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THE RAISING OF PIGS BEFORE AND AFTER PEPADEP

I. Objectives

Butore the eradication of pigs in Haiti in 1982-83, so as to
aliminate African swine fever, the raising of pilgs was an
Integral part of the raral economy. It is often stated that pigs
ware  the peasant’s bank, being sold to cover such  eupenses  as

marriages, school fees and  emergencies. Their eradication,
Lherzfora, would have reprasente2d a zerious situation in  the

peasant household  reducing oot only  an important source  of
ravenne  gansraticon and protein but also a means of security to
covery anforseen axpenditures.

Daspite the lmportance ol plg railsine in the peasant economy
et e thies asradication program( FEPADER - Fraoiet, pany
l’Bradication de la FPeste Africaine et Developrement Elevage
Forained, the authors know of no study that documents the
importance and extent of pig raising at that time and contrasts
it. to plg raisine at present. This information 1is. however,
esscential  if one is to have a base of comparison to  iudee the
relative succaesses  or  failures of the pig reintroduction
Drogyram.

This study was initiated to better uanderstand varicus
characteristics of pig railsing in the past and to use  this
Enewledze to assist in  the reintreduction of pigs and  the
improvement of pig raising methods ia the ADs  IltAgricultural
Development Support FProiject 1II) farming systems program. It is
hoped  Lhe results of the study will be of usze not ounly to ADS T1
but  also to other creganisations interested in developing pig
raisineg in Haiti.

Although this report presents the results from only the Les
Caves area. a similar study has been implemented in the Jaocmel
farming systems project. The results of the Jacmel study will be
praesentad at a Later late.



I1. Methodology

The ADS 11 farming systems project at Les Cayes has four
major sites  of  intervention. The sawmwple for the study was
randomly chosen from these four sites which have a combined
population of 8U3 households (see Table 1).

Table 1. The Household Sample and Population of the ADS 1L Plg
Ralslng Stady
Lxerat ion Topography # Sample Hrholds Total # Hoholds

Charlette-Latorce Flain 20 Lan
Jugue-Durocher Flain 2L 132
Maci=u-Boudet Flain 20 he
fond-des-Fréres Mountain a1 93

81 6503

Twenty households were randomly sampled from each site. in
addition, the replacement household at Fond-des-Fréres was also
interviewed to give a sample number of 81.

The interviews took place in the last week of January and the
first week of February 1987. The questionnaire used was written
in Créole and in addition to precoded responses contained space
tor recording replies not previewed (see Appendix 131, The
quastionnaire was essentially divided into two parts; the first,
copcsrning the importance of . and detalls on pig vaising h=efore
Fetapik and the zecond, which incladed questions on the attompts
made:  to replace pigs after thelr eradization and details on  pig
raising at  present. Betore the formal intervisews, the
guestiomailre was fivrst tested with three households. Tollowing
whiah, revisions were made to ilmprove the clarity of certain
guestious and precoded responses.

The interviews were conducted by ADS Il emplovees(moniteurs)
who are also farmers in the proizct’s sites o0 intervention.
This, coupled with a lot of geodwill! hetween the progject and its
coonarating farmers., was felt to be sutflceient to overooma muol
ot the  hesitancy of households to discuss a  paintal topic  in
their lives. Naverthaelass. twer of the 31 respondents favrnished
patent.ly false information, for example.,  one household  2lailmed
that,  before FEFADEFR it had an ioventory of 427 pigs Wwillhh a4 total
zatne  of 49000, Significantiv, buoth the households whoe gave
talse information wers not =ngasged in a farming activity and
hence  have limited contact with the project. The inventory and
@3lue data from these households were exoluded from the  analosed
results.
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ITI. Results and Discussion

Thie resnlts are  presented 1In separate  headings which
corraspoend  to the different =sections o the questionnaire.
wherever possible a comparison is made hetween pig raising hefore
PEPADEF and at present. A summary of the results is presented at
the end of the individual sections.

L

Incidence of Pig Raising Before PEPADEP and at Present

0¢

[t iz widely accepted that some 90% of rural households
raltsed pigs before FEPADEF. The results of the survey contirm
this assertion and are presented in Table 2.

Takle 2. Incidence of Fig Raising Before FEFADEP and at Fresent

Numbe r % af total households
Fetfore PRFADER 76 93.86
Fresent b FA

Uf  the 81 sampled households. 76 raised pigs before FEFADEP
or some 94% of the sample population, while at present there are
Just. six households currently raising pigs. or 7% of the sanple.
This compares favorably to the ADS [I National Agricultural
Survey  data  tor the Scuthern Department., where 3% of farming
housabolds were rataing viegs ifu the saecond season 1986, A higher
propoertion raising ples would be expected in the PEFPADED  study
Aloce 1t is sampled from areas whare the ADS IT Proliect has beeaen
enconragling the reintroduction of pigs.

Using the binomial distribution, one can calculate a  946%
contfidence interval for the given population on the incidence of
pig raising before FEFADEY and at present (zee Appendix 2.) For
before FEPADEP., we can state with a 90% degree of confidence that
the incidence of pilg raising in the given population was between
38.9% and 98.7% of the total number of households. For the
incidence of pig raising at present. and with the same degraea of
confidence, we can state that between 2.1% and 12.7% of the
households currently raise pigs.

The aiven confidence intervals are applicable only  te  the
poiittation of 603 households trom whichh the samile was  Jdrawn.
However, given the hieh proportion of households raisine pias
betore FEFADEER ana the fact the sample comes from tfour Jdiffsring
loealesteach with vervy szimilar proportions of pie raising) in the
o s region, o i tempted to ase the  rasults as oan
appreximation 'or the whole Caves area. On this basis then., 1t 1is
probably not anreasonable, as a rough approximation. to sav that
some 0% of rural heouseholds in the plain of Cayves and adiacent
mountains raised pigs betfore FEFADEFR.
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Inventory and Value of Pigs before PEPADEP and at Present

For the survey. respondents were asked to recall the number
of  pilgs they owned before FEFADEP according to sex and maturity,
and to give an estimated total value for each category. A similar
questicn on the inventory and value for pigs the household is
currently raising was also asked. A summary of the average
inventories and values for pigs past and present i1s presented 1in
Table 11.

I evaluating the reliability of the data before PEPADEF. the
authors Dbelieve that because of the previous ilwmportance of pig
raisiag, respondents can indeed remember back four years on  how
many  pizgs were railsed and thelr estimated wvalue before  the
eradication program. This assertion was confirmed in the pre-test
af  the  auestionnaire when cespondents showed no  hesilancy  in
aobing  the namber of animals raised before FPEFADER Ly Loth  sex
and maturity as well as theilr estimated value.

The usefulness of this information is two-fold: firstly, it

auantitizs the importance of pig raising before FETADEF,
and secondly, it provides a mezans to evaluate the pig

reintroductlon programme 1in terms of the number of househalds
with pigs and the average number of animals per household.

Consulting Table 11, we see that for the sample as whole
before PEPADEP the total inventory of pigs was scome 750 animals
with an estimated value of some $26000. Dividing these totals by
the number of households who raised pigs. one obtains an average
total valuz of pigs per household before PEPADEF of 3351, Given
that some 80% of Haitians have an averge per capita income of
less Lhan 8250 (World Banlky. this <learly indicates the
importance of pigs in the past. For those househelds with pigs at
present  the averaes total wvalue of thelr animals is 3253, SO
B10O less  than in the past. This difference is evplained hy =&

moehy bowar  mamber  of  animals  kept  today  than  batores the
eradication program. For example before FEFADEP, TN AV rAEe,

honsehaolds kept almost 10 pigs, including piglets, which couwpares
e the current average of two pigs per household. It should bhe
notead, however. that cartain persons involved in the eradication
provdram belisve the number of animals kept in the past was Jess
than  suggested bv this study.  One source balieves the average
namber of adulb pigs per househeld raised befcore FEPADEF was just
two animals ([1CA).

Naine these avernees and the proporticon of hovsehoids keepine
ples latfors FEFADEE and at presant., aloneg with the 45% oconfidence
levels presented in Appendix 2. one obtains an estimate of  the
total pig population past and present. Bince with a 95% dewvee of
confidence we can say that between B8.9% and 98.7% of the tetal
population  kept pigs before PEFPADEF, we can also state that for

the given popnlation this  represents a total  number of
honseholds of hetwes=n between 536 and £95. At an averasge o»f §.4
adult animals pevr household. this provides an estimate for the
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manner o Ghe pumber of adult piles belng calsed at present 18
Peatween 1Y and Llb animals. That i3 t.. sav. theave 13 oniv a By

probability  that  the total number of pigs in the dU3  household
population i3 less than 1Y or greater that 1106

'mparing  the averadge number of pigs per household and  the
difterence in  the total pig population past and present.  one
appreciates the gap between current and former pig aumbers. A
policy  i1mplication 1is  the neecessity to maintaln the  current
suppuwrt. for the pig repopulation program.

bvaluating the differing values according to bhe agse and s
2 pilgs., one sees that today s prices for males. sows and piglet
apa pespectively twiae, thr=e times zand almost t=n times  more
avpensive than they wevre in the past. The higher prices today are
mainly a function of the limited suepplies of pigs compared to bLhe
past.. Hence, as  plg numbers continue to rise one would sxpect
pirg values to fall. Althousgh it is tempting to use past prices tu
indicate to what levels plg values will fall, given the alleged
higher productivity of the introduced animals and  changes in
relative prices  since the eradication program this is  not
passible. Rather, past pig values provide the lower range of
what., prices may be expected to be feollowing the succestull
raintroduction of pigs into Haiti.

{0

v

Characteristics of Households Raising Pigs Past and Present

It was hyvpothesized that in rural households., where the head
20 the household was engaged in a farmiang activity, there would
ber A bigher incidesoace of pileg ralsing than 1f hesahe was angaged
in 3 non-farmine activity . The incidence of pilg raising aceordine
ta these two cataegories is prasentad in Table 3 The hypathaesis
that  the inaidence of ple raiaing in the past may have diffared
accooprding to the location o1 households was  also  tested The
propoction  of households raising pigs hetore FEPADEFR according
to whether the household was located in the plains or in  the
mountains is presented in Table 4

The raesults do not indicate there 15 A signifloant difterencs
batwaen  Lhe proportion of households raising plgs bGefore FEFADED
accordineg to che head of households occupation(ses Appendixc 3.
Ajthenegh  tLhere are insuftficlent obsevvaticns for a  siegnificance
teant ror those  railsing pigs at presaent, 3 simpls  comparison
Bstweezn the oropertions in Table 3 doas not provide =videncs ro
iudicate  farming households are more likely to ralse pigs  at
present than non-Tarming rural honsehotds.
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Table 3. Incidence of Fig Ralsing Fast and Fresent According to

Occupation of Head of Household

Number % hsholds with pigs % h/zholds by activity

BEFORE FEFADEFR

- Farmer 63 32.9 79
- Moy ~t#armer 13 17,1 21

76 1du 100

FRESKNT
- Farmer b 83.3 79
- Non-Favmer 1 16.7 21

6 100 100

Table 4 Incidence of Fig Raising in the Past According to
spcation of Households
Lucat ion Numbesr % Hrholds with Figs % H/holds by Location

Mountain 20 26.3 25.9
Flain he 73

76 100 1uu

Examination of Table 4. fails to provide any evidence that
bhave  was a differance in the propovtions of households railsing
pies before PEPADEER according to whether they were located in the
plainsg ur In the mountaius.



Importance and Reasons for Keeping Pigs Refore PEPADEP

[vw  the supvey, Lhose  respondents who raised pigs  before
FEFADEE were asked to indicate the importance of pigs in terms of
revenue and tood. Four possible responses were possible and, in
addition, space was made available t¢ record relevant information
volunteered by the respondent (see Table &),

Table &  Impertance of Fig Raisiug Berore PEPADER in terms of
Raevenpne and Food

REVENUR Feon

Lingov tans Numbar % Railsing Flas Mumbey % Raisine Plgs

Yerpy mportant byt 6. 4 a8 Lo,
Important ae 28.4 34 44 7
Hat Vo lmpovtant o n.B 1 1.3
Mot Important (0 0. 3 3.4

Consulting Table 5. one clearly sees the importance of pig
raising to the household in terms of both revenue and food. Over
4% and almost 95 % of repondents respectively claimed that pigs
were important or veryv important in terms of thelr revenus  and
tood.  The aqualitative assessment of the importance ¢f pigs in
terms of revenue is reinroread by the gquantitative datsa supplied
by households on the value of their pigs (zee Table 11).

It is often stated that pigs in Haiti fulfilled the role of a
hank  to rural households before the pig eradication program.  To
leas! thizs  hvpothesis and to better understand  for what  other
reasens plgs were raised,  households were asked to give bthejr
respange Lo =sach of thras non-mutinalley excelasive  veasons  For
having  kept pigs betore PRPADEP. I'n additicn., space was made
available  in the guestionnaire to anteyr vresponzas that did not
matoh the pre-recorded reasons for Reeping plgs.

The  thre: paaszsons for keeoing piles thab wars proericdhed £ Uhe

respendonts incladed the plgs value in terms of Tood and  revenue

A Pl o Ly by Laooooase pues a5 a0 bank o pay For amaaare
ot tares ey A warviages and Sehpond LS and s o
EIC R B TR P R A sdmiary o the reasons oivsn tor rilsiog pigs is

rras=nted in Table .



Tak - 5 Reascons for BEalsing Filgs halors FEREFADEF

Romzen HMumbs sy %o Ralsding Blas

Boad ! 93,
Bank Th 3.
REevenue 70 9.
®@Other 13 17.
-buv Land 10 13,
-y Head({s) Reef 3 3.
~Hiry Horse ] 1.

RSN R N N

W - information volunteerad from respondents

All households. except one, which raised pigs before FEFADEF
claimed  they used the animals as a banlkk to  pav  for  impovtant
axpenditures such as school fees and marriage costs. tn addition,
over  40% of households stated that pigs wers kept as a means of
food and revenue. Some 13 households velunteered additional
reasons tor keeping pigs including buving land, beet cattle and
horses that represented respectively 13.1., 3.9 and 1.3 % of the
total households raising pigs.

Method of Raising Pigs Past and Present

It is believed that the general environment for raising plgs
i currently  better than what it was  before the eradication
prugram. This  is =xvlained by a much higher value for olgs at
praesent Lhan 1n the past, this in turn has provided the inczntive
Lo housebalds Lo minimize animal Losses through lwmproved raising
aysteams. Also, many of the organisations i1n the  repopitlation
programme have  insisted on the construction of an  imwproved
rearing systems as a precondition for households or asscelations
to receive the animals.

To  wverify these differences, the questionnaire otfered
respoendents the following non-muatually exclusive descriptions of
thely raising systems.

b oporcherie - an “improved” system that was detfined as having =
campant tloor, enclosed pen and some sart of sverhead shelbey.

toparce - defined as an enclosed arvea For pies withoul  cwverphead

shelber.

oA 1o onrde - a system whereby the ple is secured by a rope bat
ne man made shelter Lo provided.

bosavanne - where the piwg 1s left to rosm more or less freely
wibthout provision of anv shelber ovr ralsing pen.
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{ St ey Cooany prAaltsioos swvatem DhatoJdLd et Lt into  the  abowe
catear iy as.

The  respondent., whezye appllcable. was asked to state which
raising  svatemis)  best described the anvironment used  to rear
ples hefore PEFADEF and at present. The results are presented in
Table 7.

Talle 7. Pig Ralsing Systems Employed Before FEPADEFR aod at

Freszant

Beaping By st Mumber % Ralsing [igs

PGl PlerADRE
porcheris 1
Eradt PAT
H La oo A
SN 44
- abther 1 1.3

PRUSSIHT

- opercherie (5] Luo
RN () V)
ot corde 0 0
SAvanne 0 Q
wthear B] (

As eypected. the use oFf "inproved” systems was not widespread
beforas FEFADED with JJust one household out of 768 clalming to have
ased  sach 3 aystem.  This 1s in divect contrast to the method of
raizine pigs at present. where all households use a “"porcheris’
for raising their pigs. The most common method for raising plas
in  Lhs  past  was "a  la corde” practised by itself or in
combination wit> a "parc” or "savanne” system.

Anothey difference betwaeen pig rearing today and in the ypast
im  f=lt to be the tvpe of feed fed to the animals. [t often
stated  that  households are in general more reliant  on Lought

: ¢

faaiz such  as coneantratas or wheat bran than was Lra=  in bhie
past., To verifv  fthis hvpothoesls aod to Find  the ranee  of
ootz Tad in the past and presaent, A list of 21 Aitferant oeads
wWan  presean ted Lo pespondents and they were  ashed  to indi-ate
atrioth items d thevy Ffaead o their asimals bafove  PHRFADREEP Ayl
whi-cte forals are Fod to their plos ab present. The vasalts  are
prasentad in Tabile o,

The  raesults indlcate bhat a grester arietv of food was Fed
o pidgg Lefore PEFADEEF than at presant., For Lnstaonss. thepea v
1h Foed items fed ho prgs that wvere used by over LOL Of  the
households hetove PEPADEER. Thiz comparss to just 3 ltems bthat arpe

nsed by cver H0% of houselbolds for feeding pilgs at present.
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Bvaluating  the ase of wheat bran ond feaed concentratean, Coppes
Fespet s tharve L= o muceh greaater veliancs on dupraiiagsad  Foods Loany
Fhioan bheforee PRFADER. Fresontly, 005 and 33,35 of househoids aree
Feaedtine Sheir ples wheat, brou cad Daed concantrates peapsntlaely,
This Cigure compares Usvorably with the ADS 1 Maticnal  Sarvey
data  from  the Southern Deparvbment for the  second  awericultural
season  198hL, which found that some Y0% households were nasing
prapavaed  feads andsor purchased foods  for thelr pigs.  This
conbtrasts with the situation Lefore PEPADEPR. when just 104 2% of
households usad wh=atl bran Aand  2.6%  of households ezl
concentrates to thelr pies.

Tatrle ¥, Sood Tvpes Fad o Flas Petfores FEFADEF and Pressut

REFORE FPREFADEF FRESENT
Typa Humbery oWith Pigs Nuamber W With Pigs

66. 7
ne
1e.7
L.
16.
83.
843.
53 ..

kitohen scoraps 76 100.0
sWweaet potato vines TE 98.7
bavara skins/stems 61 6.l
katis soads 1 1.3
paln seads 50 65.8
sorghum bran 76 100.0
avacados 76 100.0
feed concentrate 2 2.6
wheaat bran 8 10.56 10U,
rivce braan 30 33 . 5L 83.
vitrmins 3 3.4 2 33,
salt 40 2.6 a2 33,
LN 60 8.9 4 66.
bean shells 61 30.3 4 66
R ST et 44 5T.49 (l o,
denle 4 hh . 3 1 1e.’
Fraeadfrulit 69 9u. 8 4 66 .
o
1
3
7

e s

Nl N O RO R =
T W T W w T

— =D

—_

==

incklfruit 67 Bg. ¢ 3 by .
sapotille 16 21. ¢ 0.0
e doe P hE 1 6.7
3 STV

Mg T4 98 .7

Health Status of Pigs Before PEPADEP and at Present

—

[t is often stated that the lntroduced pig iz less able  to
cope with  hardships  of the Haitian environment than was  the
Cresle pig. To confirm thin avpothesis it would be necessary to
commparse the health and performance of a  substantial  number of
ceacle and introduced pigs over a range of environments., A second
best. alternative 1s to cowmpare the health status of animals
bafore FEPADEP with the present day. The flaws i1n this approach
Are several, not. the least being the respondents' ability after

1qQ


http:ioeri.ua

fovr venes Lo romembar thes fragquency st sickuess 1o hia e
animala, Ancthcer reason for compariod Lhe health statos hetwesn
the  pazt and present ix to indicate the possible allments that
contd  Aafrtect the lotrodoced plo as more animals are raizeaed ander
traditional methods as practiced betors FEUADEP.

In the survey, respondents were asked to give the incidence
of five aillments that commonly affect pigs. This was asked of
households  that kept pigs in the past as well as +those ralsing
pigs al present. The results are presented in Table 12, Ureat
care should be taken in making direct comparisons between the two
pariods  since all pigs at present are being raised undar  anp
"improved”  environment. whilst this was true of only 1.3% of
households baerore PEPADER. Hence., even if the intvoduced pig was
less  able o cope in the Haitian envircornment than its créole
aausin, 1t may still have a lowsay incidencs of disease because of
its healthier surroundings.

As  expected. the frequency of faver in ples was  muich more
widaspread  batore  PEPADER than todav, an indication of the
avceass  of  the eradication vrogram. In the past. 36 .6%  ofF
houvseholds stated  that  fever was rfoand in their animals with
36.8% olaiming its freaguency was eilther “scometimes” or “often”.
The: other ailments found in the past in  order of freguency
include non-svecific external warasites. diarrhea. scablies and
fzrnias. The only reported health problem for pies at present was
diarrvhea. being reported bv two of the six households corvently
raising plags.

Use and Success of Replacements to Pig Raising

D]

Lt was hvpothesized that given the importance of pig raising
in the rural economy moest hiouseholds would have attempted to
replace vigs with some other economic activity. However., given
the speclal role that pigs seemed to twulfill for the houselold it
appaars unliksly that the success of the replacement(s) would be
comparable to that of pig raising.

In the aquestionnaire. respondents were asked if they had
kried to replace pig railsing with some other type of animal
raising., Suarprisineglv, onlv 18 oot of 76 households opr some 24w
of respondents raising pigs before PEPADEP., had tried to replace
pivs with soms cther torm of animal raising. This question  was
meant  to lnelude increases in the existing stock of sanimals  and
anv e raizing zsvatems adooted Lo replace pigs. IF the question
wasn ashed qad repiied Lo correctly.,  one conld conclude that pias
Fillec & nicha in the varal economy not <asily  veplaced by some
other activity

The  lhouseholds who did attemet Lo replace pips with  anot her
form ot animal railzing weres askad to specifyv the bLvpe of  apimals
used ag  reprlacements. fn addition to & precoded ist  of six
spacies presantad to the vesepondsnhs, space was made avsilable to
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paccord s additional Lwe animal specles. Al thaongh thw aizativog
strictly referrved to animal raising, tvo respondent.s valuntaeyad
that thev attempted to replace pigs by buving land. Fh@nm At
other responses are presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Replacements to Pig Railsing Tried hy Heouseholds

Type Nunber % of Hhelds With Pless % Replacing Ples

AR e SN

goat 10 13.2 bh. 8
sheep ] 7.9 33.3
2hicken 9 11.8 K0. 0
rab:bit ¢ 0.0 0.4
baaf cattle 10 13.2 hd .6
introduced pig 0 0.0 0.0
horvse 4 5.3 as.e
Jonlkey smule 3 3.9 16.7
turkey 2 2.6 11.1
land 2 2.6 11.1

several households tried replacing pigs withh a number of
different animals. The replacements most commonly used were
goats, beef cattle and chickens, each of which wzre tried by 50 %
ar ware of the households attempting to replace pigs.

fFor Lhose households who tried replacing pigs. the
respondents were asked Lo compare the sucecess they had with their
replacements  as  a whole with their former pig raising. Three
caded responses werse possible:  more success., the same success or
less  success. The results ace presented in Table 10.

Table 10, Soceess of Replacements Compared to Fig Raising

Lneosss Number % of Hs/helds Replacing Pigs
more suce. s
s3ame succes
less succes

5 5 27.8
s 2 11.1
s 11 61.1

18 100.0

Only  saven  (39%) of households atbampting to replace plas
aichieved the same or greater success with their replacements as
2 whole than with thelvr previous  pig raisings. Conversaly, 11
honseholds  (81%) achieved less succeass with their replacemznts
than viith theiv former pigs.  This supports the assertion that it
wias  JdArrionlt for households to till the sap left after pivs by
Ehe adoption of another tvpe of economic activity.
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Method Used by Households to Obtain Introduced Pigs

It is hypothesised that given the relatively lLish cost of
pigs at present, many households on an individual basis are
unable to purchase the animals. It is suggested, therefore, that
many of the households currently raising pigs have obtained their
animals in association with other households or through a
donation. Of those households purchasing pigs themselves, it is
asserted that some other asset of the household would have needed
Lo have Dbeen sold sco as to able to afford the purchase of the
animalisy, If this 1is indeed true., it may indicate that the
inventories of other domestic animals., such as goats. may fall as
pigs become more widely adopted.

Untfortunately., since the snrvey found cnly six  households
currvently  raising ples, little of significance can be  inferroed
from  the results. Fiirther. the sample was selected from sites
where  the ADS Il project has been encourasing vig production by
distributing pigs to farmer associations. Hence. one would expect
a greatar incidence of pigs obhtatned throush donations than in
other areas.

The results show that of the six households currently with
pigs: three purchased the animal(s) themselves. two received
their pigs in a form of donation, and one household obtained the
animal(s) in association with other households. Two of the three
households purchasing the animals themselves did so through
income from their work and one household paid for the pig(s) by
selling a head of beef. Given the small number of respondents
presently with pigs., these results cannot be used to confirm or
deny the stated hypotheses on how households are ocurrently
ahtaining thelr pigs.

13



IV. Summary of Results

The survey was undertaken on a sample of 81 housz=hclds frem a
population of 603 households in four separate sites. Some 94% of
the sample households kept pilgs before PEPADEF compared to just
7% of households who keep pigs at present. The average number of
pigs per housencld in the past for those raising pigs was almost
10 animals. This contrasts to an average of Jjust two pigs per
household for those raising pigs at present.

In evaluating househuolds according to Toccupation
characteristics., there is no reason to believe that the incidence
ot plg railsing was highev for farm households than non-farm
househelds either in the present or the past. No  silanitficant
difference was found in  the incidence otf pig raising by
households  in the past according to whether they lived in the
mountains or plains of Cayves.

The importance of pigs fer houscholds before PEFPADEP is
shown in the average inventory value of some $350. some $100 more
than the average inventory wvalue per household today. Respondents

raisineg pigs before FEFADEF were also asked to give t.he
importance of the animals in terms of income and food. Over 90%
ot households claimed pigs were either verv important or

impertant. in terms of both revenue and food.

T prineipal reasons glven bv over 90% of respondents  for
keeping ples before FEFADEF  include: as means of providing food
and 1ncome to the household as well as acting as a bank to cover
continegancies and maijor expenditures.

Pher method  of  ralsiog piegs in the past 1s  siegnificantily
Aifrarvent Le what takes place hoday.  Ovey 98% of households kept
Lhelir pigs on a "A la corde” system bhetore FPEFADEF. this compares
te 1o0% of houzeholds raising pies today who raise their animals
in a "poroherie’. Farther, Lhe reliance on purchased teeds tor
reaving  pigs is much more todav than it was before PEFADEF.  Faor
those households which keep pigs at present, 100% of them feed
wheat  bran  to their animals and 83% feed oconcentrates. This
comparas Lo just 11% of households feeding wheat bran  and 3%
fecding concentrates before FPEFALEF. [n tle: past also. houselolds
fed 8 2reater variety of different tvpes of food te their rigs
than La trus today.

Wewards  lezalth ztatus  before FEFADWRE. the  most Uredquen
probUlem  axpevisnced by plps was fovar, In descendiag el o
lmportance  the next most fregueat allments  woeve  acn-specific
cabeornol pavasites,  Jdisvrbes, scables and hernias. For pigs at
the wrasant bime, the only recorded ailment was dizarrhea. found
in  the animals of two of the six households corvently  riicing
Pl However. comparison on the health status between the thwe
pariods 1z not possible for a several reasons, not  the Least
being the high incidence of African swine fever befcore the
eradication program.
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tnlv o 2d4% of households ralsing pigs before PEFADEN 4t feigot ol
o replace pigs with another raisine system.  The  moest oommen
being goats. baef 2attle and  o2hickens. Of thoso

QY e 2
-39'-’! o

replacements
Lrying to replace pigs after the eradication program, only
the thouscholds experienced a greater or equal success with their
replacements when compared to their past pig raising.

0Of those households currently with plgs, three purchased the
animals themselves, two received the pigs through a donation and
one  household obtained the pig(s) through an association with
cther individuals.
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APPENDIX 2.

Using the Dbinomial distribution, one may  coustruct &
confidence interval for the incidence of two mutually exclusive
events for a population provided the sample was randomly chosen
and if the following holds true (see Salvatore, p 74):

N = Total Population

n = Sample number

p = proportion of "successes” in population
£ = proportion of "successes” in sample

o> 30

ne b

ntl-py > b oand where p may be ased as an estimate for p

Henos, caleulating  the 95%  confidence interval for the
incidence of raising pigs  before FPEFPADER for the given
population in the study of 603 households.

0 PCi-P) N — T
z /\[ —_
f 1+ .05 T N my
0.933) (o 06;) 603 - %!
0.93%¢ % 1.96 /\( = ——

0.938 t 1.96 (o0 026%) (0.9312)

0.9%¢ t+ 0.04%%

Therefore, a 96% confidence interval for the incidence of pig
raisine by households before PEPADEF for the given popualation
16503 households) is between 88.9% and 98.7%.



Calealating the 95%  confidence For the  incidencse  of
raising at the present time.

P I 2os /\/—'PC'-_P_) /\/>N
N

- N
N -

T
-
Ju

O 0F403F 1 l,qg/\](o.ouo?)(o.qzsa) A/véo':— 21
=X 02

o 0140% £ 196 (0 02a91) (0 9312)
0.0%40% £ 0.053)

Therefore., a 95% confidence interval for the incidence of pig
raising by househulds at the present time for the given
popalation (6803 households) is between 2.1% and 12.7%.



APPENDIX 3.

!
"~
el
w U

Ho o B
Ha + Pt g

Wherea

Ft = Provortion of the tetal number households raising pigs

hefore PEPADEF where the head of the household is engaged in
farming activity = 82.9% (63 households!.

st = Fropvortion of the total mamber of househalds interviawed
where the head of the household is engaged in a farming activity
= 79% (64 households)y .

It Pt is significantly egreater rthan st then one  falls Lo
peerect the nall hvpothesis that households engaged 1o a  Farmine
activsity had  a hisgher incldence of raising plgs before  PRFADER
than  Jdid non-farming househo s, honstruntlnL a 9h%  confidence
interval for the proporticn of housaholds engaged in a  farmineg
activity and raising pigs betfore FEPADER (32e Jalvatore, p 74.)

0) 1 2.5 /(PC;—PB /\[ '\J',\

0.82a 1 1.96 (0.04133) (0.9%6)

0.%29 1 OO0F6F

Therefore, a  98% confidence interval fTor the incidence of
raising  pilgs  rfor farming housahaolds hefore PEPADEFP is  betweosn
THODY and 90.6%.

Dince Pstf falls within the 95% confidence interval calculated
alicwe ona ia unable to sayv there 15 a sisgnifizant  Aifferencs
betwesn the provortion of households ralsing plgs befoure  FEFADEPR
rn1l angaged  in o farming  activity and  the  proportion  of
hiuseholds snwaped In oa farming activibty in the sample a5 3
Whioler, Henpnzo Lhers 1s no avidence to supporl the nall hyeobhesis
Lhat households  2ngaged  in oo farming accivity  were ooy mors
Likely  to raise pigs betore PEPADEE than households not engaged
in a3 farming activity.
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