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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. Progect Background

The Haiti Small Farmer Improvement Project which is evaluated in this study was approved in 1974. It
focuses on providing credit and technical assistance to small Haitian coffee farmers through regional credit
and technical assistance centers. The objectives of the project are to increase income, standard of living, and
production of coffee on target group farms. The project has been the subject of two previous evaluation
efforts which focused principally on institutional issues. The current evaluation attempts to estimate final
income, production, and standard of living impacts of the project on its participant farms and families.

B. Evaluation Plan

This evaluation is based on a comparison of 174 randomly selected participant farms and a matched
group of 288 non-participant coffee farms of similar size from adjacent areas. To test the accuracy of this
control group match, 143 new participant farms who have not yet entered into participation were selected at
random. The comparison of this newly selected group of participants with the matched control group
indicates that with a few important exceptions the control group closely represents participant farms before
participation. These selected farms were interviewed using a Creole questionnaire which contained a wide
variety of accounting and welfare indicators.

C. Income Impact of the Project

The project has achieved substantial increases in the incomes of approximately 70% of partici-
pants. For the 30% of farms over 5 Ha. the impact has been negative. Income increased by 74% for farms
from 0-3 Ha., by 11% for 3-5 Ha. farms, and decreased by 22% for farms over 5 Ha.. Overall income impact
on all participants is estimated at 21-37%. The project has been a success on its most important objective,
income, but perhaps more significant is the fact that the poorest farms aro the ones achievirig the largest
improvement . In the future the project should focus more exclusively on smaller farms where more success
can be achieved and where the need is greater.
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About half of the increased income is in the form of increased profits and half in the form of increased
employment opportunity for absorbing under-utilized family labor. The smallest farms are the most efficient in
land use and in rate of return, their poverty is more a function of the size of their businesses than their

efficiency.

D. Non-income Indicators of Standard of Living Impacts

Housing indicators of quality are used to identify the impact of the project on non-income dimensions of
tamily welfare. Significant improvement is observed in the incidence of tin roofing which was used as the
principal indicator.

E. Production Impacts

Total farm production impact estimates range from an increase of 87% on 0-3 Ha. farms, to a
decrease of 9% on farms over 5 Ha. in size. Farms from 3-5 Ha. experienced a modest increase of 20%.
This increased output came partly at the expense of internal rate of return on cash costs, which decreased by
3-41%. Since substantial increased income resulted, the decrease in rate of return on cash is not seen as a
negative finding. Two thirds of the produgtion impact is attributable to increases in coffee. The study
findings indicate that project participation has had a fundamental impact on increasing the productivity of land
in participant farms and also increased the productivity of smaller farms in comparison to larger ones.

F. Coffee Production and Technology Impacts

Coffee production appears to have increased by approximately 40% on participant farms as a
result of the project. The smallest farms (0-3 Ha.) more than doubled their production while the
largest farms over 5 Ha. slightly decreased. Fertilizer use increased dramatically, participants used
fertilizer in 35% to 91% of the cases studied while only 3-9% applied fertilizer among the control group. The
impact was insignificant in the introduction of new varieties in coffee and little impact was also observed in
reducing the age of coffee stands. Coffee prices were highar for participants due to increased competitive
position from expanded production quantities and from decreased dependence on middlemen for credit and

marketing services.

Technical assistance from extension agents reached 99% of participants and 86% feit that the service
had increased their ccffee income. Farmers indicated that additional fertilizer is the most inportant way to
increase coffee income, followed by pruning frees and reducing shade. Improved varieties, cooperative
marketing and increased plantings to reduce the age of stand were all seen by farmers as of lesser

importance.
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G. Credit Analysis

The project reduced the dependance of participant farmers on coffee brokers and family lending
sources. Credit need is still strong in both BCA and non-participant farms as indicated by the farmers in the
survey. 91% of participants and 93% of non-participants indicated a need for additional funds in the
coming agricultural year. The average loan size requested was $265 for participants and $154 for non-par-
ticipants. The three most important uses to which additional funds would be put are all non-coffee uses.
Coffee uses are seen as secondary. Given the importance of coffee in all responding farms this finding is
difficult to explain. Delinquency appears to be a growing prcblem of serious dimension, the study estimates
that within the next 18 months delinquency rates will approach 60%

H. Agriculture Credit and Technical Assistance in Non-Coffee Areas

Two non-coffee areas receiving agriculture credit from BCA were included in the study to provide a basis
for comparing the impact of lending where coffee is not the predominant small farm crop. The conclusion of
this analysis is that non-coffee iending has had no income, and only very slight production impacts.
Fertilizer use has increased substantially but without any corresponding increase in net income. Technical
assistance reaches a much smaller proportion of credit and non-credit farms in non-coffee areas and is per-
ceived as much less useful than in coffee areas. Credit demand is even higher in non-coffee areas, over
90% of BCA and non-BCA farms indicate a desire to borrow additionai funds in the coming agiiculture year.
Important changes in technology, crop mix, or farm management will be necessary before non-coffee credit
will be a success in non-coffee areas like La Vallee or St. Marc.

I Analysis of Possible Rural Development Alternatives

Farmers in the survey were asked to rank the priority of alternative rural projects. Roads, schools, and
health facilities were the priorities, in that order, for the coffee areas. Health facilities were ranked first in
non-coffee areas followed by agricultural extension and schools.



CHAPTER ONE
PROJECT BACKGROUND, EARLIER EVALUATIONS
AND METHODOLOGY
A. Project Background
The Haiti Small Farmer Improvement Loan was presented in AID Washington on May

21, 1974, subsequently approved and has now been in implementation for more than three years, some small
farms have borrowed in three successive crop years. The project has been much evaluated, two and one half
years after approval the first evaluation was completed.! Since then evaluation has been an annual event
with the second evaluation completed in 19772 and the third (this one) undertaken in 1978. In many respects
these earlier evaluations covered ground which the current study can avoid. Both for the purpose of orienting
readers who may not be familiar with the project itself, and to clarify project purposes and objectives so that
effective avaluation against those objectives is possible, this chapter covers a brief review of project
documents, results of earlier evaluations, and outlines the methodology for the balance of the study.

1. Project Purposes and Goals

A review of the CAP reveals a particularly concise, understandable and evaluate-able set of purpose and
goal statements. These purposes are stated in the Summary and Recommendations section of the CAP as

follows:

D. Purpose of the Loan The proposed loan is intended to assist in the execution of a five-year small
farmer coffee production program. The program seeks to increase the income and standard of living
of the Haitian small farmer through increased production of improved coffee. This increased
production is also expected to result in significant improvements in the Balance of Payments and
revenue accounts of the GOH.

The program seeks to establish a delivery system whereby a package of improved technology,
fertilizer, credit and training may be channeled to the small farmer. Complementary goals are the
capitalization of a small farmer credit fund and the establishment of small farmer cooperatives.’

1.1/ Assessment Report of the Haiti Small Colfee Farmer 1.3/ See Haiti Small Farmer Improvement, Capital Assistance
+rofect and the Bureau de Credit, Credit Union National Paper, Agency for International Development, Wash.D C May
Association, Inc., Wash D C. Nov. 1976, cited below as CUNA 1974 page | (hereafter cited as CAP 74)

76

1.2/Evaluation of the Haiti Small Farmer Cotffee Project,
Development Alternatives Inc. Wash D C, June 1977, cited
below as DAI 77.
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The content and even sequential ranking of these purposes is consistently reinforced throughout the
paper. In the Description of the Project (Part Three) section in the CAP these purposes are restated as
follows:

Overall Goals of Program

1. Increase small farmer income and standard of living through increased production.

2. Increase the quality and quantity of coffee produced in Haiti,

3. Improve the GOH Balance of Payments through increased exports.

4. Increase GOH revenues generally.

5. Capitalize and support an agricultural credit system.

6. Seek to establish a network of coffee producer organizations

7. Seek to increase GOH investment into agricultural development activities.4

The implementing agencies are the National Coffee Institute, IHPCADE, and Agriculture Credit Office, BCA.5
IHPCADE has provided technical assistance to participant coffee farms through their regional coffee centers
and BCA has provided supporting credit.

B. Project Evaluation Plan

The CAP appropriately contains an evaluation plan, which though brief, provides the necessary structure for
effective evaluation. The evaluation plan states:
The evaluation will endeavor to measure in overall terms progress toward the primary objectives of the
loan as outlined in the loan document. . .6

The predominant position of the goal to increase the income of small farmers is clear in the CAP evaluation
plan, as are the secondary but still important objectives of increased production, productivity, foreign
exchange earnings, and a delivery system for credit and technical assistance. The language is as follows:

Increase income to small farms and cause corresponding increases in GOH foreign exchange
earnings. Increase productivity by target group small farmers resulting in corresponding increase in

GOH foreign exchange earnings. Develop a rural delivery system for the provision of credit, supplies
and complementary services to the small coffee farmer.”

The CAP evaluation plan saw the necessity of a “Farmer survey"8 to obtain the necessary data for the
evaluation, and went so far as to attach "a suygested copy of a questionnaire . . . as Annex V'8 to the CAP
itself. Itis a credit to the foresight and technical skill of the project designers that the suggested questionnaire

1.4/ See CAP 74 page 4 17/ See CAP 74 page 133
1.5/ Institut Haitien de Promotion du Cale et des Denrees 18/ Such a level of specificity, including even the suggested
d'Exporation (IHPCADE) and Bureau de Credit Agnicole (BCA) questionnatire 1s rare in AID Capital Assistance Papers. See

CAP 74 page 133
1.6/ See CAP 74 page 133
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in the CAP, titled “Basic Data Needed in Determining Impact of Program”9 covers all the basic data finally
comprising the 1378 survey designed by contract data gathering specialists, AID and GOH officials. The CAP
.envisioned survay was described.

2. Farmer Survey. In addition to other evaluation techniques which may be implemented over the time
frame of the project, the BCA will establish as part of their credit procedures a select group of farmers
from which base line data will be gathered as part of the credit process. A suggested copy of a
questionnaire is attached as Annex V.8

A good evaluation plan was outlined, and there is some evidence that BCA made at least the beginning of
an attempt to implement their part of the job, but the job was never undertaken as outlined in the CAP. Partof
the problem is that the CAP 10 put the responsibility for data on BCA which probably did not have the capacity
todo the job. Contractors carnot be faulted for not doing what AID does not ask them to do, it should be said of
both earlier efforts 11 that their scopes of work did NOT include AID asking them to do the evaluation the way
the CAP appropriately outlined it.12 Determining it not to be part of their scope of work, the DAl team
appropriately recommended to AID that after the project had been “redesigned” based on their evaluation
results, AlD should return to the original design and gather the necessary data to decide if the project had or
would accomplish its basic objectives. 13 Why AID did not ask, or the contractors suggest, that the CAP
evaluation plan with its farm survey questionnaire be seen as the contractor's direct responsibility or atleast a
necessary prelude to their work is a moot question now, at least DA, after their evaluation effort was done,
emphasized the necessity of getting on with serious evaluation work based on the kind of data called for in the
original CAP. Atthe same time, both the CUNA 76 and DAI'77 evaluations successfully analyzed many of the
instiiutional and delivery system objectives (CAP Objectives 5, 6 & 7 see CAP page 4) and allow the current
evaluation to focus on what DAI appropriately termed “Impact” evaluation.

112 Itis clear that the CUNA scupe asked them to concentrate
on sub-issues of the orgamzation of the rrodit delivery
nechanism. on inshtutional issues and not on the iIssue of
whether the project was accomplishing s basic objectives

1.9/ See CAP 74, Annex V

1.10/ The CAP (at page 133) states “The Government of Haili,
accepts the responsibility tor the collection of the necessary
data by BCA. IHPCADE, or other instrumants of the Government

of Haiti . " 113/ In its recommendations Chapter (4) DAI states “The

project was found to be almost completely lacking in any

1.11/ The DAI 77 Evaluation stated. “The lack of a basehne
study and the absence of any systematic attempt by the
project to gather time-series data on the well-being of the
targel population precluded the possibility ot conducting a
proper impact evaluation There were no data at aii, tor
example, on the differential yields of project and non-project
farmers or even on the changes over ime in the yields of
larmers using project fertiizer Moreover, constrants of tine
and transportation made it impossible for the evaluation team
to collect these date lhemselves. The evaluation had, thus to
concentrate on an assessment of whether the project has
accomplished its internal objnctives. (See DAl 77 page B)

system by which pertinent data could be gathered, by which
the: data could be transformed into information and by which
the information could be channeled to decisionrnakers in
torms by which and at a time when the nformation would be
most useful No baseline study had been conducted, no
pertinent farm information was being gathered . * (See DAI
76 page 161) Several measures are called for | At the
time of or shortly aller project re-design, a baseline study
should be conducted in order to establish a basis for future
evaluations and in otder that the progress of the project can be
measured against some established situation (See DAI 77
page 162)



C. Methodology for Impact Evaluations

1. Project Objectives: What Impacts to Measure?

The effectiveness of a project evaluation depends largely on two things:
1. The degree to which project designers articulated explicity and accurately what the project intends to

achieve; and

2. The degree to which the evaluation DIRECTLY addresses impact on THOSE objectives.

This framework may seem very simple, yet failure on these two simple issues characterizes most AID project

evaluation effort.

a. Were Project Objectives Clearly and Measurably Stated?

The simple answer to this question is yes. !f there was later some confusion on the part of project

implementation agencies and evaluation contractors, 14 there was no confusion i the CAP or in the minds of

designers. This project contains a statement of objectives in both the summary (Pz+t One) and program

descripion (Part Three) sections of the project paper. Since so much emphasis in this ¢valuation is on
measuring or estimating the right things, these statements are re-quoted below:

D. Purpose of the Loan. The program seeks to increase the income and standard of living of the

Haitian small farmer through increased production of improved coffee. This increased production

is also expected to result in significant improvements in the Balance of Payments and revenue

accounts of the GOH,

The program seeks to establish a delivery system whereby a package of improved technology,
fertilizer, credit, and training may be channeled to the small farmer. Complementary goals are tha
capitalization of a small farmer credit fund and the establishment of small farmer cooperatives.

1.14/ DAl stated "A study of the project documents proved not
tu be very useful in ascertaining either what the principal
objective of the project was meant to be or how its attainment
is supposed to be measured.” (See DAl 77 page 21)and later,
“To clear up the confusion surrounding the issue of the
project’s primary objective, project documents were perused
and extensive discussions were held with project participants.

From this exercise, the conclusion was reached that the
bottom-line purpose of the project, the objective toward which
all other project activities should be directed and on which all
higher level goals should depend. is a sustainable increase in
the productivity of small farmer coffee plantations and in small
farmerincome." (See DAI 77 page 24) The final DAl position is
the same as that taken by the current evaluation and the same
as that in the first page of the CAP (See CAP page 1) where
income is mentioned first and production second  CUNA 76
saw the same confusion "If one is going to assess a project, il
is essential that the criteria of assessment be clearly
established. In the absence of agreed upon standards of

judgment it is evident that an objective assessment is
impossible.  Thus the initial point of departure for this
assessment was a review of those documents that coul
provide the needed criteria . . in this first phase of work the
assessment team encountered two distinct problems The first
problem was that none of the documents reviewed (CAP
PROP & CUNA scope) were organized in a manner which
would provide an adequate frame of reference for the
assessment . . . it was decided that the project analysis
narrative contained in the CAP should be carelully examined
in order to extract from it any inherent project design elements
which could be used to prepare a more complete definition of
the purposes, outputs, inputs and assumptions related to the
credit component of the project. The ‘reconstructed’ design
consists ol 3 project purposes, 7 assumptions, 31 output
statements and 6 input statements” (See CUNA 76 pages58&
6)

1.15/ See CAP page i
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To say that the statement of objectives is clear and evaluate-able is not to say that it is simple to accurately
measure these impacts and to control all of the factors besides THIS project which may have been influential.
But it is important to start with reasonably unambiguous objectives so the measurement process, however
difficult and innaccurate, can at least focus on the right things.

In this project the CAP outlines seven of these overall goals. Thelastthree of these (create a viable credit
system, viable cooperatives, and increase GOH agricultural investment) are dealt with in the CUNA and DAI
evaluations better than they can be examined with the data and methodology of this study. Their results are
summarized in the Executive Summary of this document. This study attempts to estimate impacts on the first
two objectives directly (Increased income, standard of living, production) and make indirect estimates of
increased exports and GOH revenues (objectives 3 & 4). There will be comments on objectives 5, 6, & 7 in
this document based on the data available, but they should be viewed as a by-product only, the CUNA and
DAl staffs were both more interested and more qualified on these issues than the current evaluation team.

b. Structure of this Evaluation Document

This evaluation document will be structured around the objectives as stated in the CAP. There are seven
of these objective statements in the CAP. The three most important potential impacts are contained in the first
objective statement. That statement reads,

1. Increase small farmer income(@) and standard of living(b) through increased production(C),

Objective number two deals with quality and quantity of Cotfee in particular. These four possible impacts of
the project are the principal subjects of this evaluation. The treatment of these and the other objectives in the
document may be seen in the Chapters indicated in Table 1.

The indicators used to measure each of the general impacts noted in Table 1 are defined in detail at the
beginning of each chapter so that the reader can see the particular methodology related to each indicator at
the time that the indicator is used rather than at the beginning of the document.

2. Control Group (Cross-sectional) and Over Time (Longitudinal)
Comparisons for Estimating Project Impacts

This section deals with "how to" measure the impacts, and leaves the “what" to measure (the specific
indicators) for discussion at the beginning of each chapter. The basic method of impact measurement is
comparison, that is a comparison of the indicator in question between two groups of small farms. There are
two kinds of these comparisons, longitudinal comparisons in which the farms are the same farms before and
after project participation, and cross-sectional comparisons in which project participants are compared after
participation with a control group of similar farms who have not participated.

These two methods (cross-sectional and longitudinal) each have strengths and weaknesses for this type
of impact evaluation. The major problem of impact comparisons of both types is that factors besides project
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Table 1

Impact Types by Chapter in This Document

Impact Type

Chapter Number and Title

Source and Indicators

Increased Small Farmer
Income (Objective 1)

Increased Standard of
Living (Objective 1)

Two: The Impact of Credit and
Technical Assistance on Income

Three: Non-Income Indicators of Project
Impacts on Standard of Living.

PCI-AID Control Group Survey Farm & Off
Farm Cash Income plus Subsistence
Consumption

PCI-AID Control Group Survey and BCA
time scries data Housing quality, value,

water supply & livestock inveniory

PCI-AID Control Group Survey Output

Increased Prcduction
value & Quantity Yields, Land Productivity

(Objective 1)

Four: The Impact of Project Participation on
Farm Production and Resource Productivity

Five: Project Impacts on Coftee Production Yields, Varieties, age of stand, fertilizer use

Technology

Coffee Technology

Create a Viable Ag. Credit Six: Demand Analysis of Agriculture Credit

System (Objective 5) DAl 77 Studies

participation will influence indicators like income, production, etc. Itis difficult to separate out what difference
THIS project made and what differences in income and other indicators were caused by non-project
influences. Separating out non-project influences is the main job of an evaluation survey design, through
caretul structuring of before-after and participant-nonparticipant comparisons much of the possible distortion
of non-project influences can be eliminated.

Before explaining the design used in this study it is important to mention the advantages and
disadvantages of cross-sectional and longitudinal surveys for separating out non-project influences.

a. Distortion Caused by Over-Time Non-Project Changes

Comparing the same farms before and after project participation has the disadvantage that non-project
changes over time will influence income, production and welfare. In this project situation the dramatic change
in coffee prices on the international market is an excellent example of the kind of over-time change in the
environment which distort before and atter comparisons. DAI 77 found that:

In the past two years, small farmer productivity and, to an even greater extent, small farmerincome have

increased significantly. This has not been due in any important sense, however, to he work of the

project per se, but rather, to the effect of market forces, in particular, to the /act that the price of coffee at

all levels has doubled, even tripled in the past year or two. 16

This weakness of before and after comparisons is particularly important for coffee in Haiti and therefore for
this project impact evaluation. The susceptibility of over-time comparisons to over-time non project influen-
ces is compensated for in cross-sectional comparisons by the fact that paticipants and a control group of non-

1.16/ See DAI Page 11.

PCI-AID Control Group Survey, CUNA 76 &
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participants are observed at the same point in time, they face the same coffee price, the same input prices,
same political situation, same weather etc. This implies that cross-sectional control group comparisons can
take care of distortion caused by over time changes in the farming environment which are not caused by the
project.
b. Distortion From Differences Between Participant and Non-Participant Control Farms
not Caused by the Project

Cross-sectional control group comparisons of participant and similar non-participant farms have the dis-
advantage that it is difficult in practice to find farms similar in all ways EXCEPT that they have or have not
participated in the project. Project participants may be more aggressive than non-participants and that could
explain why their incomes are higher. This is the mirror image of the problem with over-time comparisons.
Crosr-sectional control group surveys control non-project caused differences in the farms or farmers
themselves control for comparison. Over time surveys succeed in controlling for differences in the farms or
farmers (they are identically the same ones before and after) but fail to control distortion frorn non-project
changes outside the farm which change the farmer or his farm over time and hence influence i idicators like
income.

The ideal design is a combination of both and such a combination is both possible and practical for most
AID projects, and with reasonable care is still possible for the Haiti Small Farmer Improvement Loan, but only
in the future. The survey which is used as the basis of this document was so designed to play the role of the
baseline for an over-time measurement of participants (the new 78 borrower group sampled) as well as a
control group (the matched non-participants). The use of the design for measuring impacts in this document
is slightly more complicated, the complexity was forced by the availability of only limited before and after data
on current participants.

¢. Over-Time and Cross-Sectional Comparisons Used in This Study

The principal workhorse of impact measurement in this study is a cross-sectional comparison of
participants with matched non-participants. Two separate over-time (before and after) samples are used to
check and modify these cross-sectional results. The design is, then, a hybrid mixing of both methods to avoid
the weaknesses of each, but the hybrid is not as complete as the classical design which wiil be possible if the
1978 survey is repeated at a later date.

The design used for this study is best undersiood by examining Table 2. Three separate groups of farms
are included in the design. These farms are observed at different points in time with differing levels of detail in
the data. Each group (A, B & C) and each point in time (denoted in the diagram by 1, 2, or 3) create a new
potential for over-time and cross-sectional control to eliminate non-project influences of both endogenous
and exogenous types. To see how this works we must begin with definitions of each group and time point of

observation.



Group A Group A is made up of 175 BCA project participants with loans starting before 1978. This group
includes those with single loans and repeating borrowers. Data on this group for the crop year
“Fiches d'Information”17 before their first loan (before project participation) is available from the
BCA for that year. The crop years preceeding the first year of participation were 1974, 1975, 1976
and 1977. BCA “Fiches" contain only a limited number of indicators: numbers of animals, value of
house, farm size, crop mix. Group A were given the complete questionnaire containing all
indicators (see Appendix B) in 1978 and could be given the same questionnaire again in 1980. For
this group before & after comparisons are currently available on only the limited number of
indicators, but in the 1980 survey three points in time, covering up to six year span will be available
on the limited indicators, and two points (both after participation) on all indicators.

Group B Group B is composed of 120 new BCA borrowers in 1978, the information in the questionnaira
covers the 1977-78 crop year, ie the year BEFORE they became project participants. This group
provide the baseline for the before & after comparison to be made in 1980 if this group is re-
surveyed.

Group C This group is the control group used for both cross-sectional comparison in 1978 (Compared to A)
and for longitudinal control in the 1980 survey. There are 288 farms in this group matched to be
similar to the BCA group in location, size of farm, and size of coffee holdings. If the C group had
been surveyed in 1974-77 the design would have matched the classic longitudinal with control
group methodolcgy.

The main source of comparisons in this impact evaluation are drawn from the comparison of A2 with C2
i.e. between participants and the control group of non-participants. Even if the A1 Fichel17 sample had
contained information on all of the indicators included in the A2 survey, the overtime comparison of A1 to A2
would have likely been largely discarded as a valid comparison mechanism. The reason for this is the large
change in coffee prices which intervened during this period and changed income, and many other farm
financial variables. Itis a fact of some consolation to realize that even if the CAP evaluation survey had been
completed it would have been rendered mostly useiess by the course of events since it did not contain in its
design a control group (C1) which could have been used to adjust for over-time distortions. Given the events
of the last four years the comparison which is now available (cross-sactional comparison A2 vs C2) would be
preferable to the before-and-after comparison (A1 vs. A2) which would have been the result of a complete
baseline and follow-up design as outlined in the CAP.

1.17/ “Fiches d'Information” are BCA forms which elicit
limited baseline infarmation from borrowers prior to their first
loan from the BCA.



9

Table 2
Survey Design for Impact Comparisons
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The fact that the BCA “Fiche" exist (even with their limited number of indicators) and that a substantial
group of new borrowers could be identified before their actual participation in 1978 (group B2) allow the

current results to be subjected to two cross checks to estimate how well the cross-sectional results (A2 vs.C2)
can be expected to perform.

d. Use of Over Time and New 78 Borrower groups as Cross-Checks on the Validity of the Basic
Participant vs. Non Participant Comparisons.

The weakness of all cross-sectional comparisons with control groups is the possible distortion caused by
non-project caused differences between the two groups. Inour case there is the danger that the control group
was not like the participant group BEFORE they participated. Itis possible that BCA participants were better
off before participation than farmers with similar sized holdings in their areas. We do not know what the limited
indicators were for the 1978 control group in 1974-77. If known these indicator values could be compared with
the A1 “Fiche"” indicators to see if they were similar before participation in the project. Since income is the
most important indicator for this study it would be important to the credibility of the participant vs. non-
participant comarison (A2 vs. C2) that the incomes of these two groups were similar before the A group
became BCA participants.

While the hypothesis that A and C are groups with similar incomes in the BEFORE participation situation
(A1 vs. C1) cannot be proven or disproven from data now avaiiable there are two important checks which can
be made. The first and most important uses the comparison of Group B2 (new 1978 BCA borrowers before
participation) with the control group C2. If B2 farms have incomes similar to C2 this implies that at least in



10

1978 BCA new clients are being drawn from a similarincome group as the control group, and this would imply
(though not confirm absolutely) that the BCA clients (A2), if BCA is rasonably contant, were probably not
drawn from a significantly different income group than the control. The net farm income of the B2 group
(1977-78 crop year) was $641 the comparable figure for the control group was $766 indicating that the
average new BCA client in 1978 earned 16% less the year before project participation than did the average
control farm. This implies that at least with reference to income the BCA clients appear to be well matci.ed
before participation to the control farnis, in fact since they are actually poorer than control group farms, the
impacts measured in this document probably underestimate project influence.

Since the control group are not drawn at random from the small farm population, the fact that BCA are
similar to the control does not mean that the BCA clients are drawn from approximately averdge farms in their
regions. BCA clients are drawn from an above average size and above average income stratum in their
regions. The second check which can be made on the accuracy of the cross-sectional comparison is a less
formal one than the B2-C2 match check, and involves comparing the over time change in the limited
indicators present in the “Fiche" sample A1 with the differences observed between A2 and C2. If the two
differences are in completely different directions (if asset values and livestock numbers decreased for
participants after participation as shown by an A1 vs. A2 comparison, yet participants had significantly better
incomes than non participants in an A2 vs. C2 comparison) both comparisons would be suspect. No
disconcerting finding of this type is evident in the A1 vs. A2 comparison which would lead us to question the
A2-C2 results. Both are in the same direction and with believeable magnitudes.

A 1980 survey would have the benefit of an over time comparison in both the BCA and non-participant
control groups (comparisons B2 vs. B3, and C2 vs. C3) as well as cross sectional comparisons between
relatively new borrowers integrated into the program after redesign (B3 vs. C3) and multi-year clients (A3 vs.
C3).

While no design can eliminate the possible distortion from non-project influences, the 1978 comparisons
on which this study is based provide an acceptable structure, and the structure designed for 1980 is as good
as practical sample designs can make it. The difficulties in measurement of the indicators and not defects in
sample structure of the comparisons is likely to be the major source of error, both in this study and in a 1980
evaluation.

3. Recall Data for Small Farm Estimates

The survey utilized an interview schedule administered in Creole to selected farmers. The questionnaire
is reproduced in Appendix A. The data asked for was designed to be simple enough that farmer recall would
suffice as a gathering technique. In the field test it became obvious that some questions were not likely to
function well based on recall. Shade coverin coffee plantings was one example of a question area which was
dropped from the final survey. From the beginning it was recognized that annual recall data on labor use and
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employment are of very questionable reliability, results reported in this document which deal with employ-
ment should be reguarded as of littie reliability. To simplify income estimates, no crop specific input accounts
were asked for,

Throughout the study it should be remembered that the impact measurements are basically
COMPARATIVE measurements between two groups of farmers given the same questionnaire by the same
interviewers or: ..»2 same day. The estimates need not be accurate ABSOLUTE measures of the indicator to
be valid as comparisons. Allthatis necessary for the comparisons to be useful as impact comparisons is that
there be no consistent differences in the bias or innacuracy of the responses given by the two groups. At
times the authors have used the resuls as “absolute” and not comparative estimates. Though such use may
be justified in that no superior data source exists, it is true that their reliability when so used is less credible
than when they are used as intergroup comparisons.

There are two areas in which recall estimates are particularly weak, the first is employment which has
already been noted. The second is land area. it is very difficult for farmers to estimate based on recall, the
specific areas in their parcels. This weakness reflects itself principally in unreliable yield estimates which are
based on production quantities divided by parcel areas. The implication of this weakness for this document is
that while income and production estimates are acceptably reliable, yield information is not, and therefore
conclusions based on yield differences are more than normally suspect. This also implies that the production
source indices found in Chapter Four are less reliable than findings in other parts of the Chapter because the
computation of the indices involves the use of yield figures to compute even the non-yield sources of
production impact.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE IMPACT OF CREDIT AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE ON INCOME

A. Real Income Definitions

The purpose of sub-section A is to provide concise definitions of the indicators used to estimate real farm
and family incomes of small farm households in Haiti.

1. Cash Plus Subsistence Incomes

Gross value of farm output was estimated from the survey on a plot by plot basis. The average farm-gate
selling price was used to value the harvested quantities if the farmer sold any part of the particular productin
question. If all of the product was consumed, traded, exchanged, or stored for feed or seed, the product was
valued at the average farm-gate price for sales of that product in the region in which the farm is located. Com-
putation in this fashion will automatically include the value of subsistence consumption valued at producer
prices. Producer prices are probably an adequate theoretical compromise since the netting of transport
margins and losses in home storage imply that home consumption should be valued at less than retail prices if
quantities are measured at harvest and not consumption.

From gross value of farm output, cash costs are subtracted. These cash costs include hired labor,
(excluding rotational and festive exchanges) fertilizers, seeds, livestock costs, and other miscellaneous
expenses. These inputs are not divided between the crops, there is a single farm level consolidated input
account designed to simplify recall for the respondent farmer and reduce the implied error in the recall
method.

2. Welfare Measure

The result of this computation is called “Net Farm Income: Welfare Measure”. Since theimputed value of
tamily owned assets, principally family labor and land are not subtracted this income measure says nothing
about efficiency of resource use. Some families may provide a larger share of the labor bill from family
sources with the result that the welfare measure of income would be higher yet efficiency of resource use
would not be changed. While not purporting to be an efficiency indicator, the welfare measure of income is the
best indicator of family income welfare, it is a measure of the cash and in-kind goods available to them for
consurnption.
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Two principal errors are expected in this estimate. First, the value of in-kind home produced
consumption is likely to be underestimated. Products from small home gardens, from single fruit trees etc. are
not likely to have been always reported, this results In an underestimate of total welfare income. The second
major problem relates to the inadquacy of costing for the land input. While most farmers in both participant
and control groups own their own land, some kind of cash or in-kind rent is paid for 14% of the parcels
operated by two groups. The welfare income measure fails to subtract that as a cost resufting in an over-
estimate of income. Since both participant and control groups have very similar (BCA 86%, control 86%)
ownership proportions this consumption ammission will not affect the comparative results.

3. Efficiency Measure

By subtracting the imputed values of tamily labor, owned land and capital it is possible to getameasure of
net income which should reflect the private efficiency or profitability of the farm operation. This efficiency
measure is not the same as social efficiency or productivity which will be discussed in Chapter 4. Since land is
not valued in the survey, only family labor is subtracted to obtain efficiency measures. Since the attemptis to
estimate private and not social efficiency, labor is costed at the daily wage paid to hired labor, and not at some
estimate of “shadow wage" or “opportunity cost".

4. Family Income

The income from off-farm employment is added to net farm income (both welfare and efficiency
measures) to estimate total “family” income. It should be noted that no attempt is made to estimate the size of
“genetic” tamilies, the word family is used loosely in this study to mean “household”. Household members
are defined as those living, sleeping and eating in the household a specified part of the past year.

B. Project Impact on Farm Income: Welfare Measure

1. Farm Size Differences in Income Impact

The principal objective of the project is to increase the incomes of participant small farms. In this most
important respect it has succeeded significantly for farms up to five hectares in size and failed for those over
five hectares. Table 3 contains the results of the study on the impact on net farm income of project
participation. It should be remembered that these results do not indicate (as the Chapter 4 results do) the
specific changes in the farm and its production process which have led to these income differences. The
inputs from this project, credit, fertilizer, and technical assistance can be used for many different purposes
and it is possible that many of the income differences come from project interventions but in different ways
than those intended by project designers.
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Table 3
Net Farm Income Impact of Project
Welfare Measure
(Values in all tables are in US$)

Farm Size US$ Net Farm US$ Net Farm US$ Added Percent Increass

Income/Farm Income/Farm Income or Difference

Participants Non-Participants in Income
0-3 Ha. $ 509 $ 292 $ 217 74 %
3-5 Ha. 981 881 100 11 %
5+ Ha. 1,757 2,076 -319 22 o

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE Port au Prince, 1978 (172 participant and
172 non-participant farms)

For the purpose of evaluating the impact of the project on its major objective, participants must be divided
into two groups, those over five hectares for whom the project has had a negative (22% impact, and those
under 5 Ha. for whom the positive impact has been dramatic for the smallest farms (under three Ha.) almost
doubling their incomes, and a 3-5 Ha. farms where an 11% increase is estimated. Since about 70 percent!
of participant farms are in the less than 5 Ha. category where impact on income is signiticant. All
participants are estimated to have increased their incomes on the average by 21%. This may underestimate
total income impact of the project by as much as 16% as indicated on page 10. True income impact is
probably in the range between 21-37%. The finding of strong positive project impacts on the smaller farms is
the most important finding of the evaluation, not only does it indicate that the project has been a success on its
most important final objective, but perhaps more significant is the fact that the poorest farms are the ones that
make the largest improvement.2

2.1/ This footnote provides a profile of the size distribution ot Country Percent increase in income (Haiti) or Yaiue of
BCA participants. Since the survey was a random sample of Production (Guatemala) associated with a
all BCA participants in 1977, the size distribution for the Small Farmer Credit Project
sample should represent closely the true size protile of BCA

project participants. Some distortion exists because no AllFarms  0-3Ha 3-5Ha 5+ Ha
regional weights are included in these estimates When

regional weights are applied, the mean size 1s 4 07 Ths Haiti 21-37% 75 % 1 % 22 %
implies that the true, weighled size of the avarage BCA tarm s Guate-

5% larger than the unweighted averages shown in this mala 32 % 54 % 99 % -13 %

document and therefore instead of representing only 25% ot
the participants, 5+ Ha tarms probably reprecent 28-32%
15 negative from similiar programs in both countries. and the

Farm Size Group ';‘;vremge %“'C of F’;((;;:m (,)f(f:‘("f: magnitude of negative impact 1s alsa very close The very
arms n Garoup & mp%,(‘;u'u strong impact on the smaller tarms is also very suniar in trend

and rmagnitude, except that the positive impact appears to fail

All BCA Farms 386 Ha 100 ot much earlier in Haiti (at about the 3 Ha level) whereas in
0-1.5 Ha 1.08 Ha 260 % Guatemala it doesn't fall until about the 5 Ha level. it should
1.5-3 Ha 224 Ha 250 % he noted that Haiti farms are rearranged in this footnote table
3-5 Ha 368 Ha 23H % so that farm size groupings concide with the Guatemala study
5+ Ha 855 Ha 264 % for cormmparison purposes  Guaternala results are taken from

S Danes et al The Impact of Small-Farm Credit on Income,
Employmont and Food Production: Guatemala Agency for

Q Arallels ! (s Of ¢ B
2.2/ The pattern of these tindings paraflels fndings of a sirmiit International Dovelopment, Wash.D.C.. 1975, pago 5.

study of the impact ot small tarm credit and techmcal
assistance in the pourest region of Guaternala  The following
footnote table indicates that the wnpact on the farms ovar 5 Ha
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Itis impossible to determine exactly at what farm size the negative impact begins and some flexibility is
probably warrented in fixing limits for actual project participation. Yet the results of the income impact
analysis should be read as indicating that project potential for benefit decreases substantially over 3 Ha. and
becomes negative somewhere between 5-6 Ha. The project should clearly focus more exclusively on
smalier farms.

2. Project Impact on Net Farm Income

Table 4 indicates the change associated with project participation in per-capita net-farm incomes.
Differences in family sizes by farm size and the urderstandable tendency of increase in income to be
accompanied by increases in the number of non-genetic members absorbed into the household,3 create a
slightly different pattern in Table 4 than observed in Table 3.

Table 4
Percaprta Income Impacts of Project
Participation
(USS percapita)
(From Farm Sources Only)

Farm Sizes USS$ Per Capita US$ Per Capita USS Per Capita %
Participants Non-Participants Increase Associated

with Project

0-3 Ha. $ 77 $ 57 35 %
3-5 Ha. 161 157 3 %
5+ Ha. 275 i -19 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey. AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978 (174 Participant and 288 non
participant farms)

0-3Ha. 3-5Ha. 5+ Ha  AllFam
2.3/ Two factors seem to be at work which account for the Family Size
differences in household size between partrcipants and non- Differences .29 0, + 9o, 3% 4 21%
participants. The first of these is a possible distortion in the Income/farm
matching procedure, but even if all the matching error 1s Differences v 74% + 11% -22% + 2137
assumed to be passed along to final results, less than halt of Household
the family size differences observed in the two groups whih Size BCA 6.6 6.1 6.4 6.4
show important differences (0-3 Ha. farms) can be explained Household
by the matching distortion. The second influence is apparently Size Non-
the project itself, and probably the increased income which has BCA 5.1 56 6.6 513
come to the two smallest farm size groups as a result of the Sample Size
project. With increased incomes these farms {comprising BCA 88 41 41 171

more than half of all participants) apparently increased therr
household size by 29% As mentioned abovo, part of this
difference, probably 8-12° could be due to matct: distortion,
but the fact that the larger groups should have had the same
matching error, and that they experienced neither large income
nor household size increases lead us ta conclude that almost
allof the household size difference is pruject caused  From the
footnote table it an be seen that income increases seem 1o be
very consistent in direction ( + or -0) und In general magnitude
with income increases associated with the: project.

Addiional evidence that the increase s project rolated can be
seen in that the BCA farms do not follow the expected trend
obwvious in the Non-BCA control group of increasing household
size with increasing farm size, but household size follows the
trand related not to TOTAL income (which in both BCA and
control groups rises as farm size rises) but to INCREASE in
income. f household size were related to income level and not
change in that lovel caused by the project, then total
householdsize would be expected to increase as farm sizes
increase lor the BCA group. The only plausible explanation
which makos the combined trends in fotal income, fam size,
Income change, total household size, and change in
household size, understandable is that household sizes have
ncreased as a result of the project.
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3. Project Impact on Farm income

The finding of positive income impacts of the project on more than 2/3 of participant farms directly
contradicts the indirect and informal estimate of the earlier evaluations which estimated that the project had
had no positive impacts. Small farm systems are complicated, providing added liquidity (credit and tertilizer
which can be sold and not necesarily used) to a small farmer may change many different things in his fanming
system. While it may be important to examine institutional factors such as the training and organization of
extension agents, the efficiency of accounting and disbursement proceedures and the orderlines of the
general operation, it oversimplifies a complex problem to use these indirect “institutional performance”
indicators as indications of success or failure of a project in changing small tarm incomes, or in fact in effecting
any change at the farm or household level. Institutional performance evaluations may be very useful to
rearrange institutional problems, but using them as indications of project success at meeting fundamental
objectives can lead to situations like the one found here where two institutional evaluations both came to
conclusions opposite to that arrived at by direct observation of household data.4

C. Household Income Impacts: Farm and Off-Farm Income

The contribution of off-farm employment to household income in BCA farms appears to be generally
small and little different in percent terms from the match group, ittherefore appears that the project has had no
important impacts on household earnings outside the farm. Table 5 presents these results.

Table 5
Off-Farm Income Comparisons

BCA FARMS NON BCA FARMS
Farm Size Off Farm Income Off-Farm Income Ofi-Farm Income Off Farm income
(US$/Household) as a % of Total {US$/Household) as a % of Total
All Farms $ 34.0 3.5 % $ 203 3.0 %
0-3 Ha. 33.2 6.1 % 19.8 6.3 %
3-5 Ha. 13.1 1.3 % 251 28 %
5 + Ha. 56.2 3.1 % 17.1 08 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Smal Farm Survey. AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince 1978

2.4/ DAl 77 found that: “Despite ts indirect nature, the coffee plantations, small farmer cultivation practices, and the
evidence collected paints a rather clear picture of a project with use offertihzer. It also included information an the participation
some quite serious problems. When pieced together, the of farmers in and ther attitudos toward project activities.

evidence strongly suggests that the project had made very Knowledge and training of extension agents, the operation of
little, it any progress toward increasing productivity on small the centers and the overall management of the projact” (See
coffee farms or toward increasing the income of small farmaors DAl 77 pages 26 & 27) The fact that the data which DAI
The evidence suggests further that, under current conditions, appropnately wanted but could not obtain (as descnbed by
little progress toward the attainment of this objective can bo them in DAl pages 25 & 26) resulted in conclusions 50 Opposite
expected in the future.” The “inditect evidence” which lod DAL leads one to wonder how vatuable and cost-otective informal
to this conclusion was described by them as foilows  Need- held trips by experts are. There 1s a plausible explanation
less 1o say, time constraints and the difficultios of lranspona- which would explain this radical difference, it the DA visits
tion in Haiti obviated any attempt to gather wuch hard data were biasad toward the larger farms over 5 Ha. their finding of
themselves. The avaluation thus had to tely on indiract no or negative irpacts would be consistent with the survey
evidence to reach cerain conclusion about progress toward data. This is not likely since notes on DAI page 9 indicate that

project objectives. Indirect evidence included observations of small farm centers ke Pilate were visited
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Itis interesting to note that almost all of the off-farm incomes comes from work in non-farm activities, only
2% of all off-farm reported labor was worked for wages on other farms. The predominance of non-wage labor
exchanges confuses these measurements and it is possible that these estiinates are therefore unreliable.5

D. Efficiency Measures of Income

Farm income may be divided in an accounting sense betweer factor shares. | complete micro-
economic data is available on each farm, these shares can be divided between all factors including ‘abor,
management, land, capital and the residual or pure profit. In the Haiti Small Farm Survey situation only a
division between labor share and all others as a group is possible. The labor share has been subtracted from
net farm income by pricing family labor employed on household plots (or worked in festive and rotational
exchanges) at the wage rate paid to hired labor. This method probably overestimates the labor share since
theoretically family labor has a lower opportunity costthan the going wage rate. By subtractingout an imputed
value for family labor itis possible to see the production of the base incomes, and project added income which
can be reasonably attributed to non-labor returns (here loosely referred to as “profits” but more accurately
termed “residual returns to land and capital”).

1. Labor and Profit Shares

By separating labor and profit (returns to land, capital and management) we can determine what
proportion of the income impact of the project is due to expanded on farm employment opportunity for
participant farm families ('abor share) and what part came from increased profits or non-labor returns. The
results of this computation, contained in the indices presented in Tabl 6, indicate that for all participants
taken as a group roughly two thirds of the increased project income impact was from labor and half from
increased profits.

Increased employment opportunity to absorb the family labor force is an important source of the added
income in the 0-3 Ha. farms where important project impacts are observed. Important income from added
profits is observed also on the smallest farms.

group farms  Based on better data in a less comphcated
employment situation, a similiar study in Guatemala estimated

2.5/ Annual recall studies Itke the one undertaken here are
notoriously unable 1o obtan acceptable employment

information even in situations where comphcated non wadqge

exchange systems are not the predomimant cultural pattern
While every atlempt was made tc account for task labor
rotational and festive exchanges (“eskouad & routital ) the

annual recalt format is simply an inadequate survey mechansm
to expect reasonable absolute measurements ol eimployment
quantities.  The purpose of including these employment
characteristics in the survey was nol to obttan absolute
estimates, but only to oblam some comparative ideas of
differences in employment structure between BGA and control

that small farm family workers were employed about 25% as
contrasted to about 10% as indicated in this study. Theres a
large and tighly productive agncultural region close to the
arnall farm area in Guaternala (the South Coast) where most of
the off-farm labor of small farm workers is absorbed  Given the
absence of such an area adjacent to the Hait small farms, the
tower off-farm employment rate does not appear inconsistent.
The predominance of off-farm employment in non-farm
activites highlights the importance and potential of non-tarm
rural enterpnses as a source of increased employment
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Table 6
Income share indices: Dividing Increased
Project Income Between Labor and
Profit Income Sources ****

Percent Income Superirority Percent Income Superiority due to
of BCA over Non-BCA Farms* Increased Labor Income**  Increased Profits***
Farm Size (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
0-3 Ha. 74 % 30 % 44 %
3-5 Ha. 11 % 6 % 5 %
5+ Ha. 22 % 3 % 25 %
Source: S. Daines computation based on S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE Port au Prince, 1978,
*/ The percent income superiority is obtained from Table 3 and indicates for example that BCA farms in the smallest category had
incomes 74% higher than the non-participant control group (BCA = $509, Non-BCA = $292).
“/ Theincreased labor income is computed by comparing the labor share (value of family labor at the goingwage rate) forthe BCA

and Non-BCA *arms to see what part of the increased income on the BCA farm was from increased [amily :abor. Forexample, in
the case of the smallest farms, of the 74% increased BCA income, 30% came from increased opportunity to absorb family labor
and 44% from increased profits. It is important to realize that the percent under the labor and profit columns sum to the value in

the first column and not to 100%.
very Increased profits are better termed “non-labor returns” since they include returns 1o land, management and capital.

ey The supporting tables from which this table derived are contained in Appendix B, Methodology for Computation of Indices.

2. Income Efficiency of Land Use

Income can be increased on the small farm by cultivating more of the available land, or from earning more
income out of each unit already cultivated. The net income obtained from each Ha. of arable land may be a
useful indicator of “private” efficiency where land is a very scarce factor relative to labor. Itis unfortunate that
the data do not permit the computation of financial profitability rates (net income per capital unit) since it is
probable that capital (credit, money, or other forms of liquidity) is even more scarce than land in rural Haiti.
Since population densities are high relative to available land, the assumption that land is scarce is a useful
analytical assumption. Net income per Ha. may be useful as an indicator of “private” efficiency, but due to
probable distortions in factor and output prices it is probably not as good a measure of “social” efficiency as
indicators used in Chapter Four. Table 7 indicates the netincome per arable Hectare (not netted of farm labor
which implies a shadow price of zero on unskilled labor).

Two important findings are contained in Table 7, first that on an efficiency basis the smallest farms perform
better than the larger ones, and secondly that the opposite trend is apparent in the non-BCA control group. It
would appear from the combination of these two trends that the project has had an important impact on the
efficiency of small scale farming, allowing the smallest holdings to become considerably more efficient, both
when compared with their control group AND when compared with lager farms inside the BCA group. The 0-3
Ha. BCA farms receive $305 per arable hectare which is 55% higher than the 5+ Ha. farms and 65% higher
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than their control group. Though this figure seems rather high for a country as poor as Haiti it is considerably
less than small farm coffee areas in other Laiin American countries.6

Table 7
Net Income per Arable Hectare
(US$/Ha.)

Farm Size Net Income Per Ha. Net Income Per Ha. Percent
BCA Participants Non-Participants Difference

USS$/Ha. US$/Ha. %

0-3 Ha. $ 305 $ 185 65 %
3-5 Ha. 256 213 20 %
5+ Ha. 197 267 26 %%
All Farms 267 205 30 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978.

The rather efficient net incorie production per Ha. and the disappointing net income per capita highlight an
important issue in small farm development for Haiti, the poverty of the small farmer is related more to the size
of his business than to its efficiency. The small farmers, both BCA and non-participants are poor not because
they are backward but mostly because they are sniall. It also focuses attention on crop alternatives (of which
Coffee is probably the best) in which very high income per hectare is possible.

2.6/ A case in point is El Salvador with sirnilar rural population
densities but at a much higher per-capita income position

Based on an accounting procedure almost identical to that
used in Haiti, a study of net income profitatility of smalt farms in
a rnajor colfee region found that net income per mable Ha
ranged from US$505 for farms under 1 Ha to US$1.049 for
farms between5-10Ha (Sce. S Daines. Analysis of Small Farm
and Rural Poverty in Ei Salvador. Agency for Ir 2rnational

Development, San Salvador, 1977, page 40.) Inthe El Salvador
study itis interesting to note that the trend in net Income per Ha.
was exactly the same as that found in the non-BCA match
group. net income per Ha. increased as farm size increased
Since there 1s a scarcity of rural credit for small farms in El
Salvador this trend would be expected to be similar in direction
though not in magnitude to Haiti.



CHAPTER THREE
NON-INCOME INDICATORS OF IMPACTS
ON STANDARD OF LIVING

A. Housing Indicators of Standard of Living

The principal measure of standard of living in this evaluation, as in the CAP is income. The measures o
income are all on an annual flow basis and do not take account of the improvement in standard of living whict
comes from investment in durables such as housing and livestock. This chapter deals with non-income
indicators of standard of living, of which housing is the principal type. The quality and adequacy of housing s
assumed to be a useful indicator of the level of living of a family. A variety of housing indicators are utilized.
While the value of housing, either market value or replacement, is likely to be difficult to obtain in poor rura
households, this indicator is contained in the BCA “fiche” records and therefore provides a useful over-time
measure. In addition to value of housing, certain quality indicators such as the percentage of houses with tin
roofs, the material used for the floor, and the number of rooms are also estimated.

1. Housing Value

Estimating housing value is difficult at best. There is difficulty with respondents understanding the
concept of market value and replacement value. There is difficulty with matching because small differences
in location which make little ditference in agricultural productivity, soils, or even access to roads, may still have
significant effect on the value of housing. Respondents were encouraged to estimate only the value of the
structure, not the site, but it is likely that some site infi.ienced variance in prices is imbedded in the data. While
allof these difficulties imply that findings on housing value are less reliable than other findings, the fact that the
results move in similar direction to the other indicators, and in very roughly similar magnitudes, tends to
strengthen confidence in the results. Table 8 presents the value of housing comparisons.

Table 8
Value of Housing Comparisons
Farm Size Replacement Value of Housing Percent
BCA Farms Non-BCA Farms Difterence
All Farms $ 822 $ 565 46 %
0-3 Ha. 504 408 24 %
3-5 Ha. 860 671 28 %
5+ Ha. 1837 1137 62 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, BCA-IHPCADE-AID, Port au Prince, 1978
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Table 8 uses replacement value of housing inctead of market value in the hope of reducing the error
entered into the computation from site influenced values. Itis felt that replacement estimates are more likely
to be related just to the structure than are market values.

The possibility that the results in Table 8 are distorted from problems in matching is higher than with
almost any others reported in this document, of the estimated 46% overall increase, 15-39% may be due to
match distortion and not to project influences. !

Assuming the match distortion to fall somewhare in the middle of the upper and lower bounds indicted in
footnote 1, it would imply that about half of the impact indicated in Table 9 is illusory and not due to project
influences. Otherwise the numbers appear consistent with the possible explanation that the smallest farmers
are the least likely to save initially in the form of additional housing, and most likely to use all, or almost all, of
initial income increases for more urgent food and clothing needs. Tabie 8 indicates that the poorest group
(even though they make the largest income increase) invest the smallest amount in housing. Even if the
housing increase for the 3-5 Ha. farmers is reduced by half, the residual would imply that much of their income
increase has been spent on housing improvements. Annual added income for this group is estimated at
$100, if we assume that they have obtained this benefit for an average of 2 years that implies about $200 of
added income from project participation. If we ignore repayment of loans, as most BCA borrowers appear to
do2, this would imply the family made additional investment in improved housing of $96 or about 47°. Jf their
increased income. By contrast, the poorest households in the 0-3 Ha. category, by this measure would have
invested only 11% of their income increase in improved housing with 89% going to other uses. This pattemn is
consistent with the hypothesis that the poorest, penlously close to nutritional insufficiency, would expend a
large proportion of additional incomes on food and other nondurables.

2. Housing Quality Indicators

The materials with which housing is constructed are widely assumed to be related to its quality in a

3.1/ Match distortion in the case of housing is relativelv
complicated to estimate. This loolnote outlines the procedure
necessary to arrive at reasonable estimales of potential and
probable distortion. Two basic tests are possible. First, the
value of housing before and after participation can be
estimated based on the Fiche (before) and the survey (after). It
is assumed that the fiche concepl was market value since the
form was a credit form ‘isting assets and it is reasonable to
assume that what instruction or implication may have been
given would tend in thz direction of a markel value
measurement. Average fiche value of housing was $219, the
years for this valuation vary between 1974-1977. The “after"
measure of this same concept is $356. This implies a change of
63% , by this check the 46% estimated in the direct computation
wouid not be suspect on its face. However. the influence of
higher coffee prices, and general infiation imply that a par of
this increase is not due to the project but to external influences
The over-time cross check is virtually useless except to suggest
that some increase in housing value is consistent with the
overtime check,

The second method of cross-checking and estimating match
distortion is more salistying. The sample of new 1978 borrowers

to obtain data on the last year (before participation) allows two
cross-checking measurements to place bounds on the
possible malch distortion These estimates are based on
comparing the new 78 borrowers to the match group as a
whole, in a perfect match situation these groups should be
identical, il they are not it indicates that there is some problemin
matching, if the directon of that distortion is in the same
direction as the supposed impact then the impact
measurement is suspect. The first compares the new 78
borrowers to ALL of the maltch group, and the second
compares the 78 borrowers to the sub-set of the match group
who MAY have been matched directly to the new 78 borrower
group.  Neither of these is more accurate, perhaps the
comparison to all match farms is slightly to be preferred. The
potential malch distortion from the comparison to all match
farms is 38% and 15% to the selected sub-group. Somewhere
in betweer: these extremes the actual match distortion should
fall  This implies that actuai increase in housing value, after
allowing for possible match distortion is from 16-31%.

32/ See delinguency discussion in Chapter Six.
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standard of living sense. Table 9 outlines the comparison between the BCA and control groups for the
principal materials in wall, roof, ai:d floor construction. The potential error in concept or recall is much less in
the case of these indicators, the interviewers were standing in or near the structures and it is unlikely that the
respondent could not recall, or tried to distort these findings. The fact that there is little match distortion in
these measures leads us to conclude that the apparent rnatch distortion in housing value is not really match
distortion but reporting error (part recall error and part conceptual confusion). There is only 6.7% match
distortionin roofing material (the new 78 borrowers show a “before” participation percent of tin roofs at 62.2%,
the match non-participant group show a 58% ) and only a 5.6% potential match distortion in flooring materials.
Table 10 indicates that the project has resulted in an incrase in housing quality as measured by the roofing
indicator of between 11-18%.

Table 9
Housing Quality Indicators

Farm Size Percent of Household Percent
with Tin Roofs Increase

BCA Farms Non-BCA
0-3 Ha. 66 % 50 % 32 %
3-5 Ha. 73 % 63 % 16 %
5+ Ha. 95 % 87 % 10 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Pont au Prince 1978
3. Housing Space

The third housing indicator is the number of rooms. The number of rooms is taken to be a rough indicator
of the space inside the house. Table 10 indicates that there has been a 14% increase in the number of rooms

Table 10
Housing Space Indicator, Number of Rooms
Farm Size Number of Rooms Numbe: of Rooms Difference or
BCA Households Non-BCA Households percent increase
0-3 Ha. 297 2.60 14 %
3-5 Ha. 2.78 2.72 2%
5+ Ha. 3.24 2.83 15 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Smali Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince 1978

per household for the smallest farms. This indicator is probably not as stable an indicator of space as tin
roofing is of housing quality. There is also indication that there may be match distortion in the space indicator.

B. Livestock as an Indicator of Welfare

Itis widely held that the accumulation of livestock is the important method of wealth accumulation in rural
Haiti. The accumulation of livestock could therefore be used as a non-income indicator of wealth in much the
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same way that housing value was used in the last sub-section. It would appear to this author that there would
be a limit on the ability of very small farmers to utilize this method of savings/investment to a very large extent
because of the limited capacity of these small farms to sustain additional animals on available grass. While
placing these animals on the pasture of other small farmers may be acommon method of averting this limit for
afew farmers, the total grass supply would appearto be severely lim.ted among the smallest land-holders and

likely would limit this type of saving. Table 11 presents the results of the survey on livestock inventories.3
Table 11

Livestock Numbers for BCA and
Control Group Farms

Farm Size Number of Poultry Difference or Numbers of Cattle, Difference
(Chickens, Turkeys % Increase Swine, Sheep, or percent
and other fowl) and Horses increase

BCAFarms Non-BCA BCA Non-BCA

0-3 Ha. 6.6 7.0 -6 % 43 3.9 10 %

3-5 Ha. 14.6 9.8 49 % 7.3 6.0 22 %

5+ Ha. 13.3 19.1 -30 % 10.3 11.3 -9 %

While the poultry resuits appear confusing (particularly for the smallest farms) the pattern in non-poultry
livestock appears to parallel the housing impact trends reasonably wall. Using the cross-check of the over-
time estimates from the “fiche" (before) and the survey (after) it appears that cattle numbers increased 29%
and swine 53% for project participants. Using the before vs. after comparison, realizing that due to coffee
price influences a large part of it is non-project related, it still appears that the direction and magnitudes
indicated in at least the non-poultry classes are reasonable.

The combination of housing and livestock indicators of non-income welfare or standard of living, paint a
picture of a participant group, the poorest componentof which (0-3 Ha. farms) makes the largest income gain,
but smallest increase in the accumulation of durables such as housing and livestock. Most of their increase in
welfare is likely to show up in better diet, some increased land, and perhaps clothing. The middle group (3-5
Ha. farms) make a much smaller increase in relative terms in income, but their higher initial per-capita income
places them in a position to invest larger absolute and relative amounts in housing and livestock durables.
The results for the largest group (over 5 Ha.) is mixed, they appear to have accumulated over the years a
significantly higher housing base, but perhaps due to more recent reverses they have lost current income
relative to their non-BCA neighbors, disinvested in their livestock, but retained their improved housing. It
should be noted that while this scenario is consistent with the data, it is not the only scenario which could be. It
is possible that the match with reference to the older, and larger, borrowers is less accurate than for the newer
and smaller BCA farms. In many respects the farms over 5 Ha. are a unique group, they are heavily weighted
to repeating borrowers (3rd year repeaters) and are more heavily concentrated in Baptiste and Thiotte.
Conclusions with reference to the over 5 Ha. groups should therefore be viewed with less confidence than
with reference to the balance of farms.

3.3/ Livestock figures are based on a match to 174 Non-BCA
Farms.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE IMPACT OF PROJECT PARTICIPATION ON FARM
PRODUCTION AND RESOURCE PRODUCTIVITY

A. Introduction

1. Small Farm Systems

The small farm is a complex system containing many different enterprises (crops and livestock
activities). This Chapter attempts to examine these systems to discaver the structure of production and
technology in BCA small farms and also to estimate the impact of the project on these systems. The AID-
BCA-IHPCADE project focuses on coffee, yetitis obvious that many of the impacts may involve other crops,
since all crops compete for resources and provide a part of the income. Itisimpossible to adequately examine
project impact without looking at the complete farm system. Chapter Four focuses on a systems overview of
the small farm while Chapter Five looks at the coffee component. Coffee issues will therefore be treated, but
only lightly, in Chapter Four, the intensive discussion of coffee impacts and technology will be left for Chapter
Five.

2. Production vs. Productivity

It is very possible to increase production without increasing productivity. As used in this document (and
generally by economists) productivity refers to output per unit whereas production refers simply to total
output. Total output may be increased by simply adding resources in the production process, but unless
output per unit of input is increased productivity remains constant. Since farmer welfare is the aim of the
project it is conceivable that farmer total welfare could have increased substantially without any increase in
productivity. It is useful to keep this distinction in mind as the discussion of this chapter proceeds.

3. Market and Subsistence Production

Total production is estimated by farmers in the survey for each of the plots operated during the last crop
year. All production is included, both that which was sold and that which was held for consumption, feed,
seed, or barter. Allof this output is valued at farm-gate producer prices. If the farmer did not have any sales of
a particular product, his production would be valued at the average producer price for the region in question.
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B. Overall Impact on Farm Production

1. Total impact on Output

The project impact on farm production has been substantial, for all farms there has been an apparent
project related incraase of 36-53 percent. For the smallest farms (0-3 Ha.) participant production is almost
double the control group. As in the case of net income, the most important impacts are on the smallest farms,
in fact the production impact on farms over 5 Ha. is slightly negative. Total production impacts are indicated in
Table 12.

Table 12
Total Production impact of Project
(US$ Gross Value of Output per Farm)

Farmm Size Percent Increased
Value of Output
Association with

Participation
0-3 Ha. 87 %
3-5 Ha. 20 %
5+ Ha. 9 %

Source: S. Daines and K. Hancock computation based on data from the Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE Port au Prince,
1978.

The possibility that these large differences are due to problems in matching is small. A comparison
between the new 1978 BCA borrowers (who have not yet participated) and the control group indicates that the
match worked acceptably. In fact the actual figures indicate that Table 12 underestimates project impacts by
17%.

2. Internal Rate of Return on Cash Costs

Since production increases (87% for 0-3 Ha. farms) are slightly higher than net income increases (74%
for the same group) it would appear that there has been a slight decrease in the internal profit margin.
Increased volumes of production and riot the internal profitability of the production process itseif have been
responsible for the net welfare increases.

It would appear that the profit margin on cash costs actually decreased. Table 13 contains these
computations.
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Table 13
Internal Profit Rate on Cash Costs

Farm Size Net Farm Income Net Farm Income Percent Difference
per Cash Cost Unit per Cash Cost Unit in Internal Profit
BCA Participants Non-Participants Margin

Welfare Measure*
0-3 Ha. 53 9.0 41 %
3-5 Ha. 4.2 6.7 37 %
5+ Ha. 3.7 12.0 -69 %

*Wellare measure means that family unpaid labor is not subtracte as a cost to armive at net farmincome. tis the best figure for analyzing
“welfare efficiency".
Source: S. Daines computation based on S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Suvey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince 1978.

Cash and other forms of liquidity are scarce resources in Haiti; one of the principal reasons for including
credit in the project was to provide small farmers with the necessary cash and purchased inputs to support
technical improvements. The rate of return on cash cost inputs is therefore a useful indicator of the amount of
welfare obtained per scarce resource unit. From Table 14 itis clear that this rate of return has been negatively
influenced by project participation, yet this finding is not necessarily a “negative" finding. This finding is
added evidence of a point made earlier, that the principal cause of poverty on small farms is the size of the
business and not the efficiency of the business. Increasing the cash input into the farm system (BCA
participants used more than double the purchased inputs of non-participants) appears to have substantially
increased output per farm and welfare (income) per farm by increasing “size" (volume of gross value of
output) but at decreasing rates of return to cash.

The other important finding in Table 13 is that small farms participating in the project appear to reverse
the trend apparent in the match farms where rate of return appears to increase as farm size increases, for
participants the rate of return actually INCREASES as farm size DECREASES. This indicates that while
project participation and its increased cash, result in a decrease in the rate of return, small farms respond
much more “efficiently" to increased cash resources than do larger farms.

3. Proportion of Impact Attributable to Coffee

Coffee is responsible for about two thirds of all of the positive impacts of the project as is indicated in
Table 14. In the smallest farms where total production almost doubled, 73% of the impact came from coffee
increases, in 3-5 Ha. farms where production increased by 20%, haif of the increase was coffee. Inthe largest
tarms (5+ Ha.) where production actually decreased, coffee is seen to havs been responsible for about half of
the decrease.
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Table 14
Proposition of Increased Production
Attributable to Coffee

Farm Size Difterence in Total Difference in Value Proportion of Total
Value of Farm of Coffee Production Production Difference
Production Attributable to Coffee

(BCA-Non-BCA) (BCA Non-BCA)
(US$ per Farm) (US$ per Farm) (Percent)
0-3 Ha. $ 281 $ 205 73 %
3-5 Ha. 200 118 59 %
5+ Ha. -208 -105 50 %

Source: S. Daines computation based on S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978.

To make quantitative correspondence between the coffee share in production vaiue and coffee share in
net income is not possible with the data available. Itis possible that the coffee share in net income is higher
than its production value share, but it is also possible that it is lower. Individual crop by crop input accounts
would be necessary to arrive at net income shares for specific crops. Itis possible to make an educated guess
at this correspondence relationship, but readers are cautioned that theve is little evidence to support the
guess. Thereis little reason to believe that this guess is any more than DAl ar.d CUNA “educated guesses".1

Our educated guess is that since fertilizer and cash inputs were raeant for coffee, that most of the
increased cash expenses went into coffee. If we assume that most of the adJded expense (BCA vs. Non-BCA)
was in coffee, then the coffee share in added net income would be less than the coffee share in total value of
production. If we assume that all added cash and fertilizer went on coffee, it would imply that instead of
roughly two thirds of the net income increase being attributable to coffee it would account for only about half.

Itis important to realize that at least one third of the total impact on tarm production, and perhaps one half
of project impacts on net income are due to farm impacts outside of coffee.

4. Sources of Increased Production

In order to understand what specific farm level changes were caused by the project which led to
increases in production, it is helpful to divide increased output into proportions attributable to changes in area
cultivated, increased crop yields, changed crop mix or composition, and ditferences in prices received. The
process of computing these indices in an accounting process described in detail in Annex B2. These indices
do not attempt to quantity the ultimate causes for the differences in production, they only divide the total
change into a conceptually complete set of alternative accounting sources. The intent of these indices is to
assist in understanding the “process” level changes which the project apparently caused to see if these are
similar to the farm level changes which the project INTENDED to canse. The fact that yield estimates are
unreliable implies that results based on the Indices are less credible than production figures.

4.1/ See footnote 5 in Chapter Two (2.5 at page ) 42/ See Appendix A, Methodology for Computation of
Indices, page
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Table 15
Sources of Increased Output

Sources in Change between BCA Participant and Non-
Participant Farms. Percent increases in Value of Production

Farm Size Total % Intensification Differences in Increased Higher
Difference of Land Use Crop Mix Physical Prices

Crop Yields
0-3 Ha. (87 %) 7.6 % N3 % 6.9 % 10 %
3-5 Ha. (20 %) 12.2 % -6.6 % 10.2 % 42 %
5+ Ha. (-9 %) 13 % 09 % -3.6 % -5.0 %

Source: S. Daines & K. Hancock computation based on data from the Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-tHPCADE, Port au Prince 1978

Before presenting analysis based on these specific indices it may be useful to remind readers that the
individual “source” indices add horizontally to the total percentage of increased production (in column 1)and
NOT to 100%. For example, the total increase in production estimated for 0-3 Ha. participant farms is 87% (in
column 1). The largest source of that increase is higher physical crop yields which accunts for 69% out of a
total of 87%.

a. Increased Yields: The Largest Apparent Project Impact

Increased yields (principally in coffee) are the largest single source of increased output on participant
farms. Inthe smallest farms increased yields account for 69% out of a total of 87% and on 3-5Ha. farms yields
account for about half of the total production increase. Unfortunately, yield findings are less dependable than
production and inome and should be used with caution.

b. Intensification of Land Use

Intensifying the use of existing arable land in the farm is the second largest contributing factor to
increased production. Intensification is defined to include either interplanting/muiltiple cropping or increasing
the proportion of arable land in crops. Increasing the proportion of land in crops can be accomplished either
by incorperating natural grass into crop use or reducing rotation cycles and fallow land. Of these two, the most
important has been interplanting and multiple cropping, supporting other evidence that arable land is
extremely scarce in even the larger farms. Half of the total production increase on 3-5 Ha. farms comes from
increased land use intensity, but only about one tenth in farms under 3 Ha.. This is consistent with the
supposition that these smallest farms have virtually no land slack and can only achieve increased income
through growing higher value crops or increasing yields on existing high-value crops.
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c. Differences in Unit-Prices Received for Products

Unit prices can be affected by three possible differences. The firstis a difference in marketing channel or
bargaining power. The second is a difference in quality. The third is possible distortion in the matching
procedure. There appears to be very little match distortion3, and it would appear therefore that there are real
price differences related to project participation. At this point all that is necessary to note is that while there is
no direct data which would reveal the quality of coffee or other products sold, it appears that the principal price
influence is from ditfering marketing channels and the increased bargaining power of larger volume sales.

The farms making the largest volume increases in relative terms would be expected to gain the largest
relative bargaining position, the fact that the smallest farms obtain the largest production value increase
(10%) attributable to price is consistent with the “bargaining power" hypothesis. Harder to explain is the
negative price differrence for the largest farms since the very small negative difference in volume of coffee
marketed could not explain the significantly inferior prices. BCA large farms received 5 cents per pound less
for their coffee than did non-BCA farms in the same size category. ltis possible that some of this difference is
error in matching (though match tests indicate otherwise) but it is more likely that it is due to regional
differences in prices not adequately balanced by farm size, or reporting error of a few very large farms. This
finding, could well be from errors in the data, rather than actual indication of project impact, therefore the
negative impact findings for large farms ought to be viewed with caution, it is possible that the project has
been essentially neutral with reference to these farms.

The importance of prices indicates the potential of project interventions directed at changing marketing
channels and bargaining power of small farmers.

d. Crop Mix or Composition

Changing the proportions of land devoted to different crops can give rise to substantiai changes in output
and income without alteration of any other of the possible sources of increased output. For example,
increasing the area in coffee at the expense of maize could increase the value of output even if coffee and
maize yields are constant because coffee value per hectare is probably higher than maize even at relatively
low yields for both crops.

Changes in the proportion of crops grown has made little difference in production on the smallest farms
but has figured importantly in a necative direction for 3-5 Ha. farms. Shifting out of higher value, but non-
coffee, crops in favor of lower value cereals crops has caused this difference.

4.3/ There is only a 1.1% ditference between coffee prices
received by New 78 BCA Farms and the control group.
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e. Livestock Changes

Increased livestock production might be expected to result from project participation as a result of
increased income and perhaps not as a cause. It is commonly held in Haiti by those who have studied the
rural sector, that livestock accumulation is a method of saving for small farmers. It is possible therefore, that
increased livestock production could result from the increased income generated by project participation.
The proportion contributed by livestock is insignificant and does not even appear therefore in Table 15.

C. Physical Yields

Yield differences account for the predominant share of increased output on the smallest farms (0.3Ha.)
and are one of the two most important factors in the 3-5 Ha. group. Since coffee represents two thirds of the
value of production in thse two groups, coffee yields are the most important single factor. A discussion of
coffee yields will be presented in Chapter Five.

1. Yield Patterns in Cereals

From Table 16 it is apparent that there are important differences betwen BCA and non-BCA groups in
cereals yields. The difference in maize, the most important of the cereals crops, is almost 20%.

Table 16
Difterences in Cereals Yields

Farm Size Percent Superiority
of BCA Yields
Maize Millet Beans
0-3 Ha. 13 % 34 % 15 %
3-5 Ha. 21 % y 24 %
5+ Ha. 20 % 6 % 63 %
All Farms 20 % 17 % 60 %

* Insutficient number of observations to provide acceptable reliability.
Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

Itshould be noted that figures in Table 16 are likely to be less reliable than other findings since it is difficult
to get accurage area measurements on a recall basis.
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D. Land Use Intensity, Tenure and Productivity

1. Land Use Intensity

From Table 16, it can be observed that differences in land use intensity (increased interplanting, multiple
cropping, and proportion of land cropped) is the second most important factor contributing to the apparent
projectimpact on farm production. Table 17 indicates that most of this influence is associated with differences
in interplanting and muttiple cropping, well under half results from increasing the proportion of land cropped.

Table 17
Land Use Intensity Impact Separated into
Two Components
Land Use Intensity Separated into Two Components

Farmm Size Proportion of Total Proportion Increased Interplanting
Production Increase of Land and/or Muttiple Cropping

Attributable to Land Use

Intensity
0-3 Ha. 76 % 3.6 % 40 %
3-5 Ha. 122 % 3.6 % 8.6 %
5+ Ha. -1.3 % 2.2 % 09 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Smail Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

The insignificance of the proportion of land cropped emphasizes the critical nature of the land constraints on
small farms. Table 18 indicates the proportion of land in multiple uses, either interplanted with two crops atthe
same time, or cropped more than once each year in different crops.

There appears to be a consistent superiority on the part of the BCA group in interplanting, most marked in
the 3-5 Ha. group, but important for all farm sizes. From the data available it is difficult to indicate the exact
crop combinations which compose this increased interplanting and multiple cropping, but it is likely that an
increment in the cultivation of traditional crop associations is responsible for the difference.

Table 18
Multiple Use of Cropland
Farm Size BCA Non-BCA
( % of land multiple cropped)
0-3 Ha. 73 % 67 %
3-5 Ha. 70 % 54 %
5+ Ha. 50 % 51 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survoy, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978
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2. Land Tenure and Farm Size

BCA clients are drawn from much larger than average farms. The average BCA farm is 4.07 Ha., and

only about 30% are smaller than the census size category of 1.29 Ha. The 1971 Census indicated that 71% of
all farms are under this limit, illustrating the skewed nature of the BCA client universe. It should be

remembered in all parts of this study that the control group is not drawn from average non-BCA farms, but is
drawn from a group intended to be similar to BCA clients before participation. Land tenure is presented in
Table 19.

Table 19
Land Tenure Patterns
Farm Size Percent of land by Tenure Type
Purchased Inhereited Multi-Year Annual Pre-Inher- Share
Lease Rent itance Grand Cropped

0-3 Ha.

BCA Farms 49% 28% 4% 7% 6% 3%

Non-BCA 42% 34% 3% 7% 8% 6%
3-5 Ha.

BCA Farms 63% 24% 1% 4% 5% 3%

Non-BCA 60% 25% 1% 11% 3% 0%
5+ Ha.

BCA Farms 63% 20% 1% 9% 2% 2%

Non-BCA 67% 18% 1% 8% 3% 0%
All Farms

BCA Farms 60% 22% 2% 7% 4% 2%

Non-BCA 57% 25% 1% 8% 4% 2%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

3. Land Productivity

Physical yields are inadequate measures of land productivity since there is no way to weight different
quantities of different crops to arrive at an estimate which crosses crop boundaries. A better measure, is the
total value of production per hectare. Table 20 contains such a computation for the BCA clients and non-
participant control group.

The firstimportant finding in Table 20, is that project participation has apparently had a significant impact
on land productivity. This finding is consistent with, and actually adds little information to the findings of similar
impact on income. Table 20 also reinforces and extends the findings on land profitability in Chapter Two.
There is a clear trend of increasing land productivity on BCA farms as the size of farms decrease, the sriallest
farms (0-3 Ha.) have 40% higher land productivity than those over 5 Ha.



Table 20
Land Productivity Estimates

Farm Saize Value of Production Value of Production Ditfterence
(Crop & Livestock (Crop & Livestock)
Farm Size per Ha. Operated per Ha. Operated
BCA-Participants Non-BCA Farms
0-3 Ha. $ 367 $ 199 85 %
3-5 Ha. 313 255 23 %
5+ Ha. 261 307 15 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BAC-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

These findings would indicate that project participation has had a fundamental impact which has not only
increased productivity relative to non-participants, but also changec the farm size trend in productivity, since
productivity rises as farm size increases for non participants.

By comparison the Haitian small farmer without credit or technical assistance has a much lower
productivity than similar sized farms without these services in Guatemala and El Salvador. However, with the
addition of credit and technical assistance, the productivity level is very similar. The implication of this
comparison is that the approximately 80% of Haitian farms without credit and technical assistance (under 3
Ha.) would respond to these inputs by achieving levels of productivity not only superior to larger Haitian farms,
but comparable to small farms in countries with considerably higher percapita incomes.®

4.5/ Results from Guatemala and El Salvador are presented by
comparison to the Haiti findings in the following footnote table.
Farm size groups are not exact and adjustments were made in
the data of all three countries to make the data more
comparable. Allfigures are in US$ ol gross value of output per
hectare operated.

Guatemala El
Salvador
Credit No-Credit No Credit

nen

Farm Size Haiti

Credit No-Credit

0-3 Ha. $ 367 $199 $374 $354° $ 383
3-5 Ha. 313 255 267 243 476
5+ Ha. 261 307 264" 247" 628"

*Guatemala farms from 1-3 Ha
**Guatemala and El Salvador farms from 5-10 Ha.

***El Salvador farms were randomly drawn from the small farm
universe, since less farms in Haiti are receiving credit in the
general population than in El Salvador the higher figures for E|
Salvador may therefore exaggerate the difterence.

The very close figures for the Haiti 0-3 Ha. credit farms, and the
Guatemala and El Salvador farms in the same size class,
supports the idea that credit and technical assistance could
bring the Haiti small farmer up to a comparable productivity basis
with similar sized farms in other countries. (For Guatemala
estimates see S. Daines, et al, Guatemala Farm Policy Analysis,
Agency for International Development, Washington D.C. 1975,
page 24. For El Salvador Estimates, see S. Daines & D. Steen,
Analysis of Small Farms and Rural Poverty, El Salvador, AID,
San Salvador, 1977 page 21)
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CHAPTER FIVE
PROJECT IMPACTS ON COFFEE PRODUCTION TECHNOLOGY

The focus of this project is on coffee production, its major objectives were planned to be achieved
through increasing coffee production through improved coffee technology. From Chapter Four it can be seen
that at least one half, and perhaps as much as two thirds of the positive income impact of the project is due to
coffee. This chapter examines coffee directly and explores the impact of the project on production, tech-
nology, marketing and prices. In addition, this chapter explores alternative project interventions in marketing
and other areas which could be aimed at further increases in small farmer incomes through coffee.

A. Coffee Production Impact

The value of coffee produced appears to have been increased by 40% as a result of the project. This is
probably an underestimate of project impacts since the match group have higher production levels than the
test group of new 1978 borrowers. This implies that the true project impact on coffee production is between
40-70%.

Table 21
Project Impact on Coffee Production

Farm Size Value of Coffee Production per Farm Percent Increase
BCA Participants Non-BCA Fams Associated with Project

Participation

0-3 Ha. $ 399 $ 194 106 %
3-5 Ha. 791 673 18 %
5+ Ha. 1623 1728 -6 %
All Farms 792 569 39 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince 1978

The result of this match distortion is that the impact findings
underestimate the production impact of the project by

5.1/ It would appear from the data gathered that the project
participants have lower coffee production levels BEFORE

participation than similar sized coffee farms in similar arcas.
This does not imply that the project is selecting fanns which
are below average in their coffee production, patticipants are:
above average in both size and coffee production. The finding
indicates only that participants BEFORE participatin have
lower coffee production than the selectod CONTROL. group

perhaps as much as 30%. New 1978 borrowers had $387 in
cotfee production BEFORE project participation, the malched
contral group had $569, this implies that BCA participants
probably had up to 32% less colfee production than the match
control group belore they participated in the project.
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As would be expected from earlier chapters, the smallest farms experienced the largest difference, more
than doubling the total value of coffee output. It would appear from these results that the smallest farms
expanded their gross output about 20% more than their net farm income, indicating a drop in efficiency levels
and rate of return. This is consistent with the idea discussed in Chapter two that small farm poverty is less a
function of efficiency than of scale, small farms appear to be more benefitted by expansior:- in the volume of
output than by improvements in the efficiency of their operation.

Coffee production increased by 18% on the 3-5 Ha. farms and decreased by 6% on those over 5 Ha.. For
the 3-5 Ha. group, net income increased only 11% yet coffee production increased 18%, this indicates but
does not confirm the hypothesis that the project increases the total value of production, but not the efficiency
of that production if measured by rate of return to invested capital and operating expenses. This trend is also
followed (although in the negative) by the farms over 5 Ha..

B. Coffee Production Technology

Forthe purposes of this section, coffee production technology will be defined as the farm level process by
which coffee is produced. Four major indicators of production technology will be examined: fertilizer use,
physical yields, coffee varieties, and age of coffee stand.

1. Fertilizer Use

Table 22 outlines fertilizer use both in coffee and in the farm as a whole, and estimates the impact of the
project on this component of production technology.

2. Coffee Yields

As has been mentioned earlier, yield estimates require the farmer to recall the areas in each of his coffee
plots. There is ample evidence from other studies that farmers do not know the actual areas in their plots and
cannot be expected to provide reliable information in a survey such as that undertaken here. Therefore the
yield information contained here is illustrative only and should not be used for project evaluation purposes. To
obtain reliable yield figures, direct measurement of plot areas would be required. Coffee yields for
participants appear to be about 485 pourds of natural coffee per hectare, smaller farms have slightly higher
yields, but this may be due simply to an underestimation bias on areas in smaller farm plots. There appears to
have been an impact on yields due to the project, but because of the unsuitability of the data it is impossible to
estimate the magnitude of that impact.
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Table 22
Fertilizer Use Impact of Project Participation

0-3 Ha. 3-5 Ha. 5+ Ha. All Farms
Percent of Farms using Fertilizer
on Coffee
BCA Participants 85 % 91 % 87 % 87 %
Non-BCA Farms 3 % 6 % 9 % 5 %
Number of Sacks Utilized
on Coffee
BCA Participants 4.8 11.4 19.0 9.8
Non-BCA Farms 0.1 0.2 1.3 0.3

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haita Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

The impact of the project on fertilizer use is clear, there is almost no fertilizer use for non-participants
while BCA clients purchase, and apparently utilize fertilizer in 80-90 percent of the cases. It may be that there
is some fertilizer purchased for use in coffee which is sold or used on other crops but that is unlikely. The
comparison with the test group indicates that there is less than 5% match distortion in these findings. There
has clearly been a substantial impact of the project on fertilizer use as would be expected from the way
fertilizer is provided in kind as a part of the project.

3. Coffee Varieties
Introduction of new varietal stock into coffee stands is one of the project's intended effects. In this

respect, the project appears to have had only limited success. Table 12 indicates the percentage of farms
with the improved variety (catura) in their coffee stands.

Table 23
Improved Coffee Varieties

Farm Size Percent of Farms with improved Coffee Variety (Catura)

BCA Participants Non-BCA Farms
0-3 Ha. 3.4 % 1.7 %
3-5 Ha. 49 % -0-
5+ Ha. 11.9 % 5.7 %
All Farms 58 % 21 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE Port a4 Prince, 1978

BCA participants have the improved variety more than twice as often as do the non-BCA farms yet the total
frequency of use of the improved variety even among the BCA farms is so low that no significant achievement
on this objective is implied. Less than one out of ten BCA farms has any improved variety in their stand, even
though almost 40% record having purchased additional seedlings or other seeds.
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4. Age of Stand

The project aimed to encourage renovation of coffee plantings with a view to decreasing tiie age of the
stand. Table 24 indicates the age of stand as estimated from the survey.

Table 24
Age of Coffee Stand
Percent of Farms with more than half of their
Farm Size Coffee Stand planted in last seven years.
BCA Participants Non-BCA Farms % Difference
03- Ha. 58 % 49 % 11 %
3-5 Ha. 10.1 % 77 % 24 %
5+ Ha. 13.8 % 39 % 9.9 %
All Farms 85 % 53 % 3.2 %
Percent of Farms with more than haf of stand
Planted since 1976
0-3 Ha. 26 % 12 % 14 %
3-5 Ha. 8.7 % Q- 8.7 %
5+ Ha. 6.9 % 20 % 49 %
All Farms 49 % 1.1 % 3.8 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Suvey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

From Table 24 it can be observed that BCA has had some impact on new plantings, participants have
younger stands in every case than the non-participant match group, yet the magnitudes are small and the
differences are not large. If the three crop years from 1976-78 can be assumed to be the years of project
impact, it would appear that renovation rates have not been significantly increased by the project since
renovation in the 1972-1975 period is roughly the same as the renovation in 1976-1978 for all but the 3-5 Ha.
farms. By comparing the test group with the match it appears that there is little match distortion, the impacts
shown in the table should represent impacts of the project. The cenclusion is that there has to be an
observable and project impact on stand renovation, but that the impact is small in actual magnitude.

C. Coffee Marketing and Prices

This section explores three different marketing issues. First, prices are examined to see if there are
patterns with implications for alternative project interventions in marketing which would increase small farmer
incomes. Second, the marketing channels through which coffee is sold by small farmers are explored. Third,
the stage of processing at which coffee is sold is outlined.
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1. Coffee Prices and Alternative Marketing Interventions

Prices for coffee vary by region and by farm size. The mostimportant pattern appears to be the farm size
difference and appears to be a function largely of the volume of coffee sold. There has been considerable
discussion as to the degree of competition in coffee marketing. The evidence from this survey appears to
support the competitive view in which there has been a shortage of coffee at the processor level, and in which
processor-brokers are competing for supplies from farmers on a price basis. There is some evidence that
marketing channels and/or quality differences between participants and non-participants has been a factorin
determining price.

There are, therefore, two apparent factors which have influenced coffee prices, first the volume of coffee
sales per farm, and second,other quality or marketing channel influences of the project.

Coffee prices rise consistently as farm size increases in both BCA and control groups with the single
exception of the BCA farms over 5 Ha. in size. This exception appears to be the result of recall error on the
part of a few large farms. Farms transacting smaller amounts of coffee receive a lower price whether or riot
they are participants. In addition, however, participant farms obtain higher prices even when compared to
non-participant farms with comparable production levels. It appears that the project has increased the price

Table 25
Coffee Prices by Farm Size
Famm Size BCA Participants Non-BCA Farms
US3/ib uSs$/ib
0-3 Ha. $ 089 $ 0.88
3-5 Ha. 0.94 0.91
5+ Ha. 0.88 0.93

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Smail Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

received by participants by increasing their total output which has permitted them to have a stronger quantity
bargaining position with processors and/or brokers. There has been an additional impact which may be due
to the marketing channel and stage of processing at the point of sale.

2. Marketing Channel

Superior price may be related to the marketing channel in which the product is sold. It might be
hypothesized that eliminating marketing intermediaries, or cooperative marketirg should increase the price
received. It appears that the project has had an impact on the marketing channels utilized Ly participants.
Table 26 presents the findings on the marketing channels used by both BCA and comparison groups.
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Table 26
Coftee Marketing Channels
Farm Size Percent of Farms Selling More than Half of their Production in Each Channel
Middiemen Coffee Washing Factory Coltee Cooperative
BCA Non- BCA Non- BCA Non-
BCA BCA BCA
0-3 Ha. 76 % 80 % 13 % 13 % 12 % 3 %
3-5 Ha. 71 % 79 % 20 % 14 % 9 % 0
5+ Ha. 81 % 82 % 14 % 4 % 2 % 0

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince 1978

There is an obvious trend of participants to sell less frequently to coffee middlemen than the match
coitrol group. A comparison with the test group of new 1978 borrowers indicates that this tendency is not
nearly so marked before participation. it should therefore be concluded that most of the difference in market-
ing channel observed in Table 26 is due to the project. The use of cooperative marketing channels would
appear to be about half due to the project and half due to match distortion since 4% of the BCA clients
apparently sold more than 50% of their coffee through cooperatives before project participation.

A comparison of Table 26 with Table 25 indicates that with only one excpetion, higher prices for coffee
are associated with avoidance of middlemen. The highest price received for coffee by any of the groups was
obtained by 3-5 Ha. BCA farms (-94/1b), this same group had the least dependence on middlemen in the
marketing of their coffee. The two groups with the highest dependance on middlemen (with the exception of
the 5+ Ha. group in the Non-BCA farms) also had the lowest prices (.88 & .89/Ib.). The reasonably close
correspondence between marketing channels other than middlemen and higher prices supports the idea that
significant income improvement could be achieved through a re-structuring of the coffee marketing channels
through which small farms sell their product.

3. Processing Stage

Coffee is sold at ditferent stages in the processing chain, Table 27 explores the impact of the project on
the stage of product at sale.

Table 27
Processing Stage of Coffee Sales
Farm Size Percent of Farms Selling More than 50% of Coffee at Each Stage
Green Cherries Dried Cherries “Natural" Coffee
BCA
BCA Non-BCA BCA Non-BCA BCA Non-BCA
0-3 Ha. 20.9% 20.4% 3.8% 7.2% 76.6% 73.1%
3-5 Ha. 11.6% 15.1% 7.2% 1.9% 79.7% 83.0%
5+ Ha. 10.2% 9.4% 5.1 5.7% 84.7% 84.9%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978
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There is no obvious pattern in Tatie 27 which would lead to the conclusion that the project has had any
significant or consistent impact on the processing stage at which coftee is sold. The only pattern is one of
increasing volumes sold at later processing stages by larger farms.,

D. Extension and Technical Assistance Impacts of the Project

Project participants receive technical assistance from IHPCADE agents as an explicit part of the project.
This section explores the distribution and intensity of this service and the preception of its impact on coftee
income as seen by the farmer. Technical assistance services are provided in the coffee growing areas in
which this project operates to non-participants as well as participants, this provides some comparisons of the
utility of linking credit and extension services.

Table 28
Coffee Extension Services
Farm Size Perent of Farms Visited Percent of Farmers Percent of Farmers
by Coffee Extension Visiting Coffee Indicating that they
Agent Agent at Center Feel the Advice Increased
their Income

BCA Farms Non-BCA BCA Farms Non-BCA BCA Farms Non-BCA

0-3 Ha. 99% 78% 85% 63% 82% 64%
3-5 Ha. 100% 56% 95% 48% 98% 52%
5+ Ha. 100% 55% 86% 55% 89% 59%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm vey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

Itis interesting to note that there is considerable penetration of technical assistance services in the coffee
producing areas among non-participant farmers, 78% of the smallest non-participant farms indicated that
they were visited by extension agents. The general farmer view of the income impact of the assistance is very
favorable, but is increased substantially for project participanis who also received credit support. Advice
without credit and fertilizer (non BCA farms) left 36-48% of the visited farms with the impression that no
income impact had occuired. When advice was linked with financial support the proportion of those so served
who felt that no income increase had resulted was only 2-18%. It would appear from this data that credit has a
strong influence in the preception of farmers that income increases resulted.

E. Farmer Opinions on Ways of Improving Coffee Income

The literature of development is replete with studies which indicate that small farmers are “rational
economic persons”. This section reviews the responses which participant and non-particinant farmers gave
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to the question of what would they rank as the most important, and second most important ways to improve
their coffee income. Their responses were classified into six general categories and two “other" or residual
non-classified categories. These results are presented in Table 29.

Table 29
Farmer Opinions on Ways to Improve Coffee Income

0-3 Ha. 3-5Ha. 5+ Ha. All Farms

Percent of Farmers Responding that this alternative is
the most important to raise coffee income

1st 2nd

Use More fertilizer Priority  Priority

BCA Participants 47% 34% 36% 41.6% 25.9%

Non-BCA Farms 40% 37% 3:% 37.5% 23.3%
Prune Trees 24% 34% 29% 27.7% 23.0%

Non-BCA Farms 31% 43% 44% 35.5% 26.5%
Reduce Shade

BCA Participants 10% 16% 13% 12% 20.4%

Non-BCA Farms 15% 7% 8% 12% 22.9%
Sell Through a Cooperative

BCA Participants 9% 11% 9.5% 9.5% 6.2%

Non-BCA Fams 2% 4% 6% 3.3% 3.6%
Plant more Trees

BCA Parﬁcipants 5% 3% 6% 4.4% 18.6%

Non-BCA Participants 4% 9% 12% 6.5% 18.9%
Plant Improved Varieties

BC2. Participants 5% 3% 2% 4.0% 3.3%

Non-BCA Participants 6% 0 0 3.6% 2.9%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Por au Prince, 1978

Fertilizer ranks as first priority for 42% of participant farms and 38% of non-BCA farms. The importance
of tertilizer is obvious to almost half of all coffee farmers and there is little difference in that preception between
participant and non-participant groups. Management of existing stands by pruning and reducing shade are
the nextimportant changes as viewed by both participant and non-participant farms. Selling product through
a cooperative is seen as critical by only one in ten participants and significantly less of non-participating
tarmers. Attitudes on the benefit of cooperatives is the only area in which the project has had animpact on the
farmer’s view of what is important, and this difterence can be explained almost completely based on match
distortion. The introduction of improved varieties is the least often seen as a priority change. Expansion of
plantings and reduction of shade are relatively unimportant as first priorities but seen as critical as second
priority alternatives.
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CHAPTER SIX
DEMAND ANALYSIS OF AGRICULTURAL CREDIT

A. Credit Distribution and Availability

Table 30 outlines the borrowing patterns of BCA and non-BCA control group farms. It should be noted
that since BCA farms are larger and wealthier than the average farm, the match group is also not representa-
tive of all farms. Both groups probably have much better access to credit service than the average Haitian
farmer and consequently the credit distribution information contained in this section substantially over-
estimates the availability and use of credit in rural Haiti.

Table 30
Credit Distribution for BCA and Matched Non-BCA Farms

US$ Borrowed in 1977

Farm Size BCA Participants Non-BCA Farms % Difference
BCA Other Total Total Total Non-BCA Sources
0-3 Ha. $ 33 $ 21 $ 54 $ 19 184 % 1 %
3-5 Ha. 81 76 157 48 227 % 58 %
5+ Ha. 121 82 203 38 434 % 116 %
All Farms 66 48 114 26 338 % 85 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

Table 30 indicates a consistent and substantial impact of the project on credit use, not just from BCA
sources but from others as well. While the BCA credit is obviously the result of the project, t..2increase in the
use of other credit sources for BCA clients requires clarification. In order to determine if the increase in the
use of other sources of credit is associated with participation in this project or is the result of some match
distortion we use a comparison with the new 1978 borrowers. It is possible for example, that BCA clients are
drawn from those farms which normally have more active credit relationships with all sources. The new 1978
borrowers (which represent the BCA group BEFORE participation) borrowed a total of $26 from non-BCA
sources, which is exactly the same amount borrowed by the non-BCA match group of farms. From this
comparison it appears that there is very little match distortion, BCA participants have very similar borrowing
patterns before participation as do farms in the non-participant control group. Therefore, the additional
borrowing from non-BCA sources by participants is apparently the result of project participation. This
influence could be explained by their expansion and additional need for credit, by their increased awareness
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of the potential benefits of borrowing, or by their additional borrowing capacity created by the rise in income.
For whatever reasons, it appears that the project has increased not just the BCA borrowing of participants but
has also increased borrowing from other sources by approximately 85%. The smaiiast farms, where income
increases have been substantial, have experienced the smallest increase in non-BCA borrowing, only 11%.

Table 31 outlines the distribution of credit by source.

Table 31
Credit Distribution by Source
(US$ borrowed per farm)

0-3 Ha. 3-5 Ha. 5+ Ha. AllFarms

US$ Percent US$ Percent US$ Percent US$ Percent

Total Borrowed

BCA Farms $ 54 100% $157 100% $203 100% $114 100%
Non-BCA 19 100% 48 100% 38 100% 26 100%
From BCA
BCA Farms $33 57% $ 81 52% $121 60% $66 58%
Non-BCA
From IDAI :
BCA Farms $0 0 $3 2% 0 0 $1 1%
Non-BCA $1 5% 0 0 0 0 0 0

From Coffee Middlemen

BCA Fams $7 13% $58 37% $60 30% $32 28%
Non-BCA $5 26% 331 66% $27 71% $14 54%
From Merchants
BCA Farms $2 4% $1 1% $4 2% $2 2%
Non-BCA $2 11% $9 19% $3 8% $3 12%
From Moneylenders
BCA Farms $2 4% $4 3% $14 7% $5 4%
Non-BCA $5 26% $2 4% 0 0% $3 12%
From Family & Friends
BCA Farms $10 19% $10 6% $4 2% $8 7%
Non-BCA $6 32% $6 13% $8 21% $6 23%

Source  S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE Port au Prince, 1978

Approximately half of the borrowing of BCA clients is from BCA, the largest other source is a coffee
middleman. Coffee brokers account for almost one third of all credit to BCA clients and over half of the credit
extended to non-BCA farms. It is interesting to note that the smallest farms have the least dependence or
access to credit from coffee middlemen. It appears that BCA credit substitutes principally for coffee broker
credit as evidenced by the fact that non-BCA percentage dependencies are considerably higher in this
category.
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Merchants and moneylenders are the least important informal source of credit except for the smallest
group of non-BCA farms. BCA credit allows clients to significantly decrease their reliance on family and
friends for loans, for the non-BCA group this is the second most important source of credit and their
dependence on family or friends for cash is three times heavier than for BCA clients.

B. Credit Demand

Credit demand in small farm agriculture may be estimated in many different ways. The method used in
this study is to use farmer estimates of three concepts. First, farmers were asked to indicate whether they
needed additional funds in their farming operation in the coming agricultural year. Secondly, those who
indicated that they had a need, were asked if theywanted to borrow these funds. Thirdly, they were asked to
estimate how much they would borrow at 10% interest. These three questions were aimed at weeding out
those who might say they need credit but who are not really interested in borrowing additional money. Table
32 outlines the responses to these questions.

Table 32
Credit Demand Estimates
Farm Size Percent of Farmers Percent of Farmers Amount of Credit Desired
Indicating a need Wishing to Borrow by Farmer who wish to Borrow
BCA Farms Non-BCA BCA Farms Non-BCA BCA Farms Non-BCA
0-3 Ha. 89 % 93 % 73 % 79 % $ 110 $ 82
3-5 Ha. 90 % 92 % 81 % 90 % 327 245
5+ Ha. 95 % 96 % 85 % 90 % 465 268

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey. AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

Credit need is apparently very strong in both BCA and non-BCA groups, nine out of ten farmers indicate a
need in the coming agricultural year for additional funds. The project appears to have satisfied only a small
part of the demand, BCA clients express a need for additional funds only 2% less frequently than non-BCA
farmers.

Interest in borrowing to cover the need for additioral funds was indicated by 78% of BCA clients and 83%
of non-project farms. Aboutone out of ten farms indicated they had a need for credit but would not be willing to
undertake the risk, cost, or other disadvantages of borrowing to meet that need. While the proportion of
farmers interested in borrowing is little different between the BCA participants and the control group, (15%)
theamount of money each would want to borrow is 72% higher for BCA clients than for non-participants. This
indicates that the project has generated an increasing level, but not an increasing frequency, of demand for
credit.

Inside the BCA client group there are 7,779 borrowers, 4,942 of whom have had loans previous to 1978,
and 2,837 who are new borrowers in 1978. There is demand evidenced in the survey INSIDE the BCA current
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client group for $1.02 million of additional credit for pre-1978 borrowers and $.47 million for new 1978
borrowers. Inside the already accessed farms there is therefore about 1.5 million dollars of additional annual
credit demand. It is impossible to guess from the survey the number of non-BCA farms of which the control
group is representative, and it is impossible to estimate the latent demand for credit of this group. The
indication of the survey is that about eight out of ten of these farmers are interested in borrowing an average of
$154 each for the coming agricultural year. In using these figures it should be remembered that the control
group was not designed to be representative of the total non-BCA universe of farms, it represents farms of
similar size and coffee production to the BCA participants and therefore is composed of farms significantly
larger than average farms and probably significantly wealthier. It is probably true that the average Haitian
farm would be less willing to borrow, less able to borrow, though not less able to make good use of additional
credit.

C. Proposed Use of Additional Credit

Farmers indicating a desire to borrow additional credit for the coming agricultural year were asked to
indicate what they would use the additional funds for, and how much of the desired amount of money would be
dedicated to each potential use. These results are outlined in Table 33.

Table 33
Proposed Use of Additional Credit Funds

0-3 Ha 3-5 Ha. 5+ Ha. All Farms
BCA Non- BCA Non- BCA Non- BCA Non-
BCA BCA BCA BCA

(Percent ot Farms Indicating they would use additional funds to:)
PUrChase or Rent Land 6% 5% 10% 6¢ 3% 9% 6% 6%
Invest in Livestock 35% 33% 33% 31% 44% 28% 36% 32%
Plant More Coffee 20% 11% 20% 9% 24% 17% 21% 12%
Improve Existing Coffee 13% 1% 25% 15% 32% 17% 20% 13%
Purchase Fertilizer 11% 11% 14% 13% 25% 1% 15% 12%

Purchase Non-Coffee Seeds

or plants 39% 42% 43% 46% 42% 47% 41% 44%
Hire Non-Coffee Labor 27% 28% 35% 41% 42% 53% 32% 35%
PUrChase Tools 2% 0% 1% 0% 3% 2% 2% 0%
Build a Coffee Drying Platform 3% 23 4% 2% 7% 8% 4% 3%
Other Uses 22% 22% 22% 19% 27% 1% 23% 16%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

The three most frequently indicated uses for additional credit funds were the same for BCA and non-BCA
farms, purchase of non-coffee seeds and plants, invest in livestock, and hire non-coffee labor. These are
conspicuously the only three alternatives which have nothing to do with cotfee. The other alternatives are
either explicitly coffee or could be partly for coffee. Thisis a findiny which cannot easily be explained from the
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results of this study. Certainly the propensity to save in livestock form is well known, but it is unclear exactly
what non-coffee activities are the subject of the other two major choices.

Coffee alternatives, plant more and/or improve existing stand, rank second in importance. BCA
participants indicate these coffee uses almost twice as often as do non-participants illustrating a fuller
commitment to coffee. Fertilizer purchase is the only other credit use with a significant following, 12-15% of
those surveyed would use additional funds for fertilizer.

The amount of money requested for each use is outlined for the average of all farms in Table 34.

Table 34
Amount of Additional Credit Requested by Type of Proposed Use

All Farm Average* All Farm Average*
Loan Purpose BCA Participants Non-BCA FArms
US$ Requested US$ Requested
Invest in Livestock $78 $71
Purchase non-Coffee Seeds 55 48
Hire Non-Coffee labor 67 50
Plant more Coffee 67 120
Improve Existing Coffee 100 52
Purchase Fertilizer 50 51
Purchase or Rent Land 303 295

‘These aveages are for all farm sizes but include only those farms which requested additional funds for the particular use listed in the
“Loan Purpose” Column.

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

BCA farms requesting additional funds to plant more coffee request only half as much as non-
participants with the same intent, indicating that there is considerable demand for additional coffee in non-
participants which has been absorbed for existing BCA clients. Just the opposite is true for loan requests to
improve existing coffee stands, BCA clients request double the loan amounts for this purpose as do non-
participants.

D. Credit Burden and Delinquency

From the “Fiche", which contain limited assst data, it is possible to elaborate a profile of credit burden for
the BCA farms. Table 35 estimates the value of liabilities divided by the value of assets (which include
livestock and housing). These figures ara less reliable than others in this document because they are drawn
from the “Fiche” which are of iimited credibility.

There is little pattern to the credit burden bourne by different farm sizes, since wealth seems to be related
to farm size this would tend to question the common hypothesis that the closer a rural family is to subsistence,
the more reluctant they are to incurr ad-Jitional liability because of the risks involved.
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Table 35
Credit Burden Estimates
Total Value of Liabilities/Assets
Liabilities (Excluding land)
(BCA & Others)
All BCA Participants US$ 128 30.9%
Farm Sizes

0-1 Ha. $ 68 37.3%

1-1.5 Ha. 88 26.9%

1.5-2 Ha. 114 43.3%

2-3 Ha. 138 40.3%

3-5 Ha. 145 20.1%

Over 5 Ha. 309 50.2%
Number of Loans

First loan and non-repeaters 70 14.1%

Second year repeaters 91 28.8%

Third year repeaters 106 60.6%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Survey of 300 BCA Small Farm Coffee Client Files, 1978, Port au Prince, Haiti

There is a striking pattern when farms are sorted according to the number of loans they have received.
The value of loan is computed by taking an average loan liability during the years of participation. Table 35
indicates that the borrowers who repeat incurr increasingly larger debt/asset burdens the longer they are with
the program. What this does not reveal is whether program involvement causes compensating increases in
the value of their assets.

2. Delinquency

The purpose of this section is to present available data on delinquency and relate it to other important
variables. Table 11 presents the delinquancy rate by farm size and time in the program.

There is little pattern by farm size and delinquency except that it appears that the smallest farms are the
least delinquent and the largest are the most often delinquent, the inbetween sizes show contradictory
patterns.

The pattern of delinquency by the number of loans is very clear and disconcerting. First loan borrowers
have understandably low delinquency rates which can partly be explained by the fact that their loans may not
even be due yet. There are some of these single borrowers who have paid off their loans but most are in the
category of having taken out loans in 1977 which are not yet due and could not therefore be delinquent. Atotal
of 80% of the first year borrower loans are not yet due and could not be delinquent. This implies that the
remaining 20% of borrowers in the first year category have a delinquency rate of altnost 60%. It would appear,
therefore that delinquency rates are very high for ali borrowers who have loans outstanding for a long enough
period to be due. Repeating borrowers would almost appear to be refinancing their delinquency from earlier
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borrowing periods, the delinquency rate of the three loan borrowers is approximtely three fourths. If Table 36
is an accurate picture of the delinquency pattern of the BCA operation, there is consderable danger that the
program is destined to have much more serious delinquency problems as more borrowers mature in time.

Table 36
Delinquency
Percent of Borrowers Delinquent
Never Once Twice
AllBCA Participants 70% 20% 10%
Farm Sizes

0-1 Ha. 72 27 1

1-1.5 Ha. 62 26 12

1.5-2 Ha. 65 23 12

2-3 Ha. 73 12 15

3-5 Ha. 84 9 7

Over 5 Ha. 57 19 24
Number of Loans
First Loan and

non-Repeaters 87% 12% -0-%

Two Loans 54 38 8

Three Loans 23 7 70

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Survey of 300 BCA Small Farm Cottee Client Files, Port au Prince, Haiti 1978
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CHAPTER SEVEN
ANALYSIS OF AGRICULTURE CREDIT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
IN NON-COFFEE AREAS

Two non-coffee areas were selected for inclusion in the study for possible use in making comparisons
and for future use if the AID mission determines to proceed with project development plans in non-coffee
credit. This chapter analyzes these two areas and compares their performance and potential to the coffee
areas already included in this report.

A. Income

Table 37 outlines the income performance of credit in the two non-coffee areas in comparison to the
performance of BCA credit in coffee. ‘

Table 37
Non-Coffee Agricutture Production Credit of BCA
Farm Size Net Farm Income Percent Increase
in Income

BCA Farms  Non-BCA Farms

BCA Farms
Non-Coffee Areas $ 492 $ 488 0.8 %
Coffee Areas 926 766 21.0 %

Souce: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

There is essentially no difference in income between the BCA and match control group in income, credit
has apparently had no observable impact on income in non-coffee areas. Given the severe land constrainton
small farms it is possible that the only serious alternative open to increasing income is to promote the
cultivation of high value crops like coffee which can produce very high levels of income per cultivated hectare
under improved conditions.

B. Production and Technology Impacts of Credit and Technical Assistance in Non-Coffee
Areas
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There has been a slight apparent impact of production credit on the gross value of output in the non-
coffee areas. Table 38 outlines production and technological impacts in these areas as compared with coffee
areas.

Table 38
Production and Technical Assistance Impacts in Non-Coffee Areas
BCAFarms Non-BCA Famns Difference

US$ Value of Output

Non Coffee Areas $ 646 $ 570 13%

Coffee Areas 1147 846 36%
Value of Rice Production

Non-Coffee Areas 234 230 2%
Land Productivity (Net income

per Ha.)
Non-Coffee Areas 221 242 -9%
Coffee Areas 263 206 28%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

The production on BCA farms in non-coffee areas is only slightly higher than match farms (13%) and the
fact that net income is almost identical suggests that net income efficiency is substantially lower on BCA
tarms. Land Productivity is actually negatively impacted by credit in the non-coffee areas, and the value of
rice produced, the major crop in non-coffee areas, is only 2% higher on BCA farms.

It would appear that from the two most important perspectives, income and production, non-coffee credit
as represented by La Vallee and St. Marc areas has had little positive impact on participant farms.

Technological level has been significantly effected by credit-in non-coffee areas as evidenced by the
proportion of farmers puchasing fertilizer. Table 39 presents fertilizer use comparisons between credit
groups in non-coffee areas and with similar groups in coffee areas.

Table 39
Technology and Credit in Non-Coffee Areas
BCA Farms Non-BCA Farms Diftference
Percent of Farms Purchasing
Fertilizer
Non-Coffee Areas 55 % 18 % 37 %
Coffee Areas 62 % 6 % 56 %

Souce: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

Almost three times the proportion of credit farms purchase fertilizer as do non-credit farms in non-coffee
areas. Since income is almost identical one can only conclude that the investment in fertilizer has been an
ineffective one. In addition, production with triple the fertilizer has only increased about 13%. Considerable
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careful analysis on data more detailed than that available from this study will be ncessary to identify th:
precise reasons for these rather disappointing findigs.

findings.
C. Technical Assistance in Non-Coffee Areas
Technical assistance in non-coffee areas reaches a significantly smaller proportion of both credit anc

non-credit farms. Table 40 outlines technical assistance coverage and farmer opinions about its income
impact for non-coffee and coffee-areas.

Table 40
Technical Assistance in Non-Coffee Areas
BCA Farms Non-BCA Farms Difference

Percent of Farms Visited
By Extension Agents

NON-Coftee Areas 78 % 50 % 28 %

Coftee Areas 99 % 69 % 30 %
Percent of Farmers who
Feel that Extension Advice
Increased income

Non-Coffee Areas 67 % 50 % 17 %

Coftee Areas 82 % 64 % 18 %

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

There is 20% higher access of credit and non-credit farmers to extension services in the coffee areas and
there is also a much higher opinion about the income impact of these services. Coffee area farmers either
receive a higher quality service or are convinced of its superior quality.

Table 41
Credit Demand Findings in Non-Coffee Areas

BCA Farms Non-BCA Farms Difference
Percent of Farmers Indicating
the need for Additional funds
Non-Coffee Areas 98 % 91 % 7 %
Cotfee Areas 91 % 93 % 2 %
Percent of Farmers who Wish to
Borrow to Cover Needed Funds
Non-Coffee Areas 87 % 76 % 11 %
Coffee Areas 78 % 83 % 5 %
Total Amount Requested
Non-Coffee Areas $ 306 $ 236 $ 70
Coffee Areas 265 154 111

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978
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D. Credit Demand Analysis in Non-Coffee Areas

BCA farms in non-coffee areas; have a higher expressed need for additional funds, and a consequent
higher willingness to borrow to cover those needs. Table 41 outlines the credit demand findings with

reference to the non-coffee areas.

Even though there dces not appear to be any positive impact from credit in the non-coffee areas, both
BCA and non-BCA farms in those areas wish to borrow amounts in excess of what is desired in coffee areas.
Itwould appear from the data on La Valiee and St. Marc that significant restructuring of the basic technology of
production of basic grains, introduction of higher value crops as alternatives, or some other fundamental
change will be necessary before production credit in these areas can make a siyaificant welfare contribution

to the small farm poor.



CHAPTER EIGHT
ANALYSIS OF POSSIBLE INTERVENTIONS BASED ON RESULTS
OF THE SMALL FARM SURVEY

As a part of the survey a series of questions were asked to elicit the opinion of interviewed farmers with
reference to alternative project interventions. These responses constitute a body of target group preceptions
about the utility of different development projects and approaches. This chapter explores these findings with
a view to clarifying project alternatives.

Respondents were asked to volunteer their preferred projects and only if they were unable to respond
were they given a set of alternatives to choose among. Most of the volunteered responses fit the classification
scheme used for suggesting afternatives and it is therefore assumed that the open-ended responses are not
dissimilar to those who selected among pre-named alternatives. Table 42 outlines these findings.

Table 42
Farmer Opinions on Priority of Alternative Projects
Coffee Areas Non-Coffee Areas
BCA Farms Non-BCA Farms BCA Farmms Non-BCA Farms
(Percent of Farms Selecting Each Project as 1st Priority)
More Roads 35% 32% 20% 0%
Health Facilities 14% 19% 3-% 44%
Schools 22% 24% 30% 22%
Agriculture Extension 7% 2% 20% 33%
Potable Water 6% 6% 0% 0%
Non-Agricultural Jobs 3% 5% 0% 0%

Source: S. Daines & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

In coffee areas, additional roads are the highest priority to BCA and match group farmers. In non-coffee
areas the priority is much lower, non-BCA clients did not ever: mention roads as a first priority in any single

case.

Health facilities are the most important alternative noted in the non-coffee areas by both credit and non-
credit farmers. Of the three principal alternatives; roads, schools and health facilities, health scored third in
the coffee areas.

Schools were second most important in the coffee areas but were almost identically scored with
agriculture extension in the non-coffee areas.

Table 43 indicates the project preference by farm size.
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Table 43
Project Preferences by Farm Size in Coffee Areas
0-3 Ha. 3-5 Ha. 5+ Ha.
(Percent of Farmers indicating each altemnative as 1st priority)
BCA Non-BCA BCA Non-BCA BCA Non-BCA
More Roads 33 % 27 % 34 % 43 % 40 % 39 %
Health Facilities 18 % 23 % 15 % 15 % 6 % 14 %
Schools 20 % 25 % 22 % 24 % 27 % 23 %

Source: S. Daines, & T. Ahlers, Haiti Small Farm Credit Survey, AID-BCA-IHPCADE, Port au Prince, 1978

The desire for roads increases significantly as farm size increases indicating a more serious interest in
transportation as the size of the harvest increases. The interest in health facilities experiences an opposite
trend, smaller farm families apparently feel health needs to be more acute than larger and relatively wealthier
farmers.

If projects are to fit the preceived needs of the rural target group, roads would be the most importat
alternative in coffee areas.
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Objectives

1. To measure the impact of the Petits Producteurs de Cafe project (PPC) on the income of project

participants.

2. To measure the impact of the PPC on crop mix, land use, yields, land productivity, labor use, fertilizer

use, and technological practices.
3. To explore the impact of alternative coffee marketing channels.

4. To measure additional credit demand in a) PPC participants, b) non-coffee BCA borrowers, and c) a

non-participant control group.

5. To estimate the impact of non-coffee BCA lending, in order to examine the potential of an expanded

small farmer credit program.

Methodology

The study consists of two parts: 1) an examination of a sample of Fiche d’'Information (see Appendix A)

available in BCA files and 2) a field survey of 400 borrowers matched with a control group of 400 non-
borrowers.



A-2

“Fiche* Study

Fiche d'Information contain information on a borrowers age, number of dependents, area farmed,
crops grown, tenure status, value of assets, and amount of debt. Theoretically, these Fiches are to be filled
out prior to each loan from the BCA, thus providing baseline data on all borrowers and time series information
on repeat borrowers. In practice, Fiches are filled out, at most, one time for each borrower. Despite the lack
of time-series information, it was decided to code the information from a sample of Fiche as this was the only

source of baseline data available on BCA borrowers and PPC participants.

A sample of Fiches were to be selected from each of 10 regions--the areas served by the 8 coffee
centers and 2 non-PPC regions in which the BCA operates. As the Fiche were available only inlocaloffices, a
total of 13 BCA offices had to be visited. Fiches were readlily available at 6 of these offices, were in the hands
of the Societe Agricole de Credit (SAC) in 5 offices, and had never been filled out at the remaining 2 offices.

Inthe offices at which they were available, Fiches for all 1977 borrowers were separated accordingto the
number of loans their respective SAC's had received. Independent subsamples were then drawn of first loan,
second loan, and third loan borrowers in 1977. The minimum size of each of the subsamples was to be 20,
with a minimum size per center of 40. A systematic (interval) sample was drawn by numbering the Fiches,
choosing one Fiche at random (using a table of random numbers), and then selecting every Nth Fiche where
N = number of Fiches from the sub-population divided by desired sarnp'e size. Information from the sample

ot Fiches and their corresponding loan records was then transferred on to roding sheets (see Appendix B).

In offices at which Fiches had to be gathered from the SAC's a systematic sample was selected from
BCA loan records and the Fiches were gathered for this sample only. This procedure proved to be extremely
time-consuming as it required at least one return visit to the local office or an almost indefinite wait for the

Fiches to be sent to Port-au-Prince.

The information recorded on the Fiche d'Information appears to be of poor quality. Many Fiches were
only partially completed. The informatin on area cultivated and area by crop appears to be particularly
incomplete because of the wording used on the Fiches (in French not Creole). Interpretation of what land
was to be reported varied from center to center and among agents at the same center: all land operated, all

land owned, all land in coffee, land in coffee to be fertilized, etc.

I
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Field Survey

Questionnaire Design. The author designed a Creole questionnaire to elicit the information needed to
meet the objectives of the study. The first two drafts of the questionnaire were prepared in Port-au-Prince in
consultation with Haitian and expatriate colleages with extensive experience in rural Haiti. The quzstionnaire

was further revised after each of two field tests conducted as part of the enumerator training program.

In this author’s opinion, the use of a Creole questionnaire--and not simply a translation into Creole of a
questionnaire conceived of in French or English--and extensive field testing were absolutely essential given

the nature of the information which was to be elicited in a single, relatively short interview.

In order to facilitate processing, the questionnaire was also pre-coded and designed such that data

elemerits from numbered cells could be keyed directly on to tapes.

Enumerator Training. Nine enumerators and an additional field supervisor were hired and trained by
the author with the help of Gary Smith (TDY from AlD/Guatemala). All enumerators had completed

secondary school, were familiar with rural areas, and had previous survey experience in rural Haiti.

Because of scheduling difficultis the enumerators were trained in two groups. The first team of
enumerators were trained during a five-day period. The first day was devoted to acquainting the enumerators
with the purposes of the survey, study of the survey materials, and conducting mock interviews. Mock
interviews were continued the second day and were followed by detailed discussion of each question and the
problems likely to be encountered in asking it. The third and fourth days were spent field-testing the
questionnaire and observing the performance of each enumerator. The final day of training was devoted to
critiquing the performance of enumerators, discussing problems encountered in the field, and revising
particularly problematic questions. The second team of enumerators were lrained during a four-day period

structured in the same manner as that oulined above.

Time constraints dictated the length of thee training period. Given the quality and previous experience of
the enumerators recruited, one week of training was deemed adequate. It was certainly far from optimal,

however, and a two week training period is certainly recommended for any further such survey effort.
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Sampling Procedures. A sample of 40 borrowers was selected from each of ten regions (the 8 coffee
centers and 2 non-PPC BCA offices). The sample in each consisted of an equal number of borrowers from
each of 4 categories:

a) new 1978 borrowers
b) first loan borrowers i 1977
¢) second loan borrowers in 1977

¢) third loan borrowers in 1977.

Two coffee centers had borrowers in all four categories and thus had samples consisting of 10 borrowers
from each category.

Two coffee centers had borrowers in the first three categories only and, thus, had sample consisting of 14

borrowers from category a), 13 borrowers from category b), and 13 borrowers from category c).

Four coffee centers had borrowers in categories a) and b) only; one center began operation in 1977 and
three others had no loan renewals in 1977. Three of these four centers had samples consisting of 20
borrowers each from categories a) and b). The fourth center, Fond des Negres, had only 3 1977 borrowers:
these 3 were included in the sample along with 17 1976 borrowers who did not renew their loans in 1977 and

20 borrowers from category a).

One of the non-PPC BCA offices had borrowers in categories a), b), and c); the other had borrowers in all

four categories. Identical procedures to those outlined above were followed.

The new 1978 borrower part of the sample was selected systematically from BCA files and the 1977
borrower part of the sample randomly from the Fichz sample. In the two offices for which no Fiches exist the

entire sample was selected systematically from BCA files.

The 40 borrowers per region selected in this manner were matched in the field with 40 producers not

participating in the project.

Survey Procedures. Two survey teams, the author and a team of 5 enumerators and a second field
supervisor with 4 enumerators, completed the survey during a six week period. A total of 290 enumerator-

days were spent in the field. An average of 2.5 interviews were completed per enumerator per day.

As noted above, a total of 80 interviews, 40 participants and 40 matches, were 1o be conducted in each

region. This proved to be extremely taxing since the random selection procedures naturally resulted in a

\
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widely scattered sample. After arrival in each center, approximately three fourths of each enumerator day

was spent travelling, mostly walking, to reach the selected producers.

Upon completion of an interview with a producer seleted from the project files the enumerator was
instructed to move in a clockwise spiral pattern from the interviewees home until finding a non-participant
producer operating approximately (50%) the same quantity of land and the same quantity of land planted in
coffee. In practice this meant leaving the house of the interviewee's house by the principal path, making right

hand turns at each cross path, and contacting every household along this route to see if it qualified as a match.

A total of 2,694 households were contacted in this manner. Interviews were completed with 372 (see
Appendix 1) of the 400 participants selected from project files. 2,322 households were contacted in an
attempt to match these project participants with non-participants; 364 successful matches were made. Thus,

a grand total of 736 interviews were completed.

Questionnaires were checked by he field supervisor each evening for inconsistencies, missing
information, and highly suspect responses in order that a re-interview could take place the following day if it

proved necessary.
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SOCIETE AGRICOLE DE CREDIT
FICHE D'INFORMATION

. - Nom du Men.bre 3 2, - Age :
- Résidence : Habitation : 4. - Condition Matrimoniale ;

a)

Section Rurale :

Commune :

6. - Nom du conjoint : 5. - Nbre. de personnes a charge :

7. - Liste des terres possédées : '
Superficie Licu Type de culwure Mode d’occupation
Fermier ou propriétaire
........................................................................ e

.................................

...................................

9. - Dette (créancier et montant)

I0. = Expérience dans I"entreprise (anin’es)

1. - Date d’admission & la société

12. - Nom de la société

13. - No. d’enregistrem:nt de la société au DARNDR No. ; au BCA No.

OPINION SUR LE MEMBRE BT SUR SES DECLARATIONS

B s oo B
Nig .
.l_l'naturem_”_ e W s s ., Slgllﬂlllrr
Nom Nom
Titre Titre

1\



1.

170
18,

23.

"FICHE"CODING TNFORMATION

Identification of borrower.
First two digits:

Area Code .......

01
02
03
04
05
06
o7
08
09
10

Pilate

Dondon

Baptiste
Thiotte

Jacmel

Fond des Negres
Changieux
Beaumont

St Marc

La Vallee

Second two digits identify borrower on sample list,

BCA number of the Societe Agriccle de Credit (SAC)

Age of borrower.

Number of dependents.
Number of parcels operated.
Total area operated.

Area owned,

Area rented,

Area sharecropped.,

Area operated under other modes of tenure,

Area in coffee.

coffee and plantains.

coffee and root crops.

maize and beans.
plantains,

root crops.
maize,

beans,

millet.

rice,

Fugar cane,

non-specified food crops,

other perennial crops.

For parcels with multiple uses, area was divided by
number of multiple uses except for combinations listed

as variables 12, 13, and 14,

All area figures are in carreaux:

1,00cx = 1,29ha



24,
25,
26,
27,
28,
29,
3o0.
J1.
32,
i3.
34,
35.
J6.
ar.
a8.
39,
40,
41,
42,
43,
44,
45,

46,

a7,

Number o
Valuye of
Number o
Value of
Number o
Value of
Number o
Value of
Number o
Valuye of
Value of
Number o
Value of
Value of
Debts (n
Year in

1977 BCA
1977 BCA

.1976 BCA

1976 BCA
1975 BCA
1975 BCA

Pelinque

Weight.

A-8

f horses, mules, and donkeys owned,

f pigs owned,

f goats owned.

f cattle owned,

t

f poultry owned,
"
non-specified livestock,
f houses owned,
houses owned.,
other assets
on=-BCA).
which Fiche was completed.
fertilizer loan,
cash loan.
fertilizer loan,
cash loan,
fertilizer loan.

cash loan,
All values reported in Haitian currency: £1,00 = $USO.20

ncy.
Indicates if the SAC of which this individual is a member
was delinquent in its payments as of 31 March 1978,

0 = not delinquent
1 = payment overdue 2-12 months
2 = payment overdue 12-24 months

Number of btorrowers in each sub=-group (1st loan, 2nd loan,
Jrd loan) per centex divided by number of selected cases
in that sub-group per center, assigned to selected cases.



FICHE SAMPLING INFORMATION
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AREA 18t LOAN 1977 | 2nd LOAN 1977 | 3rd LOAN 1977 1st LOAN 1¢
(no loan 1¢
pop./sample pop./sample pop./sample POp./samp]l
Pilate 174/41
(0101-0141)
Dondon 175/23 43/22
(0201~0223) (0224-0245)
‘Baptiste 351/21 397/20
' (0321-0341) (0301-0320)
Thiotte 773/0 { 2o01/20 169/20
(0421-0440) (0401-0420)
Jacmel 770/23 684 /24 189/22
(0512-0517, (0506-0511, (0501-0505,
0533 0545, 0518, 0519-0522,
0549 0523-0532, 0552-0564)
0565 0567) 0546~ 0548,
0550-0551,
0568~ 0569)
Fond des Negres 3/3 159/20
(0601-0603) (0604-0523)
Changieux 137/21 73/20
(0701-0?21) (0722-0741)
Beaumont (fiche never filled out)
St. Marc 248/23 bs/21
(non-coffee)| (0922- 0943) (0901-0921)
Jacmel (fiche never filled out)
(non-coffee
TOTAL 1858/155 1169/87 189/22 232/40




ENQUETE HAITIENNE SUR LES PETITS PRODUGTIURS DE CAFE

IDENTIFICATION DU PRODUCTEUR
1OM DE LA COMMUNE:

IOM DE LA SECTION:

IOM DE L'HABITATION:

IOM DU PRODUCTEUR ENQUETE:
IUMERO D 'ORDRE:
IATE :

OM DE L'ENQUETEUR:

CONF IDENT IELLE
INFORMAT ION STRICTEMENT ,
RESERVEE A LA RECHERCHE

-ta rinmin pran kék ranséyman sou moun ki viv d5ml 18v6 nan
ay la, ni sa yo nan fanmi ou nl I3t moun ki rat ak ou.

» Konbyin moun & viv ddmi 18vé lakay ou ané pasé?......... e

DETERMINER LE NOMBRE DE PCRSONNES QU'Y ONT DORMI ET MANGE
PENDANT AU MOINS 6 MOIS EN 1977, FAIRE CITER LE NOM DE

001 1

CHACUN POUR CONTROLLER LE NOMBRE ET PUIS DEMANDER: 003 g
2. Eské ou glingnin 15+ moun, pa &gzanmp j&n timoun ousoua ‘
t1 b&b&, nou pPoko Pran NON YO?.....veseseunn.nn.. Ceeeeraeen. I [Joul 2 [ JNON |
S| OU!, CORRIGER LA REPONSE A QUESTION #1 ,
3. Eské ou gingnin ISt moun ki abl+ Isit k& nou poko pran 004 i
non yo, pa égzanmp moun ki pa manm fanmi OU?................ I [Joul 2[JNoN
S| OUI, CORRIGER LA REPONSE A QUESTION #1 :
. A pa tout moun sa yo, 8sk& ou gin 18t moun ankd sou kont ou?... OO?.[:]OU| 2 [:]NON
S1 OUl, 5. Konbyin I3t moun ou glngnin sou kont ou?..... ceera.. | 006 :
067

ISERVER LES CARACTERIST IQUES DU LOGEMENT PRINCIPAL
- LES NOTER CI-DESSOUS

6. MATERIAU PRINCIPAL DES MURS ... v'eevevnnenevnnnnnnns ceresenas

7. MATERIAU PRINCIPAL DU SOl i i i e it

8. MATERIAU PRINCIPAL DU COUVERTURE........... Ceeeannea teeeeas

9. NCMBRE DE PIECES'I.I."I..‘.I..ll.'...".llll'.......l..ll.l

2 -
I [ PALISADE 5 (] PLANCH
2 [C]KkLISE e [JRoCH ;
3 []BouzIE 7 [] BLOK

4 JkréP1 8 []LOT

| ] TE 3 ] SIMAN |

2 (] PLANCH 4 [] LOT

009

I ] TAcH 3 []ToL
2 [] PAY 4[] Lot

010

0. Ki bd ou pran dlo pl SOUVANT.s e sssnnennnn.. et eteerireeaans

I. Konbyln tan sa pran pou rivé nan dlo sa-a a plé?...uv..... cees

0l

| CJRIVYE 4[] Poul
2 [] sous 5[]Tivo
3 C]KANAL 6 [] LOT

h. min,

G172 ]
|
i

L §

.
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ulyé~a m-ta rinmin pran k&k ranséyman sou Jadin ou gingnin yo.

DETERMINER LE NOMBRE DE PARCELLES A LA DISPOSITION DE LYENQUETE

ENTRE MARS 1977 ET MARS 1978t uuttinetnteinennnennennnnnnnnns,

2. Kalkile ou byin. An tou, konbyin jadin ak konbyin plantasyon katé cu 1é ginanin ang rasé?

ol3

5. KI bo jadin sa yo y&?
b. Ki kantit& t& gingnin uTa 57 04 § 0g"
nan jadin sa-a? )
o Sou ki kondisyon ou ars (040 065 j 0307
tap travay t8& sa-a? B B
vo Kisa ou T& gin nan -
t8 sa-a ané pasé, ni
nan prémye s&zon an,
nl nan dénye sézon an?
oTe T 066 ot
CULTURE #1|
017 0472 067 i 097"
SUPERF ICIE '
0r8 43 68 093
RECOLTE
0rg 44 69 {06477
PRIX RECU/UNITE
020 045 70 095
CULTURE #2 )
021 046 071 096
SUPERF ICIE
027 47 072 {1 097
RECOLTE L
023 048 4]073 4 098
PRIX RECU/UNITE 4
072 49 074 {099
CULTURE #3 i
075 050 1075 {1003
SUPERF ICIE i i
0726 ~ 51 076 1
RECOLTE i i
0Z7 02 1077 |07.'
PRIX RECU/UNITE |
0Z8 25 1078 “1 103 i
CULTURE #4 ] ,
029 o4 079 o7
SUPERF IC IE | l
030 55 080 ) oY
RECOLTE :
031 56 081 {1057
PRIX RECU/UNITE ]
037 o7 082 10/
CULTURE #5
053 08 083 108
SUPERF ICIE !
054 29 84 109
RECOLTE \
035 60 85 [T0]
PRIX RECU/UNITE r)
- _ 061 9) ol 86 A
"TE POZE"/SUPERF ICIE
057 (Y 87 112
PATURAGE/SUPERF ICIE
038 63 88 1177
NON-CULT IVABLE/SUP. e -2~




KI bo...

F(I kantlte AL 139 Tod 189 raK
13, i
Sou kI TT5 40 165 130 215
kond | syon
116 141 166 191 276
SULTURE #1 '
7 142 167 192 27
SUP. | i
118 143 168 193 AL
RECOLTE i e
19 142 [60 194 2Ty
PRIX ' :
120 145 170 155 200
JULTURE #2 : ’
121 146 171 196 22T
SUP. | :
122 147 172 197 7T
RECOLTE i 1
123- 148 173 798 (223
PRIX i !
124 149 174 799 220
ULTURE #3 i ;
125 150 175 200 7757
SUP. ¢
126 151 176 201 776 |
RECOLTE |
127 152 177 202 72T
PRIX ) f
128 153 778 203 1228
JLTURE #4 j 5
129 154 179 204 229
SUP., F :
130 155 180 205 2307
RECOLTE : i
131 56 181 206 2357
PRIX ; !
132 157 182 207 257
ILTURE #5 .
133 158 183 208 233
SUP.
134 159 184 209 12372
RECOLTE
135 160 185 210 235
PR IX ?
B 136 161 186 211 2367
POZE" ‘
137 162 187 212 237
URAGE
138 163 188 213 238
-CJLTIV. ,
ARQUES:
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¢

I

- - P . . . N - . . w 122 ze o o 3G

I7. Are pasé Konbyin gason & ginrgnin ki +& domi !8v8 nan kay le ki *& gingnin ant 12 % 65 an?...

—_ e — ey ,

18. Kijan yo r&l8?{19.Ané pasé 20.An tou, 2i.An tou, 22 .An tou, 23.Le |1 vann {24.A pa travay {25.A pé pré
konby in konbyin konbyin jou konbyin jcu Jounin i té € travay konbyin .
moua |i té Jou 11 té& Ii t€&€ travay Ii +& vann oubyin lakay, an€ xKob 1i té
travay nan travay nan sou té 107 jounin 1i Travay pas€ konbyin  konn f& nan
Jadin i you (koum- moun nan you oubyin anpéyan moua i té& travay sa-a
oubyin bit, korvé) (éskouad, travay konbyin gin you Iot chak moua?
Jadin moun an€ paseé? ranpono, anpéyan kob i travay
nan kay la? kolonn, véyé ané pasé? konn . oubyin you

asoci&) ki touche ot

pa-t touché pa jou? aktivité?

lajan?
240 241 242 243 244 245 246
247 248 249 250 251 252 253
252 255 756 257 258 259 260
261 262 263 1264 265 266 267
268 269 270 271 272 273 274
275 276 277 278 279 280 281

A 282
26. Ané pasé konbyin fi t& gingnin ki +& ddmi 18v& nan kay la ki +& gingnin ant 12 & 65 an?.....
DEMANDER QUESTIONS 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, ET 25 POUR CHACUNE

283 284 285 286 287 288 289
290 291 292 293 294 295 296
297 298 299 300 301 302 503
304 305 306 307 308 309 310
311 312 313 314 315 316 517
318 319 320 321 322 323 524




=1

'« Ané pasé, konbyin foua ou to fa you )
(koumbit, korve) nan jadin oy YOl i ieasnnnoans setecsecannnns -
.qur)
S'IL A FAIT DS KOUMBIT: B
28. Konbyin moun t§ konn vi-n nan (koumbit, korv&) sa yo?.. -
. Ané pasé, konbyin foua you (dskouad, ranpono, kolonn, 377
lavEy, vBy€, asocli®) t6 vi-n travay nan Jadin ou yo
san s€ pa achté ou achté-17....... . R LTI I _ .
SYIL Y EN A UN: 328
30. Konbyin moun t& qinqnin nan (8skouad, ranpono,
kolonn, lavay, VEY&, aS0CIB) Sa=A7ueeunneneeeecevannnn. o N
>
« An tou, konbyin jounin ou t& achtd and past? 329
DETERMINER LT HOMBRE DE HOMME-JOURS 4+ vvs vt enasennennans] R
Z
S'IL BN A ACHTE: 30 .
32, Konbyin koh ou t& konn hay chak moun pa jou?..eeeeeess. -
» An& pas@, konbyin foua ou 18 bay anpéyan 331
oubyin bay djob nan jadin ou yo?..e.eu... I I T R
S'IL A FAIT: 337
34. An tou, konbyin kdb ou t& dBpansd pou COoF
travay anp&yan oubyin poi djob ou 16 bay?eeeeeieeeeenes e
35. An tou, a pé pré konbyin jounin moun *& 333
travay nan jadin ou yo pou f& djob sa yo?
DETCRMINER LE NOMORE DI HOMAE=JOURS . v v e e v e vnnvnvnsnenns e
334
Eské ou t& acht™ angré and PASBT et eteerrantccrconnonanonens I [:}(XH 2 [:]NUN
e CUN
SI OUI: 37, Konbyin sak ou t& achté and PASET i eveesvnncensns 335 f ; !65 LIVE: .
38. Pou konbyin kob ou 18 achtd chak sak?..........] 520 6NES
TN W I T SN, Y
39. Nan ki kilti ou 1& sévi ak anqré-a?
- R v - 7,"8 = I,
. Eské ou & achté sémans oubyln achl@ plan and 0asé7..e.....| | (] oui 2 [} non
S OUt: 41, An tou, konbyin ou t& dipansd pou 339 G
SEMans € Pou plan anB PaSE?..eseseeeensesnsenns _
= o 44 \ . 340
. Eské ou t6 achté kdk zouti, sak, oubyin 1t A
A o ? NOH
bagay pou travay jadin ou YO ANE PASE? et eeesosoannsoncnnes ! [:] 1 ‘ [:] ! o
SI OUl: 43, An tou, konbyin ou & d&panséd pou 341 GO
bagay Sa yo a“(; p"jq(,}?...".."l.l.‘..'......... o
347 P
wulyé-a m=ta rinmin pran kdk ransfyman sou plantasyon I ] TYPICA,  KAFT PAY|-A"
& ou yo. 2 [ cAtuna
. e 47 7 . P "
l. Ki kaliteé kafé ou qingnin nan JAdin ou yol..iiieeieeeennnne 3 [:]AUTRE A [:]PA CONNL!
R J R EE T
o E5k® ou t& sévi ak angré nan plantasyon kaf& ou ané pasa?, I [:]OUI 2 [:]NOH
o -
51 0Ul: 46. Ak konbyin sak ou te SEVIZeeeeeaeenanoosannane 4 é ; 168 LIVRES

-t . tee e

S e m e i e . v m———

!
!

|
!
!
}
!
!
l
|
!
|
i
|
|
o
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Esks gingnin ajan ki konn vi-n oué ou
pou ba ou k0n56y SOu k()f(’* Ou?.---ocooooooo-u.o.ooo-.c-nn.o

L]

5
! [:]om

2 D MO

-~ 040
. Eské ou konn al oué you ajan o T e
POU pran KkonsBy SOU KATE OUZ.u.ueeessesenassesocecessesessn | [:](NJ’ ’ L;LE;ENM
47
S| OUI A QUESTION #47 OU /4R
~
49, Eské ou pansé konseéy sa-a ap pérmat ou - o~y
f& plis kOb ak jadin KafB OU?u.eeeeeeosssosoconesennns ! [:]OUl " [:] t L
JR QUESTIONS 50 a 52 ET S4 a 58, PLLIS QUE MOINS OQUF PAS "
TIMER LES PROPORTIONS ET COCHER LES CASES APPROPRIEES LA MOITIF, JLA MOITIC TOL
» Nan tout pl& kaf& k& ou travay koulyd-a, ki pdsyon ladann 348
yo t& la dépi avan Fransoua Divalyd t5 vi-n prézidan?.....| (1) (2) ()
549
. KI pdsyon ladann yo t& ptantd sou Fransoua DIvalyd?.......| (1) (2) (s
350
» Kl pdsyon ladann yo t& planté dépi Jan KIdd vi-n prézidan?| (1) (2) (%)
351
, Konbylin pié kafé ou réussi plantd dEpl And 767eevecvveonss
352
. Kafé sa-a ké ou planté dépl ané 76,
kI pdsyon 11 y& nan tout kaff OU?.eeeeeeeeconcsvescnsansea (1) (2) ()
Nan dénye rékolt kafé-a, &ské ou t& vann nan kafé ou a you 355
(tchoke, delaké, voltije, plrat, zombl, soumarin, révands)(l) (2) (%)
354
56. ...a you éspéku'a-fa?l.......l.......'.'...............(l) (2) A(—.”) -
355 )
57. ..a you uzin?..."..................‘...........'....(') (2) :I‘.:i’)._u_‘ -
56
58. ...a you koopéraflv?......'..........................'(I) (?.) (.‘)
357
Nan dény® rékolt kafé-a, 8ské ou 18 vann
(kafé an SériZ' kafé Vér+)?l.'l.'....I........'-...........(') (2) .(.-,7)—2.“
358
60. ...kafé +Choka?..'....l...'.'........................ (l) (2) ('.’.)) —
359 :
6'. ...kafé an kbk-?.....l............................II.. (I) (2) l('S),_,,__.,_,,,“
360
62! lOOkafé p‘Ié?--00.-o-o.oocooooo.oooo.-o.o-ooo.o..oo.c. (') (2) m_.‘é‘:’)‘}'”'”'
- - : - cie
Nan dénye rékolt kafé-a, ki pri ou té& Jjouén pl souvan pou
kafé ou té vann an sériz (kafé vert)?.......... N L
' 362
64. ...kafé tchoka ou 16 vann?.............. cerenene cosan .
563
65. ...kaf& ou t& vann an kdk?.......... N

66. ... KafE Pl18 Ou 16 VANN? ..t vrietssennnnnnneeseeens

564

Nan tout kaf& ou té& vann nan dénye rékolt la,
KT pIro pri ou t8 JouBN? e evvireeenennneneeennnnenss ced

565

68. ...kl plba pri ou 8 jouen?........... Gttt eneaeened

506

INDIQUER LE STADE DE TRANSFORMATION

. . .
ot e = oyt e -
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- = = : A 368
* ggsy?:ssr"agsgig?; zgnp;?:eB('):i:; ..... Cesecesnanraus D ol L——] NON GDES
70. ...prété nan min IDAI? (Jos1 [ now > GDES
71. ...prété nan min you &spékulatd? [Tour [ now >0 GDES
72. ...pr&té nan min you komésan oubylnachte krédi? [Jout []non 7! GDES
73. ...pran kout pongnar oubyln éskonte lajan? [ our 7] now i GDES
4. ...prété nan min fanml ou oubyin zanml ou? DOU' DNON > GDES
75. Eskd ou ta ka utllizé plls lajan pou fé Jadln ou yo an8 prochen? 37? [Jout 2 []NoN
375
S| OUl: 76. Eské ou ta vié preté lajan -an ou ap b8zouln?........... | [___]OUI 2 [:] NON
376
st OUI: 77. SI ou ta ka preété lajan a 10% Intére pa ane, sa vig& dli
pou chak 100 goud ou tap prété ou ta peye 10 goud GDES
Intéré pa an&, konbyln ou ta prété ané prochen?........
78. Kl sa ou ta f& ak lajan an ou ta préte? 377
NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE DE REPONSES A L'ENQUETE.
COCHER LES CASES DEVANT LES REPONSES DONNEES.
a) [[] ACHTE OUBYIN ANFEME TE.......... Chreeeians Cereea GDES
b) [ ACHTE BET..'vvveenennnen. e, >78 GDES
c) [] PLANTE PLIS KAFE......c0vvueenn. et 379 GDES
d) [] AMELYORE JADIN KAFE LI........ e 380 GDES
@) [J ACHTE ANGRE.....\vvvvveiireirnnennness e 28| GDES
£) [] ACHTE LOT SEMANS E LOT PLAN...... e 2% GDES
g) [ ACHTE JOUNIN POU LOT KILTl.uuserrneennn. T i GDES
h) ] ACHTE ZOUT 1. v vuseavreeineecineinienninnne, O i GDES
1) [JFE YOU GLASI. e vvivrnennnnns e e 385 GDES
J9 [] LOT BAGAY: 386 GDES
k) [] LOT BAGAY: 387 GDES
368
9. Kl sot dé projé ta Intérésé ou plls bo Isl+?
NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE DE PROJETS A L' ENQUETE.
INDIQUER CEUX DE 1252 ET 227 |MPORTANCE A LUI.
@) PLIS ROUT. v euvrreenernvnnnnennss e
b) DISPANSE E SANT BO LAKAY Lluvrerrnvsennneeennesenns. | 289
) PLIS LEKOL.uuvennnerrnnnnnnn, TR L
d) PLIS KREDI 4 et evnnreesrnnnnnanss v e 91
o) KONSEY SOU AGRIKILTI, SEMANS, E ANGRE........ e |22
£) JOUEN TRAVAY ANDEYO AGRIKILT!..uuv'rvrnnns. U
g) LOT BAGAY: 594
395

h) LOT BAGAY:

_,\\
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NE PA LIRE LA LlSTgrgE REPngES A L'ENQUETE,
INDIQUER CEUX DE 1= ET 2=— |MPORTANCE A LUI.

80. B-apré ou, kisa ta pl Inpdtan pou pérmet ou f& plls kBb ak Jadin kafé ou?

a) REPLACE ANSYIN PIE KAFE AK NOUVO KALITE.....vvvnnn... Cerreeennanas | 396
- - . - 397
b) SEVI AK ANGRE POU FE KAFE-A DONNE PLIS.......... Ceeeereeiiieie
) NETOUAYE PIE KAFE YO....o.vvuvvnnns. e e | 08
d) NETOUAYE PIBOUA YO K! BAY TROP OMBRAJ.......... et eiesenanna feenen 399
e) PLANTE PLIS KAFE. ., evryeeeernnnnnnns, e e ereieean, ceeenn 400
f) VANN KAFE NAN YOU KOOPERAT IV POU JOUEN P|BON 2 401
0
a) LOT BAGAY: . [ 02
h) LOT BAGAY: el | 903
- N - PINTAD
Koulyé-a m-ta rinmin pran kak ranseyman sou b&t ou gingnin yo. POUL  KODINN KANAR
81. Kalkll& ou byln, An tou, konbylin poul, kodinn, pintad, 404 405 406
& kanar ou gingnin kouly8-a%....vveueevennnnn.. fe et uteterterennannn
407 408 409
82, SI ou ta vann yo konbyin ou ta Jouén pou chak gren?..... ceerenes
410 411 412
83. Kunbyin ou t& achté ané pasg?.......... Ceretiaeteaas Cereneen vees
413 414 415
84. Konbyln ou 18 vann ané pas8?............... Cerrestitanereaeanens
416 417 418
85. Konbyin ou t6 tuy& pou manjé lakay ou ané ET-Y
419
86. Konbyln kabrit & mouton ou glngnin kouly&-a, nl sa-k nan min ou
nl sa-k ou bay 16t moun gadé pou ou?....... Ceee ettt aeattresenannnn
v 420
87. SI ou ta vann yo, konbyin ou ta Jouen pou chak gren?(PRIX MOYEN)
42|
88. Konbyln kabrit (ak mouton) ou t& achté ang PASBYe.iviennnn ceeenas
422
89. Konbyin kabrit (ak mouton) ou t& vann an® pasé?................a
423
90. Konbyin ou t& tuyd pou manJé lakay ou and pasé?..........ee.sen. .
424
9. An tou, konbyin kochon ou gingnin koulyé-a, nl sa-k nan min ou
nl sa-k ou bay 13t moun gadé pou ou?........... ceane Ceeresrenssanen
425
92. SI ou ta vann yo, konbyln ou ta Jouen pou chak grén?(PRIX MOYEN)
426
93. Konbyln kochon ou t8 achté ané pasé?...... i eierieie e,
427
94. Konbyln kochon ou t6 vann and pasB?......seeeeeeneenssnsnnsnnnnn,
428
95, Konbyln kochon ou t& tuyé pou manjé lakay ou an® pasé?..........
479
96. An tou, konbyln bdf ou gingnin kouly&-a, nl sa-k nan min ou
nl sa-k ou bay Idt moun gadd POU OUT .t s tsteennennenneneossonoanasness ]
430
]
97. Sl ou ta vann yo, konbyin ou ta Jouén pou chak gren?(PRIX MOYEN)
43|
98. Konbyln bdf ou 18 achté anB PasBl.e.esseeveereeserennenrnrnsnnns
432

99. Konbyln bBf ou 8 Vann aN6 PasBl.....sseesssssnesensenernnsnnn,

-8~




HnHn=—1ro—

REMARQUES::

B BOURTR] MULET [ CIiOUAT
143 434 43Y
100. An tou, konbyln bourik, muldt, & choual ou gingnin?............... N
436 437 A4
I01. SI ou ta vann yo, konbyin ou ta joudn pou chak gren?......... R
439 440 dal
102. Konbyin ou 18 achté and pasé?.............. ettt
497 443 444
[03. Konbyln ou & vann and pasé?............. Sttt ra e r e A
145
104. Konbyin kay ou gingnin an 1oU?...uussvnnnsnonnnn.. . oo .o
STIL EN A, DEMANDER POUR CHACUN: 446
105, ST ou ta bézouin bati you |0t kay kon sa,
konbyln sa ta kout& ou pou bati-| koulyé-a?
12, CDES  25T€, coes 3%, GDES .
447
106. SI ou tap kité kay sa-a & t& bdzouln vann I,
konbyin ou ta kapab jou&n pou 1i7?
12€, GDES 28T<, GLES 321€, GDES




Cell Number Variahle Description

001

002

003

004

006

007

008

A-19-
ENQUETE HAITIENNE SUR LES PETITS PRODUCTEURS DE CAFE

CODING INFORMATION

@)
a,
(1]

a) Flve-digit identification number

First two digits: Area identification Pilate

Dondon

Baptiste

Thiotte

Jacmel

Fond des Neégres

Changleux

Beaumont

St. Marc (non-coffee)
10 = La Vallée (non-coffee)

Last three diglits: Borrower identification ###

=ielololololoNoNe]
O O~ OV o N

LN | | R | O T R I I 1

b) Amount of 1978 fertilizer loan @ 0,00 (g1.0 = $USQ.20)
999= borrowed in 1978, loan
c¢) Amount of 1978 cash loan amount unavailable

blank-non-paﬁticipant

Number of persons who slept and ate in L]
household for at least six months in 1977.
Presence of children not included in 002, 1 = yes
if yes, 002 corrected. 2 =10
Presence of other persons not included in 1 = yes
002, 1f yes, 002 corrected. 2 =no
Existence of other dependents not present 1l = yes
in household. 2 =no
Number of dependents not present in L
household.
Walling material of principal dwelling unit. 1 = palm bark
2 = wattle
3 = wattle & daub
I = wattle & mortar
5 = planks
6 = rock masonry
7 = cement block
8 = other
Flooring material of principal dwelling, unit. 1 = dirt
2 = planks
3 = cement
I} = other



009

010
011

012
013

014

015

216

A-20-
Roofing material of principal dwelling unit.

Number of rooms in principal dwelling unit

Source of drinking water

Walking time to source of drinking water

Number of plots operated during 1977
cropping year

ALL, ARFA FIGURES
REPORTED IN CARREAU
lcx. =1.29 ha,

Area of first plot.

Tenure status regarding first plot.

Crop #1 in first plot

= N

[oAN 0 BN —J VTN & I =)

I o el el S & S AN
CODPNAVTEFWNHFOVENON EWNH oW & W

21
22
23
24

B uwuu

|lIlllllltlllllllllllllllllllIlllllllllllllll

=

palm fronds
stray
tin roofing
other

122

river
spring
canal
well
pipe
other

hours minutes

*%%

0,00 cx

purchased

inherited

multi-year lease

(full payment in advance)
annual rent
pre-inheritance grant
sharecropped

other

coffee
plantain
malze

millet

rice

beans

yams

sweet potatoes
manioc

taro

sugar cane
potatoes
pumpkin

frult

tobacco
vegetable pear (chayote)
other annu:nl crop
slsal

vetiver grass
cabbage

ground nuts
cacao

tomatog

onion

N



017
018

019
020--023

024--027

028--031

031—035

036

037

038
039--063
064-088
086--113
114--138
139--163
164--188
189--213
214--238

A-21

Area in crop #1 in first plot.

Quantity of crop #1 harvested in first plot

Flrst dig;t: unlt of measure

Price received per unit of 018

Crop, area, quantity and price for

crop #2 in first plot (same as 016-—-019).

Crop, area, quantity, and price for Ccrop
#3 in first plot (same as 016-019).

Crop, area, quantity, and pr..e for crop
#4 in first plot (same as 016--019).

Crop, area, quantity, and price for crop
#5 1n first plot (same as 016—019).

Area in fallow in first plot.
Area 1n pasture in first plot.
Area not cultivable in first plot
Second plot (same as 014—038).
Third plot (same as 014—038).
Fourth plot (same as 014--036).
Fifth plot (same as 014--038).
Sixth plot (same as 014--038).
Seventh plot (same as 014--038),
Eighth plot (same as 014-038).

ninth plot (smae as 014--038).

LI L | N | VR I T

OWoONOW\NMwWwWwhHO

0,00 cx

cash @0.
pounds
marmite
bidon
barik
charge
small sack
large sack
stalk
basket

0,00

0,00cx
0,00cx

0,00¢x

*3%
# %%
%%
L2 1
#* %%
*in
%

#%%



239

240

4.

242

243

24y

A-22-

Number of males between 12--65 years of age
who slept and ate in household for at least
slx months in 1977

Number of months worked by male #1 in
household plots' during 1977 crop year

Number of days worked by male #1 in
festive exchange labor (kombit)

Number of days worked by male #2 in
rotatlonal exchange labor (eskouad, etc.)

Number of days worked by male #1 on
non-household plots for wages.

Daily wage received for 243
Number of months worked by male #1

in non-agricultural activities
First two diglts: occupation/activity code

Last digits: Number of months worked

* %%

%%

L2 A

%%

#0,00

commerce
mason
woodcutter
carpenter
shoemaker
truck driver
tailor/seamstress
military personnel
(same as 5)
religious personnel
cabinet maker
teacher
traditional religious
personnel (bokd)

WM HOWOOIO\WU = n 4

LI I I I T R

S

coffee factory worker
medical personnel

cane cutter (Dom. Rep.)
whitewash maker

saddle maker

hat maker

baker

lottery sales
extension agent

mining (Reynolds Alum.)
fish net maker
mechanic

butcher

dummestic help

PN MO MNMMNN
VT EZWNDHE oW~V L=

N
3
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n
[ee)

clairin maker
rock breaker

basket maker

32 = barber

33 = rope maker
ITIY

(VS RUS N 6}
= O\
[ D I |

road construction(Dumez)



246

247--253
254--260
260--267
268--274
275--281
282

283-289
290--296
297—303
304--310
311--317
318—324
325

326
327

328

A-23-

Average monthly earnings from 245
Male #2 (same as 240--2U6).

Male #3 (same as 240—246).

Male #4 (same as 2U0--246),

Male #5 (same as 2U0-246).

Male #6 (same as 240--246).

Number of females 12--65 years of age
who slept and ate in household for at
least six months in 1977.

Female #1 (same as 240-246).

Female #2 (same as 2U40--246).

Female #3 (same as 2U0—246),

Female #4 (same as 240—246).

Female #5 (same as 240—246).

Female #6 (same as 2U0-246),

Number of times festive exchange labor
worked on household plots.

Average number of persons participating in 325

Number of times rotational exchange labor
worked on household plots

Average number of persons participating in 327

Number of person-days purchased for work on
household plots

Average daily wage paid for 329

Number of times. contracts given for
task labor.

Total amount spent for 331

Total number of person-days worked on
household plots by task workers

Purchase of fertilizer in 1977

@ 0,00

*%

%%

1 2.1

%

*%

%%

@ 0,00

9

# 0,00

%%

yes
no



335
336
337
338

339
340

341
342

343

344
345

346

347

348

349

350

351

352

A-24-

Number of sacks purchased
Price pald per sack
Crops fertilized

Purchase of seeds or plants in 1977

Total amount spent on seeds and plants

Purchase of tools, sacks, or other
Agricultural equipment in 1977

Total amount spent on tools, etc.

Coffee varieties in present stand.

Use of fertilizer on coffee holdings in 1977

Number of sacks used to fertilized coffee

Receive visits fram coffee extension agent.

Make visits to coffee extension agent

Visits to and from coffee extension agent
raise coffee income

Proportion of current coffee stand more than
21 years old

Proportion of current coffee stand
T—-21 years old.

Proportion of current cuffee stand 0--7
years old.

Total number of coffee trees planted in
1976, 1977, and 1978

Proportion of current coffee stand planted
since 1976.

0,00

(see crop code for 016)

1 - yes
2 =no
@ 0,00
1l = yes
2 =10
@ 0,00

1l = typlca
2 = catura
3 = other
4 - not known
1l = yes
2=no

TITY]
1_ yes
2. no
1l yes
2= no
1= yes
2= ho
1 = more than half
2 = less than half
3= none

(same as 348)

(same as 348)

(same as 348)



353

354

357

358

359

368
369
370

3N

A-25_

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold to
unlicensed middleman. (tchoks, etec.).

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold to
licensed middleman (¥spukulat@).

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold to
coffee washing factory.

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold to
a coffee cooperative,

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold as
green cherries (sériz).

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold as
milled green coffee (tchoka),

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold as
dried cherries (an kok),

Proportion of 1977-78 coffee crop sold as
natural coffee (café pilé).

Price received for coffee cherries sold,

Price recelved for milled green coffee solqd,

Price recelved for dried coffee cherries sold,

Price recelved for natural coffee sold,
Highest price received for 1977-78 coffee,

Lowest price received for 1977-78 coffee.

Transformation stage of coffee in 365 and 366,

Amount borrowed fram BCA in 1977,

Amount borrowed from IDAI in 1977,

Amount d>trid fram coffee middlemen
(Specullf’.tr_‘! 1L e 1977 .
Amount b7y ied from merchants in 1977,

Amount boppawed from moneylenders in 1977,

1

S o

(same as 348)
(same as 348)
(same as 348)
(same as 348)
(same as 348)
(same as 348)
(same as 348)
(same as 348)

@ 0,00/bidon

@ 0,00/marmite

@ 0,00/marmite

@ 0,00/1bs

@ 0,00

& 0,00

cher—ies (sériz)
milled green coffee{tchoka)

dried cherries (kok)
natural coffee (pilé)

# Q,Q0
@ 0,00
% 0,Q0

% 0,00
@ 0,00



373

374

375

376

377

378
379
380

381
382

383

384
385

386

387
388--305

A-26-
Amount borrowed fram family and friends

in 1977.

Need for additional funds for agricultural
operation next year.

Desire to borrow money to meet need
expressed in 374.

Amount of money would borrow next year
if available at 10% annual interest.

Amount would borrow to purchase or rent
additional land.

Amount would borrow to raise livestock.
Amount would borrow to plant more coffee.

Amount would borrow to upgrade existing
coffee stand.

Amount would borrow to purchase fertilizer.

Amount would borrow to purchase seed and
plants other than coffee.

Amount would borrow to hire labor for work
on crops other than coffee

Amount would borrow for the purchase of tools

Amount would borrow to construct cement
drying platform.

Amount would borrow for other use #1
Amount would borrow for other use #2

Projects of most interest to interviewee

388 More or improved roads

389 More or improved nealth facilities
390 More or improved schools

391 More credit

392 More extension help

N =

n =

N =

@ 0,00

= yes
= no

blank =

yes
no

@ 0,00

¢ 0,00

@ 0,00
@ 0,00
@ 0,00

@ 0,00
@ 0,00

@ 0,00

@ 0,00

@ 0,00

@ 0,00

@ 0,00

Project of most interest

project of second most
interest

project not mentioned
as being of most or
second most interest

393 Create more non-agricultural employment opportunities.

394 Other project
395 Improved drinking water

lb\



396--403

h21
422

h23

A-27-

Most important ways of raising own coffee income
396 Replace existing stand with new varileties
397 Use fertilizer to improve yields
398 Prune existing coffee trees
399 Reduce shade
400 Plant more coffee
401 Sell coffee through a cooperative in

order to recelve better price.
402 Other #1
403 Other #2
Number of chickens currently owned
Number of turkeys currently owned
Number of guinea fowl and ducks currently owned
Mean value of chickens owned
Mean value of turkeys owned
Mean value of guinea fowl and ducks owned
Number of chickens purchased in 1977
Number of turkeys purchased in 1977
Number of guinea fowl and ducks purchased in 1977
Number of chickens sold in 1977
Number of turkeys sold in 1977
Number of guinea fowl and ducks sold in 1977
Number of chickens consumed by household in 1977
Number of turkeys consumed by household in 1977
Number of guinea fowl and ducks consumed in 1977
Number of goats and sheep currently owned
Mean value of goats ud sheep owned
Number of goats and sheep purchased in 1977
Number of goats and sheep sold in 1977

Number of poats and sheep consumed by
household in 1977

(same as 388--395).

¥* %%
¥* %%

* %%

@ 0,00
@ 0,00
@ 0,00

* %%
L2 2L
*%%41
% 3 3 %
93 %
* N
L2211 ]
9% %
* 93 ¥
L2 11
@ 0,00
L2 11
1212

L3211,

4
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Number of swine currently owned
Mean value of swine owned
Number of swine purchased in 1977

Number of swine sold in 1977

Number of swine consumed by household in 1977

Number of cattle currently owned
Mean value of cattle owned

Number of cattle purchased in 1977
Number of cattle sold in 1977
Number of donkeys currently owned
Number of mules currently owned
Number of horses currently owned
Mean value of donkeys owned

Mean value of mules owned

Mean value of horses owned

Number of donkeys purchased in 1977
Number of mules purchased in 1977
Number of horses purchased in 1977
Number of donkeys sold in 1977
Number of mules sold in 1977

Number of horses sold in 1977
Number of houses owned

Total replacement cost of houses owned

Total market value of houses owned

*% %
@ 0,00
*% %
*% %
* %%
%% %
@ 0,00
%% %
* % %
* %%
* %%

* % %
@ 0,00
& 0,00

@ 0,00

% %%
*% %
%% %
%% %
* %%
* %%
%% %
@ 0,00

@ 0,00

-~



ENQUETE HAITIENNE SUR LES PETITS PRODUCTEURS

DE_CAFE

FIELD SURVEY SAMPLING INFORMATION

ARE A 1et LOAN 1977 [2nd LOAN 1977 ]3rd LOAN 1977 [tst LOAN 1978 MATCHES
pop./sample op./sample op,/sample op./sample
PILATE 174/20 /& bk *ew 218/20 79 3R
(oto0t,01002, (01042-01047, (01062-01098)
01004,01005, -8+8448,
01007,01011, 01049-01061)
0101384644,
-S4846,01020,
01021,01024,
01025,01027,
01030,01034,
01035,0t036,
01038,01041)
DONDON 175/13 43/13 e 192/14 /3 37
(02003,02005, |(02024,02025, (02046,02047, (02060-02098)
02006-02008, 02030-02033, 82648,
02011-02013, 02035-02037, 02049-02059)
02016,02017, 02039,02041,
02020,02021, 02042,02045)
02023)
JAPTISTE 351/13 397/13 wue 236/14 /2 394
(83021,03023, [(03001,03002, (03042 ;83643, (01056-03089)
03024,03026, 03004,03006, 03044 -03054,
03027,03028, 03009-03013, -B3855)
03031,03034, n3015,03017,
03036,03037, 03018,03019)
03039-0304%)
HIOTTE 773/10 A 201/10 169/10 7 427/10 7 32
(B4841,84642, 1(04021,04023, |(04002,04004, |B48%84,04052, (04061-04092)
04043-04045, | p4a025,04027, 04006 ,04008, 04853504054,
4846, 04029,04031, 04010,04012, 04058,
04047-04050) 04033,04035, Bedee- 04016, 04056-04060)
04037,04039) 04018,04020)
ACMEL 170/10 7 684/10 9 189/10 724/10 7 . 3s
(856+4,05015,  |(05008,05011,  [(05002,05003, (05070-05077, (05080-05114)
05016,05033, 05024,05025, 05005,05009, |-858%8,05079)
050348603+, 85827,05030, 05053-05055,
05038,05029, 05032,05046, 05057,05061,
05041,05042) N5048,05050) 05063)
(1st LOAN 1976, NO LOAN 1977)
OND DES /3 2 159/17 12 119/20 »3
EGRES (06001 ;86882, (06808, sov (06024-06043) (06044-06076)
06003) 06006-06009,

B6848,
06012-06014,
B6B45 , 06046,
06017-06019,
86828, 06021,
06022)

G\



A-30-

'HANG IE UX 137/20 /9 "n b 297/20 39
(07001-07006, (N7042-07061) (07062-07100)
o7008-07012,

B+613,
07014-07021)

EAUMONT 227/20 /9 ne raw 426/20 39
(08001-08004, (08021-08040) (08041-08079)
88665,

08006-08020)

I MARC 248/13 45/13 wow 94/14 73 39
(09024-09027, (09002,09003, (09044-09049, (09058-09096)
09029,09030, 09005,09006, 69858,

09032,09033, 09009~09%9014, 09051-09057)
09035,09034, 09016-0%018)
09038-09040)

A VALLEE 42/10 9 110/10 45/10 104/10 3 2
(+882+, (10011-10020) [10001-10010) K10031-10040) (10041~10077)
10022-10030)

INTERVIEWS NOT COMPLETED
01014 Absent during survey period.
01016 "
01048 "
02048 Currently r:siding New York.
03023 Absent during survey period.
03043 "
03055 "
04014  Currently residing Port-su-Prince.
04041 Absent during survey perind.
04042 "
04046 "
04051 "
04053 "
04055 "
05014 "
05027 "
05037 Not a farm operator, Jacmel resident.
05078  ‘bsent during survey period.
06002 "
06005 "
L6010 "
06015  Currently residing French Guiana,
06016 "
06020  Absent during survey period,
07013 "
08005 Not a farm operator.
09050  Absent during survey period.
10021 "
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APPENDIX B

METHODOLOGY FOR THE COMPUTATION OF PRODUCTION
INDICES

Two types of production indices are utilized in this document.

The first deals with the separation of farm income between laber

and profit shares, the second with the separation of total production
increases associated with the project among different sources.

The first of these indices separates net farm income into labor
and profit shares based on an imputation of market value to family
labor, the residual being considered profit. These indices are

shown in Table B-1:

Table B-1
Labor and Profit Share
Indices

Net Farm Income Imputed Labor Income Profit Share

BCA FARMS
All Fanmms S 926 $ 295 $ 631
0-3 Ha. 509 183 326
3-5 Ha. 981 374 607
5+ Ha. 1757 454 1303
NON BCA FARMS
All Farms S 766 $ 189 S 577
0-3 Ha. 292 95 197
3-5 Ha. 881 319 562
5+ Ha. 2252 375 1877
DIFFERENCE (BCA minus Non-BCA)
All Fanms S 160 S 106 S 54
0-3 Ha. 217 89 129
3-5 Ha. 100 55 45
5+ Ha. -495 - 79 -574
?FERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE
All Farms 21% 14 7%
0-3 Ha. 74% 30% 44
3-5 Ha. 11% 6% 5%
5+ Ha. -22% 3% ~25%

lased on Haiti Small Farmer Survey, AID-IHPCADE-BCA, 1978
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The methodology for the camputation of the output source indices for the Haiti

Small Farmer Evalyation is identical to that used in S. Daines & H. Howell, The
Impact of Small Farmer Credit on Incame, Employment & Food Production, Guatemala 1975.
The explanation presented below is drawn from that document.

The Calculation of the Sources of Differences in Qutput Between Credit
and No-Credit Farms

A. ALLOCATION OF THE CHANGE IN TOTAL
VALUE OF OUTPUT TO FOUR PRIMARY
SOURCES

1. A Description of the Indices Used

The value of output on a given farm is the sum of the
value of each crop produced. This crop level value in
turn is the product of three factors: the area cultivated
in the crop, the yield per hectare and the price received
when selling the crop. Thus, if we consider the typical
credit farm:

ajc = the area (hectares cultivated) in crop i on
farmc

= the yield (kgs/ha) of cropion farmc

=
e
1

Pjc = the price (Quetzales/kg) of crop i on farm ¢

Vi = 8jcYicPic

where vj. is the value of the ith crop on the cth farm.
If we then add up the v ’s for all the crops grown on

Zacycpe ¥ acynpp Tap
= anann z anYnPn ) ac
Total Crop Mix
Value

The subscripts referring to tha crops have been dropped
for the sake of clarity in the presentation, but it should
be remembered that the summation is over crops. By
inspection it may be observed that various of the num-
erators and denominator:s on the right hand side "cancel

that farm, we will have the total value of production on

the farm. Using summation notation, we can say:
Q
Total value of production on farm ¢ = Z : 3j.YicPic
|=

where q is the number of crops grown on farm c. |f we
let farm c be a credit-receiving farm, then we may define
a corresponding no-credit farm as form n. The total value
of output for the no-credit farm would be

qﬂ
Z ainYinPin

The ratio of the value of output of the credit and no-
credit farm is then
Z ajcYicPic

2 3jnYinPin

If this ratio is greater than one it indicates that the
credit farm did better .‘an the other farm. Mf it is

less than one, the reverse is true,

The four sources of change between the credit and

no-credit farm may be isolated by means of an algebraic
identity. This identity is expressed as follows:

Z acycPe L acyePp T
L acycPn 2 acYnPp Zap
Price Yield Area

out”, leaving nothinng more than the terms on the left
hand side, Underneath each of the terms in brackets on
the right hand side is a label of the component of change
which it measures. These are index numbers which will
differ from one only if there is variation between farms

=
ﬂ—
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at the crop level in the indicated source. Essentially
these are a set of weighted indices whose product is
equal to the change in total value,

The index numbers measuring price and yield varia-
tion are largely self-explanatory, however a few words
should be said about the measure of crop mix variation.
Basically it answers the question: What would have the
credit farm revenue been if this farm had been subject to
the prices and yields of the nu-credit farm, restricted to
a land area equal to that of the no-ciedit farm yet been
allowed to use this land in its "‘credit proportions’'? The
revenue so earned is divided by the revenue of the no-
credit farms. The quotient is a measure of the change in
total revenue due to changes in crop composition.

The area planted in a given crop may change for one
or both of two reasons. First, the credit farm may in fact
have fewer hectares in low-valued crops and more in
high-valued crops while maintaining a total area equal to
the no-credit farm. Secondly, the credit farm may just
have a greater total area under cultivation. This second
possibility does not reflect shifts in crop mix but merely
differences in area under cultivation. Therefore, the
“area effect”” must be separated from the changes in
crop composition, This is accomplished by deflating the
first term in the mix brackets by the ratio of total area
planted on no-credit farms to total area planted on
credit farms. This area effect is then considered sep-
arately as noted in the last term of the identity.

2. Some Comments on the Indices

a. Altemative Weighting Schemes

I.ooking at the equation presented in the last section,
it can e seen that the measure of change in crop mix is
a deflated area index weighted by the no-credit price and
yield values. The price index uses credit-farm area and
yield weights while the yield index uses a combination
of area weights from the credit farms and price weights
from the no-credit farms. These combinations of weights
are essentially arbitrarily assigned. The mix index could
have had credit farm price and yield weights and the
other indices would have been adjusted correspondingly.
The area index is unaffected by this problem as its
computation does not involve a weighting system.

In general there is no “right answer” to the problem
of which set of weights to use. The reader must decide
for himself which set of weights are most appropriate
and then be guided in policy formulation by the result-
ing magnitudes, Alternatively he may decide to trust
only those findings in which the values are close and
certainly of the same sign, when converted to percentage
changes,

b. Conversion from Multiplicative Index Values to
Additive Percentages

The problem con-
cerns the basic issue of interaction between the sources
of overall change. This interaction issue is perhaps best
dealt with by an example. Suppose yield were 10 per-
cent higher on credit farms while all other potential
sources of difference were identical. Then one would
expect gross value of output to be 10 percent higher on
the credit farms. Now suppose that yield showed a 10
percent difference while area showed a 5 percent
superiority on the credit farms. One might conclude that
overall output would be greater on credit farms by the
sum of these two percentages, namely 15 percent. How-
ever, this would ignore the fact that yield increases were
registered not only on the original land but on the 6
percent additional area, in other words, there is an inter-
action effect between the change in yield and the change
in area. Thus the true increase in total value is greater
than 15 percent. Specifically it is 15 percent plus 6
percent of 10 percent or 0.5 percent. So the total
increase in output is 15,5 percent in this example,

The interactive nature of the sources of change in
total output is captured in the equation presented above.
For the four sources of change specified this interaction
is quite involved. Each source is related to each other
source on a bilateral basis as discussed in the example,
then each is related to two of the others and finally they
all are interrelated. The numerical implication of this
interaction effect is that the sum of the percuntage
changes of each of the sources is less than the percentage
change in total output.
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This conversion from a multiplicative to an
additive relationship among sources was done for ease of
understanding. The way the conversion was performed
was by computing the difference between the percentage
change in total output ani the sum of the percentage
changes in each of the sources. This difference was then
allocated proportionately among the sources according
to their relative importance. In this way the interaction
effect which was picked up as this difference was allo-
cated back into each of the sources. Thus an essentially
artificial additive relationship was established among
factors which are multiplicatively related.

d. Derivation of Price and Yield Figures When None
Exist

Another technical point deals with the problem dif-
ferences in crop mix so great that some crops grown on
credit farms are just not grown at all on no-credit farms.
In this case, the no-credit price and yield data are not
available. An estimate must be made of what they would
have been if they had been grown. This estimate is neces-
sary so as not to bias the index numbers unduly. Two
approaches were followed in the course of the analysis.
The first was to search among no-credit farms in other
size classes to find the needed price and yield data. The
second was to use the credit farm data when no-credit
information was unavailable. The results were compared
and- found to be essentially the same in all but a few
isolated instances. These discrepancies do not affect the
basic conclusions drawn in the text. Thus only one set of
results, those based on the second approach, are re-
ported. In general the approach used will conservatively
bias the findings. In other words the results derived will
be closer to unity than they would have been i{ another
method had been used to derive the missing price and
yield data, This is so because the numerator and denom-
inator of the index number in question have a greater
number of identical elements.

B. ALLOCATION OF THE DIFFERENCES IN
AREA TO FOUR COMPONENTS

1. A Description of the Method Used

Area per farm is
defined &s the sum of all land planved in temporary and
permanent crops where multiple cropped land is counted
a multiple number of times and interplanted land is
counted twice. Thus nivra this detinition it is possible
for a farmer’s total “arca’ to be groater than the extent
of his farm dun to the multiple counting of some arras.

There are several reasons this measure of cultivated
area may be larger on credit farms than on no-credit
farms or vice-versa, One of the two farms may be Iar{)ér
in size. In other words one farm may have more land (as
conventionally measured - no double counting) than the
other. A second possibility is that the two farms are of
equal size but on one farm a larger fraction of the farm
is dedicated to crops. One group of farmers may, as a
third possibility, do more double and triple cropping
than the other.! Finally the farmers of one group may
dedicate more of their land to interplanted crops,
corn-and-beans, corn-and-sorghum, etc. Thus four
possiblz explanations of the difference in “area” &s
defined above have been identified. They are:

1. Size of Farm

2. Cultivated Area
3. Multiple Cropping
4, Interplanting

Other components such as planting density could also be
considered, however these should be reflected in the
yield measure discussed in the previous section, In fact
multiple cropping and interplanting may also be related
to yields although not necessarily proportionately. (In
some cases interplanting may be associated with higher
yields.) There is then some overlap in coverage of the
various sources and components considered in this
appendix, however they are in the main independent.
The index of farm size is defined as:

Ac

An
where

A; = Total area {but no double counting) of farm |
i = c(le.credit)

i = n(i.e. no-credit)

\
5
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The index of cultivated area adjusted for differen
in farm size is defined as:

Te/ Ae
Tn/ A

where

T; = Area dedicated (but no double counting) to
permanent and temporary crops on farm i.

The index measuring differences in rates of multig
cropping is defined as:

M/ Te

Mn/Tn

where

M; = Total cropped area on farm i counting multi-
ply cropped land the corresponding multiple
number of times but counting interplanted
land only once.

Finally the index measuring differences in the rates ¢
interplanting is defined as:

where

l; = Total cropped area on farm i counting inter-
planted land tvice as well as counting multiply
cropped land a multiple number of times.
Therefore,

where a; is defined in the preceding soction.

Notice that these four indices are multiplicatively related
to the “area” index which they “explain”. This area
index Is in fact {1/1) and the identity expressing this
relationship is:

00
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A, (T, / Ap)
Size Cultivated
of Area
Farm

2. A Few Thoughts About the Components of the Area
Index

The identity just defined is similar in some respects to
the identity relationship between index numbers spec-
ified in the last section. 1t is used to further examine one
of the terms in that expression, namely

Zac

Za,

In fact it is possible to concatenate the two identities
and get a seven term expression which quantifies the
components of the ratio of total value of output on
credit to that on no<redit farms. In summary these
seven components are:

Crop Mix

Price

Yield

Size of Farm
Cultivated Area
Multiple Cropping
‘Interplanting

As just explained the last four involve no weighted
summation as do the first three. Thus the problem of
choosing appropriate weights is not present in the case

M/ T {Ic /M)

M,/ Tp) (In/ #p)
Multiple Inter-
Cropping planting

of the area components. Also there is no problem of
deriving estimated values for those weights when there
are none available.

On the other hand, the problem of converting from
multiplicative index values to additive percentages
changes still besets the analysis. The technique used in
this latter case is the same as was used previously. The
index values are converted to0 raw percentage changes.
These are summed. This total is subtracted from the
refined total percentage change in area as derived in the
preceding section. The difference is aliocated propor-
tionately among the raw component values. Specifically
each raw component is multiplied by the ratio of the
refined area total to the sum of the raw components.
The resulting refined component percentage changes by
definition sum to the refined total area percentage
change.

It should be noted that this technique will tend to
exaggerate the refined component percentage change
values if the ratio of the refined o raw total area is large.
For example, if the adjusted {refined) area is two per-
cent higher on credit farms and the sum of the raw
components is one percent, then each raw component
value will be doubled when converting it to an adjusted
value. Currently, an alternative adjustment technique is
under study which involves proportional distribution of
the absolute value of the residual. This is discussed in
greater detail in a forthcoming Methodological Working
Docuinent of the Sector Analysis Division.

%\



