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STUDY ON THE COSTS OF PRODU\.TION OF PRINCIPAL CROPS IN THE LES
CAYES REGION OF HAITI

Objectives

F"Jrming syst.ems researd1 (rSF) requir'2s good c:...·st or
production dat3 so t~at worthwhile comparisons can be made
b~tw8en recommended management, pr3.ctic~s with t,radi t.iona \. one.s.
T·~' ;~dequat.elv understand tbe cVllst.raints inherent in tne farmer's
.,e:r1 '-'111 t>ur31 syst.em. it> is necessary to t'e aW<=Ire of it II l' he (':("sts
iIl'i·~lL,,~d in the ma.ior a·~tivities thr0u~h.)ljt. "hI::: f."1r:ninl2
'\'cl~ fhis Im':'lwlede:e mnV also illust.rat,e more ~ff1.C'i.ent, methcds

,~,t' utilizing t.he farmi.np-" h')\lSehuld's input mix.

In (·n-t::1.rm r.·~se.'lrch i'l .j~'V·:d0P1IHr cC'l1nt.J:i~s. a CC!TlITI('D

'-qJPr·):~'~h to ·)bt-'1.in (~ost ~.f pl"odu·.::t i '.'11 data is t>-, follc-w a
111)l1seIH..'ld's f.3t"l:1int:( activities c,v~r a L~omplet8 2gri.cult\.lra~

·~v·:l(·. This r8g1l1~l' munLtol'ing t.:,f h'_'l1seh,)l.ds will '::'1l'tetl l~olle(:~t

1.f!fL'~.·mati·.)n '~n labor utili:::.:lt.ion (household 3nd hil'ed \. farm
·.~:q.)~nditures. and area 'Jf L:llld-!1uldin.gs. Al th.·~u.e:h this i:.::
pr,)habl'v t he most. 3Cc.urate mBthud tl) oht.ain '.21')st dat3. it is
Limited bv a nUlllb,~r ,)f factors. such i'l.S: the 3PoLic::s.bilitv ,)f t.hr::
data Couts ide ()f the hou sho! ds int.t.' rviewed and the i r respect:i '.re

Locn les . the cons iderab l~ n~s,)uLees requ ired t,o ad--=qua te l'l
1ll1d·~rT.ake t.he research. :'l.nd the time needed to c'~'mpl.:;>t.e the
survey atld assimilate the information.

The avai 1 ab iIi t,y of good ':::OS'i:. nf pre,ductic,n data for
a~ri(':ultural crops is very limited in Haiti. Fur this r~aS0n.

3mon~ others. the ADS II project (Agricultural Development
:.:Jupport Fro.iect Number Two) has implemented a survey in the Les
Caves area that is following. on a weekly basis. the activities
of some 20 ~~useholds (activitv number ~-15). Reliable cast 0f
pre'duet.ic-n lnformation for t,he int.,erviewed househ(.·ld.s shOll td be
available in the early part of 1888, UP01) ~ompL~tion of the
study. Huwever. I;:.i yen the importance of CL,st data in -=~v<31uc.~t.i TH2;
inlhJV3tioIlS a Lreadv introduc~d bv the pro.;e,:t in its s i ~,~:3 of
j n tervent il>I\. 3 mu!.~h. 1ess time c(.·nsumin g s t.udv was undertaken in
~1'H"~:11 .,1' 1987. The intent of this mini-surv~v was t·) pr,)vid""
>n"81 iminar:{ est.imates \)f the COST,S of t.he ma.ior ~H~:ri('u It.ur~d

=",·t.ivUies such ,,,:\s s,~,it prep::U",,\til.'tl. weedin.t2 .:\Ild ll:H'V(~~stin~.

pcte·r to the availClhillt.y 0f data from t.he weekly survey t>f
l).)u~·:'h··,ld ,'1ctivities.
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Methodology

;_Ille ';If the OlLl.i<.)'(" input.s :::ll1d cc'st s ,:,1 prc,du·.:tic,~-: in H3i t:'30

3~ri·.~111t.1H·'= is h·..)usehold lab":)1', Unfortullat21,'. t) 0bt3.in =111

3CCLl1"3te estim:'ite ,:,f this input, ·:·ne needs t.,.' f :,1 Low housellc·l,:;
lab,;,l' ovo::::r an aJ2:ri'.:ul tural cv'~le and then 3ssi "n an im..,li,:i t
\l,.,lLl'=.' i ideally t.h'~ cPPor+-,uni ty co::.t. It" t.h-::- tin'-=- ~n !aged in each
:,,:-,tivjt·\.- bv ea,:h h(lusehold member. Sin,.::·~, at tie ve_-v L,~'jst this
t'..:.'qu ires se'ler31 months ()f int,ervie...'intr te· oht..lin, Eln a Lt ernati 'Ie
:~l th(U8.'t1 much 12S5 8CCUt'3.to-? method of),ssessic)i C')sts ·~~t

i=,r,:,oiuctL)n \-ias used. Thi::, invol"ed interviewlnl2: rand(·mly Selected
!!·_'us-,;,llc,lJs ab\..... u t tll-:" l:'1b, .... r {.~'-·,5t;3 for t.t-le ma:ic·r l~Ticultural
:\l:tiv1.t.ie:::; in 3. croppirlg cvcle. In a ~in~le paged cuesti,..:-nn3~re
(~~ee Appendix 1), h'Juseh01ds were asked to '2stimate Uh'= ·.:>-.:Jst ':11
·''.![It.l·::1Ct lab.:,r \incLuding payment in kind) on 31/18 (,·f a ,:·:1!'re3U.
b~,si;3 (0.08(10 fla) fol' 51.1·..::11 a,~tiviti<2:.3 as 50i2. p~'2P3.r3ti<:'l1,

W''2edinl!. harvest.l'"~. et.e. tor !'1."~ principal crc'ps: maize.
s0r~1)\lm. b l3ck beans. irr iJ;3ted 1: i,:e ,3nd upland ri,..::e, These
,:r l :\\:'::; were chosen becaUSe each has been :'1 sub.'!ecTJ c·f re::·~ar('h Ly
the A[)~~ II pro.iect. II'. addition to c,:,ntract 1::..b0r. hous<2holds
W"~re 3's1.ed t.;) estimate t~leir cost,s un a lilt> of a c<'\l'reau basi.:;
f0T seeds, fertilizer and insecticides for the previous
a J;ri cu 1 t.ll ra 1 :;:-,ea son, An ave ':'age of t.hese costs for each act.i v i t.v
and crop was then t2bul~teJ to find the average charge for
.:cntract labor of the major .,griculturaJ act:.jvitie=; and specified
inputs bv loc~le.

The dat.? \o;as C;J llected from 71 h'.'tlSe!1I....... lds c·ver a t hr'~e week
period in March l~tl'7 from two rna.iot' sites of intervent.i·)n 'Jf t.he
iU<. I I Fru iec Y. in Les C:)ves. The h.:,tlseh(llds w!~:t.'e elK'sen r8J1dcmly
II,::; it!!:'. tile qU<.,,;t.a-s<3111PLinlr pr()cedur'~ (GYMMIT. 1878) bas.eJ UPOll

P,)'I)I] L:d iCln l.:.sts determi nea f rom~l c<~nsu S (If t.h"'" sit ,-~; in
·;~I:,t,·"mher l~~86, In this method, hOllseh·)Lds were asked :I s·~reenil1J2'

')Il·?~~tl('n io rl ~t.ermine whetht~r they had pl."Int.ed tJhe Cl'OL' I.md8r
q'-h'~~=;tion t.he previDus seas'-'n. If they replied in the affirmative.
t 1-I'O'v wpre interviewed, if n,-,t, anot_h\~r h(.ll:=.eho lel was intervi.ewed
un t.i ! t.hE: S pe.~ i f i ed quot:=\ of hOllseho Lds tu be interviewed W:3S

fu~fill8d for each crop.

A draw-back of this methode·logy is that it can limit the
",bi.1 it." <)f the researcher to lJ:eneral ize abou t thl~ populati')!l as :3

W'!J(, l,,:~ -·n dal.a combin<=d a\~rOf,S stratc\s (the different quotas tc
whi'"h resp<.mJents are allocatl::d in the sampling pr0cedur~), ~'nr

0xamole. in a cost of production survey where there are just tWQ

.3 t. l'3t.3S • L:rigated aud non - i 1"1' igated farms. on could not ob tain
3D 11nbiased estimate of cost of production for irrigated and non
i r1'iga t.ed f arms as whole bv simp 1v adding da ta across the tYh)

st.r·::1L'If',. However, Ellnce in this study t.he ob.iective was t,(, tv
·-:.~'mp:1n:~ costs \oli thin and amon~ stratas (different ":::l'OPS I auJ not
1,· ct:·mb.lne data acr';S5 crop::;. thls did not. pre~ent a pt'ol'·18m.

Th..~ tW •.:l ma.l·~)r sib:·s £.)1' the survey. B-?'t'i:lull. .'-lnd ti".'ll·\-de:::;-
fi·l··.-:t···~·., .':'1'e t'o.'\llld. r'C"e;pect ivel\-', ikl tJh,~ Le:=; ':a'y· .... :::; l:>lain ,'Hld .':\
hiLL=;lde sit.e '>1 ~j':)llIe :30(1 Illetres. The Bet::1uJt. ~;l1'::". ·..::·~·n51St.s ,>1'
Un'''''";,, 51Ib-:~;i t.e~ in ,.:~l·:).'::;t~ pr()'-<illli. tv. where.'"1s ~":·ln·.I-des-Fr~.r'~::'



t::ncc.mpas3~::. .i itS t· un~ h)C'3t i,:·! I. '111.:- h0U:..;·_,"., ld P'.)PU 1atj ·~'n ·-,f the
si tes ;::md L,_~ uumber of h)'lS~h··,1·':=: interviewed bv '~rop are
Pt'~2'·_:I: ..·l '1"1 T?lhle 1.

I

L~~~tj,'~D
~·:m_(1::.d~-::.F~~~ E~r~nLt J\u·~J.

93 510 603

Nl.lllt1;'€'.:..r Q..t HJ:)ll~;d1Q..hL~ Lnt..~r...Y~w~.
tLY Gt"·;;P

- l1aize
- Sorghum
- Black Beans
- lrrieated Ric~

.. 11pland Rice

7 :1 16
7 11 18
7 10 17
0 10 10
l) 10 10

21 50 71

Each household interviewed ..;ave data on oniv one crop. Seven
households were interviewed per crop in Fond-des-Fr~res whereas
ten households participated per crop in B~r3ult. Hence. a total
of '71 different hous~h(.llds interviewed. Due to a confusivn in the
field on the numbers of households to be interviewed at B~rault.

one extra household was interviewed for sorghum ~nd one less for
maize. The relatively small number of households intervlewed was
due to an a priori belief that the contract labor r~tes would
yarv little between households by locale and crop. No households
were interviewed in Fond-des-Fr~res regards rice since it is not
grown at the site.

Results and Discussion

The results presented in Tables 2 and 3 are the estimated
costs for contract labor for certain acricultural activities and
the farmers' expenditures on seeds. fertilizer and insecticides
for the 1986 second agricultural seaS0n. Hence. thev cannot be
considered as estimates of the total ~ost 0f production for the
specified crops. N,avertheless. the data is useful in that it
a 11.-,,,,,,'"5 the researc.her to compare C0st~; be1:"Ht?".:::n rna ,jar :"Iet:i vi t.ies
b.)th wi thin :'IlI·J '3.mon~· crops. 'rho:"'! r~slll ts. "here appli':;.=ible. will
=11 so b~ 11111::.,ortant in InakinQ: a compal'i son between the val ua tic'n -.:. f
1!'llJSeho 1d labor in the weel~lv survey of activi ties wi th l("~al

contract labor costs as estimated bv thi3 s~rvev.

A summary of the studv' 5 f indin~s for the sites of ~"\)nd-des

Fr~res and·B~rault are to be found respectively in Tables 2 and
3. The5~ tables swnmarise the costs of contract labor bv activity
and expenditures for seeds. fertilizer. and insecticides on a
hectare basis. Along with costs. the coefficient of
variati0n (standa~d deviatinn/meanl is included to indicate the
lev~l c.t variabili tv of the individu.3.1 estimates. The hig-her the
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coefficient of variation. the hi~h~r the variabilitv ~ttached t(·
the estimate and hence the less ;;;;ure we are that. th-:- estimate
~ives a ~00d indication of the true value of an eXP~LJiture 0r
activity. Therefore. estimat.es with 3 C0~ffi'_'it:"llt (·t val'iatic,n .)f
over bO% must be treated with caution.

Tabl~ 2 Cy.ntra,ct. LCI.oor C..)sts t>Y: Agx-i.-;u.lt.m::·'.:Il Ac~tiyi.t.y. i'\n~ lJJPut.
E ::{p.~ndi.tAlr.'''! s f c,r F(l.nd.-d.e~- F.r*.t·e ~ U.n, (-;o,ur,d~_s /J)q.. .1.'

A.~~t..i vi. t Y,cExpen-d.it'pr~ l;r_Q~

Mj:~tze. fN.. So_rg,hu~ ~~y ~an n~,

1- seeds 20 2'7% ..,- 4 ')"" 226 20~.;;~ ':".'Q

" s<)il p.ceparaticn 268 47'lO 252 54~;' 204 44~b

3. seerling 94 ~~ :3~~ 116 45% 142 51%
4. 1st. we.-=-ding 230 47'~ 161 65~~ 189 64:",
5. harvest~ng 116 43% 104 4 ~3<;~ 97 50%
6. t~hreshing 67 48%

Sub-t<.:·tal (exc luding 6. I 728

728 73:::

918

918 II

N.B:The values are averages calcula~ed from the number
holds responding to each activity and not from the
households interviewed per crop.
CV = Coefficient of Variation.
(-) = Data not applicable and/or not available.

of house
number of

ALthough respondents were asked costs on some 18 activities
and inputs. information was obtained on only six items at Fond
des-Fr~res. as presented ill Table~. As one would expect. the
labor activities absorbing the greatest amount of time are in
0rder of importance: soil ~reparation. weeding, and harvesting.
interestingly. the costs of seeds far black beans is much hi~her

t.han for sor~hum 0r maize. This is explained by a much higher
seeding rate and value by wei~ht for beans than for maize aud
sorghum.

T3ble 3. presents the estimated contract labor costs and
input expenditures of the households interviewed at B~rault. The
~aps in the table were causerl hv insufficient responses from
households for several ~ctivities and the fact that certain
activities are applicable onlv to certain crops. For instance.
there is no direct seeding of paddy rice since the crop is
transplanted from nurseries into the field.

Comparing the total expenditures by crop between Fond-des
Fr~r0s and B~rault. we see the costs are higher at B~rault than
Fond-des-Fr~res because at B~rault information was obtained on a
greater number activities and inputs. For example, fertilizer is
an input rarely used at Fond-des-Freres yet i~ recorded as a
major input bv some households at B~rault. Fertilizer is used
more in n~~ault than Fond-des-Fr'res because the return on
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inV't:st.men~, on this input is substant.ially hi,;:rher in t.he plains
than in ~b~ hillsides.

The major uses of labor in Barault. as in Fond-des-~r~res.

include scil preparation. weedin~. seeding and harvesting. In
3dditic,n. threshing of a crop and its transport from the field
to stora~e were also important expenditures, As might be
expected. the crops providing the highest gross returns. paddy
rice and black beans. also have the highest costs of production,
The higher returns for these crops explain t.he higher use of
inputs such as fertilizer by these crops. ~"0r examph:. when all
c1'.:.ti'Tities and crops al'e considered. for t,hose farmel's using
fertilizer to ~row paddy rice. this input is the greatest singlt:
expenditure at some 400 G/ha,

T_~td~ 3.'. .r~q nt..r?t.~t. La b9...r Q.Qs..ts. Qy. ~~lJ.l tJJ.ol. ~Qti..YUY.~llQ. I.nPJJ.t
E:<t?~'ndi !-l1xe.:3 ~-.,J;' .~ra..1J.l..t Lin gQ~!r...de=-$,·Q.)'L L

A.,::,t i.v'i t)'/Expe nd i tnre Cr.Qp.
P~gdY. lTpland.

Malze CV $('L-rg hUll) CV P,-ea n CV Ric_~ cy R.i,~~ GY
1 . seeds 50 48% 46 42% 424 35% 283 41~~ 180 30%
r, soil prep. 210 It,% 265 30% 273 22% 377 60% 4~3 41%,;.. .
3. seeding- 108 58% 8'7 69% 110 58% 52 43'~

4. tr;:ms'Plant,in~ 206 41%
b. 1st. weeding 194 69~~ 145 40% 168 74% t5u 39';~ 188 44%
D. 2nd weeding 91 40% 104 30% 80 0% 81 38%.., irrigation 65 13':.I

8. applv l'ert. 57 34% 66 9% 77 30%
9. fertilizer 211 31% 227 52% 286 62% 401 39%
10. apply insect. 6 () 31% 48 0%.,;"

11. insecticid.e 1() t 60% 82 47%
1 ") harvesting 61 39% 106 29% 73 37% 357 32% 264 68%c:...

13. t.ransport 77 8% 68 43% 80 0% 93 64% 80 0%
14. t.hreshin,Q: 106 8% 19 43% 93 71'~ 347 13%
-----------------------------------------------------------------
Sllb-t.ot.al of 834 876 1340 1568 1101
1-3.b.9.12

Tot.al 1017 1334 18'78 2371 1268

@: Applicable to paddy rice only.
N.B: The values are averages calculated from the number of
hO\lseholds re5Pondin~ to each activity and not from the number of
households interviewed per crop.
CV = Coefficient of Variat.ion.
(-) = Data not applicable and/or ~ot available.
apply fert, = application of fertilizer.
apply insect. : a'P~licatlon of insecticide,

In drawing firm conclusions from the resul~s it must be
appreciat~d tbe reli3bilitv of some of the astimat~s is
.Hl.~st.iucu:~ble ~ivt:'!n their high coefficient. of variat.ion. It is

j:....
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possibl~ th~ hiJ?;h 'Tariabilitv in the estimates of some
costs and input expenditures may have been reduced if
sample had been int~rviewed in the survey.

activity
a larger

The ~.t\.ldy provides data on the cost,s of contract. labor and
principal inputs for five crops currently wlder research in the
Les Cayes re~ion by the ADS II pro~ect. This data does not
purport to ,goive the total costs ot production but is neverthel·~ss

1.1seful in comparins: the labour utilizatic·n for the principa 1
a~ricultural activities and in indicatin~ the relative importance
of different inputs. The results will also be of use in makin~

comparisons to cost data based upon a survey of weeklY activities
of s(:'me 20 households. This latter survey is due for completion
in F~bruarv 1988. Potential users of tl~ results are cautioned
dbCtut the high variabili tv of some of the estimat,~s. as evidenced
by a hi~h coefficient of variation.
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