W SR N e

of Tooms P'erson Correct rate // % Pferson Correct rate //% acc;racy

times answer times answer (4

1 A PREL I LA 1 300 205 68.33 300 265 88.33 20.00
2 Gy BRI A AN TR A 1 300 221 73.67 300 262 87.33 13.67
3 =B BT I A 1 300 229 76.33 300 289 96.33 20.00
4 AR E R LT B 1 300 216 72.00 300 287 95.67 23.67
5 JsR NI ¢r 3o 1 300 231 77.00 300 276 92.00 15.00
6 RS LY ERIR A 1 300 184 61.33 300 262 87.33 26.00
7 HRAT T R R T WA 1 300 226 75.33 300 295 98.33 23.00
8 B BT E T A X 1 300 256 85.33 300 293 97.67 12.33
9 I LV IR A A 1 300 167 55.67 300 264 88.00 32.33
10 HBM X E ST R 1 300 198 66.00 300 295 98.33 32.33
A Total 10 3 000 2133 71.10 3 000 2788 92.93 21.83
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Fig.1 Comparison of test scores of students before and after
training in farmer field schools
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Table 3 Overall satisfaction evaluation results of farmer field school students in counties ( cities, districts)

P Student evaluation

R WIT
i AT PN 7 E - o i 7
No. Venue Number of P erson Very sati- Propor- S tmfut Proport- Unsatisf- Propo-
rooms times sfactory tion // % Paustaction ion // % actory rtion // %
1 AR EL AR L AN 1 150 147 98.00 3 2.00 0 0
2 KRz b L TR EDIN ALY D 150 145 96.67 5 3.33 0 0
3 BRI R A 1 150 148 98.67 2 1.33 0 0
4 AR B HELT A 1 150 150 100.00 0 0.00 0 0
5 B S IV BRI R 1 150 150 100.00 0 0.00 0 0
6 Fely Lyb S R A 1 150 150 100.00 0 0.00 0 0
7 HRT T B PP T I 1 150 149 99.33 1 0.67 0 0
8  RELVEEHTVERHKX 1 150 145 96.67 5 3.33 0 0
9 I A R A TR A 1 150 150 100.00 0 0.00 0 0
10 oM X SR AE SRS 1 150 127 84.67 23 15.33 0 0
411 Total 10 1 500 1461 97.40 39 2.60 0 0
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Table 4 Student satisfaction evaluation results of different evaluation items in farmer field schools
. vy = p .

s P # 0P Student evaluation
. W H vy — —
U Evaluation AR A Hit - Hit AR it
No. ; Person Very satis- Propor- e Propor- Unsatisf- Propor-

item : . Satisfaction . .
times factory tion // % tion // % actory tion // %

1 Bl s 300 294 98.00 6 2.00 0 0
2 Fr=k 300 290 96.67 10 3.33 0 0
3 FREIN 300 297 99.00 1.00 0 0
4 L 300 293 97.67 2.33 0 0
5 BSLENR 300 287 95.67 13 433 0 0

411 Total 1 500 1 461 97.40 39 2.60 0 0
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Table 5 Completion of quality control indicators in 10 farmer field schools

[T R bR IR I AR A dilk ST R A A tilk
I Sl a) . Ko wno
Activity time Quality control Yes” quality control Percentage No” quality control Percentage

’ . index // T indicators // % indicators // %
JF I 2Z Hij Before opening 160 144 90.00 16 10.00
52t id A Implementation process 190 179 94.21 11 5.79
J5 1 Late 70 51 72.86 19 27.14
41t Total 420 374 89.05 46 10.95
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Table 6 Completion of quality control indicators of farmers field schools in counties ( cities, districts)
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N v Number Quality control Yes” quality Percentage No” quality Percentage

o enue of rooms index // 3t control indica- % control ind- %

tors // T icators (11

1 ARIREIEI LA 1 42 37 88.10 5 11.90
2 L HARSRATIE S B A 1 42 38 90.48 4 9.52
3 ARSI R 1 42 39 92.86 3 7.14
4 SHBEL AR A 1 2 40 95.24 2 4.76
5 B BTSN 1 4 34 80.95 8 19.05
6 Sl HLyb S R A 1 42 38 90.48 4 9.52
7 FRAY T AR A TS AT 1 42 40 95.24 2 4.76
8 REHEVFEEEEEETX 1 'y} 36 85.71 6 14.29
9 A B TR B BURNE A 1 42 36 85.71 6 14.29
10 FEH D AR 1 2 36 85.71 6 14.29

34 IR RSEIIRER T H R, SN
A% TH U DI FE M2 B PR A A B T ] 2 A I AR 48]
PG GUIRBE (T L) (B Pl (8 T8 RE S 6
By 4 s % o 5 KBRS >0 W 9 (X L RE ARt \TBS K il
FEIA BT B R BUARSE ), Lhoy AR B I T LAB 78 A
R B AT v i T RISOCR R 2 T R
Xl o

35 HFLEREAN, FRERES 2020 4 8—10 J], 5iM
A B DML AL L WA, Sem ARSI T AR PGEL
SRR A QI e B R B S S A R 1 (]
FRIT P, WLEEAR B 1“2 AU A S 22
X s 1) o B8 P ) 2 A ) AT TS R 224 PP BRI R 27 57
PN TR AR S, IR R ] A gt T
ISR

3.6 BAMBEGES, XRBFIEZE 20204510 A 17 H,
TEARPRELAIHRTF SN 2020 AEA X B WEMI BTG Db /F 00
HEZ BRI 2, B BB RS N X #R S
o = R RIS E A R RS 5 R R
[l TOT 2 513t 26 ASnaidls &8 (KO Ik 1
2020 AFEA R TH [F]2A A28 MG Bl , S0 1 28 I AR IR T [ 22 A Y
SR GRS MRS SN A E BT ML T4
NP GE 5L GG 1 2020 AFRAR DX B W DU B AR ARt
WFI H T REAR B0, 2 HE v 52 T 2021 4F TARAL 55, [ T

(e B (A1 2= A e B 28I 5 ) Tl Il itk — B AR 2R 2% 0
A B H B AL B 480
S E Xk
[1] Wt z= AR A AR AL
o AR ERAL A, 2008.
[2] 2T TSR, B, S AR RN SRR EENEE
[J].FERERST1,2008,28(10) :42-44.
[3] ketodH = AR H AR RIS S G A R LT ] A ERE R
5:711,2018,38(9) :83-86.
[4] R 5~ KRB R AR R E R Sl r—— R B ]
SFAR(FFS) [J ] A ERE R S:T1),2004,24(12) :5-6.
[5] o, R B 5, S RV EYR R LR AT A iR 2 55
YIELET] MR SHET,2001,21(2) :43-44.
[6] VAT, RERIH , SR R, 5. = R B (A A IR SR e SR
[J].RERERST,2012,32(6) :58-60.
[7] FHE5 XA, 2L, Z AR P L AR R R S R A s 9]
B DU B RE T K AR R A A B[ T ). A e iz,
2013,29(17) :134-139.
[8] &AL, fitsy, 2ok 1], S5 LIRS A A A B AN R B T st 5
HZE[ T KITEEE,2016( 18) :84-87.
[9] P, FEIRARE , a0 ds, . SRR S B A E ) S iR
EEa [T LRl A4 ,2019,38(1) :51-56,92.
[10] FH3245, 258 , i Fg FR S DA S R ) A S ST
AT LUEREE A B ] SRR, 2019,47(2) 41-4.

[11] JERAES, 24, 14 157, S 2050 T B s il A B FH () e Sy
R BRI RRZ,2019(16) :245-246.

[12] SABR, AL, 4005 , . s PR ELRANREE SR S s A B FH ) A Bk
Tl ] AR, 2020(4) :250-251.

[13] Stwiflly, Bhweye, A0t 25 5N = AP B iR S AR I H Al A 5
BT ] 2187, 2020,26(5) < 151-153.

[14] tpg, BIRARE , o ds, & R R H A A RS A 551 R 3
5] A EEARST,2020,40(7) :103-107.

ZEARRETESEE(M] AL



