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Initial reports on the. shtvey have already been submittcd to CARDI. These included a
seminar report which presented the preliminary findings for each island on farmers® personal -
E chdraéteti’stics, income range, crops farmed and livestock kept. Subsequently, island-reports
were presented, the main purpose of which was to furnish data which would assist in the
gelection of 25 to 30 farm operators from each territory with whom CARDI would work in
conducting on-farm research. This sub-sample should be as representative as possible of the
genenﬂ small-farm population. For those initial reports the data were analysed in relation to
six factors which the CARDI project team had determined to use as the major criteria fdr'

sclection of their research sub-sample of farms. These were:

1. geographical spread of the survey sample
‘size of the farm holdings
age distribution of farm operators

income distribution

S N

degree of cooperativeness, and

6. accessability of farm holdings.

A seventh selection factor identified by the CARDI team as important in farmer selec
‘tlon in the final sub-sample was “attitudinal dlsposmon to continuation in farmmg acti-
vities”. All farmers approached to be interviewed during the survey were, during the intro-
ductory remarks, informed of the objectives of the‘survey, and o the possibility of their
being selected to work cooperatively with the CARDI field siaff. Those farmers who were
not interested in such cooperative endeavour (and a few did so indicate) did not agree
to be interviewed. It is assumed, therefore, that all farmers who submitted to the interview
are disposed both to the continuation of farming activities and to cooperating with CARDI
- staff in the proposed field work should they be selected. -

Objectives and Scope

- The agreement between UWI and CARDI with respect to Phase I of the survey required
" the cafrying out of an Agro-Socio-Economic Survey of not less than 120 Small Farm Hold-
v--_ings in each of the three territories mentioned above, The target group should be farme
 of one io five acres in size, except that for St. Lucia this target group would be farms from
one to 15 acres in size, The UWI sub-contract with CARDI further required



(x) the _preparation and pre testmg of one or more questlonnaues for gathenng
_the needed information e S

(n) analysis of the data for 1dent1fymg systems detailed in the guidelines below;
and

(m) preparation of detailed reporta of the fmdmgs. keeping in mind (ii) above.

The guidelines provided for the survey indicated that analysis of the data should reveai

among other things:

1. Cropping/animal systems
(a) group of £10d cropé - fruit,'.riidts';'(\}égé:t’gbles,' ete,
, (b) animals o | N
2. Major constraints to produéﬂoﬁ
| (a) on-farm '
, (b) off-farm o
3. Major constraints to marketing of produce
4 Major problems affecting the farm family which can/do affect prodnctivity.
5. " Farmers most likely
(a) tosucceed
) (b) to respond to technology ‘
6. Other related factors, as revealed by the survbf
1. Accessability. |
"The Sample

The survey sample consisted of 360 small farmers, 120 chosen from each of the is-

lands of St. Vincent, Dominica and St. Lucia.

In St. Vincent the Ministry of Agriculture indicated their desire to have the sample

selected from five of the eight agricultural districts into which the island is divided. It was

assurcd that these five districts  contained the highest concentration of small farmers in

the island, included the entire range of ecological farming regions as well as cropping and

livestock systems found on the island, and could therefore be considered as being truly

representative of the small farming systems of the territory. A further factor for requesting

the exclusion of three agricultural districts from the sample frame was that this would eli-



mihnté the possibility of including in/the sample farmers who are involved in other on- going

B research or development project ach/vxtles, and the inclusion of data from whom would bias
_ "thc survey results, (See Figure 1).

The sample frame was therefore the Farmer Reglstratlon Cards provided by the Agri-

cultural Statistics Unit of the Mmls{try of Agriculture of all farmers in the five selected dis-
tricts. The cards were the result of an island-wide farmer registration cxercise which was

concluded in November, 1976. Thc'/:

mine the number of cach acreage category of farmers there were in each district. A random

data on the cards had not yet been analysed to deter-

sample of 120 names of farmers in the one to five acre category was selected, weighted very
roughly by district on the basis of what officials of the Ministry of Agriculture considered
were the estimated proportions of this category of small farmers in the various districts. At
the same time for cach distict a replacement list was prepared of randomly selccted farmers
in the same catcgory to replace any rejected from the sample.

During the field survey several names listed on the sample had to be rejected and sub-
stitute names seleeted consccutively from the replacement list. The main reasons for rejec-
tion, in descending order of frequency of occurrence, were

(i) Farmer could not be located
Many farmers listed on the cards as livicg in one village were in fact
sometimes locatcd living in a ncarby village. There were other instances of
farmers being listed under one name (their official name) but being known in
the village by a totally different name or nickname. Replacements were re-
-~ sorted to only where prolonged ¢ffort failed to identify the farmer.
(u) Farmer had died or emigrated.
_(iii) Failure to meet acreage qualification
o Several farms recorded on the cards as being in the 1-5 acre category
were found in fact to be less than one acre in size either because they had
~been wrongly recorded in the first place or because the farmers now control-
led (e.g. rented) less land than they did at the time of registration.
“(iv) The person named was no longer engaged in farming.
(v) Person refused to submit to the intervies,
“The sample from St. Vincent therefore consisted of 120 randomly selected small far-
‘mers from five of the cight agricultural districts of the island, who controlled & minimum of



Figure 1
SAINT VINCENT

' .GE(.)GRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF SMALL FARMER SAMPLE

No. of Registered Farmers in Districts Sampled are: 4 :
No.1:1097 - No.2:214 - No.4:1610 - No.5: 645 - No.8:719

Source: Agricultural Statistics Unit, Ministry of Trade and Agriculture, St. ¥incent



f.oh{: acre and a maximum of five acres of farm land, and who are willing, if chps'en, to co-
Onperate with CARDI field staff in the Sriall Farm Cropping Systems Research Project.

~ 'The farmers surveyed in Dominica consisted of a proportionate random sample of
120 farmers in the one to five acre group selected from all 10 parishes of the island. (See
Figure 2). The sample was selected with the assistance of the Agricultural Statistics Unit of
the Ministry of Agriculture, using tables of random numbery to select from numbered lists,
per parish, of farmers in the desired category as identified in a recent (1976/77) Agricultural
Census of the island. Replacement lists were prepared as for St. Vincent, and the reasons for
making replacements to names on the original list were also similar.

In St. Lucia the criteria for the method of selection of the sample were different from
those adopted in the other islands. The Ministry of Agriculture had with CARDI agreed
that the target group should be farmers in the one to 15 acre group. The Ministry of Agri-
culture also made its own sclection of farmers to be included in the survey. The Senior
extension officers from cach of the five agricultural districts in the island were required to
gelect a specificd number of farmers from their district to be included in the survey sample.

The criteria ou which the extension officers were required to base their selections
were stipulated in a memorandum from the Ministry’s Head Office to the Senior Agricul-
tural Assistant of the five sgricultural districts. The relevant secticns of the memorandum
are as follows:

The project will involve farmers in the following categories;-
‘(@) 1 .- 5 acres
‘®) 5-10
- (e) 10 - 15 ”
Re Selection of Farmers:- Procedure
" In order to initiate the programme you are reqmred firat to select ‘
the most co-operative farmers in your Dlstnct who vrill be mllmg to 5
participate in the project. :

District allocations are as folloWs:_

North - 30 farmers
Central . 2%, _- n
Eastern . 9y
Southern .9 w
South/Western - ST

2%
TOTAL _1_2_0_



~ Figure - 2
g . GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION
~ OF SMALL FARMER SAMPLE -

ST ANDREW

©ST. JOSEPH
ooy

ST. PAUL
4)



The next step is to categorise the selected farmers on the basis of
“the aéi'e'ages mentioned above, and examine the ratio of farmers in each
Category. Having donc this the third step will be to include additional
“farmers in any of the categories to give some balance to the categories.
| ~ When selecting farmers it would be necessary to get some indica-
1 tion of:-

(@) Age

(b) Area of holding

(c) Size of holding. _

“ The St. Lucia sample is therefore not a randomly selected one and cannot objectively
be considered as being siatistically representative of small farming in that island. There are
biases built into the samnple because of the method of selection. Farmers who are not well
known to the extension officer as well as those who, even if well known, do not get along
well with the extension officer, will have been automatically left out. By extension of this
argument the small-farming represented in the sample will be representative of farming sys-
tems already being influenced by the St. Lucia agricultural extension services rather than
of small farming in general. However, since all agricultural districts are represented in the
sample it may be assumed that the major ccological farming areas of the island are also in-
cluded ia the study (Sec Figure 3).

Research Method

Descriptive survey techniques were cmployed in the investigation. Following con-
sultation with staff of subject-matter departments of the Faculty of Agriculture as well as
with staff of CARDI, a 130 question interview schedule was designed by the Department of
Azricultural Extension for administering in personal interviews with the selected sample of
farmers. The questions were grouped into the following sections.

- Ferm Size and Tenure Pattern

. Number and Size of Pareels, Topography, Rainfall, Soil Type, Distance to Parcel and
Market, Crop Combinations and Irrigation Systems.

- Farming Activities and Cropping Practiecs

- Livestock and Poultry: Disposal of Produce, Management System, Cash Receipts

- Labour Availability and Use

. Credit Sources



. ST. LUCIA

. GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION . -
. OF SMALL FARMER SAMPLE -

" CENTRAL
(n=24)
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‘- Marketing Outlets, Crop Storage, Total Farm Sales
- Information Channels and Media Use _

‘. Farm Buildings and Equipment Inventories

. Socio-cconomic Background, Household Expenditure, Decision-Making, Innovative-
| ness, Attitudinal Dispositiuns |
- Nutrition, Health Care and Community Needs.
‘. For ease of recording answers in the ficld and of coding responses for analysis, the ma]onty
- of qvcstlons in the schedules were of the fixed alternative type. ' |

The schedule was first pre-tested on a group of small farmers in Trinidad. Intervnewers
and field supervisors were recruited from the three islands and jointly trained for four days
in January, 1979 in St. Lucia. Three days were used in classroom sessions which dealt with
the objeetives of the survey, the purpose underlying every question of the schedule, and
interviewing techniques. In addition to undergoing practice interviewing at the classroom
‘gesgions, the traince interviewers spent one full day in the field using the survey schedule to
_interview groups of small farmers in the one to 15 acre category who had not been selected
in the St. Lucia survey sample.

This ficld exercise, in addition to sensitising the prospective interviewers to field con-
ditions, served as a sccond pre-testing of the questionnaire. The day following the field
exercise was spent with trainces in analysing the probleme they had experienced and far-
mers’ reactions to the questions. As a result some minor altcrations were made to the
wording of some of the questions.

Furthermore, it was anticipated that many of the farmers to be mtcrv1ewcd in St. Lucia
and Dominica would be less fluer:t in English than in the French-patois widely spoken in
those islands. Attzation was therefore paid to interviewers from these islands agrecing to a
common translation into patois of the various schedule questions.

One field supervisor and one checker were employed in cach island in addition to a
team of intervicwers. The function of the supervisor was to coordinate the work of the
interviewers, assist in locating farmers and establishing appointments for interviews, collect
completed schedules from interviewers for passing on to the checker, and gencerally to
superintend the work of interviewers and checker,

The checker was required v make a detailed gerutiny of all schedules sent in as com-
.pleted by the interviewers. He/she was to ascertain not only that a response had been

entered for every question but that there were no inconsistencies in the recorded responses
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'”(e..'g{'th'e sum of the acreages of the various individual holdings controlled by a farm opera'tof
should be identical with the recorded acreage of the whole farm). Any schedule submitted.
incompletely filled out, or containing inconsistencics, was returned for completion or cor-
rection to the responsible interviewer through the supervisor. |
~ Field interviewing began simultancously in all islands in late January, 1979 and was
_completed by late March. Threc full-time intcrviewers with a knowledge of agriculture carried
out the St. Vincent survey. They worked together as a team in one agricultural district until
interviewing of all sample farmers for that district had been completed, and then moved on
_ to another district. In St. Lucia and Dominica, district agricultural extension officers were
 recruited as part-time interviewers. They worked individually during the afternoons and
evenings and on the weekends. Five such interviewers were used in each of St. Lucia and
Dominica. All interviewers were required to record pertinent obscrvations in a field note-
book.
| Based on the experience of this survey the use of full-time interviewers working as a
" team as practised in St. Vincent is recommended for similar surveys. The support and rela-
- tive proximity of and frequent communication with team members helps immensely in
keeping up the spirits and morale of individual interviewers during the trying and frustrating
- periods of locating farmers who constitute the sclected sample. Furthermore, the daily
- exchange of experiences and problems soon leads to the development of acommon approach
to the techniques of framing interview (uestions, thus leading to a reduction in response
- bias due to individual differences of the interviewers (although it could possibly also intro-
duce a group bias). A further advantage of the group approach is that it makes more efficient
use of available transport facilitics. One vehicle is all that is required for a group of four or
even five interviewers working once district jointly, whercas under the alternative system
each individual interviewer will need to have a vehicle,
Three hundred and sixty (360) usable interviews were obtained as planned. Data from
~ these were coded according to a scheme developed in the Department of Agricultural Exten-
sion and transferred to computer data cards for machine tabulation. Descriptive statistics are

used in the interpretation and reporting on the data.
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SMALL FARMING IN ST. VINCENT

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SMALL FARMER
L. Background Factors

(i) Age, Sex and Ethnic Origin

Seventy per cent of farm operators in the St. Vincent sample were male. The mean
age of the sample is roughly 50 years (i.e. 49.6 .) and the modal age slightly less, viz.,
48. (See Tables 1 and 2 in the Appendix). The majority of the farmers (80 per cent) are of .
African descent, with ncarly seven per cent East Indian and 12 per cent of mixed races. Less

than one per cent of the farmers is of Amerindian (Carib) origin.

(ii) Literacy, Marital Status and
Household Size

The level of literacy among farmers is relatively high. Roughly 72 per cent can read and
write while a further seven per cent read but cannot write. (Table 4). Nc farmer was educa-
ted beyond primary school. The majority (65.8 per cent) reached Standard 4 or better (i.e.
at least 4 ycars of primary school). Nine per cent of the farmers had no schooliag at all.

The majority of small farmcrs are cither marricd (70.8 per eent) or live in common law
relationship (15.8 per cent). Only 6.7 per cent are single. The mean houschold size is six

and the modal size is eight. Each farm operatorhas roughly three depenedents (Table 8).

(iii) Stability
Judged by their length of residence in the place at which they were located at the time
of the survey, Vincentian small farmers are a relatively shifting or moving group. Although

the modal age of the farm operator is 48, the modal length of residence in his present local-
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ity 1s less thnn 10 years. Thc number of replacements rcqulred for farmers who' were selec-
ted in the originial sample but who had since emizrated supports this obscrvation.

- (). Uccupation

""The sole occuputlon of the majority of thc sample is farming (64 per cent). Fourteen,.

Sor 1.6 per cent of the total are also cngaged in trades such as carpentry and masonry,
and a“furthcr eight per cent are also employed in agricullure-related commercial enterprises
‘ suc_h as the retailing of agricultural produce. Fewer still are employed as unskilled labourers
:_ifi‘f"_toad gangs, in non-agricultural commercial enterprises (shop-keeping) and in fishing.

(Table 10).

, (v) Family Income

It was anticipated in preparing the questionnaire that small farmers would find it
'difficult to give a dependable estimate of their annual income from all sources, or even if

| fﬁey could provide such an estimate, might be reluctant in disclosing that information. It
was decided to seek this information in a round about manner. First the farmer was asked
who besides himself contributes to the total family income. Other questions asked for the
proportion of the total income (with a corresponding cash estimate) spent on the various
family, farm and other expenses. From responses lo these questions it was anticipated that
estimated total family incomes could be computed.

Even this design failed Lo elicit Lthe desired data from most Vincentian small farmers.
Only about 20 per cent of the farmers (i.c. 25) provided any figures from which estimates
.of annual family incomes could be computed. Of these 25 farmers, 10 had annual family
incomes of $500* or less, and the remaining 15 (i.c. 60 per cent) had incomes ranging be-
tween $500 and $5,000 per year. (Table 11).

Farmers were more open in disclosing who besides themselves contributed to the in-
come of the houschold. In more than 40 per cent of the houses, one or more sons contri-
buted to the family income as does the spouse in 25 per cent of the households and the
daughters in 28 per cent of the sample. In some cases other relatives and even non-relatives

also contribute to the family’s total income (Table 12).

“* Unless otherwise stated the dollar referred to in this report is the Eastern Caribbean dollar.



(v1) Nutrmon
Tables 13 and 1 4 of the 4 ppendix list the various foods and food groups consumed by
“small. farmers, the relative frequency of their use and the source from which they are ob-
',tamed.; v
) Rootcrops and rice, in that order, constitute the staple food of the Vincentian small
“farmer. Well over three quarters of the sample eat rootcrops and rice very often, i.e. several
times a week. Most of the rootcrops consumed in the home are. grown by the farmer him-
“self, whereas the rice is purchased. The vast majority of the sample (more than 70 per
cent) also eat bananas very frequently. | -
~ The figures indicate that a very high proportion of small farmers (more than 80 per
cent) consume vegetables very often, and that most of what is consumed is home grown;
The + alidity of these responses is doubtful, taking into account the very low frequency of
occurrence of vegetables in the cropping system of these farmers. (See Section B 1V (i) of
this Chapter). In many parts of the Eastern Caribbean the staple foodcrops are often re-
ferred to as “vegetables™. Although this usage is not common in St. Vincent it is suspected
that in the intervicws some small farmers might have interpreted “locally-grown foodcrops™
for “vegetables”.
| Virtually all respondents eat meat sometimes, but very little of what is- caten was
produced by the farmer himself. A high proportion of small farmers reportedalso consuming
eggs, milk, fish and fruits very often. However, the qualitative rather than quantitative
nature of these food consumption pattern questions which required answers to be given in
relative terms, frequently produce misleading results because what is “Very seldom” for one
individual may be considered “Very often” by another. In order to get dependable data on
the food consumption habits (and by extension the food consumption necds) of small far-
mers in the islands, it is suggested that CARDI includes this as onc of the areas of continued

data collection in its Small Farm Multiple Cropping System Rescarch Project.
I Farm Oriented Factors

(i) Time Spent and Labour Used on the Farm
- For the small farmer who is in essence both farm manager and farm worker, the amount
of time he spends on the farm largely determines the productivity of his farm. Assuming
that the farm is sufficiently large to provide opportunity for his productive employment,
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:]tlme spent on the furm will’ lndlcate the extent of an lndlvldual’s mterest in, dedmatlon
_‘to and behef in the future of agneulture e s ‘

The modal (1 .. representative, majority of) Vmcentlan small farmer spends six to elght
hours per day on his farm during the crop season when demands on his time for planting,
pest and disease control, harvesting, etc. are hlgh In the out-of-crop season he spends from
two . hours to four hours dmly on the farm (Table 15). Nearly three quarters of all farm

_operators (72.5- per cent) are assisted with work on the farm by at least one other member
of the houschold. (Table 16). - V

~ In situations of scarcity of money and/or labour, in an attempt to ensure the more
timely performance of critical and labour demanding farm operations such as land prepara-
tion, planting and weeding small farmers sometimes resort to shared labour on each others
i 'farms (variously calied lend-land, coup-de-main, swap-labour, in-the islands), Twenty elght

- (28) per cent of the sample used ghared labour on the farm.

. (ii) Use of Farm Records
. The keeping of farm records for use as a vital tool in farm management decision-
'maklng is universally recognised. In developing a greater agri-business orientation to farming
among small holders in the Caribbean an early need will be to develop among them a
~recognition of the valuc of and skill in keeping and using farm records. o
In St. Vincent less than one in 10 of the farmers sampled kept records, and the records
kept by those few were very rudimentary.
~ Most farmers did not keep records because they thought it was too time consumlng
(38 8 per cent) or because they did not consider it necessary (22.5 per cent). Some explained
- they kept no records becausc they could not read or write (10 per cent) or because they dld
".not know how to (4.5 per cent). (Table 19). ”

(iii) Innovativeness :
In order to get come idea of how alert they were to developments taking place in agri-
culture around them, farmers were asked whether they were familiar with any new plant or
seed varieties or new agﬁcultural practice. The Windward Islands’ banana industry is very

dynamic and has over the past years introduced to farmers new chemicals and mecthods of

disease control and new cultural practiccs<And yet only two of the 120 small farmers were

familiar with what they considered a new varicty or practice7
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The relative mnovahve or adoptlon tendency of a fnrmer may also be indicated by
”lexanunmg the number of technologically recommended mnovatlons he practises, and the
degree to which these innovations are transferred from one crop or cnterprise to another.
* Their commodity associations in the Windward Islands virtually force banana growers to
use fertilisers in growing that crop. All enport fruit is sold through the associations which,
as pdrt of the services they provide from a cess levied on all produce sold, supplyvfertilisérs.
to each producer based on the volume of his sales.
_ Almost 70 per cent of the farmers growing bananas use fertilisers on that crop.. How-
ever, the use of other non-fertiliser chemicals by these banana growers is very low indeed.
‘Less than 20 per cent use chemical sprays and none uses other agncultural chemlcals or
organic manure. '

The position is virtually ldentlcal wuh the other major crops and groups of crops
1 'grown in the island. Nearly 90 per cent of the plantain growers use fertiliser on that crop
" but use po other type of agrlcultural chemical. Seventy ~ percent of root and tuber crop
~ growers use fertiliser while less than one per cent of their number use chemical sprays and
other agriculiural chemicals. With vegetables, legumes and maize, again relatively high pro-
‘ portlons of the growers use fertilisers but not other agricultural chemicals. (Table 21).

It would seem therefore that there has been some transfer of technology from banana
' grbwmg to the management of other crops. The influence of this industry on technology
 transfer is even better understood when it is realised that the Banana Association is virtually
- the sole importer of fertilisers, The fertiliser imported for bananas is uscd by small farmers
on all their crops, and even by non-banana growers who, when they cannot obtain the
c‘ox.nm.odity from the Banana Association, can nearly always depend on getting some to buy

from some neighbour willing to trade part of his allocation for cash.

(iv) Persons consulted by farmers
“The largest proportion of small farmers (40 per cent) consult no one in arriving at farm
planmng declsnons The spouse is the person most frequently consulted by those whe seek
- advice (38 per cent). Less thnn two per cent of the sample consult the extension officer.
(1 Table 22),
| In deciding whether or not to adopt a new variety or practice the opinion considered
| to be most valuable is also that of the spouse. Seventy nine or nearly 70 per cent of the

118 farm operators with spouses considered that obtaining the opinion of the spouse was



lmportant. ‘Others whose oplmons were consnldered 1mportant in amvmg at a ;_'declslonff”

‘.,‘.

were, in descendmg ordcr. the extension officer. the son or. daughter,
nelghbour. (Table 23).

L Credit Facilities and Prabticés |

_,The credit sources available _to. small farmers in the three islands surveyéd areas follows:
_(a) - Commercial Banks. The interest rate from this source was quoted as varying
© from - 10 to 12 per cent per annum. During the year four Vincentian farmers

 obtained loans from commercial banks, ranging in amounts from $600 to $3,000.

‘Farmers who used it said their preference for this source was because it was re-

- latively easier and faster to obtain credit there than from the Development Bank.
(b) ' The local Agricultural Development or Agricultural and Industrial Development

Bank. |
These government-run institutions obtain development funds on loan from

the Caribbean Development Bank and in turn provide credit for farmers. Three

types of credit arc available to farmers through the local Agricultural Bank or
the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) through its field officers located in each
of the islands:

(i) Short, medium or long-tern1 loans available directly from the Agricultural
Bank for the purchase of lana and equipment ov for any other productive

- use. The rate of interest is cight-per cent per year.

(n) Farm Improvement Credit - available through local CDB staff. Mini-
mum loan granted is $3,000 and maximum §270,000. Medium to long
term loan (up to 10 ycars) available for all agricultural development pro-
jects excluding land purchase and project refinancing. Interest rate is cight

_ per cent per annum.

(iii) Agricultural Production Credit - Minimum loan is $500 and maximum
$6,750. Short to medium term loans are available for virtually all farm
development except tobacco growing and marine fishing. The scheme
opcrates on a crop lien basis, Interest rdlc is 12 per cent per annum.

All above listed credit is available to registered cooperatlvcs at one-half per cent per annum

less than quoted.
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_‘;F'or the year preceding the survey only two farmers from’ the sample had obtained
«credit through these sources. One farmer who used the Production Credit scheme enthused

hIB preference for this source because “they wait until you reap the crop to pay back”.

However; several farmers who did not use this credit source complained that there is too

much red tape and too long a delay before obtaining a loan, One farmer complained that he

had applied to the Agricultural Bank for a loan, and was getting the run-around for a long

time; then he approached a commereial bank and obtained immediate credit.

(iv)

10l

i)

Commodity Association

~ Associations such as the local Banana Association sometimes provide

credit facilitics to farmers, usually in the form of supplying fertiliser and

other agricultural chemicals on credit. No credit was obtained during the

year from such organisations by any farmer in the sample,

- Cooperative Credit Unions

These operate in all three islands, and according to credit union philoso-
phy, should provide eredit within their capability for all worthy productive
purposes, including agricultural production. No farmer in the sample used
credit unions ag a source for eredit during the past year.

Private moncy lenders, relatives, friends and neighbours also function as
important sources of credit for fariners, Two farmers stated that when they
nceded a loan they preferred to approach a fricnd or relative because they
are not given the run-around. During the year preceding the survey two far-
mers had cbtained credit from these sources. The loans were for $75 and

$200.

~ The purposes for which farmers obtained credit from all sources during the year

.reviewed were as follows:

Purchase of land - 2 loans .
Purchase of fertiliser and other ST
chemicals -8
Labour employment ST IR 1”:_,
General farm development e 2"

8 ) "

~IV. Marketing Facilities and Practices _
Table 24 shows the distances farm operators are located from the nearest:marketing

depot. More than half of the §7 farmers who could name and estimate the distance of the
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nearest deyot from their home live more than five miles from that depot. In fact, there are. -
some 23 farmers who live 11 and more miles away from the nearest depot. :
In the circumstances the farmers’ main suggestions for improving the marketing sys- -

tems were:

(a) increase the number of access roads so that farmers could more easily obtain
| transport to the market;
~(b) increase the number of collection points so that no fazmer would be living very
- far from a depot;and '
(c) the availaibilty of better and more dependable transport to take farmers to the
market. (Table 25). '

The nced for marketing cooperatives was suggested by only one farmer in St. Vincent
as a possible way for improving the agricultural marketing situation.

- The Banana Association (for banana) and the Marketing Corporation (mainly for vege- |
tables and rootcrops) are the main purchasers of produce for export. Other market outlets
available to the small farmers are the city market, village market, hotels and supermarkets
and the hucksters and traffickers who purchase at the farm gate. ‘i'he only market channels
not reported as being used by the small farmers were hotels and supermarkets. For the
rootcrops and vegetables there was an expressed preference for selling to the hucksters and
traffickers who, it is claimed, pay a better pricc than the Marketing Corporation although
they purchase the produce right on the farm.

V. Communication Channels Used

In order to determine the information sources in which farmers had the greatest con-
fidence where technical agricultural matters are concerned, interviewees were asked “'If
you have technical farming problems from whom do you scek advice?”

The largest proportion of the sample was cither traditional in trying to solve its pro-
blems solely through sclf experience, or was very sure of (overly so) its technical know-
ledge, or contained some of both types. Members of this group (36 per eent) stated that
the sought advice from no une at all. Twenty nine per cent of the sample would
scek advice from the extension officer and another 23 per cent from cither a relative or

good friend,



*-. In order to obtain information on improved farming practices more farmers visit their
- neighbour's farm (60 per cent) than they visit large estates (25 per cent) or government
_',fqrmsvnnd demonstration stations (22 per cent). (Table 27). Fifty . per cent of the far-
* ‘mers know the extension officer but 37 per cent report that he never visits their farm.

~ More than 80 per cent of the sample listen to radio and some of the kind of informa-
tion they would like to receive through thai channel includes technical information on crop
and livestock production, market information (current market prices) and government agri-
-cultural incentives available to the farmer. (Table 29). The time considered by farmers to bhe
‘most suitable to them for the airing of agricultural radio programmes is from 7.00 pm td_
8.30 p.m. ' | A

VI. Membership in ".Growups‘f

‘The degree of grdup m'émhership among small farmers in St. Vincent is very low, and
" ‘of those who join groups their preference is for those groups which offer possibilities for
':‘mthéir spiritual or material benefits, Twenty four .« per cent of the sampled farmers belong

‘ ”tov a church group and five per cent each belong to a sou-sou or co-opcrative. (Table 30).
VI Attitudes

‘Attitudes inﬂuence behaVioui', b_and, if one wishes to know how best to approach an
*individual (or conversely how one ought not to approach him) in order to influence his
: dpinion or behaviour, it is very useful to have some previous knowledge of that individual’s
attitudes and value system. |

Most farmers in the St. Vincent sample were of the opinion that the single most im-
portant factor for one to consider in choosing a job is how much money they can make
out of the job (80 per cent). The rest said that personal liking for the job was for them the
single most important factor. (Table 31).

The St. Vincent small farmer is thus seen as an almost totally economic-oriented
individual. Status, long-run potential for self improvement and such otiicr factors play
no part in his decision making so far as a career choice is concerned. This suggests there-
fore that in dealing with these farmer.. stressing the cconomic bencfits (and demonstra-
ting this) of whatever is reccommended would be the surest way of influencing their prac-

tice-adoption.
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Individuals not unseldom wish to live vicariously through their. children that which
.'.they.\ﬁshed they could have themselves achieved. The jobs or professions they would like
 their ehildren to follow in so far as this compares with their own océupation. is often indica-

tive of their aititude towards their own calling.

‘Farmers were asked what jobs they would like for their sons and daughters. Only 13
per cent wished their son to follow into farming. The largest proportion (28 per cent)
would like the sons to become blue collar workers (mechanics, masons and cther tradesmen
and craftsmen), presumably because they believe these jobs pay better than does farming.
A comparatively large proportion (22 per cent) would like their sons to become teachers,
a position usually looked up to in the village, indicating that status still does play some part
in the lives of these small farmers. (Table 32).

~ Two thirds of the respondents would like their daughters to become either teachers
or nurses. Failing that the next best job for their daughters would be other white collar
| jobs (secretarics, typists, ctc.). Only one farm operator wished the daughter to take up
farming. (Table 33).

In an attempt to more directly determine farmers’ attitude to agriculture as a career
_ fhey were asked whom they would consider to be more important - a son who was a lawyer
or doctor or another who was an agriculturist. There was a 50/50 division in the responscs -
' e(iual proportions (29 per cent) voted for agriculture and law/medicine while the remainder
thought the professions were « ually important. (Table 38).

As a further check on respondents’ perception of the position of the farmer in the
community they were asked to name the three persons they considered most influential
in their community, and then to state the occupations of the persons so named.

- Relatively large proportions of the sample felt that there was really no one infiuen-

‘tial in their community, thus indicating a very low level of confidence in their own com-
munity. Of those who believed persons ir their community wiclded some influence the
vast majority saw all threc of the most influential persons in the community as farmers.

‘ So far 9s education is concerned, all respondents would like their children to be better
ed‘ubated than themselves. Fifty-three.  per cent would like their children to reecive a
University cducation, roughly only quarter of the sample want their children to go through

| secondary school and the remainder would like them to go “as far as they can reach”. This
desire by small farmers for the highest possible educational attainment for their children is
based on their opirion that the best form of security for their children is o high level of

education, (Tables 34 and 35).
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Land is sacred to the small farmer and to bequeath a piece of land.to his offspring is
:_:regarded as a great expression of love. In this"belief, almost eVery farmer in the sample (11
‘o_ht of the 113 who had children) indicated they would divide their land among all their

children rather than leave it all to one child. This pervading attitude is one of the main rea-

sons for the very fragmented nature of farrs among small holders in the region. This is one

problem which requires very serious attention.

Finally, since the farmers are so money-oricented, a look at their attitude toward saving
is in order. More than three quarters of the farmers interviewed reported that they saved
some of their carnings. The vast majority (83) placed their savings in a bank. Only two re-
ported keeping their savings at home. Several of those who did not save any money declared
that they would like to save but their earnings was not sufficient to meet their inescapable

- commitment and leave some over for savings.
'B. THE FARM
'L Firm Size and Fragmentation

The 120 smiall farms included in the sample were grouped as follows:

Farm .S'.‘.le'_ (Acres) - Number of thms Per cent of Total
0 o199 e s
20 - 299 - 183
80..- 399 99
40 - 500 2 27
ST

‘The majority of farms (82 or shghtly more than 68 per cent of the total) contamed
only one holding (i.e. one single parcel of land). Twenty-two (22) per cent of the sample (27
farms) each consisted of two parcels, while another 10 farms (or cight per cent of the

sample) were made up of three parcels each. Only one farm contained four parcels.
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In'order to get an indication of whether small farmers fully utilised their farm lands,
‘interviewees were asked whether they let any of their lands for rent to others. Qucsﬁons
“were also asked regarding the acreage of land uncultivated or unutilised (i.c. wastage) on
~ each holding. Only five of the 120 farmers rented out any of their lands.

Relatively few farms (viz. 13 or 14 per cent of the sample) contained any unutilised or
~wasteland. And even among thesc the majority (i.c. 13) reported comparatively small areas
of wasteland (less than one half acres). (Table 40*). Much of this wasteland is said to con- -
sist of very steep or otherwise uncultivable areas. On the whole the small farmers can be said
to be utilising quite fully the lands which are available to them. Potential for increasing
small farmer production thercfore seems to lie in more intensive rather than more extensive

use of the lands under their control.
II.  Tenure and Location of Parcels

Tablé 41 in the Appendix sets out the tenure system of the farms. It is necessary to in-
dicate the system of tenure by parcel becausc one farm may consist of several parcels each
held under a different tenure system. For example, one farmer may have a freehold parcel
neer to the village on which is his house and a small (say half acre) foodcrops garden. At the
foothills he may be renting an acre or two from the large estate which usually borders each
village, and may also be cultivating another acre or two of joint family lands up in the
‘mountains,

For purposes of this survey the parccls.** comprising a farm were numbered according
to their relative distance from the farmer's dwelling. If the plot on which the farmer’s
dwelling is located is merely sufficient for his house and allows for little or no farming (for
example a house lot in the village), this was not counted as a part of the farm. Parcel num-

- ber 1 is taken as that parcel closest to the farmer's dwelling, or on which the dwelling is
located if it is sufficiently large to pern it some meaningful small farming. Parcel number 2
was the one next distant from the farmer’s home and so on.

In St. Vincent the largest proportion of all holdings (i.c. nearly 48 per cent of the
total of 170 in the sample) is occupicd frechold. Other tenure systenis encountered, in de-

scending order of frequency, were annual rental (20.6 per cent), share cropping (9.4 per

- % This table lists wastage by parcel rather than by farm,
#*  The terms “‘parcel” and “holding” are used interchangeably in this report,
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cent)and use of family land (7.1 per cent). The sample included no cases of leasehold
" vtefn.n'e or squatting, quite unlike (as will be discussed later) the situation found in Dominica
and St. Lucia.

The vast majority of parcels number i (i.e. more than 70 per cent of the 120) are
within three miles of the farmers’ homes, The same is also true of the number 2 parcels (73
per cent lic within three miles of the farmers’ dwellings.) Even among the third parcels
'more than 50 per cent are located within three miles of the farmers” homes.

By and large, thercfore, it could be stated that generally speaking small farmers’
A'holdings are located within reasonable commuting distance from their homes. However,
- with islands of such rugged topography as the three covered by this survey, accessibility
is not always directly related to distance. What Macpherson wrote of Dominica is equally
valid to St. Vincent, and indced 1o St. Lucia:

“It is steepness of slope rather than altitude
which gives Dominica its particular character
and makes transport and agriculture so difficult.
Remoteness in such a country is not a matter
of distance but of difficulty of access.”1

Small farmers operating in thesc mountainous islands usually farm the steepest and
" least' accessible areas. The reason is historical, since the better lands in all the islands were
.ta‘ken over by estates in the carly period of their settlement by Europeans. When a peasantry
‘began to be developed following emancipation, the only lands available to these peasants
were the least aceessible, steep, interior hillsides. With such a background one should expect
small farmers in St. Vincent as well as St. Lucia and Dominica to consider as gentle slope
“what others might consider to be very steep. It is in this light one should interpret the far-
mers’ responses concerning the slope category or topography of their farms. (Table 43).

" In view of the farmers appreciably more than three quarters of the lands of their
various holdings is cither mostly flat or consists of gradual slopes. About six per cent of
- the holdings arc undulating, and less than one tenth of all holdings contain mostly steep
slopes. However, of St. Vincent Macpherson states that ““tiut land is very limited in extent.

Indeed only five per cent of the island has slopes of five degrees or tess."2

1 john Macpherson,  Caribbean Lands. A Geography of the West Indlea Longman Carib-
bean Ltd., Trinidad and Jamaica, Third Editicn, 1973, p. 101. e

2 Ibid, p.93.
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..Sf..-‘Vincent is of volcanic origin and many of its soils are derived from volcanic ash.
- According to the small farmers the soils of their holdings are roughly equally divided be-
_tween heavy soils (47.6 pér cent) and light soils (50.6 per cent). However, quite significantly,
 the lighter soils are on the holdings nearest home. The further tke holding is from the far-
~ mer's home the more likely it is that the soils are heavy rather than light. (Table 44). This
is of some importance because for the same crop the heavier soil will require different
and more labour demanding management to obtain similar results, according to the farmers.
"For example, in districts 4 and 5 (sce Figure 1, Map of St. Vincent) farmers reported the
need to decpfork the land before they could use a hoe or other implements to prepare
seedbeds or banks for planting potatoes and other crops. In districts 1, 2 and 8 most soils
of the small farmers are light and are worked very casily with a hoe orly.
Annual rainfall in St. Vincent is high and most of the island experiences 80 or more
" inches a year. The rainfall is generaily fairly well distributed and therefore 60 inches will
~ support most of the crops grown in the island. Roughly, 63 per cent of the farm holdings
receive 60 or more inches of rain per ycar. The remainder fall in the 40 inches to 60 inches
~ annual rainfall range, and depending on the crops grown on these holdings, irrigation should
prove advantageous.

Table 46 shows the type of roads farmers must use in travelling from their homes to
the various farm parcels. Notice that only two of the farmers in the sample had their homes
on a farm parcel, strongly highlighting the practice in these istands of village residence and
operating farms located outside of the village. The table shows that the most common type
of road used by small farmers from home to holding is an unpaved dry-weather road (i.e.
unpaved roads which will take vehicular traffic in the dry scason but arc generally unfit for
vehicular travel in the rainy scason). Trails or footpaths, and motorable road follow in
that order. Many farmers also use a combination of road types to get to their holdings, for
example travel on a motorable road for a short distance, and then branch off to a trail
- leading up the hills to their farm. |

The distance of holdings from the nearcst market and the type of transport available
for taking produce to the market can influence both the type and quantity of a crop pro-
duced. Table 47 shows that for the largest proportion of holdings (48 per cent) the nearest
market is more than six miles away. In fact, for more than 70 per cent of the holdings, the
market is more than four miles distant. (Remember that distance must always be related to
topography and accessibility in these islands). Most farmers use public transport to get their

produce to the market.



J_II Toals Equipment, Machmery and
~ Farm Buddmg« .

‘For the vast majority of St. Vincent small formers (almost 90 per cent of the sample)
-the'ihventory of farm tools consists of one to five pieces of hand tools (Table 49). The .
most common hand tools are the hoe, cutlass and fork. Six farmers owned one knapsack
sprayer cach. No farmer owned either a motor-sprayer or a tractor or other farm vehicle
of any kind. Similarly, only one farmer owned any picce of irrigation equipment,.and

this was a watering can.

Investment by the farmer in farm buildings is equally sparing. Of the total sample
of 120, two small farmers owned onc scoreroom apiece. One farmer had a cattle pen,
another a goat pen, and that summed up the total investment by the small farming sample.
It is therefore evident that apart from investment in land (48 per cent of the holdings are

held freehold) small farms in St. Vincent are highly undercapitalised.
IV. Crop Enterprises

(i) Crops Grown by the Small Farmer

The Lanana is in St. Vincent, as in the other Windward Islands, one of the most im-
portant cash crops, and a mgjor contributor to the territory’s gross domestic product and
foreizin exchange earnings. However, only 30 per cent of small farmers (36 of the 120
sample) cultivate this crop.

Discounting bananas, generally speaking the Vincentian small farmer is a cultiva-
tor of short-term <':rops rather than of long-term crops. Of the 170 holdings in the sample
there was one long-terin crop (perennial) on each of 60 holdings (35.3 per cent) and two
long-terin crops on only nine (5.3 per cent) of the holdings. All told, therefore, perennial
tree crops were grown on only 40 per cent of the farms. Coconuts were grown on one farm
and citres on another three.

By contrast, short-term crops were grown on 160 (94 per cent) of the farm holdings.
On more than half of the number one parccls three or more types of short-term crops were
cultivated; the maximum number recorded as being grown on one parcel was nine, The

maximum number of lypes of short-term crops cultivated on any holding deercased with
distance of holding from the farmer’s home, viz., a maximum of six for parcel two and four
for parcels three and four. (Table 50).
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The most commonly cultrvated crops among the small farmers and thelr frequency of
occurrence m the sample are as follows. ‘

Wrms on which grown

Banana. -

Plantam ,'
Rootcrops ‘
" Sweet potatoes .
Tannid -
Dasheen
Eddoes
~ Yam
Cassava
Arrowroot
" Vegetables
" Tomatoes
‘Carrots -
“Cabbage
Cucurbits
| Peppers
Pigeon Peas _ e AN
Ginger o 12 - 100
Peanuts ‘ o192
Corn 10 8.3

~ Interviewees were asked to state which crop on each parcel was the most important (a)
on the basis of the acreage devoted to the crop and (b) the economic returns from sale of
individual crops. Parcels 1 and 2 are most important ones (there are only 11 third parcels
and one fourth parcel in the sample) and the data are discussed only in relation to those
two parcels.

For these two parcels the crops found to be the most important on the basis of wrea

cultivated arc as follows:
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pa, al Nol(n=120) ."?:‘Pa.rcel No.2. (n 38)

Crops

5 No fr_‘vFarmsa- Rank Order

2

;}‘Sweet Potato_ S
‘Banunn o
v_'I‘anma
Carrots
Plantain -
‘Peanuts

Arrowroot

Yam
Cabbage 3 85 0

* Considered on the basis of the economic returns to the farmer the crops consldered to

‘be the most important (or most valuable) on parcels one and two are:

e Parcel No. 1 (n=120) ~ Parcel No. 2 (n=38)
- No. of Farms Rank Order = No.of Farms -~ Rank Order

Banana 2 1
Sweet potato 2!5::_ 2
Tannia 16 .
Carrots ‘ 11
Plantain 10
Peanut 6
Eddoes |

Tomatoes

85
85

Arrowroot
Cabbage

Yam

Ginger
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By both standards banana, sweet potato and tannia occupy the top tl.ee posltlons,
»they also did on the basis of frequency of occurrence on all farms. Carrots and plantain fol-
low in that order. Reasons glven by farmers for choosing to grow that crop which was most
extensively grown on their farm were (a) favourable market conditions, (b) relatively small -
labour demand, and (c) land suitebility for the particular crop, in that order. Reasons for :
. }growmg those crops which were most 1mportnnt on the basis of returns were the same, -

except that (b) and (c) exchanged rank orders.

| (ii) Crop Combinations
L For the survey crops were considered to be grown in i:o'.r’gihii_n_'titi‘onj if they were inter-
* planted (i.e. grown together on the same plot) or if thez)"fi)'HQWed.o'riéh_‘r.iot.licron;thé same
plot of land during one agricultural year. N - e
' Among the sample of farms surveyed the aroxds (i.e. tanma dasheen and eddoe) were
the crops most often grown in combinations. Crop combinations with tannia were reported _
61 times, with eddoes 27 times and with dasheen nine times. The frequency of occurrence

of other crops in combinations within the sample is as follows:

Frequency of occurrence ina

. Crop ‘) crop combination
: .Sweet potato ' 53
" Corn (maize) 2%
~ Pigeon peas 23
N Banana - v 13
Plantain 13
~Yam 13 B
~ Carrot 12
,Casshva : 10
Tomato § B
Cabbage 5
“Pumpkin i 4
Ginger 3
Coconut and arrowroot - , B
Orange (with eddoes and pumpkin) = - l



Becnuse of their suprcmucy in the cropping pattern of the small farmer i in St. Vmcent
‘.bannnas, sweet potatoes and the aroids are most frequently encountered as the dominan!
~crops in a combination. The most frequently occurring combinations are listed below, the
“dominant crop in the combination being listed first. Crops interplanted are denoted by the
‘t_l‘se of the plus sign (e.g. pigeon peas + corn) whereas the slash sign (/) signifies orte-ctop_
following another (e.g. carrot/cabbage denotes a pure stand plot of carrots folloWed_immédi_;

: ately or soon after harvest by a crop of cabbages).

Frequency of occurrence

Crop Combination ‘ m sample L
" 'l.Sw,‘eetvplotato + corn : o 20 x
:.::“. - + pigeon peas 13
W + ca;;sava - 5
i /. peanuts ” 8
e e corn 3 :,{.,
W _.carr_ots R 3
Banana ) "+";"ar01d
L “ + plantam o
“ | e yam o
- L ’:’pi‘geon pea
“ / aroid ..
- '/ yam i
S i
“'.'Pl;a'ntai'n 3 + aroid 8
_ + corn 2

Peanut

“In addltlon to being found in combinations with the three major crops, carrots are
grown in pure stand succession to ginger and vegetable crops such as cabbage and tomato.
One very disturbing cropping sequence observed was carrots/carrots/carrots. An adventurous

combination observed in district 8 on a farm not included in the sample was
Arrowroot + pigeon peas + corn + blackeye peas + pumpkin.



In St. Vincent corn is not usually grown for sale by small farmers, but whatever crop .
_;‘m obtained is reluined for fu,dmg the farmers’ few scrub chicken. Two very interesting
“reagons were given by farmers for including corn in their crop combinations. chcralvfarmers
“mentioned growing corn in combination with sweet potatoes and peanuts merely to provide-

a more desirable alternative foodstuff for the rats which would normally do a great deal of
’ dhma’ge to the potatoes and peanuts. One other farmer, however, grows corn with his sweet
potatoes only during the mango scason because the birds thcn feed on lhc mangoes and_

leave hls corn alone,

(iii) Management Practices

~Table 51 in the Appendix summarises the modal management treatments given by
-St. Vincent farmers to 10 of the crops grown on most farms. Included in the data are the
usual months of planting and harvesting, systems of planting and periods of highest price
received for produce. All the crops (viz., banana, plantain, sweet potato, tannia, dasheen,
yam, pigcon peas, tomato, carrot and ginger) are grown both for home use and for sale.
The farmers indicated that they intended to continue to grow these crops.

Banana and plantain are planted year round as well as harvested all through the year. -
Most farmers grow these crops in pure stand, but with plantains there is a sizeable minority
of farmers who grow the crop in combinations. The normal system of planting is in rows on

the flat, Farmers reported receiving the bighest prices for bananas from May to July and the
lowest prices during November to January. For plantain the price was fairly even all thrbugh
the year. | '

Virtually all farmers select planting material from their existing fields. The majority
(25 of the 36 who grow bananas) use fertiliser on the crop. (Table 21). ‘Only seven use
chemical sprays of any kind (weed or pest and disease control), and not one of the 36 bana-
na growers reported using chemical dusts or non-fertiliser granular formulations (including
nematicides). Similarly, no usc is made of organic manures.

Very few farmers (5 of 36) reported using labour for planting, harrowing or forking in
land preparation for planting bananas. However, drainage and planting hole preparation are
common practises for which farmers depend largely on family labour. Similarly, family
labour is that mainly used for planting, fertiliser applieation, weed control and harvesting.

The majority of banana growers in the sample (i.c. 27 of the 36) reported having no
costs for carrying (i.c. heading) or transporting (35 of 36) their bananas to the marketing
point. This indicates that the farmers do not place a value on their own or their family’s
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labour in heading bananas from field to collection point, or that they consider this all a part
~of the harvesting operation. _

Sweet potato is usually planted in May/June vnd harvested in October/November. Most
farmers grow the crop in pure stand (39) but a sizeable minority (21) grow mixed stands of
sweet potato and other erops. The remaining few have both pure-stand plots and mixed-
stand plots on their holdings. Only 12 farmers had some knowledge of the variety they culti-
vated. Nine of these thought they grew a local variety while the other three grew what they
considered to be improved varictics.

All farmers planted their crop along ridges. No farmer attempted to store his harvested
potato. Priccs were even throughout the year (sales to the Marketing Board) but a few far-
mers who had marketing outlets other than the Marketing Board reported that prices were
highest in the period November to January.

Tannia is usually planted in May to July, with the peak planting period in May. Some
harvesting takes place from November to January, but the peak harvesting month is Febru-
ary. The crop is grown in both mixed stand and nure stand, on mounds. No storage of
harvested crop is practised. The periods of highest prices are February to April and May to
July. The reported period of lowest prices is November to January.

The peak planting period for dasheen is April to June. The crop is grown in both pure-
stand and mixed- stand on ridges. The peak month for harvesting is December, Highest
prices are obtained for the crop during February to April and lowest prices in November to
January.

Yams arc grown by 27 farmers in the sample, the variety being the “local” variety.
The crop is usually planted in May to July, mainly in mixed stands (although there is a fair
amount of pure stand cultivation), and grown on mounds. As with dasheen the peak har-
vesting period is around December, lowest prices are obtained for the erop from November
to January and highest prices from February to April. No crop storage is practised.

For the root and tuber crops as a whole. farmers nxe their own planting material rather
than purchase. The use of fertilisers is widespread (75 of 107 growers use fertilisersin these
crops, a spin-off from the banana industry). (Table 21). Non-fertilizer chemicals ag well as
organic  manures are not used in the growing of these erops in St. Vineent.

Both family andd hired labour are used for land clearing, forking, drainage, planting
and weeding. Family labour is that mainly used for tertiliser applications and for harvesting,

Pigeon peas are sown usually from March to June, with two peak planting periods in

March and Junc. The erop is planted in rows on the flat, and is as frequently grown in misxed
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stands as in pure stands. The peﬁk period harvesting is November to January. Prices are:
usually highest in November to December and lowest in January. |

The peak period of ginger planting in St. Vincent is April/May, with a lesser peak in
February. Ginger is mainly grown in pure-stand, planted in rows on the flat. Harvesting is
spread from August to January, with a peak in December. Prices obtained for the crop re-
main fairly even throughout the year.

Tomato is grown in pure-stand, planted along ridges. The crop is planted virtually -
throughout the year, the three major periods of planting reported by the 20 farmers in the
sample who grew the crop being May to July, November to January, and February to April
in that order of importance. Because of the wide range of plantinyg times harvesting similarly
takes place during most morths of the year.

The crop is planted on ridges or mounds in the wet scason and in furrows in the dry
season. Highest prices are obtained from November te January and lowest prices from
February to April.

Carrots are sown mainly from November to January, in pure-stands, mainly on ridges
but in a few coses on the flat, either broadcast or in rows. The main harvesting period is
February to April. The crop is largely sold through the Agricultural Marketing Board and
- prices are standard throughout the year.

For the vegetables as a group very few farmers use plant protection sprays or other
chemicals and none use organic manures. However, a large number (78.4 per cent) use
fertiliscrs. (Table 21). Except for drainage and seedbed preparation and weeding for which
some hired labour is used, vcgetable growers depend on family labour for their vegetable

production,
V. Livestock Enterprises

(i) General

Tables 52 and 53 give a brecakdown of the types of animals kept by farmers in the three
islands. \

Of the 170 farm parcels in tiwe St. Vincent sample, no livestock (poultry excepted) was
kept on 109 parcels (64 per cent). Cattle was found on 34 of the parcels (2U per cent),
mainly on parcel number one. Pigs were reared on six parcels (all number onc) and sheep
and goats on 31 parcels (18 per cent of total parcels). No rabbits were kept by any farmer

in the sample.
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B ,(.).an'e- farmer kept a few ducks on his home parcel. Sixty four farmers kept some com-
“mon fowls, and in virtually all cases these were on the farmer’s home plot in the village which

did not qualify as a farm parcel.

(i) Cattle

Of the 47 farmers in the St. Vincent sample who kept cattle, 46 owned five or less ani-
- mals. Twenty five of these farmers reported owning ‘local’ scrub cattle, 21 improved breeds
.of cattle and one farmer had both improved and scrub animals. Virtually all cattle were
either tethered in rough pasture and moved from spot to spot as the pasturage at one spot
became exhausted, or were stake penned (i.¢. normally tethered at one spot, and grasses and
- roughages cut from clsewhere fed to the animal at the stake).

Three farmers reported having bought feed for their cattle during the past year and five
grew some grass or other feed for their animals. Seventeen paid stud fees during the year.
None reported having had veterinary or medicinal expenses, nor did they lose any animal
other than through slaughter, thus indicating no problems from discases, lareeny or other

causes.

(iii) Pigs
Twenty one farmers in the sample reared pigs. Of these 19 owned five or less, and the
other two cach owned more than five pigs. Fiftcen farmers kept improved breeds of swine
while the others kept local ecrub animals. Eight farmers kept their pigs in pens, the others
were either tied to a stake or ran about loose.
Four farmers bought feed for their pigs. Other expenses reported as incurred during the

"past year were:

Pen construction and repairs . 1 farmer
Medicines bought . 2 farmers
Mineral supplements . 2 "
Stud fees - 5 "

Four farmers reported receciving between $100 and $§500 each from sale of pork during

the past ycar. No weaners were sold.

(iv) Goats
A total of 26 farmers kept goats. Nincteen of these had five or fewer goats each, and
the remaining seven more than five goats cach. Sixteen farmers had improved breeds and
the others kept local stock. Virtually all farmers tethered their animals. The types
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- of. _expenditure - reported as havmg been mcurred durmg the past year ‘were. feed bought_:'f._
" (one farmer), medicines @ farmers), mineral supplements (2 farmers), and breeding (stud):
fees (7 farmers). _ _
~ No farmer reported making"ase ef milk from his goats, either for home use or sale. -
.‘.'Four farmers slaughtered animals for the sale of meat and one only for home use, of thef
. four who gold meat two reahsed less than 3100 from their sale and the other two between
» $100 and $500. No economic use was made of the hides.

: (v) Sheep
Twehty six (26) farmers owned five or less sheep and seven owned more than five -
“‘;sheep each. Nineteen (19) thought their shecp were of improved breeds and the rest were
local scrub animals. Sheep were cither tethered (28 farms) or ran about loose. . -
Four farmers reported spending money on medicines, two for mineral supplements,

one for feed and six for stud fees. Six farmers reported selling meat for cash reeelpts of
$50 to $500.

(vi) Poultry

No farmer in the sample kept any broilers or layers.

Sixty-four (64) farmers keep common fowls, one farmer having his fowls in a pen, all
others running loosc.. Forty one farmers have less than 12 birds each, and another:
20, less than 25 birds each. No one owns more than 100 birds. The only expenditures far-
mers reported having incurred are for pen repairs (one farmer) and feed purchase (one
‘armer).

Only one farmer reported selling some of his eggs or meat, the othes use these solely

: ‘for the home.

(vii) Draught Animals , Sl
~ One farmer owncd a pair of donkeys and 11 farmers. owned ohet(:iehke& each. No
direct expenses were reported as having been incurred on the maintenance of these animals, -

(viii) Constraints to Livestock Production

On the assuinption that, given favourable conditions, small farmers would engage
in livestock production which they considerea beneficial, the survey attempted to identify

what respondents considered were the main factors hindering the expansion of their current
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livestock enterprises or, for. those not rearing any livestock, their involvement in livestock
"}‘)'r:oduction.v‘

. “The table below gives a. breakdown of what respondents-considered are the factors:.
which hinder greaterproductlonofllvestock & | o

. F&ctbﬂ 'COnstt:fbin‘ih‘g" ":" .7':’ : < & '§ 1

"'_'.-GrcaterProducti‘on 1 3 Qgp % 1 &£

| Cost of feed 2 6 - - 10

Availability of feed 5 | 4 | 2 2| 2

Market condition R 4 5 5 4

Pracdial Larceny Sl | |28 | 324 a2

Land Suitability | 28 |20 |17 | 164 12
Vet. and/or AL fees . . . . :

~ Inadequate Labour 4 3 | 4 4 3

So far as cattle production is concerned the factors considercd by farmers to be most
constraining are land suitability and praedial larceny. Earlier discussions in Chapter 2 allu-
ded to the steep and generally inaccessible nature of most of the lands cultivatcd by these
emall farmers. Cattle rearing on such steep slopes is not oaly difficult and perhaps hazar-
dous to both man and beast, but on the light volcanic soils of St. Vincent could prove to
. be an economic erosion hazard. v

Inaccessibility of lands, coupled with the system of management practised by farmers,
also contributes to the fear of pracdial larceny felt by farmers. (The data indicate that this
is a fear, probably based on past expericnce, rather than continuing cxperiences of praedial
larceny because no farmer reported having lost any cattle through praedial lareeny during
the past year.) It is no mere coincidence that of 34 farm parcels on which cattle were kept,
28 were the parcels nearest to the farmer’s house, thereby making it easier for both manage-
ment and policing.

The same reasons can be offered for these same factors, viz., pracdial larceny and un-
suilability of the land (lerrain- and accessibility) being considered by farmers as also the

most limiting factors to the greater production of pigs, goats, sheep and poultry.
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Ttis »élﬂoAundcrstimd.able that because of the system of managament practised, farmers
do not consider the cost or unavailability of feed, market conditions or labour shortugé to
be ‘,“ir‘nportunt production constraints, In fact their present management system tends to
6ptimise the use of their resources. By and largc all the animals are either staked in the open
field and feed on houschold wastes or farm residues or roam loose to forage for themselves.

‘Hence cost or availability of concentrate or supplementary feed is of no real concern to the
farmer. Furthermore the system of management places no great demands on the farmer’s
time, nor does it require that he hires extra labour because he only keeps as many stock as
‘he can manage comfortably. Shortage of labour is therefore no great problem. Earlier
dlscussmns on the disposal of livestock products indicate that ihese are used mamly in the
‘home. The small excess over household requirements would find ready sale among neigh-
bours so that thc market conditions (price, ete.), really pose no problems to these small
farmers. ' '
. It must be realised, however, that any attempt at changing the farmers management
practices will change the present delicate balance of produetion factors, and will create

new problems for the farmers.
V1. Correlates of Farm Income

‘A primary:‘objective‘ of any agricultural development programmé in the Caribbean
-,-todéy must be to increase the income which farmers obtain for their efforts. We have
" hlready seen from the analysis of responses in this survey to the question regarding job
- gelection that the Vincentian small farmer is highly motivated by money. (See Chapter 2,
Section VII. Attitudes). A rcspondent may be in farming today by circumstance rather
than by choice, and the amount of effort put into farming as well as the response to adop-
tion of new skills or systcms will depend very largely on what is scen as the economic
retums likely to aceruc as a result of his/her efforts. |
Because of this we may regard farm income as a major dependent variable in farm
development programmes. A study of the independent variables which may be associated
with farm income might prove fruitful in indicating some “gatewdys” or “‘carriers” for
" successfully introducing development programmes.
Total farm income was computed for cach farm by summing the cash reccived from
sale of produce from every crop and livestock enterprise of the farm. No attempt is made
to quantify and cost the farm produce consumed by the houschold although the amount
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is substantial. There are two reasons for ignoring this portion of farm income. First of all the
‘f'liée of farm produce is common to all farmers in the sample, and indeed in the universe of
bamall farmers in St. Vincent. Any differences due to differences in household size would
tend to be counterbalanced by a corresponding difference in farm family labour input.
Secondly, in the present view of tarming the Vincentian farmer neither places a cost on his
'ntor his familys labour on the farm, nor does he place a value on the farm produce used in
‘the home. The only index of profitability is the real cash received for produce sold in excess
_of any cash spent on production inputs. For the time being, therefore, *‘real” cash income
must remain the “carrot” with which to motivate the small farmers to adopt new techniques.
- Table 54 (a) summarises the data to show the relationships between farm income and.
13 sets of independent variables. It is shown that in the St. Vincent sample of farmers there
is absolutely no relationship between farm income and
1.  Sex of farm operator
2. number of parcels per farm
3. number of dependents
4. the person consulted by the farm operator in making farm planning decisions
(spouse, some other person, including the extension officer, or no one at all)
5. Index of Organisation Membership, or |
6. Distance of first farm parcel from farmer’s home.

There is an indication that operators who own their farm lands are more likely to have
“higher farm incoines than those with other forms of land tenure, but the difference between
" the two groups docs not reach the probability level the researchers will aceept as being
- statistically significant (viz. p & .05).

The data, however, reveal the following variables to be significantly related to farm in-
come: ' _ ‘

' - (a) Farm Size. - Within the limits of farm size categorics in the sample,
’ the larger the farm the greater the income the operator obtains.

) (b) Age. - The age of the farm operator is negatively related to farm
| income. Farmers less than 40 years old in the sample proportion-
ately have higher farm incomes thar. farmers 40 years old and over.

(c)‘ "Household size. - Farms with houscholds of five to nine persons
(including the farm opcrator) have higher incomes than those

either with less or more houschold members. It could be that

houscholds with 10 or more members consume so much of what
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-the farm produces that farm income it significantly "depl_'essed. At
‘the-other extreme, households with less than five members often’
do not have a sufficient number of working adults to meet all
the farm labour demands, thereby fallmg to achieve full potential
farm income.

(d) Major crop on the farm. - Tannia or carrot as the major farm crop
seems to have no influence on the level of farm income. Farms
with banana as the major crop tend to provide higher farm in-
comes than those on which banana is not the main crop, but the

~ difference is not significant at the five per cent level,

' However, sweet potato as the main crop significantly depres-
ses the level of farm income. It is therefore suggested that any
farming system proposed for St. Vincent should not include sweet
potato as a major farm enterprise until the economics of pro-
ducing that crop are analysed in detail.

(e) Informatlon Source. - Farmers who actively seek technical informa-
tion from some source when they are faced with a farming pro-

~ blem are significantly more likely to have high farm incomes than

- those farmers who do not bother to seck information from any
source whatever. Those farmers who consult their extension
officer tend to have higher incomes than those who seek informa-
tion from other scurces, but the difference between these two

_ - groups is not statistically significant.

(f) Rainfall. - In St. Vincent, farms with rainfall of more than 60 inches
per year yield higher incomes than those farms with less rainfall,

V". "::.F armers’ Expressed Community Needs

Successful implementation of an agricultural development programme does not depend
solely on introducing technological improvements, Man is first a social being, « member of
a community and only then a farmer, and it may often be necessary to alleviate urgent
social and community nceds which impinge upon the farmer's consciousness before it is

considered meaningful to devote any further effort towards farm improvement. For these
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‘ easons lt was consndered necessary in this surve ,' to determme what respondents cons1dered.; ;
'to be prcssmg community needs. ' el

- Tables 55, 56 and 57 show what fmmus considered were needed 1mprovements in"
their community and in the state organisation of agriculture, and the action they suggested' '
- should be taken to alleviate the community neceds. : _ |
~ In St. Vincent the nced most decply felt was for community infrastructural improve-
* ments. Most respondents (67 per cent) expressed a need for more and better roads. Roughly
one fifth of the sample (22 per cent and 18 per cent respectively) expressed the need for -
improvements in the water and clectricity supplics, and 10 per cent asked for better schools
and educational facilitics as well as for recreational facilities. The majority of those who
expressed these needs considered it the responsibility of government rather than the local
 community or of individuals to solve these community needs.

In spite of the relatively low level of technological input and low returns from agri-
culture which this survey indicated for St. Vineent, not many farr.ers felt that there were
any pressing agricultural needs. (Table 57). Twenty per cent of the sample would like
to see more employment opportunitics provided. Five per cent or less needed more land
for farming, an improved marketing system and the provision of improved credit facilities.
The others, the vast majority, cither were not conscious of any needs (i.c. were satisfied
with their present situation) or had beeome so mincd in a morass of needs that they could
not distinguish the possible from the actual.

At a later stage of the project, more indepth sociological investigations can be directed
at determining factors associated with varying levels of community consciousness jand

means to stimulate community action for rural transformation .
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'CHAPTER 3

SMALL FARMING IN DOMINICA

A\ CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SMALL FARMER
L ) Background Factors
(i) Age, Sex and Ethnic Origin

" In the Dominica sample, almost 82 per cent of farm operators were male. The majority
(70 per cent) were between the ages of 41 and 70, with the modal age of 63 and the mean
age of the sample was 52 years. Almost 90 per cent of farm operators are of African ethnic
origin and 10.8 per cent are of mixed racial descent, while less than onc per cent is of Carib

origin (sce Tables 1, 2 and 3).

(i) Literacy, Marital Status and Houschold Size

The majority of farmers in the sample (62.5 per cent) can read and write, less than one
per cent can read only and a further 4.2 per cent can write only. Roughly one out of every
three farmers can ncither read nor write. Almost six per cent had attained a secondary
level of education, and about 50 per cent had completed at least four years of primary
school. Some 20 per cent of the sample had no formal schooling (Tabies 4 and 5).

Most farmczs (70.8 per cent) are either legally married or have established common-law
unions (15 8 per cent). The houschold size for the sample is bi-modal (three and cight per
sons per household). The mean household size is six. The average number of dependents l.;r[

farm operator is roughly four (Tables 6, 7 and 8).

(i) Stability
In contrast to the St. Vincent farmers, there is a relatively high degree of residential

stability ainong Dominica small farmers. Whercas the modal length of residence in his/her
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present locality for the formet in 5.5 yewrs, for Dominica farmers the modal longth of
residence is almost 50 years (Table 9).

-(iv) Occupation
A few more than 50 per cent indicated their only occupatiéh to be farmihg. Some 12
per cent of the sample are employed as skilled tradesmen such as carpentry,» plumbing or
R masonry. Ten per cent carn a part of their living through agriculture-related commercial
enterprises in the retail trade of farm produce. A remaining 20 per cent are employed in
such arcas as fishing, providing unskilled labour for road works or low-level public service
jobs (Table 10). |

(v) Family Income

Fairly accurate estimates of total family income were arrived at from indications of
sources of income and proportionate expenses for household and farm needs. More than 10
.per cent (11.7) have annual incomes of $500. or less. Fifty-five per cent have annual in-
comes between $1,000 and $5,000. Less than two per cent, i.e. only two farmers, stated
that they have annual incomes of more than $10,000 (Table 11).

In some 26.7¢ per cent of houscholds, spouses contributed to total family income, one
or more sons and daughters were also contributors in 19.2 per cent and 7.5 per cent of
households respectively. Some operators (10.8 per cent) acknowledged that other relatives

also contributed to annual family income (Table 12).

(vi) Nutrition

The most frequently consumed foods uf the Dominicz sample are root crops and
bananas. More than 90 per cent (95.8) consuming thesc fuods do eo from their own culti-
vation. A significant propcrtiva of the sample also use fish, truits and milk (80.0, 79.0
su:d 67.1 per cent respectively) on a relatively frequent basis, i.c. several times a weck.
While the fruits consumed were invariably “home grown™ (68.9 per cent), fish and milk
had to be purchased by the majority of the sample (77.5 and 75.2 per cent respeciively).
Eggs and meat were also reputed to be “used often™ by relatively large proportions of the
sample (65.9 and 63.9 per cent respectively). Taken together, these items might suggest a
fairly high nutritional status of Dominica small farmers. It would seem necessary to be cau-

tious in arriving at such a conclusion, since the data obtained relicd on subjective assess-

ments of *“very seldom™ and “very often”. At a subsequent stage of the projeet cfforts to
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~ -determine consumption patterns in qi;ﬁn’tifiﬁblé iffa:_,rl’(:ljfi;qta’»l'i(viarcljﬂse_,c‘l“_'f.;:vmtf,-_'as_u;_r‘e's ~should ‘be
- pursued, (Sec Tables 13 and 14).
Il Farm-Oriented Factors
(i) Time spent and labour used on the farm g

>A'mong the sample of Dominica-small farmers, the majority spend six to eight hours’
- per day in farming activities during the cropping season. In the out-of-crop season, the
" modal time spent on the farm is two to four hours daily (Table 15). Almost 80 per cent of
farmers obtain the assistance of at least one other family member for labour on the farm.
As many as 15 per cent indicate they reccive assistance from four or more members of the
household group (Tuble 16).

The custom of shared labour is practised by 41.7 per cent of small farmers in Domi-
nica. This is considerably larger than that recorded in St. Vincent (28.3 per cent) or St.
Lucia (29.2 per cent).

(i) Use of Farm Records

" Less than 10 per cent of the Dominica szimple keep any farm records. A similarly low
ptoportion was found among the St. Vincent farmers i.c. approximately seven per cent
(Table 18).

Most farmers in Dominica said “‘they don’t consider it necessary™ to keep farm records
(27.6 per cent). Almost 25 per cent cited their inability to rcad or write as the reason for
not keeping records; whereas another 10 per cent indicated that record-keeping “takes too
much time” (Table 19).

(iii) Tnnovativeness

While there has been considerable {echnological development in the agricultural field in
such areas as discase control, new plant or seed varieties and improved cultural practices, the
level of avareness among Dominica small farmers seems negligible. Only four farmn operators
were familiar with what they considered a new varicty or practice. Of these four “innova-
tors”, two had been using the new practice or variety between two to five years and one
other farmer acknowledged using a new practice or variety less than two years. (Table 20).

It is the policy of banana associalions to supply growers with fertiliser which is paid for
by a cess levied on their prediee. As expeeled, a high proportion of small farmers use fertili-

sers on their bananas - almost 75 per eent of those growing that erop indicated this. How-



~-ever, the use of chemical sprays and Othei' chemicals is considerably low. Only 25 per cent
of farmers growing bananas use chemical sprays and less than one per cent uge other chemi-
cals (weedicides or herbicides) and none use organic manure (Table 21). ‘
For other major crops grown by the simall farmers, there is a relatively high pro'portion
 using fertilisers on plantains (84.4 per cent) and roots and tubers (59.8 per cent) but only
| negligible nuinbers indicate a use of chemical sprays or other chemicals. There was no prac-
tice of using organic manure by Dominica small farmers (see Table 21). As was observed in
~ St. Vincent, a beneficial side-effect occurs in the transfer of fertiliser techniques from
bananas to other crops. Fertiliser imported for bananas and made available to small farmers
‘t‘hrough the commodity association, has a wide application to other major crops grown by

-the farmers.

* . (iv) Persons consulted by farmers

- The majority of small farmers do not normally consult anyone in decisions on farm
planning. Less than 40 per cent (38.0) indicated they consulted “no-one”. Sonie 22.5 per
/.cent cited their spouse as the person consulted most in farm planning decisions. Almost
20 per cent of the sample consult the extension officer. This figure was significantly higher
~ than that recorded for St. Vincent (1.7 per cent) but considerably smaller than the St. Lucia
~ sample (54.0 per cent) which was “hand picked” by extension officers (Table 22).

- The opinion source most highly considered in decisions about a new varicty or prac-
tice is that of the farmer’s spouse (Table 23). Roughly two thirds of farmers with spouses
considered the opinion of their spouses to be important. Other than spouses, relative im-

_portance is shown to opinions of a son or daughter (42.3 per cent), the extension officer

- (33.3 per cent), a relative or neighbour (21.4 and 16.4 per cent respectively).

H. Crédit Facilities and Practices -

- Of the credit facilitics available to Dominica small farmers, seven respondents indicated
that their first preference was for the co-op-credit union. Another five reported their first
preference to be a commercial bank and for four farmers their preferred source of credit is
the commodity association to which they belong.

Duriag the past year, 23 small farmers in Dominica had taken loans from the available

credit sources. Of the purposes stated for these loans, the highest number, five were used
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 fori improving overall farm producllons Other purposes clted were for purchase of fertlhser,
‘chemicals and land. _

- The highest number of loans, (i:c. eight) were from a co-operative-credit union. Six far-
~ mers had loans from their Commodity Associations, five from the Agricultural Development
Bank, four from a commercial bank and another four from a nelghbour, friend or relative.

Threc farmers said lhcy obtained credit from a money-lender..
1V, Marketing Facilities and Practices

.. Some 20 per cent of farmers gave no estimate of the distance of the nearest marketing
depot from their home. More than 50 per cent indicated they lived up to 10 miles from the
nearest marketing depot and another 15 per cent of the sample lived between 11 and 20
~miles from the nearest marketing depot. Almost 10 per cent had their homes more than 20

miles from a marketing depot (Table 24). ‘
Among suggestions for improving the marketing systems, the highest proportion (42.5
_per cent) of small farmers in the sample mentioned the formation of marketing co-opera-
tives. This was a striking conirast to the St. Vincent sample in which only one farmer sug-
gested the formation of co-opcratives (Table 25). |
Other suggestions offered by the Dominica sample were:
a. increase the number of collection points to reduce the distances between farmers’
‘home and depots;
b. increase and improve the number of access roads so that farmers could. more
easily obtain transport ; and
e offer better transport facilities by which farmers could get to matketlng outlets.

V. Communication Channels Used

. Information sources consulled by emall farmers in Dominica comprise the extension
~ officer mainly (36.7 per.cent) or a good friend (21 7 per cent). A sizeable proportion (21.7
per cent) indicated that they sought advice from no one when they are faced with technical
farming problems. It is noliceable that only a rclatively small proportion (3.3 per cent)
gought advice from a neighbour (Tadle 26).

To interpret the significance of this latter point, one should exercise duc caution as it

scems to be contradicted by the relatively high proportion (63.3 per cent) of the sample
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which indicated they visit their neighbour’s farm to obtain information on improved
farming practices (Table 27). Howzver, most farmers listen to the radio (75.8 per cent)
rather than visit large estates (35 per cent)or government farms (29 per cent) as sources of
information on improved farming practices.

While as many as 65 per cent report that they know the district extension officer, 22
per cent indicate that the officer never visit their farm (Table 28).

The kinds of technical information which farmers wish to obtain from the radio are
mainly how to grow crops, when to plant certain crops, current prices of farm produce at
the market, how to care animals and kinds of incentives available (Table 29). Most farmers
considered 7.00 p.m. to 9.00 p.m. as the most appropriate time for agricultural radio pro-

grammes.
VI. Membership in Groups

A relatively higher degree of group membership exists among Dominica small farmers
than was found for the St. Vincent sample. The highcst proportion in the Dominica sample
indicated they were members of co-operatives (31.7 per cent). Only 10 per cent of the
sample belong to a church group, and another nine per cent cach belong to village councils

or an Agricultural Society (Table 30).
VII. Aititudes

Slightly less than one third (32.5 per eent) of the Dominica sample were of the opinion
that the single most important eriterion in selecting a job is how much money can be made
from the job. Of primary importance to other respondents were such factors as personal
liking for the job or the extent to which the job was beneficial to one's family (27.5 and
25.0 per cent respectively). Some 10 per eent consider the single most important factor in
sclecting a job to be the chance it provides for one to get ahead (Table 21).

The attitudes of the sample were also considered in relation to the Kinds of jobs or
professions preferred by the farmers for their children.

Seventeen per eent wished their sons to pursue farming as a career. Almost 20 per cent
would like their son to enter a profession such as medicine or law . This reflects an attitude
commonly found in other strata of the society. Equal proportions (14.3 per cent) indicated

a preference for their sons to he teachers or blue collar workers (skilled craftsmen, mechanics
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or other tradesmen). These jobs are not merely known to have higher status in the villages
but are also believed to pay better tnan farming (Table 32).

The largest proportion of respondents (62 per cent) would like their daughters to be-
come cither teachers or nurses. Less than five per cent indicated a preference for their
daughters to be in medicine or law. Not a single small farmer in Dominica indicated a
desire for his/her daughter to pursue farming as a career (Table 33).

As an indicator of a ranked preference towards agriculture as a carcer, the farmers were
asked whon they would consider more important - a son who was a lawyer or doctor or
another who was an agriculturist. A distinetively larger proportion (40 per cent) favoured
law or medicine over those (30 per cent) who preferred agriculture. Another 30 per cent
thought the professions were equally important (Table 38).

To further identify farmers’ perceptions of occupational prestige in their communities,
they were asked to name the three persons they considered most influential and to state the
occupations of these persons.

About 40 per cent of the sample felt all three of the most influential members of their
community were farmers. Another 17.5 per cent of respondents was of the opinion that a
teacher or priest also exerted a relatively high degree of influence.

High educational aspirations for their children were evident among the small farmers
in the Dominica sample. The majority (55 per cent) would like their children to receive
a university cducation and a further one-third wish their children to complete secondary
school. In conjunction with these high educational aspirations, the underlying attitude that
education is the best torm of security for their children was found in 75 per cent of the
sample (Tables 34 and 35). |

A firm attitude towards dividing land equally among all their children wae also indice-
ted by the great majority (93 per cent) of small farmers in Dominica (Table 36). As a dezply
pervasive attitude of small holders it has continued to influence a high degree of land t.ag-
mentation among small farmers

A favourable attitude towards saving come of their earnings was reported by more than
60 per cent of the sample. Of the various ways in which moncy was saved, a commercial
bank was used by rome 30 per cent of respondents, while almost 20 per cent used a co-
operative and another 10 per cent kept their money at home (Table 37). Several respon-
dents who did not save, nevertheless declared they would like to save were their carnings

large cnough to meet basic needs plus something extra,
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B. THE FARM
1. Farm Size and Fragmentation

The 120 farm units in the sample were grouped as follows:

Farm Size (acres) Number of Farms Per cent of Total
v - 199 50 41.6
20 - 299 18 15.0
30 - 399 29 24.2
40 - 5.00 23 19.2
Total 12y 100.0

There were 43 farms composed of only one holding (i.c. a single parcel). About the
same number (46 or 38.3 per cent) had two parcels, while another 25 farms (20.8 per
cent) were made up of three parcels cach. There were six farms with four parcels each.

Only three of the 120 farmers rented out any of their lands. Thirty-six farms (30
per cent of the sample) contained no unutilised or waste land and those portions not culti-
vated were reported to be very steep. Henee it can be concluded that the small farmers are
fully utilising whatever lands are available to them. Inereased production must mainly

therefore result from more intensive rather than more extensive land use (Table 40).
1. Tenure and location of parcels

The 120 farmers in the sample together operated a total of 234 parcels or holdings.
Roughly one-third of all holdings are occupied frechold. The other tenure systems, in
descending order of frequency were family land (30.8 per cent), annual rental (15.0 per
cent), sharc eropping (6.4 per cent) and squatting on government lands (6.0 per cent). Only
five cases cach of leaschold tenure and squatting on private lands were recorded (Table 41).
Among the parcels. number one was found the whole range of tenure systems, from free-
hold (the dominant system) through family lande and rental to squatting on private and
government lands. Similarly, the full range of tenure systems is found among the parcels
numbcer two, but here family land is the dominant tenure system.

The majority of parcels number one (i.e. first parcels) is situated within one mile

of the farmers’ homes and soine 86 per cent of first parcels are within three miles. Of the
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number two parcels (i.2. second parcels) more than 80 per cent are also within three miles of
farmers® homes. Similarly a great majority (70 per cent) of third parcels are within a distance
of three miles from farmers® ).« mes (Table 43). ’

The fact that small farmers’ holdings are generally within reasonable distances from
their homes must not lead to an underestimation of the severe *difficulty of access’ farmers
face on account of ihe rugged topography with which they have to deal. 1

Almost 70 per eent of the small farmers’ holdings were regarded by respondents as
mostly flat or of gradual slopes. Twenty per cent considered their various holdings to be un-
dulating and »nly three per cent were of the opinion that their purcels were mostly steep
(Table 43}. As for St. Vincent these opinions on slope category must be viewed in the con-
text that lands available to the small farmer are usually on the least accessible mountain
glopes of the interior.

According to the small farmers, their holdings were composed predominantly of heavy
soils (64.1 per cent),

Almost 75 per cent of all farm holdings were estimated to reccive 60 or more inches of
rain per year. The remnaining 25 per cent were in the range of 40 to 60 inches per year
(Table 15).

Table 46 classifics the types of roads used by the Dominica small farmer in travelling
from their homes to the various farm parcels. Six farmers (five per cent of the sample) had
their home on a farm parcel. This practice of village residence and operating farms outside
of the village is also typical of the St. Vincent small farmer. The table shows that 52 (43 per
cent) of Dominica small farmers use a combination of road types to get to their holdings.
Thirty (25 per cent) use only trials or foot paths; 23 (19.2 per cent) have their farms along a
motorable road.

The distance of holding from the nearest market and the type of transport available
influcnce the choice of crop in the production system and how much of that crop is pro-
duced. For 53 of the Dominica small farmers (41 per cent of the sample) the nearest market
is more than six miles away. For another 13 (10.8 per cent) the market is four to six miles
away, while for 34 (28.3 per cent) the nearcst market is three miles or less away (Table 47).
As alrcady discugsed for St. Vineent, distance must be rclated to topography and accessi-
bility.
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“ II.. Tools, Equipment, M@,jchi;ggry'@nq m Buildings"

- For 100 of the Dom!mca small farmers, (83 per cent of ‘the sample), the mventory of_'
farm tools consist of one to five | pieces of hand tools whlle another 18 farmers 15 per cent) ’
_ own six to 10 picces (Table 49). < W _ ' '
 Seven farmers owned one knapsack sprayer each one farmer owncd a motorised
spraycr and one farmer owned a tractor. Only one farmer owned irrigation equipment (any
- piece) and this was a watering can.
~ Like with the St. Vincent small farmer, capital investment in farm buildings is very
. limited. Five of the Dominica small farmers owned a storeroom each. One farmer had a
cattle pen, 12 farmers each owned a poultry pen, six farmers had a pig pen each and another
had a goat and sheep pen. Forty-five (37.5 per cent of the sample) of 120 farmers have
- holdings which are held on freehold. As was the case in the St. Vincent sample, small farms

in Dominica can be regarded as being much under-capitalised.
IV. Crop Enterprises

o Banana is o major contributor to the gross domestic product and foreign exchange
B éafnings of Dominica, and indeed all the Wind /ard Islands. One hnndred and two (85 per
cent) of the Dominica small farmers cultivate bananas as compared with 30 per cent of the
St. Vincent semple (Table 21). The Dominica small farmer cultivates more long-term crops
~than their Vincentian counterparts. Fifty-two (43.3 per cent) farmers cultivated coconuts,
18 (15 per cent) produced bay and 34 (28.3 per cent) produced citrus. Sixteen (13.3 per
cent of the sample) of 120 farmers grew sweet potatoes and 96 (80 per cent) grew dasheen,
emphasising the point that Dominica small farmers do not involve, to the same extent in
the production of a wide range of short-term crops as does the St. Vincent small farmer.
Eighty one (34.6 per cent) of the 234 holdings in the Dominica sample contained more
than two long-term crops each. Sixty-one parcels contained two long-term erops each and
on another 66 (28.2 per cent) of the 234 parcels one long-term crop was cultivated.

On 65 (28 per ceni) of the pareels one or two short-term crops were cultivated; on 110
parcels (47.2 per cent) more than two short-lerm crops were cultivated. The maximuri num-
ber recorded as being grown on one parcel was seven. As in the St. Vincent sample, the

maximum number of short-term crops cultivated on any pareel decreased with distance of
holding from the farmer's home, viz., a maximum of seven different crops for parcel num-
ber two, five for parcel number three, and four for parcel number four (Table 50).
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The most commonly cultlvated crops among the small‘farmers ana; tneir. requency ©

of occurrence m the sample are as follows"

' Farmskon whzch grown,vv ,

- Crops” "

Banana ‘
: Plﬁntain'
-: Roo‘t‘Crops
| Dasheen
~ Tannia N
Sweet Potato :
Cassava
Yam
Ginger
: fTree Crops
: Coconuts
Cocoa
- Coffee
Avocado
Bay'
. Citrus~
., Breadfruit
.Mangoes
Vegetables
| Cucurbits
Tomatoes
Cabbage
Carrots

Pigeon Peas

The interviewees were asked to state which crop on each parcell was the most impor-
tant (a) on the basis of the acrcage devoted to the crop and (b) the economic returns from

sale in individual crops.
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" As in the St. Vincent sample, parcels one AHU LU B1C LG VB IIPUI AL Uit LY.
are 31 third parcels and six fourth parcels in the Domlnlca sample) and the data are dw~ |
cussed in relation to these two parcels. . . A o

" “he crops found to be the most important on the basis of area cultlvated are as follows

Parcel No. 1 (n—120) R Parcel No 2 (n=77)

c ;
5 rop Number of Farms ~ Rank Order Number of Farms Rank Order

Banana - | 62 T ‘28\:
Dagheen 10 ' 5 -
Coronuts 9 ; v‘j'8'.’5,
‘Bay -

Cassava S

Tannias

‘Pasture ok
Sweet potatoes 6.

Cocoa 3
Coffc‘e o 2 9

S SRS e R R
o
(9. ]

'-‘.’On the basis of the economxc returns to the farmer, the crops comndered to} be m t
1mportant (or most valuable) on parcels one and two are: TR R it

- Parcel No. 1 (n='120) Parcel No 2 (n=77)

y C"’P | Number of Farms Rank Order " Number of Farms Rank Order'_"-'
‘Banana ‘ - 88 el 7 SR

"V'Dasheen : 6 55 8 25

25

6 .

7.5 :

5
95

1

=

- Plantains
Coconuts SIE
Bay
Tannia

Citrus

SRR R

Cassava g
Cocoa , 1

Pasture

-0 i Wi N ®

Sweet potatoes : 4


http:mtlu.,.a1

‘By both standards banana occupies the top position, as it also did on the basis of fre-
u_"q’uéflcy of occurrence on all farms. Coconuts hold the third and second positions on the
~ basis. of acreage and economic returns respectively. The data revealed that dasheen is the |
@ecoﬁd most impor;unt crop in terms of acreage cultivated, but ranked fifth in terms of eco-
nomic returns. Bay shared the third position (on the basis of acreage cultivated) with coco-

‘nuts and also ranks third as far as economic returns are concerned.

(ii) Crop combinations

Among the sample of farms surveyed banana was the crop most often grown in combi-
-~ nations. Crop combinations with banana were reported 88 times, while aroids (dasheen and
tannia) were reported 61 times. The frequency of occurrence of other crops in combinations

* within the sample is as follows;

".Frequency of occurrence

Cropd _in a crap combination
'ij‘conut . 25
Yam 20 .
Cocoa 12
Citrus 1
Coffee 10
Bay 9
Plantain 7 .
Mangoes 5
‘Sweet potato 5
Limes 5
Cucurbits (cucumber, christophene
' and pumpkin) R
Avocado : 8 ,
Cabbage | 2

Taken together, tree crops feature quite prominently in crop combinations in the
Dominica sample, with a frequency occurrence of 80. There was no report that a short-
term crop is grown in succession with another crop. With: the Dominica small farmer, the -



’ emphnsls is apparently on the cultlvatlon of tree crops whnch are intercropped with other

 ghort-term crops such as aroids and yams which occurred 20 times in the crop combinations.

Thcre are many combinations of tree crops, with coconut most frequently occurring

in these combinations, followed by cocoa and citrus in that order.

A combination of avocado, cocoa, coffee and breadfruit was reported

Crop combination

,_: Banana .

BRI B

. A"'.‘_‘_:- ,_.A

Arold

n o

+

-
:
T

+
‘ +
R T
,"ff'Avoéé('l'd +
B IEREE

,' ‘Cqﬁoﬁu‘ta' +
+
+
+
+
+
+

*Limes

- Nutmeg

+
SR bay
+

"tree crop combinations

‘potato, ginger, cassava) .
- cucurbits (christophene and cucumber)
~ aroid

yam

S

- legume (mcludmg pxgeon peas) '

‘mangoes
" cocoa

» cocoa and coffee and bréédfriﬁt

Frequency of occurrence
in sample

aroid 33

coconut * a7

" (citrus, avocado, mango, limes) 11

other root crops, (Yams, sweet '

other root crops
coconut

coffee
nutmegs

citrus and cocoa

coffee
cocoa

avocado

mango

cocoa and breadfruit -
cocoa

coconut ‘
orange and cinnamon
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Theb Dominica crop combinations contrast markedly with those of the St. Vincent
: sample. Short tcrm crops such as sweet potato, corn, peanuts, plgeon peas and carrot are
not given the same cmphams in the Domlmcan croppmg system but instead, with the excep-

tion of bananas. tree crops dommatc the crop combmahone

- (ii1) Managcmcnt pfactices

‘Table 51 in the A ppendix summarises the modal management treatments given by the
Dominica small farmers to 13 of the crops most frequently encountered on farms in the
sample. Included in the data are the usual months of planting and harvesting, systems of
planting and months of highest and lowest price received for farm produce.

Banana and plantain are grown both for home use and for sale and are planted year
round. Some banana farmers plant the crop mainly during May to July. The majority of
farmers grow these crops in mixed stands. The normal system of planting is in rows on the
flat.

Seventy six of the 102 farmers growing bananas use fertilisers and another 26 farmers
use chemical sprays. No farmer reported making use of organic manure in his crop pro-
duction system., |

Harvesting takes place throughout thc year. The highest priccs were reportedly ob-
‘tained for bananas in May to July and the lowest prices in November to Junuary. The
price‘ received pattern is the reverse for plantain. The majority of farmers grow improved
_varieties of bananas and local varicties of plantain.

Family labour was reported as used for most operations. Twenty-two farmers uscd
hired labour for preparing field drains, 11 for planting, 24 for weed control and nine for
harvesting. Fiftcen banana growers incurred non-family costs for carrying harvested fruit
and 64 for transporting fruit to point of sale.

More than 89 per cent of the plantain growers (39 out of 46) use fertilisers on the
crop, a spinoff, from fertiliser use for bananas, Six growers reported using chemical sprays
~ for this crop. '

As with bananas family labour is that mainly used for all cropping opertions. Hired
labour was used by 10 growers for land clearing, by six growers for drain digging, by four
growers and six growers respectively for planting and weed control and by only three
growers for harvesting. Eighteen growers incurred non-family costs for transporting their

produce to market.
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“Dasheen is grown by 96 farmers and is usually planted all year round with the majority
of it-'plhritcd in the months May to July. The crop is’m.a‘inlyv grown in combination with
~ other crops. The majority of farmers reported growing the crop for home use but some

farmers also produce for the market. The crop is generally planted in rows on the flat. No
~ attempl is made by farmers to store this produce. The mhjority of farmers indicated their
 desire to continue producing dashecn, which is harvested virtually all year round. Highest
priccs are obtained for this crop from August to October and lowest prices from February
- to April, ‘
Tannia is usually planted all year round with the pcak planting period from May to
~ July. The majority of farmess cultivate the crop in combination with other crops, while a
~ smaller number grow the crop in pure stand. The crop is grown mainly on mounds. Pro-
duction is mainly for home usc. Harvesting takes place virtually all the year through, and no
attempt is made to store this produce. The pattern of market prices is as for dasheen.

Yams are grown by 35 farmers mainly for home use. The crop is planted mainly from
- May to July in rows on mounds. The majority of farmers rcportedly store this produce
for some time after harvest. Harvesting is largely from November to January, prices being
highest from November until about Christmas and lowest in January.

Sweet potato is planted from February to July and harvested mainly in August to
October. Most farmers grow the crop in pure stand, using what they consider to be im-
proved varicties. The norm is to grow the crop along ridges. Highest prices are obtained in
- November to January and lowest prices in January.

~ Cassava is grown by 12 farmers in the sample for home use as well as for sale. Nine
farmers plant cassava in puie stand and the others in crop combinations. Most plantings
are done in May to July, with smaller quantitics plar:ted at various other times through-
out the year. The crop is harvested 16 to 18 months after planting and time of harvest is
also staggercd throughout the year. The prices obtained for the crop were even throughout
the year.

A fairly high proportion of the 107 farmers who cultivate root and tuber crop (viz.
70 per cent) apply fertilisers to these growing crops. No farmer uses organic manures,

and only very few (thrce and two respectively) make use of chemical sprays and other
 chemicals with these crops.

The farmers all select and use planting material from their old ficlds. Family labour
only is used for most cultural operations, but some hircd labour is also used for land clearing

(80 growers), drainage (26 growers), planting (11 growers) and weed control (22 growers).
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'Few farmcrs reported i mcurrmg any market costs cxcept for transportmg produce to mar-

ket ("l farmers). ' - \ .

‘Coconuts are grown by 52 farmers both for sale and home use. The crop is plantcd
throughout the year. Harvesting is also year round. The greater number of respondents
recorded growing the crop in mixed stands. Coconuts are generally planted in rows on the
flat, Harvesting takes place all year round and price is even throughout the year.

Cocon is grown for both market and home ur:. Most farmers plant the cfop in the
period May to July. The crop is planted in rows on the flat, and is most frequently grown in

* mixed stands. The majority of farmers were of the opinion that they grew a local variety of
cocoa. The main harvesting period is November to January. The price of cocoa is fairly even
throughout the year.

Bay is an important cash crop for 18 farmers in the sample. The crop is grown in
pure stand as well as in combinations. Planting is done in rows on the flat during the rainy
season, with peak planting from August to October. Harvesting takes place during the
second half of the year, the peak harvesting period being October to December. The price
remains fairly even in any one year.

Citrus is grown for both home use and for sale. The crop is planted mainly during

“the rainy season, with peak planting from May to July. Planting is in rows on mounds,

" the crop being grown mainly in mixed stands. The muin harvesting period is August to
October, with a small offseason crop carlicr in the year. Prices are highest in February to
April and lowest from November to January.

Coffee is grown by small farmess in Dominica mainly for home use. The crop is planted
mainly during May to July inrows on ihe flat. Coffee is usually grown in mixed stands. Peak
harvesting is from November to January. Highest prices are obtained in the periods May to
July, and lowest prices from November through April. Opinion is evenly divided among the
farmers as to whether they grow local or improved varicties,

‘ Breadfruit is grown by 17 farmers in the Dominica szmple. The crop is grown solcly for
hoiie usc and is planted all year round on the flat. The plants are irregularly arranged and
are most frequently grown in mixed stand. Most harvesting takes place in the period July to
October.

Tree crops account for nearly half of the 13 most frequently grown crops within
the Dominica small farmer sample, but the level of technological input on these crops
is relatively low. Only nine of the 78 farmers who cultivated trce crops reported using

fertiliser on any of the crops and one reported using a chemical spray. Apart from seven
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_’farmers who reported hiring labour to assist in weed control, all cultural operatlons for these .
"cropa depended on family labour, As with most of the other crops already discussed, mar? |
ketmg costs (family labour excluded) were limited to the Iransportatlon of produce to the '
market. | | KO
As a group, vegetables are relatively unim‘portnnt crops among small farmers in
Dominica. Among the more important vegelables grown are cucurbits (11 farmers), carrots -
~ (seven farmers) and tomatocs (six farmers). Of the 21 farmers who cultivated one type or
~ other of vegetable only six used fertilisers on these crops and not a single one reported

using organic manures. Only four used chemical sprays or dusts of any kind.
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V. Livestock Enterprises

. (i) “ General
~ According to Tables 52 and 53, of the 234 farm parcels in the Dominica sample, no
"'vli_?e_'s.tyock (poultry excepted) was kept on 181 parcels (77.4 per cent). Cattle was reared on
' 28(12 per cent) of the parcels. These were found mainly on parcel number onc, and parcel
‘number two. There were 13 first parcels, and 11 second parcels with cattle. Pigs were reared
on nine parcels, seven of which were first parcels, and the remaining two were second
parcels, and sheep and goats on 29 parcels (12.4 per cent of total pareels). Five farmers kept
rabbits and four of these were on parcel one, while the other was on parcel two.
One farmer kept a few turkeys and geese but no ducks were kept by any farmer in the
sample. Fifty-five farmers kept common fowls, and in virtually all cases these were on the

- farmer's home plot in the village which did not qualify as a farm parcel.

(i) Cattle
_Of the 38 farmers in the Dominica sample who reared cattle, 33 owned five or less
- animals, and the remaining five farmers had six to 10 animals. Thirty of these farmers re-
ported owning local scrub cattle, two improved breeds of cattle and five farmers had both
improved and scrub animals.

Twenty-cight of the respondents tethered their animals and moved them around from
one spot to the next as the forage in onc spot became exhausted. Five farmers reported that
they grazed and penned their animals, while another three reported having pens in which
their animals ar¢ housed. One farmer stake- penned his animal and another had his animals
running loose.

Six farmers reported losses of animals over the past year. One former reported that
loss was as a result of disease, another said loss wis due to physical injury, and two other

respondents reported *“‘Larceny and other causes™ as the reason for the loss experienced.

(iii) Pigs
Thirty-onc farmers in the Dominica sample kept pigs. Of these 29 owned five or less,
and the other two each owned more than five pigs. Twentyseven farmers kept local scrub
animals and two kept improved breeds. Eleven farmers kept their pigs in pens, the others

were either fethered, stake -penned, or ran about loosc.
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Four farmers hought feed for their pigs. Other expenses incurred during the past year

were:
Pen construction and repairs - 1 farmer
Medicines bought - 3 farnvers
Mineral supplements - 2 7

- Three farmers reported reeciving between $100 and $200 cach from sale of pork

during the pust year. No weaners were sold.

(iv) Gosts

Thirty-two farmers in the Dominica sample reared goats. Twenty-six of these cach had
five goats or less and the remaining six had more than five goats cach. Twenty-three farmers
tethered their animals, seven used a combination of tethering and penning, and two farmers
had their animals running loose. The types of expenditure reported as having been incurred
during the past ycar were pen construction and repairs (one farmer), medicines (two farmers)
and mineral supplements (one farmer).

No farmer reported utilising milk from his goats, cither for home use or sale. Seven far-
mers slaughtered animals for home use. No farmer reported slaughtering for sale of meat
only, One farmer reported receiving less than §100 for the sale of meat. No economic use

was made of the hides,

(v) Sheep

Twenty-two farmers .a the sample reared sheep. Twenty farmers owned five or less ani-
mals and two owned more than five. Seventeen farmers owned local scrub sheep. The
manageraent system was similar to that for goats.

Five farmers reperted losses in the past year. Three farmers reported that the cause was
due to the attack of stray dogs.

Two farmers reported spending money on the purchase of feed, and once cach reported
spending on medicines, mineral supplement and veterinary fees. The only farmer reporting

sale of meat durvig the past year realised less than $100 from the venture.

(vi) Rabbits

Five farmers in the Dominica sample reared rabbits. Two farmers had five or less aui-
- mals and the remaining three had more than five, All five farmers reported that their rabbits

were local breeds. Two farmers reported that the meat produced was for home use only.
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One farmer reported losses in the past year but could not state specifically the cause of the

losses.

(viii) Poultry
One farmer in the sample kept less than 25 broilers. Fifty-five farmers keep common
fowls, 11 farmers kept their fowls in pens, all others running loose. Thirty-four farmers had
less than 12 hirds cach, and another 21 had less than 50 birds cach.
Fifteen farmers reported spending money on the purchese of feed. Other expenditure

incurred were for:

Pen construction und repairs - 2 farmers

Purchase of Medicines . 2 ”

Only two farmers reported selling their meat and eggs, the others consume these products

entirely in the home.

(viii) Draught animals

Six farmers reported owning u donkey ecach. No direct expenses were reported as

having been incurred on the maintenance of these animals.

(ix) Constraints to livestock production

The table below gives a breakdown of what respondents considered are the factors

which hinder greater production of livestoek.

Factors constminin § [+ § % '§
greater production ’ S &" © % <
Cost of fecd 0 14 | 18 20 5
Availability of feed 5 3 1 5
Pracdial larceny 2 3 3 12
Land suitability 26 15 14 14 6
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~As far as cattle production is concerned the factor considered by the respondents in
the Dominica sample to be most constraining is land suitability. Availability of feed is
considered a constraint by five farmers. Pracdial larceny is not considered a serious con-
straint, as is the case in St Vineent. Earlier discussion in Chapter 2 alluding to the topo-
graphy and general aceessibility of the small farmers' holdings are equally valid for the
Dominica sample and account for the farmers considering their lainds unsuitable for live-
stock rearing.
Cost of feed is the most important constraint to the increased production of poultry,
sheep and goats, followed by land suitability, pracdial larceny and availability of feed in
that order. Land suitability and cost of feed are the major factors constraining pig produc-

tion.
VI Correlates of Farm Income

As indicated in the discussion of the St. Vincent sample, farm income was treated as
the dependent variable of the Dominica sample and relationships between farm income and
13 sets of independent variables were tested by means of the Chi Square technique. The
results are shown in Tuble 54(b). It was found that among Dominica small farmers, there is
no relationship between farm inrome and

1. sex of farm operator

2.  number of parcels per farm

3. the person consulted in farm planning decisions (whether these be spouse,
extension officer or some other person)

4. index of organisaticn membership

5. tenurc pattern

6. distance of fu=t parcel from farmer’s home, or

7. annual rainfall

The data also indicated that farmers with more than five dependents ~re more likely to
have higher incomes than those with less than five dependents. Similarly, farmers who were
less than 40 years old tend 1o have proportionately higher incomes thun those 40 years old
and over. Bul these differences in regard to age and number of dependents do not reach
the probability fevel (- 0.05) by which they canbe considered to be statistically significant.

However, the data indicated that the following four variables are significantly related

to farm income:
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Farmi Size. - In the sample, it was very forcibly evident that farmers operating
more than three acres had significantly higher incomes than those farmers in the one
to three acre category.

Household Size. - Higher incomes are most often found in households of five to
nine persons (including the farm operator) than in those houscholds with less or more
members. This may be tentelively explained, as was pointed out enclier in the dis-
cussion of St. Vineent, on the grounds that larger houscholds (i.e. more than 10 mem-
bers) consume at a higher rate and thereby depress farm incomes, On the other hand,
smaller houscholds (less than Jive members) cannot provide sufficient family labour
to realise full cconomic potential of the farm unit. It is an area of considerable interest
requiring further research and more detailed data to determine the intluence of house-
hold size and composition on farm income,

Major crop on farm. - Bananas, coconuts, bay, cirrus or dacheen as major farm
crops did not have any significant influence in increasing or depressing the level of
farm income. However, when sweet potato is found as the main crop, there is a signi-
ficant positive influence on total farm income. This finding is the opposite to that
found in St. Vincent. In the latter island sweet potato is grown widely as an export
crop whereas in Dominica this crop is much less widely grown and is intended solely
for the local market.

Information Source. - The consultation of the extension officer as a source of
technical information is very significantly related to improved farm incomes. Far-
mers who consulted extension officers were found to have higher incomes than those
who consulted some other source. However, farmers who eonsulted no information
source whatever for technical advice were not significantly different in income level

from those who consulted some source, extension officer or other,

VIl. Farmers’ Expressed Communily Needs

Since agriculturai development nust aim at an overall improved standard of living

for the farming community, the needs identified by farmers themselves as deserving specific

attention must be borne in mind as integral to a comprehensive rural development strategy.

Information was obtained in regard to community needs generally, and also for the agri-

cultural sector in particular, as well as suggested solutions for meeting these needs (Tables

55,56 and 57).
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Among Dominica small farmers, the need identified by the largest number (42 per

cent) was that for more and better roads. Other community needs strongly felt were for
‘improvements in electricity and water supplies. More than one fifth of the sample identified

the nced for improved hospital and health care, and better than 10 per cent were concerned
that there should be improved public community facilities and more schools. The solutions
were secn as mainly the responsibility of the government but at |1:ast a minority in Dominica
(almost 10 per cent) indicated that some form of community action might also play a part
in solving their nceds.

It was surprising to find that in spite of low returns from their agricultural endeavours,
only a few small farmers cxplicitly indicated that they experienced pressing agricultural
needs. Thirteen per cent of the small farmers would like to see improved marketing systems,
15 per cent are concerned about more employment opportunities and about seven per cent
indicated the need for improved credit facilities. Less than two per cent would like more

~land for farming and less then one per cent wanted agricultural inputs to be more easily

available,




| CHAPTER 4

'SMALL FARMING IN ST. LUCIA

“Ai" CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SMALL FARMER
L. Background Factors

(i) Sex, Age and Ethinic Origin

The St. Lucia sample revealed a marked difference from the other two territories of
St. Vincent and Doiinica in regard to the distribution according to sex. In the *‘hand-
picked” sample of St. Lucia, 95 per cent of farm operators were male in contrast to 70
and 82 per cent in St. Vincent and Dominica respectively.

The mean age of the farm operators in St. Lucia was 47 years and the mode was
slightly higher (48). This indicated a relatively close similarity to St. Vincent, which kad
a mean of 49 years und a modal age of 48. For Dominica, the mean and mode were 52
and 63 years respectively. Almost 77 (76.7) per cent of farmers are of African origin and
close to 18 (17.5) per cent are mixed. Less than five per cent are East Indies (sec Tables
1, 2 and 3).

(ii) Literacy, Marital Status and Houschold Size

The majority of fariners (60.8 per cent) can read and write but more than one third
of the sample (34.2 per eent) could neither read nor write, indicating a relatively sizeable
proportion to be illiterate (Table 1). While almost twelve (11.7) per cent had no formal
schooling, the mejority (70 per cent) had completed primary school  About three per
cent had reached secondary schooling and beyond

A majority (64.2 per cent) of farmers were cither married or lived in commoy: law

unions. A relatively high proportion (26 7 per cent) is single. The mean houschold size



is eight and this is larger than both St. Vincent and Dominica (six for each) despite the
higher proportion which is single. The mean number of dependents for each farm operator
is six. This was also much larger than either St. Vincent (3.8) or Dominica (3.9). Almost
50 per cent (47.5) of the St. Lucia sample had between six and 15 dependents (Tables 6, 7
and 8). '

(iii) Stability .
~ The length of residence of the St. Lucia farmers as indicated by the number of years
_ they lived in the locality at the time of the survey is in the majority of cases (59.2 per cent)
“ more than 20 and as many as 50 years. The modal length of residence is 25.5 years. While
thm is relatively higher than St. Vincent (5.5 years), residential stability of the Dominica
farmers is the highest with a mode of 45.5 years (Table 9).

(iv) Occupation
The majority (70.8 per cent) of the St. Lucia sample is occupied only in farming, Some
farmers (8.3 per cent) are also occupied in non-agricultural commercial enterprises, such as
shop-keeping, and a few (5.8 per cent) are engaged in the trades, usually carpentry and
masonry. A smaller proportion (3.3 per cent) also participates in the retailing of agricultural
produce or other agriculture-rclated commerce. Fewer still are cmployed as civil service low-

level manual or clerical workers and and as unskilled labourers (Table 10).

(v) Family Income

Broad indicators of combined sources of family earnings and expcnses werc used as
rough estimates of annual income. These revealed that the majority (69.2 per cent) of the
St. Lucia sample have incomes of more than $5,000 (E.C.) per annum with elmost 30 per
cent (27.5) earning more than $10,000 per annum. As expeeted, these figur:s were far
higher for the St. Lucia sample than for cither St. Vincent or Dominica. Not only do the
St. Lucia farmers operate larger acreages (up to 15 ac.), but also as a sample “hand-picked”
by extension officers, they can be expected to be “better-off” and “more successful”’, This
was reinforced by their being more likely to be chosen by officers to whom they are better
known.

Among family members contributing to household income, daughters accounted for
20.8 per cent of the sample, whereas sons contributed to 18.3 per cent of the households
and spouscs 16.9 per cent (Table 12),



(vi) Nutrition
"‘KThe_ food item «onsumed By the highest proportion of the St. Lucia sample is root
" crops (96.4 per cent). More than 90 per cent (93.6) of the sample indicated they ate fruits
* several times a weck. The other staple foods of the St. Lucia sample are milk, fish, vege-
- tables and meat. In general terms this indicates a relatively satisfactory nutritional status
of the farmers samples (Table 13).

While most root crops consumed were home grown (86.7 per cent), other frequently
‘consumed foods such as milk and fish were purchased by large proportions of the sample,
e.g. 70 per cent and 4.2 per cent respectively. Vegetables were home grown by almost
42 per cent (41.7) of the sample (Table 14).

Given the bias and unreprescntative character of the St. Lucia sample, it is inadvis-
able to conclude that St. Lucia farmers in general have such a high nutritional intake
apparently implied in the “irequent” consumption of milk, fish, vegetables and meat.
Reference to specific nutritional surveys should be consulted before arriving at a more

representative view.

II. Farm-Oriented Factors

(i) Time Spent and Labour Used on the Farm

" During the cropping season, almost 50 per cent (47) of the St. Lucia sample spend
more than eight hours a day on the farm. More than 50 per cent also indicated they spend
' ’up to six hours a day. In the out of crop season only 15 per cent spend more than eight
hours a day on the farm and about 40 per cent (38) spend up to four hours daily on the
farm (Table 15). At least 60 per cent of farmers in the sample indicate they receive labour
assistance from one or more family members on the farm (Table 16). Thirty (30) per cent of

the sample also used shared labour.

(ii) Use of Farm Records
Only one fifth of the sample stated that they kept any farm records at all. Of those

who do not keep records, the reasons given included, the inability to read or write (23.2 per
cent), not considering keeping records fo be necessary (16.8 per cent) or becausc it was
thought to be too time consuming (14.7 per cent). What is noticeable is that no one specific

type of reason was frequently respongible for the low level of record-keeping among far-
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mers. This suggests a general underlying lack ofawarenesa about the value.and need of -
keeping and using farm fecords (Table 19).

- (iii) Innovativeness
‘_: The response of farmers in the St. Lucia sample to new or improved agricultural prac-
- tices was in general, quite low in comparison with St. Vincent, and Dominica, considerably
ﬁigher. Less than 20 per cent (18.3) in St. Lucia said they were *“familiar’”’ with a new variety
or agricultural practice. The proportion using a new variety or practice was 13.3 per cent of
the sample. With regard to the time over which a new or improved varicty/practice was
implemented, one farmer in the sample stated this was being done for more than five yeare,
less than 10 per cent (8.3) had been using a new variety/practice for less than two years
(Table 20). ‘

In addition to general improved praetices, data were collected on use of fertilisers,
chemical sprays and other chemicals, .

Almost ali farmers (97.2 per cent) growing bananas use fertilisers for that crop. But in
contrast 49 per cent use chemical sprays and 19.8 per eent use other agricultural chemicals.
For vegetables, plantain, root and tuber crops, 55.8, 50.0 and 48.2 per cent respectively
indicate they used fertilisers. Other than 36 5 per cent who use chemical sprays for vege-
tables, the usc of other chemicals or organic manure was not practised in regard to any other

crops (Table 21).

(iv) Persons Consulted by Farmers

Of the various persons consulted in farm planning decisions, 54 per cent of the St. Lucia
sample cited the extension officer, while only 1 7 per cent in St Vineent and 18.3 per cent in
Dominica named the extension officer. These data are not surprising when it is recalled that
the St. Lucia sample /as hand picked by extension officers,

Relatively smaller proportions of the sample indicated that they consulted their spouses
(15 per cent), relatives (3.4 per cent) or neighbours (4 2 per eent). Less than 10 per cent (9.2)
stated that they consult no one ubout farm planning (Table 22).

Decisions about a new variety or practice were arrived at with the assistance of opinions
primarily from svouses Nearly 70 (68 9) per cent cited spouses as opinion sources consulted
for these kinds of decision, and 67 8 per cent consulted the extension officer, whereas 36.7
per cent consulted a son or daughter. Of relatively less importance are opinions of a relative
or neighbour. Thirty four (34) per cent of the sumple indicated they consulted a relative and
30.8 per cent a neighbour (Table 23).
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"L Credit Facilities and Practices:

ZIn Chagpter 2 reference wag made to the credlt sources available to small farmers m the
territories of the survey. In the year preceding the survey, flve farmers had secured loans"f' !

’fro_m commercial banks,
'I._V. Marketing Facilities and Practices ,‘

~ Only 13.3 per cent of farmers said thcy were located less than five miles from the
_: nearest marketing depot. Almost 50 per cent (43 3) are located between five and 10 miles
from the nearest depot. Noticeably, more than one-third of the sample are as many as 11
‘to 20 miles from the nearest marketing depot. Five farmers were as far as 20 miles or more
from the nearest depot (Table 24).
| Farmers suggestions for improving the marketing systems, included the following:-
(a) designation and identification of more collection points;
(b) provision of additional and improved access roads to facilitate adequate
movement of farm produce to marketing outlets
(c) better transport methods to enable increased volume and efficiency in
getting produce quicker and safer to markets
(d) the formation and effective functioning of marketing co-operatives (see
Table 25).

V. Communication Channels Used

A sharp contrast was found between the information sources consulted by the St. Lucia
uu.rrple and those of St. Vincent and Dominica. Almost 90 per cent (88.3) of the farmers
- in St. Lucia stated that they consulted the cxtension officer when they have “technical
farming problems” in contrast to 29.2 pcr cent in St. Vincent and 36.7 per cent in Domi-
nica. A relatively small proportion (4.2 per cent) indicated that they sought advice from “‘no
one”’;and 2.5 per cent aaid they do o from a neighbour (Table 26).

Among sources consulted for information on improved farming practices, the highest
proportion of the St. Lucia sample indicated that they listen to the radio (87.5 per cent).
More farmers reported visiting a neighbour’s farm (70.8 per cent) than a government farm
(37.5 per cent) or a large estate (35.5 per cent) in order to sccure information on improved
praciices (Table 27),
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As can-be expected, given the basis on which the extension officers pdrticipatéd in
selecting the sample, 82.5 per cent claimed they they knew their district extension officer
abh'd"almos,t‘us many (81.7 per cent) indicated they were visited by the officer (Table 28).

Of the kinds 6f technical information requested from radio programmes, the largest
proportion of the sample (75.0 per cent) indicated interest in information on how to grow
crops; others required information on when to plant (53.3 ‘per-cent), how to care animals
(36.7 per cent), times for spraying (35.0 per cent) or kinds of incentives available to far-
mers (27.5 per cent) (sec Table 29). Most farmers considered the hours 6.30 p.m. to 8.00

p.m; to be most suitable for airing of agricultural radio programmes.
VI. Membership in Groups

“Group membership was only acknowledged by a relatively small number of the St.

' Lucia sample. Among those belonging to any groups, the highesi proportion mentioned the

village council (34. 2 per cent) with almost as many being members of a church group (33.3
per cent). Other than these two kinds of groups, 17.5 per cent indicated they were members

. of a co-operative (Table 30). |

VII, Attitudes

To establish a thorough knowledge of the farmers’ attitudinal dispositions and value
syétcms is a necessary aspeet of the subsequent research programme. As a preliminary step
" in this direction, an attempt was madc to record basic attitudinal respounses of the selected
sample in reference to occupational and educational aspirations for themselves and their
offspring.

Almost 50 per cent (48.3) of the St. Lucia farmers indicated that the single most
important factor to be considered in choosing a job was whether or not it provided ‘‘good
money". The criterion of how “beneficial” the job was to their family was cited by 28.3 per
cent of the xample. A far smaller proportion of farmers referred to *“‘good status” (9.2 per
cent) or “personal liking” of the job (5.0 per cent) as the most important criterion in their
 view (Table 31).

The sample respondents were asked to identify what jobs they prefer for their sons and
daughters. In a remarkable contrast to the samples in St. Vincent and Dom’nica, almost 50
per cent (45.9) stated they wished their sons to choose farming rather than iaedicine, law or
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- a teaching job. In St. Vincent and Dominica, only 13.0 and 17.0 per cent rcspcétively, of
~ parents wished their sons to be farmers. The second largest choice (229 per cent) was

made for their sons to become blue collar workers (such skilled tradesmen as mechanics,

~ -~ masons or plumbers). The generally accepted high status professions of medicine and law

were chosen as the most preferred job for their sons by 12.8 per cent of the St. Lucia
| sample. Some 11 per cent indicated they had no preference (Table 32).

More than 50 per cent (53.8) of parents in the sample would like their daughters
to become teachers or nurses. The next most preferred job for daughters was that of white
collar clerical occupations. Of the 106 farmers in the sample with girl children, only three
would like to see their daughters as farmers (Table 33).

As a direct indicator of the respondents’ attitude to agriculturc as a career, they
- were nsked whom they would consider nore important - a son who was a lawyer or a doctor
or one who was an agriculturist. Forty six pcr cent considered the agriculturist more impor-
tant, whereas 27 per cent thought law or medicine was more important and a similar 27 per
cent considercd them equally important (Table 38).

The great majority of farmers in the sample held cducation in high esteem. Almost
70 per cent (69.2) thought cducalion was the best security in life for their offspring.

More than 60 per cent (62.5) wanted their offspring to reccive a university educa-
tion. The next largest proportion of the sample (22.5 per cent) wanted their offspring
to go through sccondary school and 12.5 per cent were concerned that their offsing
go “‘as far as they can reach™ {Tables 34 and 35).
~ The attitude of respondents to land inheritance was indicated by the high propor-
tion (74.2 per cent) who held the view that they would divide their land among all their
_children rather than leave it all to one child (Table 36).

A little more than 70 per cent (70.9) indicated a positive attitude toward saving
some of their carnings. The majority (61.7 per cent) of those who saved, did so through a
commercial bank, with only five persons indicating they saved through a co-operative and -

another five reported saving their money at home (Table 37).

B. THE FARM
1. Farm Size and Fragmentation

The 120 small farmers in the Saint Lucla‘pamplé were groqped as follows:
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" Famoisefocres)  Numberof Farms -

1.0 - 199

20 - 299
80 - 399
40 - 499
Totd 120 1000

There is an average of less than two parcels per farm in the Saint Lucia sample, as was
also the case in St. Vincent and Dominica. Of the 120 farms in the sample 42 or 35 per cent
consisted of only one parcel, 46 (38 per cent) each contained two parcels, 29 (i.e. 24 per
cent) were cach made up of three parcels, and the remaining three farms consisted of four
parcels cach.

| Seventy-six per cent of all parcels were fully utilised, i.c. they contained no wastelaud.
On 28 parcels there was uncultivated land of up to % acre per parcel and an equal number of

parcels each contained between one half and one acre of unutilised land.
Il.  Tenure and Location of Parcels

In the Saint Lucia sample 112 of all parcels (48 per cent) are occupied freehold. The
other tenure systems, in descending order of frequency are family land (29.2 per cent),
annual rented (11.2 per cent), leasehold (4.7 per cent) squatting on government lands (3.4
per cent) and squatting on private lands (1.7 per cent). Only onc case of share cropping
was recorded (Table 41).

Eighty-three (69.2 per cent) of the first nercels are situated less than one mile from the
farmers’ home and 38 (48.7 per cent) of the sccond parcels and 12 (37.5 per cent) of the
third parcels are less than ene mile away.

Onc hundred and ninety seven (85 per cent) of the total number of parcels in the
sample are less than three miles away from the farmers’ homes. Only 36 parcels are four
or more miles distance from the farmer’s home (Table 42),

Thirty nine parcels (16.7 per eent) in the sample were classified by respondents as

mostly flat. The remainder were roughly evenly distributed among the topography classi-
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.vficationa mostly steep (28 per cent), gradual slopes (29 per cent) and undulahng (27 per
_cent) (Table 43). ‘
" The majority (64.8 per cent) of the holdmgs in the sample consisted of heavy soxls.
;Only 43 (18.5 per cent) were classified as being light and another 35 (15.0 per cent) con-
-gisted of both light and heavy soils (Table 44). . '
One hundred and eighty four (79.0 per cent) of the total number of farm parcels

were estimated to receive 60 or more inches of rain per year. Another 45 received more

. than 40 inches and the remaining four less than 40 inches annually (Table 45).

l
Table 46 classifies the type of roads uscd by the small farmers in traveliing from
their hoincs to the various farm parcels. Only 13 farmers (10.8 per cent of the sample)
had their home on a farm parcel. The practice of village residence and operating farms
outside of the village is also typical of both the St. Vincent and Dominica small farmer.
The table shows that roughly one fifth of the farm parcels are reached via motorable road
and a similar proportion by footpath. About half the parccls are reached via a combination
of motorable and non-motorable roads.
For the majority of parcels the ncarest market was more than six miles away. More
than threc quarters of the pareels in the sample are further than four miles from the nearest

market.
" HI. Tools, Equipment, Machinery and Farm Buildings

For 56 (46.7 per cent) of the Saint Lucia small farmers the inventory of farm tools
consisted of six to 10 pieces of hand tools; 35 (29.2 per cent) owned one to five pieces
while another 29 (24.1 per cent) owned 11 to 20 picces (Table 49). Forty-four (36.7 per

cent) owned one knapsack sprayer each, ninc others owned two each, one farmer owned

three and another owned four. One farmer owned a motorised sprayer and another owned a
tractor. Five farmers owned irrigation lines and another owned irrigation lines as  well as
pump.

Nineteen farmers invested in farm buildings, and/or storerooms. Three farmers owned
one cattle pen each; nine farmers each owned a poultry pen; 17 farmers owned a pig pen

apiece and four others owned one sheep/goat pen each,
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1V. Crop Enterprises

(i) Crops Grown by the Small Farmer

Banana is the most important cash crop to the Saint Lucia small farmer. The crop is
grown by 106 farmers, i.c. 88.3 per cent of the total sample

The Saint Lucian small farmer, like his counterparts in Dominica, places some emphasis
on tree crops in his cropping system. Long terin crops were grown on 216 pareels (92.7 per
cent) of the sample. One hundred farmers (83.3 per cent) coitivated coconnts; 79 (65.8 per
cent) grow breadfruit; 68 (56.7 per cent) grow citrus, Cocoa, avoecado, nutmey and coffee
are important crops in the Saint Lucia small farm cropping enterprise.

Of the 233 parcels in the Saird Lucia sample, shor! term crops were grown on 175
holdings (75.1 per cent), On 70 of the number one pareels more than two short term crops
were grown and 101 of the first parcels contained long term crops. The maximum number
of short term crops cultivated on one holding was nine. The number of short term crops
grown on a holding decreased with distance of holding from the farmer’s home viz, a maxi-
mum of nine for parcels one and two, seven for parcel three, and four for parcel four,

The most ¢ mmonly cultivated crops among the small furmers and their frequency of

occurrence in the sample are as follows:

Frequency of Occurrence

Crops No. Per cent
Banana 106 88.3
Coconuts 100 83.3
Avocado 36 30.0
Cocoa 45 37.5
Plantain 60 50.0
Citrus 68 56.7
Ereadfruit 79 65.89
Mangoes 61 50.8
Cabbage 19 15.8
Yam 90 75.0
Dashcen 78 65.0
Tannia 52 43.:

Tomatoca 21 17.5
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Crops . Nuaber Per cent
Cucurbits mn 9.2
Ginger 5 ‘ 4.2
Coffec 82 25.7
Sweet potato 21 , 175
Cassava 10 o 8.3
Carrots 19 - 15.8
Hot peppers 9 7.5
Peanuts 4 3.3
Nutmeg 4 3.3
Onions 4 3.3

Interviewees were asked to state which crop on each parcel was the most important (a)
on the basis of the acreage devoted to the crop and (b) th. economic returns from sale of
individual crops. Parcels 1 and 2 are the most important parcels (there are only 32 third
parcels and three fourth parcels i the sample) and the data are discussed in relation to
thosc two parcels.

For these two parcels the crops found to be the most important on the basis of area

cultivated are as follows:

Parcel No. 1 (n=120) P.:rcal No. 2 (n=78)
Crop Ivo. of farms Rank Order  No. of farms Rank order

Banana 72 1 37 1
Coconuts 26 2 17 2
Citrus 5 3 1 7
Sweet potaio 2 5 . 8
Peanuts 2 5 .

Yam 2 5 4 3
Cocon 1 7.6 ] 5
Dasheen 1 7.5 3 o

Considored on t< basis of the economic zcturns to the farmer, the crops considered to
: most important (or most valuable) on parcels one and two are:
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0
Parcel No. I (n=120) Parcel No. 2 (n=78)
Crop No. of farms Rank order  No. of farms Rank order
" Banana .16 1 44 1
" Coconuts 15 2 4 -2 ;
Carrots 4 ‘ 3 1 T
Peanuis 2 6.5 - :
Cabbage 2 6.5 2 4.5
Yam 2 6.5 3 3
Dasheen 2 B 6.5 1 7
Tomatoes 3 I 1 7
Plantains . 2 4.5

(ii) Cicp Combinations

Among the sample of farms surveyed banana was the crop most often grown in
combinations. Crop combinations with banana were reported 351 times, coconuts 322,
aroids 121, yam 110, and breadfruit 106 times. The frequency of occurrence of other

crops in combinations within the sample is as follows:

Frequency in

Crops a crop combination
Citrus 87 | - {
Mangoes 68 S
Avocado 65
Plantain | 34
Cucurbits (cucumber, pumpkin 3%
christophene) 32
Tomatoces A} |
Coffee . 26
Swect potato 23
Nutmeg 17
Ginger 15
Other vegetables

(lettuce, Sweet pepper, cabbage) 15
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Frequency in

Crop a crop combination
Carrot ' 14
Caszava | 12
Peas and beans (including
Pigeon peas) 6
Cashew 3
Bay 2
Cocoa 54
Cloves 1
Cinnamon 1

" The most frequc .tly occurring combinations are listed below, with the dominant crop
in the combination being listed first. Crops interplanted are denoted by the plus sign (e.g.
banana + aroid).

Banana + Coconut 62
" + Citrus 38
" + Breadfruit 36
” + Mangoes 24
" + Cocoa 22
" + Plantain 21
" + Aroid _ 20
" + Avocado 18
» + Coffee 15
" + Yam 18
" + Nutmeg 7

Coconut + Breadfruit 40
" + Citrus 40
" + Mangoes 33
" + Bananas 33
" + Avocado 25
" + Cocoa 24
” + Aroid 11
" + Plantain 10
" +

Yam 14
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. Crop rotation or succession cropping was most clearly defined in the cultivation of
short term root crops (e.g. yams), and vegetables. Crops used in succession were yams
followed by banana, aroid, plantain, tomato and ginger. Tomato as a major crop was followed

~ by sweet pepper, carrot, aroid, cucurbits, plantain, or-'on and cabbage.

(iii) Management Practices

' Table 51(c) in the Appendix summarises the modal management practices carried
out by the Saint Lucin farmers to 12 of the crops grown on most farms. The data also
include the usual months of planting and harvesting, systems of planting and periods of
highest prices reecived for produce. All the erops (viz., banana, plantain, yam, dasheen,
tannia, coconut, breadfruit, citrus, mango, cocon, avocado and coffee) are grown both for
home use and sale. Respondents reported that they intend to continue to grow all of these
crops, except breadfruit.

Banana is planted mainly in the period May to July with a sizeable minority planting
all year round, while plantain is mainly planted year round, but with a peak from May to
July. Harvesting of bananas anel plantaing takes place all through the year, Highest prices
are fetched for bananas in the period August to October and the lowest price in November
to January. The reverse pattern holds for plantaing. Both crops are planted in rows on the
flat in mixed stands. Farmers in the Saint Lucia sample reported planting improved varictics
of banana while plantains were of a local variety.

Once hundred and three of the 106 farmers who grow bananas, use fertilisers, and a
sizeable minority use chemical sprays. No farmer reported the use of organic manure in the
production of bananas and plantains.

Yams are grown by 90 farmers in the sample, the main varietics being local. Somne far-
" mers plant the crop from January to April but the majority do their planting from May to
July. The crop is planted on mounds in rows, and is grown both for home use and for
gale. The period of highest price is from November to January, and the lowesi. prices are
obtained in February to Aprii.

Dasheen is grown by 78 fariners in the total sample. Seventy-six farm ers indicated that
they intended to conticae growing the erop. Dasheen is planted virtually all year round, but
the majority of plantings take place from February to July. The erop is u.ually planted on
the flat in ows, mainly in mixed stands. Some harvesting takes place throughout the year,

the peak period of harvesting being November to January. lHighest priees are obtained in

November to January and the lowest prices from February to April.



Tannia Is usually planted in May to July with a smaller number of farmers planting at
- virtually any time of the year. Harvesting takes place all year round, and the price obtained
is more or less even all through the year with a period of slightly higher price occurring in
~ November to January. The crop is grown mainly in mixed stands and is planted on mounds.
As is the case with the other two islands, the root and tuber crops arc among the staple
food crops of the Saint Lucian small farmer. About half of the 110 farmers who cultivate
root and tuber crops use fertilisers on these crops but not a single one makes use of organic
manures. Virtually no use is made of chemical sprays, dusts or other chemical formulations.

Because of the larger size of farms in the Saint Lucia sample (73 per cent of farms are
~ five acres or larger) as compared with those of St. Vineent and Dominica (all farms are five
acres or less in size), the labour requircments on the Saint Lucia farms are greater than for
farms on the other islands. As a result greater use is made of hired labour in the Saint Lucia
sample. Seventy-two of the 110 root crop growers reported using hired labour for land
clearing, 50 used that formn of labour for drainage and land preparation for planting, and 57
hired people to assist in planting these root crops. The majority of farmers depended solely
on family labour for fertiliscr application and harvesting, but a majority (75 farmers) used
hired labour for weed control.

Coconuts ure grown by 100 farmers in the sample both for home use and for sale.
The crop is planted all year round on the flat either in rows or located irrep alarly. The crop
is grown mainly in mixed stands. Harvesting takes place all through the year - and the prices
are even all ycar round.

Breadfruit is grown by 79 farmers both for home use and for sale. The crop is planted
all year round with most farmers planting in May to July. Harvesting takes place mainly
in August to October, but some crop is obtained throughout most of the year.

Citrus is planted mainly in May to July, with smaller number of farmers planting at
other times. The crop is grown both for home use and for sale. The majority of farmers
“grow improved verictics while a smaller number grows the “iocal” varicty, The zrop is
harvested mainly in the period November to January. Citrus prices are at the - nighest from
November to around Christmas and lowest in January.

Mangoes arc grown by 61 farmers both for home use and for sale. The crop is mainly
planted in May to July on the flat and is irregularly staggered over the h. ~ling, Most har-
vesting is done in August to October while some carly crop is obined from May to July.

The highest price is obtained for the early May crop. Prices are lowest In July to August.
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" Cacoa is grown by 45 farmers for home use as well as for sale. Twenty-six farmers
indicktéd their intention to make new plantings of the crop. The majority of farmers plant

the crop in May fo July. In Saint Lucia cocoa is almost equally planted on the flat ae on
mounds, and arranged regularly in rows as staggered irregularly in the field, The crop is
grown mainly in mixcd stands. The main period of harvesting is from November to January,
and the price is even throughout the year.

Avocado is grown by 36 farmers in the sample, both for home use and for sale. The
crop is planted muinly in May to July, on the flat and staggered irrcgularly. Avocadoes are
grown mainly in mixed stand, and most farmers grow *‘local” varietics. Harvesting is mainly
in August to October with some crop extending into November to January. Prices are
usually highest in July/August and lowest during the peak harvest in October.

Coffee is grown by 32 farmers for both home use and for sale. The crop is also planted
mainly in May to July. Saint Lucian farmers generally plant the zrop mainly on the flat,
in mixed stands and irregularly located in the ficld. The main harvesting period is November
to January. Prices are even throughout the year.

Thirty-four per cent of the 109 farmers in the Saint Lucia sample who cultivated tree
crops reported using fertilisers on these crops, as compared to only 12 per cent of the 78
Dominican small farmers who used fertilisers on their trce <iops. Similarly, nearly 20 per
cent of the Saint Lucian tree crop cultivators ve.a chemical sprays on their trees in com-
parison with less than two per cent for the corresponding Dominican small farmers.

Apart from weed control, for which 25 per cent of the growers used hired labour,
the Saint Lucian trce crop cultivators depended almost cntirely on family labour for all -

farming operations.

V. Livestock Enterprises

(i) Gencral
Of the 233 farm parcels in the Saint Lucia sample no livestock was kept on 147 parcels

(64 per cent). Cattle was found on 50 parcels (21.5 per cent), mainly on parcel number one.

Pigs were reared on 47 parcels (20.2 per cent), sheep and goats on 34 parcels (14.6 per cent)

and rabbits on nine parcels (3.9 per cent of total parcels). Six farmers reported rearing
turkeys and geesc and another scven furmers reared broilers and layers.

(ii) Cattle ,

Fifty-cight of the farmers in the Saint Lucia sample reared cattle. Of these 52 owned

one to five animuls cach, five owned between six and 10 animals and the other had more
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f'lian' 10 cattle. Eight of these farmers were so limited by available »land”tl'ihttheir animals
_“were kept not on any farm parcel but in their village backyard or other appropriate wayside )
~or common pasture land. The majority of owners (i.e. 45) te’tvher_ed their animals. Only one -
farmer penned his cattle, another had his animals running loose, and the others were
variously grazed or stake-penned. B o
Seven farmers reported losses of cattle during the previous year through physical in- .
jury, larceny or other human related causes. In the year preceding the survey only two far- "
" mers received cash from sale of milk and 25 received total cash from meat sales as follows:

Less than § 100 - 2 fd‘nhcrsi

8100 - $ 500 - L
- $501 - $1,006 8
More than $1,000 . m "

Only nine farmers reared what they considered were ihproved breeds of cattle. Six far-
- mers reported spending money to purchase cattle feed, five on stud fees and 28 for labour
‘and other expenses.

(iii) Pigs
- Forty-seven farmers in the sample reared pigs. Of these 36 owned five or less and 21
each owned more than five pigs. Sixteen farmers kept improved breeds of swine while the
others kept only local scrub animals. Twenty-nine farmers kept their pigs in pens, the others
were either stake-penned, tethered or ran about loose. Twenty four farmers bought feed

for their pigs. Other expe:ises reported as incurred during the past year were:

Pen construction and repairs . 14 farmers
Medicine bought . 18 "
Mineral supplements - 2 "»
Vet fees — 1 farmer
Hired labour . ' 3 farmers

Eighf farmers reported receiving between $100 and $250 each from sale of por‘k during
the past year, nine realised between $251 and $999 and another three realised more than

$1,000. Ninc farmzrs sold weancrs two of these grossing more than $500 from their sales
and the others less than that amount,
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As wnth cattle many farmers kept sheep and goats not on thmr farm parcels but ln'
;theu' village backyards or in public or other scrublands. . '

- Twenty farmers kept goats. Thirteen of these had five or fewer and the remaining
seven more than five goats each. One farmer had improved breeds and the others kept
local stock. Fourtcen farmers tethered their animals, one had hi.svgoats penned and the
remainder had their animals running loose or stake-penned. _

No farmer reported making use of milk from their goats. Three farmers slaughtered
an'imalsi for the sale of meat and six for home use. Four farmers realised less than $250

from the sale of goat meat. No economic use was made of the hides.

“(v) Sheep
Forty-three farmers kept sheep. Twenty-five owned five or less sheep and 18 owned
:kmore than five sheep each. Only one farmer kept improved breeds. The normal management
system was to have sheep tethered at a stake (35 farmers). No farmer reported incurring any
cxpenditure on the management of shecp. Three farmers reported receipts of less than $100
each from sale of meat, five between §100 and $250 each and two each received more than
$250 from meat sales. Five farmers reported having lost animals dunng the previous year

mainly through physical i mJury such as strangulation.

(vi) Rabbits
Thirteen farmers in the Saint Lucia sample kept rabbits. Seven of these farmers ke:pt
their rabbits on parcel number one, one each on parcels two and three respectively anc' tiae
- others in their village backyards. Four farmets owned less than five animals and the re-
maining nine farmers owned more than five. Only one farmer reported the sale of rabbit

meat.

(vii) Poultry

As is common with villages in thesc islands 50 of the small farmers in the sample
kept some common fowl (local breeds of chicken) as dual purpose birds for both eggs and
meat, The majority cach owned less than one dozen birds which ran about loose in their

backyards, and the meat and cggs from these fowls were for home use only.



5 In additibn to these, some seven farmers kept birds in sufficient numbers to cunsider
" themselves broiler or egg producers. The four broiler producers all reared improved breeds
. ‘of 'poultry, as did two of the egg producers. Three broiler producers kept their birds in
N pens. All others were kept or: range. '
- The expenditure rcported as having been mcurred in the past year by poultry keepers
were:

purchase of feed 11 farmers
pen construction/repairs 8. "
~purchase of medicines. 5 LW

(viii) Draught Animals

0nly one farmer in the Saint Lucia sample owned a donkey‘ There is no report of an)'.«f"

: expenses being incurred in its management.

(ix) Constraints to livestock production

Assuming that small farmers would engage in livestock production which they con-
sidered beneficial if given fuvourable conditions, the survey attempted to identify what the
Saint Lucia small farmer considered were the major constraints to the expansion of their
present livestock enterprises or, for thosc not rearing any livestock, their involvement in
livestock production.

The tuble below gives a breakdown of frequency distribution of respondents’ opinions

on the factors they consider constraining to greater livestock production.

~ Factors ' K} » O ,g
constraining S éo - ] 3
greater production S © @ &

Cost of feed 27 40 18 21 31
Availability of fced 12 . 4 4 1
Markct rondition 2 . - - .
Pracdial larceny 1 . - 3 | 8.
Land suitability 45 | 32 38 38 24
Vet. and/or AL fees 1 . - - -
Inadequate labour 1 1 . .
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As fur as cattle rearing is concerned the factors considered by farmers to be most con-
straining are land suitability and cost and availability of feed. Earlier discussions in Chapter
2 made reference to the steep und generally inaceessible nature of most lands cultivated by
small farmers. Catlle rearing on steep slopes is rather difficult and hazardous both to man
and beast.

Because of the system of management practised farmers do not consider labour short-
age, markct conditions, Vet and/or Al fees, nor praedial larceny to be important con-
straints. Of the 50 farm parcels on which cattle were reared, 30 were the pareels nearest to
the farmer’s home, thus making il quite easy for management and policing. The same is
also true for goats and sheep as 28 of the 34 parcels on which these animals are kept are
first parcels. Most poultry was also kept on parcel number one. Thirty-cight of the 47
parcels on which pigs were reared were first parcels. The remaining nine were pareels two
(six) and parcels three (three).

Forly respondents considered cost of feed to be a major constraint to pig production,
emphasising the unfortunate tendency among farmers te depend heavily on imported feeds:
unfortunate in an island in which tons of banana reicets are dumped wecekly, and in which
the by-product of the second most important erop, coconuts, can be one component of
rations for cattle, pigs and poultry.

Earlier discussions indicated that farmers only rear as many animals as they can man-
age, thus shortage of labour is therefore no problem. As far as the disposal of livestock pro-
ducts are concerned, most of these are used mainly in the home. The excess over household,

needs find ready salc on the local market.

- VI. Correlates of Farm Income

As mentioned earlicr, subjects for the Saint Lucia survey sample were not sclected
‘randomly but were subjectively chosen by the district agricultural extension officers. It
would thus be meaningless te subjcet data from this sample to rigid statistical analysis,
nor would it be valid to confidently extrapolate from the sample to the general small far-
mer populations in Saint Lucia. The method of seleetion introduced certain biases in the
sample. For example, whereas in the randomly selected samples of St. Vineent and
Dominica the ratios of female to make farm operators are 1 : 2.5 and 1 : 4.7 respectively,

the corresponding ratio in the Saint Lucia sample is | : 19, indicating a tendency for
Saint Lucian agricultural extension workers to work more closely with and therefore select

male rather than female farmers.



Because of these and related reasons percentages arc used in attempting to infer rela:
- tionships between farm income and farmer and farm enterprise factors for the Saint Lucia
sample. It can only be loosely assumed that any relationships found within the sample
are likely also to oceur in similar proportions among small farmers of the island generally.
Four farmers in the sample refused to give information on their sales from crop and
livestock cnterprises during the year preceding the survey. Total farm sales for the reporting
116 were distributed as follows:

No sale in past ycar ' - 6 farmers
Total sales less than $1,000 . 3 an
$1,000 - § 2500 .12
$250 - $ 5000 .86
$5000 - $10,000 .88
$10,001 -  $25,000 : 6 "
More than $25,000 . 5 "

~ The above indicate that the modal farm income level for the sample lay in the range
$2,501 - $10,000. Farmers falling within this range were therefore categorised as having
medium farm incomes, those below that range as having low farm incomes, and high income
farmers were those with sales in excess of $10,000. Based on this farm income classification
13 variables were inspected to identify their possible relationships with income level (Table
54(c)).

Sex - Because of the disproportionate distribution of sample subjects by sex
no meaningful comparison can be made.

Farm Size - The relationship betwcen farm size and farm income is in the expec-
ted direction, viz., the larger the farm the higher the level of income obtained from farm
sales. The highcst proportion of low income farmers fall in the one to five acre farm size
and the highest proportion of high income farm.rs arc in the farm size category 10.1 to
15 acres.

Number of Parcels - The data indicate no difference in income hetween farmers
opcrating only one parcel and those having nore than one parcel.

Age - A much larger proportion of farmers aged 39 and under have low incomes
compared with those having high incomes in that age category. For the 40 years and over
category the reverse income trend is observed. High income farmers are more likely to be
found among those in the ulder age category.
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" Household Size - There is some sliglit indication from the data that farmers with -
a houschold siz¢ of 10 and above tend to have higher farm incomes as a group than farmers
- with smaller households. Similarly farmers with more than five dependents as a group tend
to have higher incomes than farmers with five or less dependents. |

Memhership in Organisations - The data indicate a positive relation between farm
income level and farm operator’s membership in and participation in organisations. The
higher the subject’s organisation membership index (viz. a measure of the number of organi-
sations to which he belongs and the level of his participation in the business of the organisa-
tion) the more likely he is to be among the high farm income earners. |

Persons Consulted in Farm Planning - The data indicate that farmers who consult
no one in muking farm planning decisions are most likely to be medium income carners.
Those who consult the extension officer are more likely than any other group to be high
income carners,

Information Sources Consulted for Technical Information - A similar situation
holds regarding this factor. Farmers who seek technical information from the extension
officer when faced with a farming problem are far more likely to be high income earners
than either those who seek information from no one or those who approach persons other
than thc agricultural extension officer. '

Tenure - Farms which are owned (viz. freehold tenure) as a group contained "
more high income producers (25 per cent) than did farms held under other systems of
tenure (nine per cent high income earners).

Distance of First Parcel from Home -  Farms with the first parcel less than one
mile from home contained a much higher proportion of middle income earners (70 per
cent) than did those with the 1irst parcel inore than onc mile from the farmer's home (50
per cent). Also there is some indication that the farms with the first parcel more than one
mile from home tend to produce higher incomes.

Rainfall - The data indicate very positively that high income farmsin the one to
15 acre group are more likely to lie in the more than 60 inches annual rainfall belt than in
areas with less rainfall.

Major Crop - According to the data where banane is the major crop on a farm
that farm is more likely to be a high income earner than a low income earner. The reverse

situation holds for all other crops, including coconuts.
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VIl.  Farmers' Expressed Community Needs

Responses to farmers’ felt needs in regard to living standards in their communities and
for agricultural services, and the kinds of action they suggest to solve community needs, are
presented in Tables 55, 56 and 57,

Among the Saint Lueia sample, the largest proportion (542 per cent) identified the
need for more und better roads as the most acute. Other infrastructural needs included
water (38.3 per cent) and eleetricity (24.2 per cent). Some 25 per cent indicated the need
for facilities suclas telephone, or post-office and other public community facilities such as
cemetery or toilets. The great majority of respondents identifying these needs considered it
the responsibility of government rather than the local community or of individuals to pro-
vide solutions.

As in the other two samples, not many farmers indicated that they felt (or recognised)
major agricultural needs. Twenty-three furmers indicated they wanted to see more employ-

‘ment opportunitics provided, six farmers wanted an improved marketing system and three
farmers explicitly stated that they needed more land for farming.

Both with a view to effectivery collaborating with small farmers in pre camme planning
for adoption of improved technologies and so as to introduce comprehensive beneficial
changes to the smail farm systems, indepth observations as distinet from survey data collee-
tions, should be pursued to enlarge our understanding of farmers in the world of their wor's,
family, recreation, religious or ideological affiliations and their aspirations for comorrow. To
listen to farming populations as they speak and act must always remain a vital source of

knowledge.



" CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Following the preceding deacripiions of the small farmer samples in the three terri-
tories of this study, it seems worthwhile to underline some important features of these
farming systems and illustrate their imiplications for the ‘‘on-farm” adaptive rescarch of the
Project.

In considering the features, two important facts must be kept in mind. First, the
semples of both 5t. Vincent and Dominica were chosen by a random method whereas for
St. Lucia the sample was composed of “the mos! cooperative farmers™ selected on the judg-
ment of district extension officers. Secondly, in St. Vincent and Dominica, only one to

five acre holdings were included, whereas for St. Lucia, the holdings werc one to 15 acres.
Largely because of this first fact the characteristics observed in this study cannot be strictly
inferred as being statistically representative of small farming in St. Lucia.

Notwithstanding these differences in sampling method and farm size, however, there
were notabie similarities which should be borne in mind for subsequent research with small
farm holdings, and for programmes aimed at increasing adoption of improved technologies.
Similarities and differenccs can be discussed in relation to socio-econoic characteristics,

agronomic and livestock practices, and resource aspects of small farm operatoiz.
Socio-economic characteristics

Age - The mean age of the farm operators was closely clustered around 50 years.
It was 47 years in St. Lucia, 49 and 52 years in St. Vincenl and Dominica respectively. It
is safe to say that in gercral, the small farmer population on the average is middle-aged.

Very few farmers could be classified as young (e.g. 25 years and less) but about 25 per
cent of the samples were in the 26 to 40 age group. Jn St. Vincent, 2z¢ was significantly



related to total estimated farm income, in the sense that farmers less than 40 years old
tended to have higher incomes than older farmers. The age difference was not significantly
associated with level of income in Dominica but in St. Lucia showed a trend similar to
that observed in St. Vincent.

Literacy and Educational Level - Between 60 and 70 per cent of small farmers
are able to read and write. The highest proportion (34.2 per cent) that can “neither read nor
write” was found in St. Lucia. It would scem to be an advisable safeguard to assume when
dealing with St. Lucian and Dominican small farmers that one out of cvery three can neither
read nor write. (The ratio is one out of five in St. Vincent.) Since their functional literacy
(St. Lucia and Dominica) is mainly expressed throngh a French patois considerable atten-
tion must be directed to effectively communicating with farmers through this language.

The majority of farmers in all three territorics had participated in formal education
at the primary level. It was encouragiug to note that in both Dominica and St. Lucia a few
farmers had acquired at least some secondary education. This might well indicate the
beginning of a trend that is likely to become more pronounced in the future. There is need
to be fully conscious of the educational level (i.e. predominantly primary) and communica-
tion recciving skills of the farmers with whom research workers are involved if useful and
precise information is to be shared between the rescarcher and the farmer clientele. This
is of further importance in realising increased economic benefits for small farmers. The data
indicated a very strong positive relationship between farm income and the consultation of
some information source for technical information (p=C.01 in St. Vincent). There was also
a significant diffcrence when the source of technical information was the Extension Officer
(p=0.01 in Dominica). If technical information contributes to improved farm incomes,
attention must be paid to impart such information as effectively as possible.

Household Size -  For both St. Vincent and Doininica, farms with households of
five to ninc persons had higher incomes than those with either less or more houschold mem-
bers. It sccems likely that a significant contribution to the operation of small farm agri-
culture is the labour availakle within the household. In order to maintain the availability of
farm labour from within the family it is necessary to encourage management practices by
which labour can be: both efficiently and profitably utilised. Almost 70 per cent of the small
farmers indicated that the family contributed labour to farming operations. It is unlikely
that this will remain at as high a level in the future, kence it becomes important for the

small farm unit to become as labour efficient as possible.



Food Consumption Patterns ~ -  The staple foods of the great majority of small far-
‘mers are mainly derived from “home-grown" root crops and bananas. Only in St. Vincent .
did a large proportion of the sample (78 per cent) indicate that rice is “uscd often™. '

Judging from their responses concerning food consumption patterns the farmers of all
* three islands scem to be nutritionally well fed. Like most island people the vast majority of
small farmers in all three 1slands eat fish often. Similarly a large majority use milk often,
and meat and eggs are also consumed fairly regularly. The frequent consumption of fruits is
also the norm amonyg the small farmers.

Keeping Farm Records - The number of small farmers keeping records in St.
Vineent and Dominica is very low (seven per cent of the sample in both cases). In St. Lucia,
again bccause the sample consisted of “progressive™ farmers who cooperated with exten-
sion officers, the proportion of farmers keeping records is very much higher, viz., 20 per
cent. In St. Lucia and Dominica, the two “patois™ speaking islands, the main reason given
by farmers for kecping records was inability to read and write. Other reasons put forward in
all three islands by farmers for not keeping records were that record keeping was too time
consuming and farmers were not convineed that record keeping is a necessary exercise.

Considerirg the importance of record keeping in agribusiness, the CARDI project field
workers will need to find some simple method of record keeping which is not overly time
consuming and will need to motivate farmers to use these records. Even the inability of
farm opcravtors to read and write should not be considered an insurmountable problem. In
the samples from the islands the number of houscholds in which neither the farm operator
nor any other person in the household could read and write was relatively low, as shown
below.

Domihica ‘ R
* - St. Lucia
St.Vincent -~ .o

- With proper motivation, therefore, the farm operator or someone in his houSgéhdld é’ari
be encouraged to keep and use simple farm records. D '
"Opinion Sources - The information obtained on opinion sources for farm plan-
ning decisions or about new varictics and practices revealed the importance placed by
farm operators on the views of their spouses and sons and daughters. (The bias introduced
in the St. Lucia sample by the sclection method again shows up in the unusually high per-
centage of farmers who seek the opinion of the extension officer.) (Tables 22 and 23.)
Information Media -  The radic is the communication medium most utilised by
farmers for information about improved practices. Eighty-three per cent in St. Vincent



. clted hstemng to the radio as the most lmportant source of mformatlon on lmproved prac-
‘- tlces, while 76 and 88 per cent did likewise in Dominica and St. Lucia respectively. This
- situation, plus the relatively high level of functional illiteraey in the islands, points to the
need for the maximum utilisation of the radio in commumcatmg with small farmers.
| Educational and Occupational Aspirations -  The single most important factor
in sclecting a job was that of good money. This was most pronounced in St. Vincent (80 per
cent). But while only a small proportion of respondents in St. Vincent and Dominica (13 and
17 per cent respectively) indicated farming as an occupation they would prefer for their
sons, almost 50 per cent of the St. Lucia sample indicated a preference for farming as an
occupation for their sons. Similarly, only in St. Lucia was agriculture perceived to be of
more importance than law or medicine as the occupational choice for their sons. (Again an
introduced sample bias?)
Relatively high educational aspirations were cited by the majority of the sample in
all territories. The educational level desired for the offspring of the farmers was that of a
University education by 53 per cent in St. Vincent, 55 per cent in Dominica and 62.5 per
cent in St. Lucia. Quite clcarly, small farmers who are parents place heavy emphasis on
education for their children. The firmness of this attitude was further reinforced by the
very high proportions in all territories who agreed with the statement that education is the
best security in life for their offspring. Given this high esteem in which education and
money-making are held by parents, it can be expected that until agriculture is proven to
be economically highly rewarding and in keeping with a high educational standard, parents
will neither be inclined to invest more resources in farming nor to encourage their offspring
to choose agriculture as a worthwhile career.
Land Inheritance Custom - A very large majority of small farmers indicated their
sizpport of the current custom of parents dividing their land among their offspring. This
custom remains an acute socio-cultural obstacle to the productive agricultural use of limited

land in the islands.
Resources

Land and labour are the two resources most heavily employed in their farming by sub-
jects in the survey sample. If we consider cultivated lands held under frechold and rental
(including leaschold) tenurial systems as well as family lands to be farmers® investment in

land for farming, then about 80 per eent of all farm pareels in St, Vineent and Dominica
and over 90 per cent of all parcels in St. Lucia represent farmers’ investment in land as



' "nﬁj‘a[\;ﬁé_ultu'ral. ptoduét_io‘h resource. As a group - these farmers look upon land as a scarce
'n:n.d precious resoui‘éc to be guarded jealously and utilised as carefully and efficiently as
their k’nowl.cdgc and experience will permit. On 77 per cent of the 637 farm parcels in the
three-island sdmplc, there was no portion of land unutilised. Considering the hilly nature of
- much of the lands opcrated by thesc small farmers this must be very near maximum possible

land usage. , , 4
" The farm operator’s labour, augmented by family help and shared labour with friends

is that used exclusively for most farm operations. Not one farmer in cither St. Vincent or
Dominica reported using hired labour for any livestock enterprise, and less than three pes
cent of those in St. Lucia used hired labour for livestock production. Hired labour was
used in crop enterprises mainly for drainage and weed control among bananas (17 per cent
of Dominican and Vincentian farmers and 34 per cent of St. Lucian farmers), and land
clearing, bank or mound preparation und weed control in the root and tuber crops. Except

for St. Lucia, where nearly three-quarters of the farms were five aeres or more in size,
very little use was made of hired labour for tree-crop cuttivation.

For the vast majority of farmers in St. Vincent and Dominica (about 95 per cent) the
only farm implements or equipment consisted of five or less hand tools. Farm buildings
were virtually non-existent. Although more than 70 per cent of all farmers reported making
cesh savings in one form or other, cash investment in farming in the form of purchasew in-
~ puts was extremely low. Similarly 70 per cent of farmers in St. Vincent and Dominica, and
nearly 60 per cent of those in St. Lucia, made no use of credit facilities available to them
" during the year preceding the survey.

The majority of farmers in St. Vincent and Dominica arrived at farm management
decisions either alone or in consultation with their spouses. Apart from St. Lueia, in which
the sample was hand picked by extension officers, the data clearly show that agricultural
extension workers in the islands are not performing their function as farm management con-
sultants for small farmers.

These data on tie use of production resources by small farmers indicate a need for

the following;
() - In-depth studies of the efficiency of labour usage on small farms,
(i) A study of the cquipment and farm buildihg needs for optimal econo-
o - mic production on small farms in these islands. |
(iii) The education of small farmers in the utilisation of available credit for

increasing farm productivity.



(IV) ;"‘V:B.écognising the important role played by spouses in farm management -
R d#cision muking, the involvement of spousecs (but preferably the entire.
“family unit) in programmes of technical information and education

geared to the development of the small farming sector.
Agronomic and Livestock Practices

“Livestock rearing plays a relatively minor role in the farming system of smal! farm
_ tiperhtors in these islands. In Dominica less than one quarter of the farms in the sampie had
any livestock whatever, while in St. Vincent and St. Lucia about three-fifths of the sample
also kept no livestock. Of the three groups, St. Lucian farmers seemed most inclined to live-
stock rearing. Roughly 22 per cent of St. Lucian farmers kept cattie, 20 per cent kept pigs
and fiftcen per cent reared sheep and goats. About 10 per cent kept poultry (backyard scrub
chicken excepted).

In St. Vincent and Dominica cattle and sheep and goats were the farm animals most
commonly reared (20 per cent and 18 per cent respectively in St. Vincent, and 12 per
cent each in Dominica). In all islands the norim is to keep livestock principally for liome con-
sumption of their products.

A curious fact about the small farmers is that despite the rugged topography of the
three islands, the difficult terrain and often long distances to be traversed on non-motorable
roads between home and farin and the bulky nature of most farm produce, only six farmers
of the total 360 sample owned any draught animals. (Five in Dominica and one in St. Lucia
owned donkeys.) Heading is therefore the normal means of transporting inputs to the farm
and produce from farm to home and market or nearest motorable road. This fact needs to
be considered very seriously in developing farm improvement programmes since this could
possibly act as a constraint to the greater use of bulky farm inputs such as fertilisers.

The mobility/stability characteristies of small farmers in the three islands seem to be
mirrored in the type of crops which dominate their farming systems. In all three islands the
small farmers are by and large middle-aged  -- mean - - being 49, 52 and 47 for St. Vin-
cent, Dominica and St. Lucia respectively, In St. Lucia farmers have been living in their
present districts for more than 25 years on average, and in Doniinica for about 50 years on
average. We can interpret this to mean that small farmers in these two islands are relatively
stable, or that they tend to settle or “establish roots™ in one district. St. Vincent small far-

mers, on the other hand, have heen living for an average of only about five years in their
present locality, thas displaying a relatively high degree of geographical mobility.,



- 95 .

" 'This pattern is reflected in the cropping systems, Besides banana, which is a major
. cush crop in all three islands, the farmiﬁg system of the St. Vincent sample is dominated ':
" by ainual or short-term crops which account for the highest carnings on 82 per cent of
“farms in the sumple. By contrast long-term crops or perennials are dominant in St. Lucia
and Dominica, carning the most money on 70 per cent of St. Licion small furms and 53 per
cent of Dominican small farms. '

In all islands the local food staples of dasheen, tannia, yam, sweet potato and plantain
are widely grown for home usc and the local market, some of these (notably sweet potato)
also being grown in St. Vincent in particular for cxport to the Trinidad market. The
potential should be explored for the export of these and other crops to a wider Carib-
bean market (c.g. the Leeward Islands, St. Maarten, the U.S. Virgin Islands) as well as to
the large expatriate Caribbean populations in the North Atiantic seaboard countries.

Furthermore, besides the traditional export ceops such as cocoa, coffee, citrus and
bay, there are other crops like breadfruit, avocado and mango which are grown by many
small farmers and which have high market potential in the wider Caribbean and North
Atlantic markets. Some atteation might be given to investigating moie fully the produc-
tion techniques and economices as well as post harvest handling and other important aspects
of developing an cconomically cfficient trade in these crops.

In developing multiple cropping systems for small farmers special attention will of
course . be paid to current cropping systems. Since land is a limited resource with small
farmers and that which is available is uscd almost fully (the survey showed there is very
little wastage), reccommended multiple cropping systems most likely to be adopted by
small farmers are those which arc most compatible with current land use patterns. In St.
Vincent wherc annual or short-term crop production is the norm the possibilitics arc vast
and varied. An intensification and recombination of some of the existing intercropping and
succession cropping practices is suggested.

For St. Lucia and Dominica in which much of the small farmers’ land is alrcady per-
manently under treec crops, and the majority of that which is not so occupied is given
to staple root crop production, greater imagination and inventivencss will be nceded in
developing intercropping systems compatible with the already existing perennials. Not
only will it be necessary to consider such fuctors as time of planting, root-room, growth
period, etc., but other such less commonly considered features as the relative direction
of intercrop rows in relation to scason, sunrise and sunset positions and direction of domi-
nant crop rows,

The Research and Development Division of the Windward Islands’ Banana Associa-
tion is alrcady researching possible intercropping systems with pure stand bananas. CARDI |
could profitably cooperate with WINEAN Rescarch in this line of work. |
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Table 1:.  Distribution of Farm Opeératérs, by Térritory
S and Sex. 3 L
ST - ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA .
1o Sex TOTAL %
B No. % No. % No. %
Male 84 | 70 98 | 817 114 | 95 206 | 82.2
Female 36 - 30 22 18.3 6 5 64 17.0
Total - 120 | 1000 | 120 | 1000 [ 120 [ 100.0 | 360 [100.0
Table 2:  Distribution of Farm Operalors, by Territory
and Age Group.
i Age ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA
0,

No. % No. % No. % TOTAL %
25 &less | 5 4.2 2 1.6 3| 25 10 | 28
26 - 40 28 23.3 26 21.6 33 27.5 87 24.2
41 - 55 48 40.0 41 34.2 53 44.2 142 394
56 - 70 34 28.3 43 35.8 29 24.2 106 294
> 70 5 4.2 8 6.6 2 1.6 15 4.2
Total 120 100.0 120 10v.0 120 { 100.0 360 [100.0
Mean 49 52 47
Mode 48 63 48

Table 3:  Distribution of Farm Operalors, by Territory
and Ethnic Origin

.Ethnic ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA -

Origin No. % No. % Ne: % TOTAL %
African 96 | 80.0 | 106 | 884 [ 9z | 7.7 | 294 | 8L7
Mixed 14 117 13 10.8 21 17.5 48 133
East Indian 8 6.7 0 00.0 5 4.2 13 3.6
Carib 1 0.8 1 0.8 2 1.6 4 1.1
N. A. 1 0.8 0 00.0 0 00.0 1 0.3
Total 120 100.0 120 100.0 120 | 100.0 360 1100.0




Table 4 Dutnbutlon of Farm Operators, by Territory and

Abllu‘y to Read and Write.

Abduy to read ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA | Lo
and write No. | % |No. | % | No. | % |0TAL | % |
Conrendandwrite | 86 | 71.7 | 75 | 625| 73 | 60| 234 | 650
Can read only 9 7.5 1 0.8 6 5.0 16 44
. Can write only 0 0.0 5 4,2 0 0.0 5 14|
Can necither read : - 1
nor write 25 20.8 | 39 | 325] 41 34.2} 105 29.2
Total 120 100.0 | 120 {100.0 | 120 100.0} 360 100.0
Table 5: Distribution of Farm Opera(ors, by Territory and Level
of Education

Level o_f ‘ ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA TOTAL | %
Education No. % No. % No. %

Post-Secondary 0 0.0 2 1.7 2 1.7 4 1.1
Complete Sec. 0 0.0 1 0.8 1 0.8 2 0.6
Some Sccdndary 0 0.0 4 3.3 1 0.8 5 14
Std. 4 - 7 79 658 | 57 47.5 | 51 42.5| 187 60.0
< Std. 4 29 24.2 | 18 150 | 33 27.5 80 22.2
No formal Sch: 11 9.2 | 23 192 | 14 11.7 48 13.3
Not Ascertained 1 08 | 15 125 | 18 15.0 34 94
Total 120 100.0 | 120 [100.0 | 120 100.0| 360 100.0

Table 6: Distribution of Farm Operators. by Territory and
Marital Status. ,
B ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST.LUCIA 1 «
; TOTAL

Marital Status No. % No. % No. % ‘ %
Single 24 20.0 8 6.7 | 32 26.7 64 17.8
Ma:ried 48 40.0 | 85 708 | 68 56.7{ 201 55.8
Common-Law 27 22.5 19 15.8 9 7.5 55 15.3
Divorced 0 . 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Widowed 15 12.5 6 50| 10 8.3 31 8.6
Separated 5 4.2 2 1.7 1 0.8 8 2.2
N. A 1 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3
Total 120 [ 100.0 {120 [100.0 [ 120 | 100.0] 360 [100.0




Table 7: Distribution of urm Operators, by Terutory and

Size of Farm Household,

‘Numberof | = ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA o

persons in ‘ TOTAL| %

Household No. % No. % No. %

1 - 5| s1 | 425 | 54 | 450 | 38 | 317 | 143 | 397
5 - 10 57 47.5 54 45.0 59 49.2 170 47.2

11 15 11 9.2 10 83| 20 16.6 41 114

16 20 1 0.8 2 1.7 3 2.5 6 1.7

Total 120 100.0 120 100.0 {120 100.0 360 | 100.0

Mean 6 6 8

Mode 8 3 8 8

Table 8: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and
Number of Dependents.
Number of .
Dependents ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA rotas| %
No. % No. % No. %

None 23 19.2 21 17.5 7 58 ol 14.2
1 - 5 65 54.2 58 48.3 | 54 45.0 177 | 49.2
6 - 10 30 25.0 35 202 | 40 33.3 105 29.2

11. - 15 1.6 6 50 | 17 14.2 25 6.9

16 - 20 00 0 0.0 2 1.7 2 0.5

Total 120 100.0 120 1006 |20 100.0 360 | 100.0

Mean 3.8 3.9 6

Mode 3 3 3
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Table 9: Distribution of farm Operators, by Territory
and Lenygth of Residence in Locality.

‘Number of ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA »
Years TOTAL %
No. % No. % No. %

1 - 10 41 34.2 4 3.3 17 14.2 62 17.2
11 - 20 26 21.7 7 58 13 10.8 46 12.8
21 - 30 24 20.0 16 13.3 31 25.8 71 19.7
31 - 40 18 15.0 25 21.0 20 16.7 63 17.5
41 - 50 3 2.5 27 22.5 20 16.7 50 13.9
51 - 60 2 1.7 22 18.3 14 11.6 38 10.6
61 - 70 4 3.3 14 11.7 5 4.2 23 6.4
71 - 80 1] 0.0 3 25 0 0.0 3 0.8
81 - 90 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.3
Don’t Know 2 1.0 | 08 0 0.0 3 0.8
Total 120 100.0 120 | 100.0 120 | 100.0 360 | 100.0
Mean 20 43 32
Mode 5.5 45.5 25.5

Table 10: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Terrilory
and Occupation,

Oq‘ypc of ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL %
ccupalion No. % No. % No. %

Farming Only 77 64.2 02 51.7 85 708 | 224 62.2
Fishing 2 1.7 6 5.0 2 1.7 10 2.8
Forestry 0 0.0 2 1.7 2 1.7 4 1.1
Trades 14 11.6 15 12.5 7 5.8 3o 10.0
Agric.-Related

Commerce i0 8.3 13 108 4 3.3 27 7.3
Non-Agric. Rel.

Commerce 5 4.2 0 00 10 8.3 15 4.2
Road Gang 9 7.5 10 8.3 2 1.7 21 5.8
Civil Service 0 0.0 5 4.2 3 2.5 8 2.2
Other 3 2.5 7 58 5 4.2 15 4.2
Total 120 100.0 120 100.0 120 100.0 360 100.0




Table 11: Distribution of Farm Operators by Territory

and Estimated Family Income.

_ Annual Income | ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA
(EC. $) TOTAL %

: No. % No. % No. %
<200 4 3.3 3 25 1 0.8 8 2.2
200 - 500 6 50| 11 92| o | 00} 17 | 47
501 - 1,000 9 75| 16 133 ] 1 08 | 26 7.2
1,001 - 2,500 5 42] 43 358 | 3 25| 51 |14.2
2,501 - 5,000 1 08| 23 1921 28 | 233 | 52 [144
5,001 -10,000 0 00| 14 116 50 | 417 | 64 |178
>10,000 - 0 00| 2 17| 33 | 275 35 | 97
N.R. 95 79.2 67| 4 33 |107 |29.7
Total 120 | 1000 { 120 | 1000 | 120 |100.0 | 360 [100.0

Table 12: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory

and Contributors, other than the Farm Operator,
to Household Income.

ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA
Source of TOTAL} %

Contribution No. % No. % No. %
Spouse 30 2501 32 26.7 20 16.9 82 22.7
Sons 50 41.7 23 19.2 22 18.3 95 26.4
Daughters 34 28.3 9 751 25 208 | 68 18.8
Other Relations 16 13.3 13 10.8 4 3.3 33 9.2
Non-Relations 5 4.2 0 0.0 2 1.7 7 1.9




Table 13:  Distribution o Farm Operators, by Territory,
Foadstuffs consumed and relative frequency -
of Consumption.
= ' :

Foodstuff and ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA ' ‘
frequency of use No. % No. % No. % TOTAL} %
RICE | ,

Use often 93 77.5 31 25.8 53 46.1 177 49,9

Use seldom 27 22.5 88 734 59 51.3 174 49.0

Never use 0 0.0 1 0.8 3 2.6 4 1.1
Total 120 100.0 | 120 100.0 {120 100.0 355 [100.0
ROOT CROPS

Use often 107 89.2 | 115 95.8 | 107 96.4 329 93.7

Use scldora 13 10.8 5 4.4 4 3.6 22 6.3

Never use 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 120 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 111 100.0 351 |100.0
BANANAS '

Use often 86 71.7 | 114 95.0 80 76.4 280 79.5

Use seldom 31 25.8 6 5.0 32 28.6 69 19.6

Never usce 3 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 09
Total 120 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 112 100.0 352 |100.0
VEGETABLES

Use often 100 83.3 58 48.7 89 80.9 247 70.8

Use seldom 20 16.7 57 479 21 19.1 98 28.1

Never use 0 0.0 4 3.4 0 0.0 4 1.1
Total 120 100.0 | 119 1000 | 110 100.0 349 |100.0
MEAT

Usc often 73 60.8 76 63.9 86 78.2 235 67.3

Use seldom 46 38.4 43 36.1 24 21.8 113 324

Never use 1 0.8 0 0.0 0 © 0.0 1 0.3
Total 120 100.0 | 119 100.0 | 110 100.0 349 }100.0
EGGS

Use often 58 49.2 79 65.9 76 69.1 213 61.2

Use seldom 59 50.0 40 33.3 34 30.9 133 38.2

Never use 1 0.8 1 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.6

» Total 118 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 110 100.0 348 100.0

L

NOTE: Non-esponses are not included in the data for Tables 13 and 14,

\o“\-f
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~ Table 13 (continued):  Distribution of Farm Operators by
Territory, Foodstuffs consumed and Relative Frequency

of Consumption.
Foodstuffand ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA 'I‘OTAL-‘ IY%A
frequency of use No., % No. % No. % ]
FISH : .
Use often 87 72.5 96 | 80.0 90 82.0 273 -78.2
Use seldom -33 27.5 24 20.0 19 174 76 21.8
Never use 0 00 O 0.0 0 0.0 ) 0 0.0
Total 120 100.0] 120 100.0 109 100.0 349 1100.0
MILK ‘ | | | .
Use often 90 76.3 93 78.1 98 89.1 281 81.0
Use seldom 28 23.7 24 20.2 12 109 64 184
Never use 0 0.0 2 1.7 0 0.0 2 0.6
Tolal 118 10001 119 { 1000 { 110 100.0 347 1100.0
FRUITS )
Use often 7 604.7 94 79.0 | 102 93.6 237 78.7
Use seldom 42 35.3 25 21.0 7 6.4 74 21.3
Never use 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 - 0.0
Total 119 1000 119 100.0 | 109 100.0 347 1100.0
OTHER LOCAL |
FOODS o
Use often 3 5.8 67 59.8 58 74.3 128 52.9
Use seldom 32 63.5 44 39.3 18 | 231 95 39.3
Never use 16 30.7 1 09 2 2.6 19 7.8
Total 52 100.0f 112 | 100.0 78 100.0 - 242 1100.0
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Table 14:. " Distribution of Farm Operators by Territory,
Foodstuffs consumed and Origin of Foodstufy.

foeo ot | st vINcENT | DoMINICA | sTrucia | |
r quds_tqff ; _ - TOTAL % .
. | Ne % | No. % | No.| % o
RICE - - |
- Home grown 0 - 0.0 2 1.7 0 0.0 2 0.6
Purchased 119. | 100.0 | 116 98.3 | 117 | 100.0] 352 994 |.
Both 0 . 0.0 0 | 00 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 119 1000 | 118 100.0 | 117 | 100.0] 354 100.0
ROOT CROPS
Home grown 106 89.1 | 109 90.8 | 104 86.7] 319 88.9
Purchased 4 34 8 6.7 5 4.2 17 4.7
Both 9 7.5 3 2.5 11 9.1 23 6.4
Total 119 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 120 | 100.0] 359 100.0
BANANAS
Home grown 100 88.5 111 92.5 104 8741 315 89.5
Purchased 12 10.6 9 7.5 15 12.6 36 10.2
Both 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3
Total 113 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 119 | 100.0f 352 100.0
VEGETABLES
Home grown 83 09.7 54 46.9 50 41.7y 187 52.8
Purchased 12 10.1 47 40.9 44 36.71 103 29.1
Both 24 20.2 14 12.2 26 21.6 64 18.1
Total 119 100.0 | 115 100.0 | 120 | 100.0] 354 100.0
MEAT
"Home produced 4 3.4 3 2.5 3 2.5 10 2.8
Purchased 103 87.3 88 74.0 | 109 91.6] 300 84.3
Both 11 9.3 28 23.5 7 5.9 46 12.9
Total 118 100.0 119 100.0 119 | 100.0f 356 100.0
EGGS
Home produced | 36 311 32 26.7 33 27.5) 101 28.4
Purchased 60 51.7 69 57.5 68 50.7| 197 55.3
Both 20 17.2 19 15.8 19 15.8 58 16.3
Total 116 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 120 | 100.0} 356 100.0
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Table 14 (continuéd): Distribution of Farm Operators,
by Territory, Foodstuffs consumed and Origin .

oo | stovincent | pominica | sToLvea | ||
- Foodstuff = = p—1— — T ——TOTAL | % |
o | Neo | % | Noo | % [ Neoof o ||
" ~Own Fishing 4 34 | 19 | 158 6 50 29 | 81
~Purchased 114 96.6 | 93 775 | 113. | 94.2] 320 | 894
Both - 0] 00 8 | 67| 1| o8 9 2.5
~ Total | ‘118 {1000 |120 | 100.0 | 120 | 100.0| 358 |100.0
MILK : 1 -
Home produced 14 11.8 21 18.0 | 20 16.7{ 55 15.4
Purchased 87 731 | 88 | 75.2| 84 | 70.0] 259 | 72.8
Both 18 15.1 8 68| 16 133 42 | 118
Total 119 | 1000 |117 | 100.0 | 120 | 100.0] 356 |100.0
FRUITS -
Home grown - 54 45.4 82 68.9 | 67 56.3] 203 | 56.9
Purchased 42 35.3 17 14.3 i2 10.1 71 19.9
Both 23 193 | 20 16.8 | 40 33.6|] 83 | 23.2
Total 119 | 1000 [119 | 1000 | 119 | 100.0{ 357 |[100.0
OTHER LOCAL
FOODS |
Home grown 1 2.9 75 | 67.0| 40 45.0] 116 | 49.2
Purchased 22 62.9 15 134 | 26 29.2 63 26.7
Both 12 34.2 | 22 19.6 [ 23 258| 57 | 24.1
Total 35 | 1000 |1i2 | 100.0 | 89 | 100.0] 236 |100.0




‘Table 15:

Distribution of Farm Operat'ors.:by Terutory and TtmeSpenton Fam

During and Out of Cropping Season.

ST. VINCENT
T

DOMINICA

ST. LUCIA

Time spent on Farm
Per Day (Hours)

During
Crop Season

Out

of

Crop Season

During
Crop Season

Out

Crop Season

of

During

Crop Season

Outof
Crop Season .

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

Hours

k2l

”

” .

+
o & N
[]
e N B N
3

No pronse J

11
16
80

0.0
9.0

13.0
67.0
7.5
3.5

17
69
18
10
2.
4

14.0
58.0

15.0
8.0
1.5
3.5

15
29
56

19

1.0
125
24.0
47.0
16.0

0.0

(=

25

15

0.0
57.0

10.0
20.0
13.1

0.0

25 |

470 | 17
00| .

I
39 |

Total

120

100.0

120

100.0

120

100.0

120

100.0

120

100.0

120 | 1000]

. :':.'OI::- -
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Table 16 Dtstnbutlon of Farm Operators; by Territory and
Number of Family Members who contnbute to
Farm Labour.

~ Family contributors to 1 G
" Farm Labour ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ! ST. LUCIA

” No. % No. No. %
~ No Family Labour 33 | 2z5| 23| 192 | a4 36.7

1 Family Member 40 334 35 | 293 24 20.0

©.2 ° "™  Members | 12. [ 10.0 15 12.5 15 12.5

23w L1 | o8] 12 100 [ 13 10.8

4 om0 | 00 8 6.6 4 3.3

5 o o1 | 08 8 6.6 3 2.5

6 " SRS R 00] 3| 25 3 2.5

Number not spemfled 33 275 15 | 125 11 9.2

No Response 0 0.0 1 0.8 3 2.5

Total 120 | 100.0 120 | 100.0 120 100.0

_Table 17:  Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and
. Use of Shared Labour on Farm.

[»Share’d Labour ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA |ST. LUCIA ToT .‘,6
Practi : OTAL| 9
Hractice No. | % |No. | % |No | % | .

Shared Labour :

Practised 34 2831 S50 | 41.7] 35 29.21 119 33.1

Shared Labour | o ‘

not Practised 85 | 709| 69| 575 83 | 69.1} 237 | 65.8
No Response 1 0.8 1 08| 2 1.7 4 1.1
Total 120 {100.0{ 120 {100.0 {120 |100.0] 360 [100.0

A



TablBIB - "D’is'tbfibution of Farm Operators, by Terrg’tory dﬂd -

~ Number Keeping Farm Records.

‘| Farm Record- ST. VINCENT | DOMINI.CA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
Keeping v
 Practice No. % No. % No. % | No. %

Records Kept 9 7.5 8 7.0 25 20.0| 42 11.7
No Records

Kept 110 920 | 90 75.0 89 75.0] 289 80.3
No Response 1 08 | 22 18.0 6 5.0] 29 8.0
Total 120 100.0 {120 | 100.0 120 100.0{ 360 | 100.0

Table 19:  Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and
Reasons for Not Kceping Farm Records
Reasons for Non-Use ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA
of Records
No. % No. % No. %

Have no time/takes too

much time 43 38.8 12 10.7 14 14.7
Don’t consider it

necessary 25 22.5 31 27.6 16 16.8
Cannot read or wrile 11 99 | 27 24.1 22 23,2
No need because of small

rize of enterprise 9 8.1 1 0.9 1 1.1
Don’t know how 5 4.5 5 4.5 0 0.0
No reason cxpressed 3 2.7 7 6.3 1 1.1
Other 10 9.0 7 6.3 35 36.8
No response 5 4.5 | 22 19.6 6 6.3
Not applicable

(i.e. keeping records) 9 7.5 8 7.0 25 20.0

\
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TableZO' Dié'tribiution of Farm Operators by Territory,
o -and Familiarity with New Variety or Practice,

ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA
No. % No. % No. %
 Familiar with
Innovation 2 1.6 4 3.2 22 18.3
Practising Innovation 0 0.0 3 2.5 16 13.3
Time Using New
Practice/Variety:-
< - 2 years 0 0.0 1 0.8 10 8.3
2 -5 0 0.0 2 1.6 5 4.2
> 5 7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8
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Table 22: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory
‘ and Person Consulted most in Farm Planning. -

- Person Most Consulted ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA
in Farm Planning _
Decision-Making No. % No. | % [ No. %
No-one 48 40.0 45 38.0 11 9.2
Spouse 46 38.3 27 22.5 18 15.0
Other Family Member 10 8.3 9 7.5 1 08
Relative 11 9.2 4 3.4 4 3.4
Neighbour .0 0.0 7 5.2 5 4.2
Extension Officer 2 . W 22 18.3 65 54.0
Agricultural Salesman 0 0.0 4 34 0 0.0
Other 1ol 08 2 1.7 14 11.7
No Response 20 W7 0 0.0 2 1.7

Table 23 Dlstnbutwn of Farm Opemtérs, by Ternroty aﬁd

. oy

e

Tt Gt

) ‘L

RS u P

Opinion Sources for Decision on New Variety/Practice.

Opinion Sources ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
for Innovation

| Adoption No. % No. % No. % No. %
Son/Daughter 45 375 | 47 | 423 | 43 367 | 135 |38.8
Spouse 79 669 | 67 | 657 | 80 689 | 226 |67.3
Relative 27 225 | 25 | 214 | 41 342 | 93 |26.0
Neighbour 21 17.5 19 { 164 | 37 308 | .77 |21.6
Extension Officer | 47 302 | 36 | 333 | 80 67.8 | 163 |47.1

NOTE:

The computation of pércentages is based on number in sample to which the particuiar factor

applies, For example, farm operators with no sons or daughters are not included in compuiing rela-
tive importance of this opinion source.




j‘Tabie‘fM: Distribution of Farm Operators, g!y 'icm'torDy and
Harketing De

16

Distance from Home to nearest

n

pot.

I;m‘;‘;;je ' ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA TOTAL
ERIREE No. % No. % No. | % No. %
<5 142 | 350 | 31 |288| 16| 133 | 89 | 247
S50+ 10mhs. | 32 | 266 36 | 300 | 52| 433 [120 | 333
1 20 |15 12.5 18 |'150 | 42| 350 | 75 20.8
>2 . v | 8 6.7 11 L 5| 42| 24 6.7
| Not ascertained 23 | 19.2 24 | 200| 5| 42|52 | 145
Total 120 | 1000 | 120 |100.0 | 120 {100.0 |360 | 100.0
Table 25: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory
and Suggestions for Improving Marketing System.
JE e ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST.LUCIA | TOTAL
|1 Susgestion (n=120) (n=120) (n=120) (n=360)
No. % No. | % | No. | % |No. %
Better Trasnport | 15 | 12.5 37 |308 |26 |21.6 | 78 | 217
Access Roads - - | 59 49.2 40 1333 |35 [201 [134 | 372
Cooperatives 1 0.8 51 425 | 22 |183 74 20.5
Collection Points 38 31.7 49 40.8 58 |48.3 145 40.3
-Grading and
- Standards 5 4.2 8 6.6 9 7.5 22 6.1
Storage 3 2.5 6 50 [ 16 {133 | 25 7.0

_\\V\
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Table 27:

Sources consulted on Improved Practices.

Table 26:  Distribution of Farm Operators by Territory and Information
' ~ Sources consulted for ﬂchm’ca Problems. '
.Infgmaﬁbn - | ST VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
- yource - . ' -
| “Consulted No. % No. % ~ No. % No. %
Neighbour 7] s8| 4| 83| 3] 25| 14 [ 39
Good Friend | 18| 18| 26 | 217 1| o8| 40 | 100
Relative 15| 125 4| 83] 1| 08 20| 855
Extension Officer | 85 | 29.2| 44.| 867 | 106 | 883 | 185 | 514
Agricultural Salesman | 0| 00| 0| 00| o | 00| o | o0
No-one 44| 67| 26| 27| 5| s2| 5 | 208
Other 4 33 16 [ 133 | 4 33 | 24 6.7
Not Ascertained 2 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.6
Total - 120 | 1000 120 [ 1000 | 120 [ 10000 | 360 | 100.0
Distribution of Farm Operators, by Térritory and Information

o I,go,,m,,-é,, - | ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
ource No. % No. % No. % No. %

Visit Government

_ Farm 29 21,7 35 29.2 45 37.5 109 30.2
Visit large Estate 30 25.0 42 35.0 43 35.5 115 32.0
Visit Neighbour’s '

Farm 72 60.0 76 63.3 85 70.8 233 64.7
Listen to Radio 100 83.3 91 75.8 105 87.5 296 82.2




Table 28: Distribution o

18

6 Farm Operators, by Territo
of Extension Officer and Frequency of Visi

r?' Knowledge

Extension Officer | ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA TOTAL
- No. % | No. % | No. % | No.| %
Is known by farmer 61 50.8 78 65.0 | 99 82.5 238 | 66.1
Never Visits Farm 44 36.7 26 21.7 | 14 11.6 841 23.3
Vigits Farm
Sometimes 40 33.3 60 50.0 | 98 81.7 198 | 55.0
Table 29: Distribution of Farm O emtor; Terntor_y and Kind of
Technical Informahon equlre ]y om Radio.
Kind of Information ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
Required —
No. % 0, % No. % No' | %
Howtogrowerops | 77 | 612 | 82 | 683 | 90 | 750 | 249]69.2
When to Plant 70 58.3 79 65.8 04 53.3 2131 59.2
Time of Epraying 59 49.2 34 283 | 42 35.0 135 37.5
Kinds of Subsidics 25 20.8 30 25.0 19 15.8 741 20.5
Available Incentives 32 26.7 38 31.7 | 33 27.5 103 | 28.6
Market Prices 69 57.5 67 55.8 39 32.5 175 | 48.6
How to care animals 43 35.8 54 45.0 | 44 30.7 1311 36.4




Tablé 30: " Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and.
" Membership in Groups. S S

. . | ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL

Kind of (n=120) (n=120) (n=120) (n=360)

Group \

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Cooperative 6 50 | 38 31.7 21 17.5 65 18.0
Sou-Sou - 6 5.0 3 2.5 4 3.3 13 3.6
Church Group 29 | 4.2 | 12 10.0 40 33.3 81 22.5
Agricultural Society 2 1.7 1 11 9.2 7 5.8 20 5.5
Village Council 1 08 | 11 9.2 41 34.2 53 1.7
Outdoor Sports Club ) 0.0 3 2.5 2 1.7 5 14
Indoor Sports Club 0 00| 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.3

Table 31:  Distribution of Farm Olgemtors, by Territory and
Single Most Important Factor in Job Selection.

Most Important ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
Job Selection
Criterion No. % No. % No. % No. %
Good Money 96 80.0 | 39 32.5 58 48.3 | 193 53.6
Personal Liking of

Job 23 19.2 | 33 27.5 6 5.0 62 17.2
Good Status 0 0.0 3 2.5 11 9.2 14 4.0
Benefit to Family 0 0.0 | 30 25.0 34 28.3 64 17.7
Chance o get ahead 0 00 | 12 10.0 5 4.2 17 4.7
Other 0 0.0 3 2.5 5 4.2 8 2.2
Not Ascertained 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.8 2 0.6

Total 120 10C.0 | 120 100.0 | 120 100.0 | 360 100.0




“Table 32:  Dutnioution of Farm O eratlors, b "-Te’rn't'o""' and Ty; o
R Offovarefcrr{'dforSoIr)zs., 2 2y SOTLONy. BN SIPS.

: prv Preferred | L ST..VINCENT D()MINI_F'A ; ST LUCIA: ; TOTAL : |
- for Sons 1 Nl % | No. % | No. % |No. | %
Farming | -11 | 130 | 19 | 170 | 50 . | 459 | 80 | 261
Medicine/Law - | 7 | 82 | 22 | 196 | 14 | 128 | 43 | 141
Teacher 19 | 228 | 16 | 143 | 1 | 09| 36 | 118
Other White Collar | 3~ | 35| 2 18 | 4 | 37| 9 3.0
Politician ' 0 1 00 0 0.0 0 00| 0 0.0
Blue Collar 24 1282 | ‘16 143 | 25 22.9 65 21.2
Other 15 17,5 32 |-285 | 3 2.7 50 16.3
No Preference 3 2.5 4 3.5 12 11.0 19 6.2
Not Applicable 35% g 11 ‘ 54%
Not Ascertained 3 3.5 1 - 0.9 0 0.0 4 1.3
Total 120 120 120

85* 100.0 112* 100.0 109 100.0 | 306* |100.0

Table 33:  Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and Kind
of Job Preferred for Daughters. s

Job Hefcrred ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL

for Daughters No. % No. % No. % No. %
Farming R | 1.1 0 0.0 3 2.8 4 1.3
Medicine/Law 1 1.1 5 4.6 1 1.0 7 1.9
Teacher/Nurse 58 66.7 67 61.5 57 53.8 | 182 60.3
Politician 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
White Collar 12 13.8 3 2.7 24 22.6 39 13.0
Housewife 0 - 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.9 2 0.6
Other 3 3.4 28 25.7 12 11.3 43 14.2
No Preference 8 9.2 4 3.6 8 7.5 20 6.6
Not Applicable 33+ : 11+ 14+ 58% |-
Not Ascertained 4 4.6 1 09 0 0.0 5 1.7
Tolal 120 120 120

l 87* 11000 109* 100.0 106* 1100.0 | 302* | 100.0

“ Percentage computed excluding opcrators with no daughters,



Table 34:  Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and
Educational Level Desired for Offspring.

| Desired Educaticnal | ST- VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
Level No. % . No. % No. % No. %

- University 04 53.3 66 55.0 75 62.5 205 | 57.0
Secondary 28 233 41 342 | 27 | 225 9 | 26.7
Primary 0 0.0 3 2.5 0 0.0 3 0.8
As far as they can ' :

reach 15 12.5 3 25 | 15 12,5 33 9.2
Other 0 00| 1 08 | 1 0.8 2 05
Not Applicable S 12 10.0 5 4.2 2 1.7 19 5.3
Not Ascertained 1 08| 1 08| o 00 2| 05
Total 120 100.0 | 120 100.0 {120 | 100.0 | 360 |100.0

Table 35: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and

Esteem for Education as Best Security.
Education is Best ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST. LUCIA TOTAL
Security in Life o o o
for Offspring No. % No. % No. % No. %
Agree 116 99.1 | 87 73.1 | 83 69.2 | 286 | 80.3
Disagree 1 09| 24 202 | 33 27.5 58 | 16.3
Undecided 0 0.0 7 5.9 3 2.5 10 2.8
Not Applicable 3¢ 1* 0 0.0 4+
Not Ascertained 0 0.0 1 0.8 0.8 2 0.6
Total 120 120 120 | 100.0 360

117 1006 | 119 100.0 | 120 | 100.0 356 {100.0

=

*
Percentage computed out of total applicable respondents, i.e, those with no offspring excluded.

W\
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“Table 36:  Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory and Land

Bequethal Plan.

Land Bequethal | ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA  |ST. LUCIA TOTAL

Plan No. % No. % No. % No. | %
Leave to One Child 2 1.7 5 - 4.2 29 24.1 36 | 10.0
Divide Land 111 92.5 111 925 | 89 74.2| 311 | 86.4
Don’t Know ' 1 0.8 1 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.6
Not Applicable 6 5.0 3 2.5 2 .71 11 3.0
Total | 120 |1000 |120 |[1000 {120 | 100.0| 360 |100.0

' ,Téblq 37:  Distribution of Farm Operators, by Te.m't'ory_and Monvéy.
- Saving Practice.
‘Money Saving ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA TOTAL
Practice No. | % |No. | % |[No. | % | nNol| %
Save:

In Bank 83 69.2 35 29.2 74 61.7| 192 | 53.3
In Co-operative 0 0.0 20 16.6 5 421 25 6.9
In Insurance 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 1 0.4
At home - 2 1.6 10 83 S 4.2 17 4.7
Other 7 5.8 14 11.7 0 0.0 21 5.8
Don’t Save _ 28 | 23.4 41 34.2 35 29.1| 104 | 289
Total 120 100.0 120 100.0 [120 100.0| 360 {100.0
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Table 38: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Te erritory and
4 perceived importance of agricullure versus Law/

sledicine as a career for sons.

Career comidered | ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA ST LUCIA TOTAI
more Important No. % No % No. % No. %
Law/Mcdicine 31 29.2 46 403 31 2790 108 32.2
Agriculture 31 29.2 34 298 83 46.0 118 35.2
Equally Important 43 40.6 31 272 | 31 270 | 105 31.5
Don’t Know 0 0.0 2 1.8 0 00 2 06
Not Applicablc” 14 6 5 25
Not Ascertained 1 10 1 09 0 0.0 2 0.6
Totat 120 120 120 360
106 100.0 114 100.0 | 115 1000 335 | 100.0
“Tuble 39:  Distribution of Farms by Territory and Farm Size.
ST. VINCENT DOMINICA ST LUCIA TOTAL
Farm Size
(acres) No. % No. % No % No %
19 1.99 61 508 50 410 10 8.3 121 336
20 - 2499 22 8.3 18 150 7 58 47 13.1
30 - 3.99 11 9.2 29 24.2 8 6.7 48 13.3
- 4.0 4.99 26 21.7 ) 4.2 7 58 b ] 105
50 - 999 0 0.0 138 150 55 458 73 203
100 - 1500 0 0.0 0 00 33 27.5 33 9.2
Total 120 1000 120 1000 | 120 1000 300 1000

\v\
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Table 40: Distribution of Farms b y Temtory, Parcel Number
and Wasteland per Parcel.
ST. VINCENT |
1 ) ‘
Parcel None <4 % - % f’/ﬁ -1 > 1 Total
Number | No. | % |No.| % |No.| % |No| % { No. | % | No.| %
1 1031858 7| 58| 6| 50| 2/17 2| 17| 120(1€0.0
2 34 [ 895 1| 26| 1] 26| 2{53 0| 00| 38f100.0
3 10/99{1]| 91| ofoo]| oloo]| of oo| 11{00.0
4 1 [{1000] 0| 00| of 00| o|oo0 0! ool 1[1000
Total 148 | 870 9| 53| 7| 41 4| 24 2| 1.2 1701000
DOMINICA
Parcel None < % % - % -1 > 1 R(]!\slgonsc Total
Number | 'no | % {No| % |No. | % |No| % | No. ! % | N0l % [No. %
1 83 | 69.2] 433 | 16]134]| 6|50 10 | 8.3 1| 08120 100.0
2 56 | 7271 1| 1.3 6] 78| 6|78 8|66 ol 0.0]| 77 100.0
3 19 612 2165 6194 1]32 3|97 ol 0.0 31 100.0
4 51 83.3) 1 [16.7 ol oo ofo0 0|00 ol 00| 6 1000
Total 163 69.7] 8| 34 | 281120 13]56 | 21| 89 1| 0.4]234 160.0
ST. LUCIA
Parcel None < Yy 4 - 1 % . 1 > 1 Total
Number 1 Nl o INo| % [No.| % | Nol % | No. | % | No| %
1 91| 758! 3| 25 13(100] 217 11 [ 9.2 | 120/100.0
2 551 705] 41 5.1 71 90 339 9 [11.5 | 78]100.0
3 281 875] 0] 0.0 1] 3.1 216.3 1|31 321100.0
4 311000f 0| 00 0] 00l ojfoo0 0| 0.0 3[100.0
Potal 1771 760 7 {30 | 21| 90{ 7|30 | 21 |90 | 233]100.0



Table 41

Distribution of Farms by ’Territc.)ry, Parcel Nﬁmber,and

Tenure System..
ST. VINCENT
Free- | Lease- | Annual [Family |Share- |Squatt. |Squatt. - L
Parcel| hold | hold Rent | Land |Cropping | Gouv't | Private Other Tolal N
‘e‘:_"'b No.| % | No.| % |No| % |Nol% |No| % {No.| % |No|l % |No]l %| No.| % No.
1 5714751 0 |0.0] 24 20.0f 11} 9.2} 11 | 9.2 ojo00|0 |00 17 114.1 | 120} 100.0 82
_ 2 201526 0 {0.0| 9 23.7] 1] 26] 3|79 010070 |00 5 |13.2| 38]100.0 27
3 41364 0 00| 1| 9. of o0f 2 j18.1 0joojo |00 41364 | 11| 100.0 10
4 0] 00}) 0 |O0O| 1]1000f O| 0.0] O | 0.0 0{00}0 (0.0 0100 1} 100.0 1
ua
Total 8114767 0 (0.0 35} 20.6{12| 7.1{16 | 9.4 0jo.0]o0 jo0 26 |15.3 | 170} 100.0 § 120
DOMINICA
Free- Lease- | Annual  Fumily | Share- | Squatt. | Squalt. N
11:,” reel | hold hold Rent  Land |Cropping| Gov't |Private Other Total
um- [~
ber | No.| % | No.| %|Na] %|No| %|No| % | Noj %|No| % |No] %|N.| % | Ne
1 451375 2 {1.7,17}14.2 | 31 |258] 9 |75 715812 1.7 7 58] 1201000 | 43
2 221285| 3 |39 11143 301390} 2 26 | 4 |52]3 |39 2126 77110001} 46
3 6/194| o0 |00| 7[226|10323] 3 [96 ] 3 ]96|0 |00 2165 ] 31]1000 25
_ 4 3/500] 0 00| O] 00| 1]333] 1 B33 0|o00}0 |00 1 (334 61 100.0 6
'i‘otal 76 {325] S5 [2.1|35]150 [72]208|15 |64 |14 [60[5 |21 12 ] 5.1 1234} 1000 | 120
ST. LUCIA
Free- Lease- | Annual |Family | Share- | Squatt | Squat!.

f:;::;f.l hold hold Rent Land [Cropping| Govt | Private Other Total N
ber No., %|No.| %|Nol % [No.| % {No.| %1 No| %|Nol % |Nol %| Nol % No.
1 64 1534) 6 150[10) 83 |34 283 1 |08 211713 |25 0]00 120} 1000 | 42
2 3614621 3 138 6] 7.7 |25 |320{ 0 |0.0 51641 |13 2|26 | 78]|100.0 | 4€¢
3 121375 2 }63 | 71219 91281]| 0 {00 1131}0 J00 1 {31] 32{1000 | 29
4 0{00| 0 00O 3000 | O|0.0[0]00 0j00]0 00 0100 311000} 3
Total | 112 |48.1 | 11 [4.7 [26]11.2 |68 [29.2] 1 {04 813414 (1.7 3113123311000 | 120

"
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Tablo42 ;Dislribut_ioh of Farms by Territory, P_arcel'Numbér}
and Distance of Parcel from Home (milég).' '

N ~ST. VINCENT . ,
ii’d‘n‘:el | < l 1-3 4-6 6+ Respjxgse .| Total
Number [ no | % | No| % |No.| % |No| % | No.| % |No.| %

1 | 45| 375 | 41|32 |22 [183|10] 831 2 | 17 |120{1000
2| 12| 316 | 16 [421 237 | 1| 26 | o |00 | 38|100.0
-8 | 2[182| 4364 | 4]364| 0o 00| 1 |90 | 11]1000
4 o/l 00| 0} 00 | 1 (w000 0f 00] 0 |o00 1100.0

~Total 59| 34.7 | 610359 |36 |21.2|11]| 65| 3 | 1.7 |170(100.0

DOMINICA

= : —

Parcel < 1 I-3 46 6+ Respoonse Total

Number | no | % | No.| % [No.| % |No| % | No.| % |No| %
1 65( 54.2 | 39 |325 |10 | 83| 433 | 2 |17 |[120(100.0
2 36 467 | 28 /364 | 6 | 78| 5|65 | 2 |26 | 77(100.0
8 290 | 131419 | 6 {194 | 2|65 |1 |32 | 31]1000
4 of 00| 4667 | 2333 | 0f{00 |0 |00 6 {100.0

Total 110) 47.0 | 84./35.9 |24 {103 |11]a7 |5 [21 |234]1000

5T. LUUIA
. . No

Pa(cel < 1 P-3 4-6 6 Response Total

Nuinber No. % | No| % No.| % | No| % No.| % |[No.| %
1 83} 69.2 | 19|158 | 8 | 67| 8f6.7 | 2 | 1.6 |120/190.0
2 38| 48.7 | 26 (333 | 5| 64| 6|77 | 3 |39 | 78[1000
3 12| 375 | 16 (500 | 2 | 625 2625 | 0o |00 [ 32[100.0
4 2667 11333 | o] oo ofoo | o |o00 31100.0

Total 135/ 579 | 621266 |15 | 64 | 16|69 | 5 |22 [233]1000

™
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Table 43: Distribution of Farms by Territory, Parcel Nunvibér

ST. VINCENT |
Parcel | g{g:ﬁy Undulating g:)"gg;“l IFV'Ilz;tly  Total
-Number No. % | No. | % No. % | No. % | No. %
1 |10 | 83| 9| 75| |60 23| 192 1201000
2 |4 f105| 1 [ 26|20 |71 6] 158 38]1000
3 2 1182 0 | 00| 9 | 818 o| 00| 11|1000°
4 Jo|oo] 0o foo| 1 _100.0‘ ol 00| 1]1000
Total |16 | 94|10 [ 59115 67.6|_29 17.1 | 170 | 100.0
DOMINICA
: Parcci ' g{‘é‘;gy | Undulating gl: ;;i;:al %z:tly No Response |  Total
Number N | % | No. | % | No. | % | No| % | No.| % |No. | %
1 8 | 6721 [175( 54 | 450 87| 308| o 0.0 ]120 {1000
2 13 [169]| 18 [234| 32 | 415 14| 182 of o0/ 77 |1000
3 8 [258| 6 [194| 9 [ 200 7| 226 1| 3231|1000
4 ‘1 167 3 |50.0] 0O 0.0 33.3 0| 00| 6]100.0
Total 30 |12.8) 48 |205] 95 | 406 60| 257 1| 0.4 [234 |100.0
ST. LUCIA
- » Mostl . Gradual Mostl
Parcel Steepy Undulating Slopes Flat ¢ Total
Number No. % | No. | % No. % | No % | No. %
1 30 (25031 |259| 34 |283] 25| 20.8( 120 | 1000
2 22 (282 24 [308] 23 (295 9| 11.5] 78]100.0
3 13 |406| 5 |157] 9 |281| 5| 156 32]1000
4 0o | 00| 2 {e67| 1 [333] of oo 3]1000
Total 65 279 62 |2006| 67 [288] 39| 167 233 ] 100.0

/35
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Table 44:  Distribution .of Farms by Territory, Parcel

Number and Soil Type.
- ST.VINCENT
CJO0 1L T Y P E
o " | HEAVY | LIGHT BOTH NO y
Parcel - , OTH | prsponse | TOTAE
Number  \"No. | % |No.| % |No.| % | No.| % | No. | %
1 55459 64 | 533) 0 | 00| 1 |08 |120 {1000
2 | 19500 [17 | 448 1 | 26| 1|26 | 38 (1000
8 ‘71636 | 4 | 364] 0o | 00f 0 |00 | 11 |1000
4 0.0 1000{ 0 | 00| o |00 1 [100.0
| Total 81476 |86 | 50.6[ 1 | 0.6] 2|12 | 170 |1000
DOMINICA
S 01 L TYPE
SRR o | NO
| Parcat | HEAVY | LIGHT BOTH \pgsponsg | TOTAL
DNumber  "No T % |No.| % |No.| % | No.| % | No. | %
1 79659 |34 (283 | 6 | 50| 1|08 |120]1000
2 44571 |20 [37.7| 2| 26| 2|26 | 771000
3. | 22|70 7 [226]| 2| 64| o[ 00 | 31|1000
4 '5(833| 1 [167]| 0 [ 00| 0] 00 6 | 100.0
Total. - | 150| 64.1 [ 71 [ 303 [10 | 43| 3|13 | 234]1000
ST, LUUIA
SO0 L TYPE
L HEAVY | LIGHT Born NO
Parcel responsg | TOTAE
Number NG % | No.| % |No| % | No| % | No. | %
1 77 | 64223 |19.2 17 | 141] 3| 25 [ 120 [1000
2 51 | 654 |15 [192]|11 |141] 1] 13 | 781000
3 21 |656| 4 |125] 7| 219 o] 00 | 32]1000
4 2 |667| 1 [333] o] 00/ 0] 00 3 | 100.0
Total 51| 648 | 43 [185 |35 | 150 4| 1.7 | 2331000




Table 45: Distribution of Farms by Territory, Parcel
' Number and Rainfall (ins. p.a.). -
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ST. VINCENT

e 6o+ | 40-60 | < 40 Not otal -
‘Parcel. |7 ‘ “Applicable Tot.al..‘.’.-
Number - ["No.[ % [No.| % |No.| % | Ne.| % |No.| %
1 77| 642 42 [350 | 0] 00| 1|08 |i20f1000]
o2 | 20f 526{17 |448 [ 0| 00| 1| 26 | 38]1000
3 | 9 88| 2 (182 0] 00| 000 | 11]1000
4 1{1000 0 | 00 | 0|00 ofo0 | 11000
“Total | 107| 629| 61 [359 | 0| 00| 2|12 [170] 1000
DOMINICA |
| Parcel 60 + - 40 - 60 < 40 Applicable T"“’_" '
| Number  V'No.T"% |No.| % |No| % | No.| % | No.| %
1 | 87| 72530 250 | 0| 00| 3|25 |120] 1000
2 56| 72.7/18 234 | 0| 00| 3| 39 | 77| 1000
3 | 22| 70| 9 (200|000 o000 | 311000
4 - 5| 833[ 1 [167 | 0] 0.0 0] 00 6| 100.0
Total =~ | 170] 72.6|/58 |248 | 0| 0.0 6| 26 | 234] 1000
ST. LUCIA
T _ Not
Parcel . 60+ 40-60 < 40 Applg.‘able Total
Number [ No.| % |No. | % [No.| % | No.] % [No| %

1 88| 73.3 |30 |250 [ 2| 17| o] 00 |120] 1000
2 641820 |12 |154 [ 2| 26| o] 00 | 78] 1000
3 20(906 | 3 | 94 | 0]|00| o] oo | 32{1000

4 50000 [0 [ 00| ofoo| o]|oo | 3]1000
Total 184’ 79.0 145 {193 | 4| 17] o] 00 [233] 1000

a
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‘Table 46: Dis‘tlrib’uﬁdn_ of Farms by Terrirotv. Parcel Number
and Tvne of Road to Parcel.
ST. VINCENT
y - | Motor- Trail / Unpaved | Unpaved o
"‘Palrc;el Homc on | able - | Fool- dry” y(’f"d Colmbl. T .
. Parcel road path weather | roun nations | Total
. 3Numbcr -~ road road ,
No.| % |No.| % |No| % | No.| % | No.| % |[No.| % | No.} %
1 2 1.7 [22 |18.3 |29 | 24.2| 40 [33.3 0 {00 | 27 1225 ] 120 {100.0
2 0 00} 8 |21.1 711841 16 |42.1 0 jo.o 7 | 184 | 38 |100.0
3 o]l oo} 1|90 27.3] 4 1364 0 |00 | 3 |273 { 11 |100.0
4 0].00] O 00} 0 00| O 0.0 0 |00 1 1100.0 1 }1100.0
Total 2| 1231 |182 |39 229] 60 |353] o o0 | 38 |22.4 |170 |100.0
DOMINICA
3 | Motor- de/ Unpaved aved |
.Parcel Homeon'| gble - Foot- ?uea her 2’;35 d Combi- | No Total
| Number Parcel road path ,-(,u(f roa nations Response
. No.| % | Noj % |Noj % |No.| % |[No.| % |No.| % |No.| % |No.| %
lv 6 50123 [19.2 |30] 250 1 08 7 |58 52 434 1 0.8 {120 {100.0
2 0 0023 |299 221 28.6 4 5.2 1 |13 26 | 33.7 1 1.3 177 |1000
3 0 0.0 161 |13 ] 420] O 00 0 |00 11 | 35.5 2 6.4 | 31 |100.0
4. 0 00] 2 |333 3]500[] 0o Joo]| o0 {00 1 1167 0] 00} 611000
. . i
Total 6 26 | 53 |22.6 |68 ] 29.1 s |21 8 |34 90 | 38.5 4 ' 1.7 234 {1100.0
ST. LUCIA
Unpaved | Unpaved
R ' Maqtor- rail/ | dr car Combi ,
Parcel - |- fome on L? Zz"" wé)(’x her | Pour nations 0 Total
“Number rcel aad path roa roa ; esponse
YUMBEN L o, | % No. % |No| % |No. | % |No.|% |No.| % |No.| % [No.| %
‘ l, 13 1108 | 38 §31.7 |26 | 217 1 0.8 1 |08 | 41 | 34.2 0.0 {120 {100.0
2 0 00| 6 76 |22 | 282 1 13 0 |00 | 47 | 60.3 2 2.6 | 78 |100.0
3 0 00} 4 125 3 9.4 0 0.0 0 (00 24 | 75.0 1 3.1 ]32}100.0
4 0 0.0 1 |333 0 00 0 |0.0| 0 0.0 |i22 {667 0 00| 3]100.0
Total 13 5.6 149 ]21.0 |S1 | 2194 2 09 1 104 | 114 | 489 3 1.2 233 }100.0
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Tablad? E Distribﬁlion.of Farms by Territory, Parcel Number -
and Distance to Market. .
ST. VINCENT
SECUERRR B N | 1 -3 4-6 > 6 Not
Purcel mile - miles miles miles Ascertained Total
Number 'o™ T % |No. | % |No. | % |No. | % |No.| % | No.| %
1 8 ' 6.7 271225 | 26|21.7 56 46.6 3 |25 120 | 100.0
o2 1 {26 10.5 11 | 29.0 21 § 55.3] 1 | 26 38 1100.0
-8 | o]oo 364 | 3[27.2 | 4| 364 0.0 | 111000
4 0}]00 0] 0.0 0 0.0 1 |100.0f 0 | 00 1 ]1100.0
Total 9 |53 35206 | 40235 | 82 | 48.2[ 4 | 24 170 | 100.0
DOMINICA
| < 1 1-3 4- 6 >6 Not Total
 Parcel mile miles miles miles Ascertained
Number
‘ No. % | No. % | No. % | No % |No.| % [No. %
_1 | 16 |133 34 1283 13 | 10.8 53 | 41.21 4 | 3.3 120 | 100.0
2| sfes | 20(260 | 9|17 | 40 | 520 3 |38 | 77|1000
3| 64 | 6194 194 | 16 | 51.6] 1 {32 | 311000
4 | o000 2 |33.3 00| 4667 0|00 6 | 100.0
‘Total | 237198 | 62265 | 28|120 113 | 483| 8 |34 (234 [100.0
ST. LUCIA
: < 1 -3 4-06 > 6 Not
Parcel mile miles miles miles Ascertained Total
Number| No.| % |No. % | No. % |No % |No.} % |No. %
1 10 | 8.3 12 110.0 23 1192 73 [ 608] 2 | 1.7 120 | 100.0
2 2 |25 17 | 21.8 12 | 154 45 | 57.71 2 | 26 78 1100.0
3 2 {62 71219 71219 15 [ 469 1 |31 32 1100.0
4 0100 01 00 0| 0.0 3 11000 0 {00 311000
Totel 14 | 6.0 36 {154 42 1180 |136 | 584 5 | 2.1 233 1100.0
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Table 48:  Distribution of Farms by Territory, Parcel Number and
Tvpe of Transnort to Markel.

ST. VINCENT

1 Head Paid Public Not
- | Own Hired Person- | Labour |Trans- Combi-  |Ascer- Total
Parcel | Vehicle Vehicle | all Heading |port nations tained
N Y & |
ume-
ber No.| % [No.| % | No{ % | No | %|No| % |No.| % [No.| % | No| %
1 1 0.8 2 1.71 1741142 0 00] 99 823 0 0.0 1]10.8 120(100.0
-2 1 2.6] O 0.0 3117.9 0 0.0 34} 89.5 0 0.0 0] 0.0 381100.0
3 0 0.0 0 0.0 9.1 0 00| 191} 909 0 0.0 010.0 111100.0
4 0 00| O 0.0 0] 0.0 0 0.0 11100.0 0 000 0]0.0 11100.0
Total 2 1.2 2 1.2]1 211124 0 00144 | 84 7 0 0.0 11]0.5 170{100.0
DOMINICA
Head Paid Public Nol
Parcel | Own Hired Person- Labour Trans- Combi- Ascer- Tolal
Num- | Vehicle | Vehicle | ally Heading |port nations  |tained
ber [ No.| % [ No.T %[ Nol o] No | % [N | % INo. | % |No. | %| No| %
1 3 2.5 23 {19.1] 26 1.6 4 331 42 35.0 21} 17.5 1]10.8 120}100.0
2 3 3.9 20 |26.0] 1sl1wn g 3 3.9 26 |33 7 116 111.3 77]100.0
3 1 3.2 2 6.4} 10| 6.4 2 6.4] 12 D87 129 010.0 317100.0
4 0 0.0 00 1116.7 1 1167 2133.3 333 0({00 61100.0
Total 7 3.0l 45 {19.2] 52222 10 4.3 821350 36 |S~4I 2109 2341 100.9
===¥"—_=J_—_—_—~L——-—
ST. LUCIA
! Head Paid Publir Not
Parce Qwn Hired Person- Labow Trans- Combi- Ascer- Tolal
{b\(um- Vehicle | Vehicle | ally Heading | pont nattons  Mained
O ANo | wive. | % [No | %lNo [ % [No | % [No v [No. | % | No| %
1 9 7.5 4 13 5] 472 3 2.51 14 117 851 70.8 01]00 1201 100.0
2 7 2.0 3 l8 41 51 i 1.21 10 128 51 65 .4 2126 78] 100.0
3 4 112.5 2 6.2 0100 0 0.0 3 94 231 719 01{0.0 321 100.0
4 0 0.0 0 0.0 000 0 0.0 0 00 31(100.0 000 31 100.0
Total 20 8.5 9 39 91309 4 171 27|11 6] 1621 69.5 2109 2331 100.0




Table 49:

Distribution of Farms by Temtory and Number of Hand

Tools owned per Farm.

| Number of ST. VINCENT | DOMINICA | ST. LUCI4 TOTAL
tools owned

‘P er farm No. % No. % | No. % No. %
None 0 00| 2 16| o0 0.0 2 0.6
1 - 5 107 89.2 | 100 834 | 35 202 | 242 | 673
6 - 10 11 92| 18 | 150 56 467 | 85 | 23.6
11 - 15 2 16| 0 0.0 | 26 21.6 | 28 7.7
16 - 20 0 00| o0 00| 3 2.5 3 0.8
Total 120 {1000 | 120 | 100.0 | 120 | 100.0 | 360 |100.0
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Table 51(a): Modal Crop Production Practices, St. Vin‘ccrit |

Production Praclice

Banana

Plantain

Sweet Potato

Tannia

Dasheen

Yan.

Pigeon Peas

Tomato

Carrot

-inger

G

Disposal

- Mainly for home use

Scld

Both

Intend to
plant
next
year

Yes

No

Don’t know

Usual
planting
month

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

. September

October

November

December

Year round

Feb. - Apr.

May - Jul

Aug. - Oct.

Nov. - Jan.
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‘Table 50:  Distribution of Farms by Tcrn'torly, Parcel Number and
e

Number of Long-term and Short-term Crops Cultivated.
ST. VINCENT
i el Ndr_;zbér of Long-term crops grown Number of Short-term crops grown
oo oper- Parcel - per. Parcel L
o2 ] 2 1 2 2+
1 4 |8 0 6 | s | 6 - |
2 10 L0 0 9 | s | 13
4 0 S0 e 0 01
Total | 60 | 9" | "o |, 28 | 52 80
et ] 358 | 53 | o0 | 165 | 306 | 471
DOMINICA
Number of Long-term crops grown Number of Short-term crops grown
Parcel per Parcel per Parcel
Number
: 1 2 2+ 1 2 2+
1 24 - 35 _ 52 32 19 32
2 27 25 14 9 19 20
3 13 : o1 12 7 9 6
4 2 0 3 2 1 1
Total - 66 61 81 50 48 59
Percent |
n-234) 28.2 26.1 34.6 21.3 20.5 25.2
ST. LUCIA
Number of Long-term crops grown Number of Short-term crops grown
Parcel per Parcel . per Parcel
Number 1 2 2+ 1 2 2+
1 8 7 101 - 15 12 70
2 9 11 50 12 11 27
3 7 3 18 ' 4 1 10
4 2 0 0 0 0 -3
Total 26 21 169 , 31 34 110
a3 11.2 9.0 52.6 13.3 14.6 47.2




.>T(‘|ble'5 ’(d), continué'd,:v Modal Crop Production Practices, St. Vincent

" Production Prac‘t‘ice‘ -

Banana

Plantain

Sweet Potato

Tannia

Dasheen

Yam

Pigeon Peas

Tomato

Carrot

Ginger

- harvesting
.. month

i :“ UBUB]

Januury

February

March

April

‘May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

~ Year round

Feb - Apr.

May - Jul.

Aug. - Oct.

Nov.

- Jan.

Cropping
System

Pure Stand

Mixed Stand

Both

Variety
planted

Improved

Local

Don’t know




“Table 51(a) continued: Modal Crop Production Practices, St. Vincent

S .
S 8|
‘ t]‘." R S E o [ £ ~ & o
< Praduction: Practice 3 I Rl I I NI
S5l E|5| 2|5 8lE|5| 2
L BIE|n|E|Q|R|g|2|3]|S
How g X| x X X
‘planted -+ — _
AR Mounds X X
Furrows
Ridges X X X1 X
L Beds
‘Planting  Rows x| x| x|{x|x|x|x|x]|x
‘method
‘ Irregular
Both
| Period ' Highest price | 15 14| 14| 14| 11} 17
month(s) 13413 13413+
Lowest price | 17 171 171 17) 1] 14
*13 - Yearround 15 - May - July 17 - Nov. - January

14 - Feb. - April 16 - Aug. - October.
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Table 51(b): Modal Crop I;rbduCtiou'Prk;ctices, Dominica

Production Pructice

Sweet potato

Banana

. Plantain
Dasheen
Tannia
Yam
Cassava
Coconut - -

| Disposal

Breadfruit

Citrus
Coffee

Cocoa
Bay

>

'_MaihlyvforAHo‘mauéev,“ R - X X[ x|
Sold |

Both x| x[ | | [x|[x]x

Intend to b el b
ot Yo | x| x| x| x| X[ X]|X

mext  No I X

year _
. Don’t know

Usual

planting  January

month . Fébruhry

~ March

- April

| May

June

July

- August

September

October

November

December

Year round X| x| x X

Feb. - Apr. X X

May - Jul. X| X| X

Aug. - Oct.

Nov, - Jan.




Table 51(b) continued: Modal Crop Production Practices, Dominica.

Production Practice

Plantain.

' Dash_een‘v'_  ; 

Tannia -~

Yam |

Sweet pota'i'd-: 1

Coconut |

Citrus |

| Cocoa.

' 'Coffe'e IR £

Breadfruit |

: Uhual' A

Harvesting

month

J un'u’ary. ‘

- February

- March

April

. May

~June

*July

R August

- September

October

November

December

Year round

Feb. - Apr.

May - Jul.

Aug. - Oct.

Nov. - Jan.

Cropping
System

Pure Stand

Mixed Stand

Both

Variety
planted

Improved

Local

Don't know

151



Tabls 51(b) continued: . Modal Crop Production Practices, Dominica.

Production Prctice | 21518 2| |51 B|E|a s8] |5
SIS|E 5|5 51818151815 ¢8]8
RIZ | (&5 |5|S|S|T|S|S|I|=
Hlowd PR
“planted . ., v
(PETEC Pat X [x|x X x| x| x|x
7 Mounds x| x X X
| q | Fﬁ;_rOws |
: Ridges X
o Beds
Planting ' :
method, Rows x| x| x| x| x| x{ x| x| x| x| x| x
Irregular X
Both
vPCI'iOd . . | 11 11 14
month(s) Highest price 5 |17, 16| 16 { {gH&—IB 13 15 13.na
S Lowest price 171151 14114} 1] 1 17 liﬁ n.a.

* 13 - Year round
14 - Feb. - April

" n.a.. = not ascertained.

15 - May - July

16 -- Augus. - October

17 - Nov. - January
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Table 51(c): Modal Crop Production Practices, Saint Lucia.

. Production Practice

Plantam

Yam -

Dasheen =

Tannia

Coconut - |

Breadfruit .

Citrus

Mango

Cocoa

Avocado

Coffee

: DisPQhal,

Mainly for home use -

Y

Sold.

Both

" Intend to
_plant
next

| year

Yes

No

Don’t know

| Usual
planting
" month

January

February

‘March

April

May

June

July

August

September

" October

November

December

Year round

Feh. - Apr.

May - Jul.

Aug, Oct.

Nov. - Jan,

37



Table 51(c) continued: Modal Crop Production Practices, Saint Lucia.

‘Production Practice

Banana

Plantain

Yam

Dasheen

Tannia

Coconizt

Breadfruit

Citrus

‘Mango

Avocado
Coffee

Cocoq

‘Usual .~
‘harvesting
:month

" January

- February -

‘March

April

May

June

. ™

August

September

October

November

December

Year round

Feb Apr.

May Jul

Aug Oct.

Nov Jan

Cropping
system

Pure stand

Mixed stand

Both

_riety
planted

Improved

Local

Don’'t know




~ Table 51(c) continued: ‘Modal Crop Production Practices, Saint Lucia

——
odction Practive. | & sl |5 E | el
Production Practice §§ . g g g ¥ §° § '§ é

SHEIHECIEIE IR

How =

iP.l‘éflt'gd_  Flat x| x x| x|x|x x |x | x| x
Mounds X X | X

| Furrows
Ridges
Beds

Planting  Rowa x| x| x| x]|x

' Irregular XXX [x]X]X
Both

Il:f;;ot(}ll(s)ﬂlﬂighcst price 16 {17 |17 | 17 131 4a 15 l]lé 5 Ly 8 1o

L Lowest price 17 116 114 | 14 6| 1 7/8 10
13 - Year round 15  May - July 17 - Nov. - January

14 - Feb. - April

16 - Aug. - October

(l



Table 52:  Distribution of Farms by Island, Parcel Number -

38

“and Type of Livestock Reared.

NOTE: More than one type of livestock may be kept on the same parcel,

ST. VINCENT
_ Type of Livestock Reared >
..}f’a ?‘-‘"’ None Cattle Pigs %’L‘;‘;};/ Rabbit A
Number INo. | % [No. | % |No. | % |No.| % | No.] %
1 (n=120)] 70 | 583|128 | 233 | 6 | 50|24 {200 0] 00
2 (n=38)| 29 | 76.3| 5 42 0 [ 00| 6 |158] 0] 00 |
‘3 (m=11) 9| 81.8 91| 0 | 06 91| 0] 00 |
4 = 1| 1 |1000{ 0 00/ 0 {oo| o] 00| 000
‘Total ~~ {109 | 64.2/34 | 200 6 | 3.5[31 |182].0 | 00
DOMINIC:
Type of Livestock Reared
Pdrcei -None Cattle Pigs %’:}i‘;ﬁ’/ Rabbits
Number | No. | % [No.| % |No.| % | No.| % | No.| %
1 (n=120)| 86| 71.7/]13 | 108 | 7 | 58|22 | 183| 4|.33
2m=77)| 63| 81.8{11 | 143| 2 | 26| 6| 78| 0} 00
3(m=31) 26 839/ 4 | 129| 0 | 00| 1| 32| 1|32
4 (n= 6)] 6]100.0{ 0 00| 0 00| 0| 00| 0] o0
Total 181 | 77.4|28 | 120| 9 | 38|20 | 124 5 21
ST. LUCIA
‘Type of Livestock Reared

Parcel None Cattle Pigs %’:}Z‘Z’ / Rabbits.
~Number | No. | % |No.| % |No.| % | No.| % |No| %

1 (n=120)| 58 | 48.3[ 30 | 25.0 |38 |31.7| 28 | 233 | 7| 58
2 (n=78) 59| 76{16 | 205 6 | 77| 5| 64| 1|13
3 (n=32)! 28| 87.5| 3 9.4 9.4 31| 11}81
4= 3 2|667 1 | 333] 0 00| Of 00| 0]O00
Total 147 | 63.1]50 | 215 | 47 | 20.2|34 | 146 | 9 | 89

tid
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Table 53: Distribution of Farms b Island, Parcel Numbcr and

Type of Poultry Reared.
ST. VINCENT
Type of Poultry Reared
Pa'rcei' | . None | Broilers Layers Ducks g‘;g’:gy & g;‘;igf; s &
Number I'no, T % [Wo. | % [ No.| % [ No.| % | No.| % [No.| %
1 (n=120) 119 99.21 0] 0.0 0] 0.0 1]08 0{oo | ofoo
2m=38) 3 [1000{ 000 ]| ofoo| ofoo]| o]oo | 0]oo0
3 (n= 11) 11 10001 0} 0.0 0} 00 01}00 0|00 0] 00
4@m=1)] 1 |1000] 0o]loo| oloo| o|oo| o]oo | ofoc0
Total | 169 [ 997 ofo00 | ofoo | 1[06| 0]00 | 0]o00
—
DOMINICA
_ Type of Poultry - Reared
Parel None | Broilers Layers Ducks | purkey & T Brolers &
No. % | No. % | No.| % | No.| % | No. % |No| %
1 (n=120)| 107 89.1] 13.]110.8 0100 |- 0]0.0 0100 0100
2 (n=T77)| 75 974 2.6 0] 00 0100 0100 0100
3 (n= 31)] 30 96.7 0.0 0} 00 0} 0.0 1 ]33 000
4 (n= 6) 6 1000f O} 0.0 01} 00 0 {00 0 ]00 0 |00
| Total 218 | 9321 15|64 | 0]00 | 0fo0] 1)04 | 000
ST. LUCIA
Type of - Poultry Reared
Parcel None Broilers Layers Ducks | Turkey & Broilers &
Number Geese Layers
No. % |No. % | No| % | No.; % | No % |No. | %
1 (n=120)| 100 833| 8 | 67 0] 00 0 100 6 |50 6 |50
2 (n=78)| 77 98.7] 01 0.0 0j]00. ] 0 |00 0 {00 1 |13
3 (n= 32)| 30 938 2| 6.2 0100 0 ]0.0 0100 0 |00
4 (n= 3) 3 10001 0 | 0.0 0] 00 0100 0|00 0 |0.0
Total 210 90.1] 10 | 4.3 0100 0100 6 | 26 7 130

147
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Table 54(a) Relationship of some independent variables with
Farm Income, St. Vincent.

Number of Farms

Independent Variables with Income of s Chi p
$0-82500 | > $2500 | Pafue
1. Sex: Male 08 14
' Female 31 5 0.03 90
2. Farm Size: 1 - 3acres 74 7
31 -5-" 25 12 10.64 .01
3.  Number of farm parcels: 1 67 12
More than 1 32 7 0.1471 .80
4. Age: 39 and under 21 9
40 years plus 78 10 446 | .05
5. Houschold size:  Less than 5 32 3
5-9 50 16
10 + 17 0 7.91 .02
€. Number of Dependents:
Less than 5 62 12
5+ 37 7 0.05 90
7. Persons consulted in farm planning
(2) No one consulted 39 8
Some one consulted 60 9 A1 .80
(b) Spouse consulted 40 5
Some other person consulted 20 4 .08 90
8. Organisation membership index
Less than 2 81 17
2-5 18 2 .23 .70
9. Tenure: Frechold 44 12
Other 55 7 1.55 .30
10. Distance of first parcel from home:
Less than 1 mile 36 7
I mile plus 63 12 05 | .90
11.  Major crop on farm, (by acreage)
(a) Banana 19 i
Other crop 80 11 3.53 .10
(b) Sweet potato 28 2
Other crop 71 17 4.16 05
(¢) Tannia 17 4
Other crop 82 15 01 98
(d) Carrot 10 2
Other crop 89 17 A3 .80
12. Information source consulted
for technical information
(a) No source consulted 42 |
Some source consulted 0o 18 8.29 01
(h) Extension officer consulted 23 11
Some other source consulted 32 7 .33 30
13. Rainfall: Up to 60 ' p.a. 39 3
More than 68" pa. I 59 16 3.01 01

=
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Table 54(b):  Lelationship of some independent variables with
Farm Income, Dominica,

Number of Farms Chi
lndcp‘_nnd(nnt Variablcs “"lh l"(.'()"“! ()f S uare P
$0 - 82500 |> $2500 alue '
1. Sex: Male 81 15 : o
Female 21 1 0.75 | .50
2. Farm Size: 1 3 acres 74 7
31 - 5 ” 17 20 27.17 | .001
3. Number of farm parcels: 1 36 5
More  than I 66 11 0.001] .95
4. Age: 39 and under 18 6
40 ycors plus 84 10 2.25 | .20
5. - Houschold size:  Less than 5 40 2
5 - 44 13
10 + 18 1 8.05 | .02
6. Number of dependents: Less than 5 60 6
5+ 42 10 1.76 | .20
7. Persons consulted in farm planning: '
(a) No one consulted 40 5
Some vne consulted 62 11 11 .80
(b) Spouse consulted 23 3
Some other person consulted 39 8 0.08 | .90
8. Organisation Membership index:
Less than 2 59 8 :
2-5 43 8 10 | .80
9. Tenure: Freehold 39 5
Other 63 11 07 | 90
10. Distance of first parcel from home
Less than { mile 58 6
1 mile plus 44 10 138 | .30
11. Major crop on farm, (by acreage) =
(a) Banana 52 9
Other crop 50 7 02 | 9
(b) Cotonuts 9 0
Other crop 94 10 52 | .50
(c) Ba 8 |
Other crop 95 15 09 | .90
(d) Citrus 7 0
Other crop 90 16 25 .70
(¢) Dasheen 9 0
Oiher erop 94 16 52 | .50
(f) Sweet potato 3 3
Other crop 100 13 4.32 .05
12. *nformation source consulted
for technical information
(n) No source consulled 23 2
Some souree consulted 79 14 S421 .90
(b) Extension officer consulted H] | 12
Some other source consulted 48 2 45471 .01
13. Rainfall: Up to 60™ J) a 25 5
More than 60" p 74 Il 005 1 .90 ]

1>
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‘Tab_le' 54(c): Relaiionship of some independent variables

with annual farm income, Saint Lucia.

Independent Low Medium High T tal
Variables < $2,500 | $2.500-810,000 > $10,000 ota
1. Sex No. % No. % No. % No. %
Male 19 | 164 | 71 61.2 | 20 172 1110 | 94.8
Female 2 1.7 3 2.6 1 09 6 52
Total 21 | 181 | 74 | 638 | 21 18.1 | 116 |100.0
2. Farm Size
1 - 5 11 | 35| 19 | 61.3 1 3.2 31 |100.0
51 -10f 8 | 151 | 3 |71.7 | 7 | 132 | 53 [100.0
101 - 15| 2 63| 17 | 531 |13 406 32 1100.0
: 8 Number of Parcels
1 8 | 200 25 | 625 7 i7.5 40 |100.0
1 13 | 171 | 49 | 645 | 14 18.4 76 | 100.0
4. Age (years)
39 lm(l ¢ f;
e 9 | 28.1 ] 21 65 6 2 6.3 32 |100.0
40 + 12 143 53 | 631 | 19 22.6 84 11000
5. Household Size
< 5 5 1 200 15 | 60.0 5 20.0 25 | 1000
5 -9 12| 200/ 39 | 650 9 15.0 60 | 100.0
10 + 4 | 120 20 | 045 7 22.6 31 | 100.0

%
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Table 54(c) C(_mlinuedé Relationshl'p of sonie independent variables

with annual farm income, Saint Lucia.

:Independen‘ Low Medium High . B
Vari Total
ariables $2,500 $2.500-810,000| 810,000 S
Number of _

* Dependents No. % No. % No. % No. | %

0 -5 10 23.8 27 643 5 11.9 42 |100.0
> 5 11 14.9 47 635 |16 | 21.6 74 11000
7 “ Persons contacled in farm planning
No one 1 11.1 8 88.9 0 0.0 9 11000
Extension
Officer 8 12.3 41 631 |16 24.6 65 | 100.0
Spouse 5 29.4 11 647 1 5.9 17 1100.0
Others 7 28.0 14 56.0 4 16.0 25 | 100.0
8. Organisation membership inde
< 2 13 20.6 44 699 6 9.5 63 |100.0
2 -5 8 151 30 56.6 |15 28.3 53 {100.0
9. Tenure
Freehold 9 14.3 38 603 |16 25.4 63 |100.0
Others 12 226 36 679 5 9.5 53 |[100.0
10. Distance of first parcel fron: heme
< 1 mile 13 16.3 50 70 ¢ I 137 80 |100.0
> 1 mile 8 222 18 50.0 10 27.8 36 [ 1000
L1, Major crop on farm
(a) Bananas 8 1.4 49 70.0 13 180 70 11000
Other crops| 13 283 25 5 3 8 174 46 1 100.0

'
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_Table 54(c) continued: Relationship of some independent variables
with annual farm income, Saint Lucia.

Independent Low . Medium Hgh ’ Totva‘l
Variables $2,500 1$2,500-810,000 | 810,000
11. Major cropon| N, % No. % 1 No. % 1 No. %
farm (cont’d) L ‘
(b) Coconuts| 6 | 250 | 14 | 58.3 4 | 167 | 24 | 1000
Others 15 16.3 60 | 65.2 17 71 185 | 92 | 100.0
12. Information source consulted for
Technical Information
None 0o | 00 | 4000 | o [o00]| 41000
Extension : ST T RS o
Officer 16 155 | 66 |-640 | 21 | 205 {103 | 100.0
Others 8 | 555 | 4| 445 9 | 00| 9 |1000
13. Rainfall
' < 40" : 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1100.0 1 | 100.0
_ 40 - 60" 10 34.5 18 | 62.1 1 34 29 {1000
- > 60" 11 {128 | 56 | 65.1 9 | 221 | 86 | 100.0

b




Table 55: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory

45

~ and Major Felt Needs.
. | ST. VINCENT|DOMINICA | ST. LUCIA | Rern
Kind of Need - VINGE ‘ Respondonts
No. % No. % | No. % | No. %

" Roads 81 67.5 | 51 | 425 {65 54.2 1197 | 54.7
Water 27 22,5 135 | 29.2 |46 38.3 | 108 | 30.0
Electricity 22 18.3 | 37 1308 |29 24.2 | 88 | 244
Hospital/Health Care 3 25126 |21.7 {19 |158 | 48 | 133
Community Facilities .

(Cemetery, Toilets, etc.) 2 16 |17 | 14.. 27 225 | 46 | 12.8
Schools/Education 12 10.0 16 | 13.3 |16 13.3 | 44 | 122
Recreational Facilities 12 10.0 |12 | 100 |18 150 | 42 | 117
Telephone/Post Office 0 |00 0 0.0 |31 258 | 31 8.6
Improved Community ‘

Spisit 3 25 ] 7 58 |13 108 | 23 6.4
Transport Facilitics 4 331 4 33 | 4 33| 12 3.3

(49



Table 56: Distribution of Farm Operators, by Territory, Major Needs and Suggested Solutions.
R O ADS WATE o TRICITY. HOSPITAL

Suggested g - | g B2 ‘s R BN e
action for g :‘é '§ g . _g : '§ __§‘ ' é SR

3 > -1 > > -l > .
solving = & " T s " s e ‘ ,
problem 2] a (7] @ Z] Z] Lz a - h

No.| % % |No.| % [No.| % % [No.| % % % .| % o. | % {No. %

Individual Action 00| of 0o of oo o ool of 0o 00| o 0.0 00 o] ool of oo of 0of
Small Group | v | e
Acticn 00| of o0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 oof 1f .8 0| oo
Community Action 83 11] 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 00| 3| 25| of o0
Government Action| 78| 65.0 | 46| 38.3 64 | 53.3 26| 217 28.3 375 30.0 24.2 25| 21| 175 19 158
Other Action 83 5| 42 4 8 8 8 8 0.0 ool 1] .08 o oo}
No suggestion 83 o] 0.0 0.0 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0o of oo o] oo
Not a felt need 325 | 58| 48.3| 55| 45.9 715 70.8 60.8 69.2 75.8 97.5| 94 78.3| 101 | 84.2]
Total 100.0 |120{100.0] 120 |100.4 120[100.0| 120{100.0| 120]100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0} 120 | 100.0| 120 |100.0
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Tabla 57:; Dstribution pf Farm:Qperators,;by Territo am.i‘
ajor Agricu ll.lml Ne% Inb’ldica;eg i

ST. VINUENT|DOX:"NICA | ST. LUCIA TOTAL

2|

No, % No. % | No. % No. %

Kind of Need

Easy Availability of

Agricultural Inputs 0 0.0 1 08| 1 0.8 2 0.6
Improved Marketing

Systems 6 50 |16 [133.| 6 50 | 28 |.78
Improved Credit

Facilitics 4 3.3 8 6.7 1 08 | 13 | .3.6

More land for
farmirg 7 5.8 2 1.7| 3 25 | 12 | .33

More cmployment '
opportunities 24 1200 |18 150 23 [19.2| 65 | 18.1

e




