Pro-oRAc—-23|

—

L O 'f:;'—‘ (e l".»

AGRICULTURAL DEVELCPMENT SUPPORT il
HAITI

5
University of Arkansas,
Fayetteville

;"/‘_'\
BN S RN



FARMING SYSTEM INNOVATICNS

Report #43 (English)



ADS I1I
Agricultural Development Support Project II

STUDY ON THE ADOPTION OF ADS II FARMING SYSTEM INNOVATIONS

USAID Contract # 521-0092
between
University of Arkarsas/
Winrock International
and
Haitian Ministry of Agriculture

R. Quentin Grafton
Edward B. Walters
Levelt Robert
Hodolphe Pognon

ADS 1II Farming Systems Project, Les Cayes, Haiti.

Report # 43
Movember, 1887



STUDY ON THE ADOPTION OF ADS II FARMING SYSTEM INNOVATIONS

I. Introduction

The farming systems component of the Agricultural Development
Support Project Number Two (ADS II) began its operations in the
Les Cayes region of Haiti with a rapid reconnaisance survey of

prospective intervention sites in early 1984. Since this time.
the project has 1initiated a number of innovations in
wallaboration with participating households. These interventions
include the testing and introduction of improved varieties of
rice, sorghum, beans, and tubers. and the development of
alternative management techniques with respect to animal
hushandry. soil conservation practices, and the planting.

harvesting and threshing of the major crops found in the region.

Many of the proposed innovations were initially tested in
researcher managed trials in the fields of participating farm
households. The establishment and maintenance of the trials was
rerformed by locally hired farmers. called "moniteurs”, under the
supervision of the technical assistance team and Haitian
agronomists attached to the project. The monitenrs. by perferming
much of the work for the trials. became very familiar with the
improved crop wvarieties and alternative management techniquzs

being tested. This. in turn., proved effzactive in increasing
S5

awarene and knowledge of the innovations in the community at
large.

From researcher managed trials, the project rapidly
progressed to the use of farmer managed trials to test the
innovatisns  under review. These were undertalken in a number cof
locales of differing altitudes and rairfall levels. In addition
to trials, the project has been involved in on-going extension of
the promising developments. Presently, much of the projezct's

eftorts are concentrated cn four major sites encompassing over
600 households or some 0.5% of all rural houseliclds in the
“outhern Department. Three of these sites are found in the Les

Cayes Plain and one in a hill-side location at 300-350 metres.

In 1987, with the end of the project less than a year away,
the ADZ II farming systems component has concentrated its efforts
on the extension of its most promising innovations beoth within
and outside its defined sites of intervention. Such effaorts have
inclnded assistance in establishing a farmers’ co-operative seed
multiplication zenter for improved rice varieties. This work ha
been completed s0 as to ensure the largest possible number
housesholds have the opportunity to benetit from the project
innovations.
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II. Objectives

The ADS 1II project has gathered a ccunsidersbie amount of
information on the value of its introduced technologies. This was
supplied from several seasons worth of data from researcher and

Yarmer managed trials. opinions of farmers involved in the
trials, and valuable feed-back from participants in the project’s
field days. Using these sources, it has been concluded that a
number of interventions are ready to be incorporated into a

formal extension program. Until 1987, however, the AD3 II project
never undertock a comprehensive study on adopticn rates or the
reascns why farmers were or were not adopting the introduced
technologies. Such information, nevertheless, is erucial in
2nsuring the success of a formal extension effort planned for the
project’s last year of orperation.

To this end, a formal survey was initiated to evaluate the
rates of adoption and reasons households have for adopting and
for not adopting the project’s innovations in its sites of
intervention. This study was designed to fulfill two objectives;
first, to give a better understanding of the successes and
failures of the interventions under review, and second, to build
upon this knowledge to develop a more effactive extension
program. fpecifically, the study would show. among, other things.
the interventions whicly warrant the greatest effort in extension,
the rlsconceptions, concerns and perceived benefits that farmers
have to specific innovations, and their potential for adoption.

III. Methodology

The sample for the study was randomly selected from a list of
households prepared from a 1986 census of the project’'s four
3ites of intervention. In the sample procedure each household.
regardless of location. had an 2qual chance of being selected to
be interviewed (see Table 1.).

Tahls 1 HBouseholds  Sury
Inpovations Study

Location Topography # Sample H/holds Tortal # B /holds
Charlette/LaForce Plain 71 222
Jogue/Durccher Plain 32 132
Macieu/Boudet Flain 57 156
Fond-des-~Fréres Mountain ad 93

184 603
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able 3. Awaraness and Participation in ARS II Innovations

Innovation Recoagnition Farticipation
Number % of sample Number % of sample
Rice 66 64 14 14
Maize 126 69 35 19
Sorghum 124 67 38 21
Black Bean 110 60 20 11
Pig 118 64 46 25
Rabhit 114 62 7 4
Goat 32 100 1 4
5oil conservation 42 100 14 58
Kice Thresher 25 24 10 10
N.B.
1. The number of households recognizing practices in soil
conservation and geoat brzeding were higher than the total the
number of respondents found at Fond-des-Fréres. The calculated

percentage of households recognizing these practices is, however,
calculated as exactly equal to number of households surveyed at
this site.

2. The maximum number of households that could recognize and
participate in the ADS Il innovations for rice producticn  and
rice thresher is equal to 103, being the number of househalds

surveyed in the sites of Charlette/LaForce and Jogu=/Durocher.
The two sites are the only irrigated rice growing locaticons cof
the four areas sampled.

Rice

By international standards, the average yields in Haiti for
raddy rice are low. This 1is a result of several factors
including, less developed management practices. lower use cof
purchased inputs. water management problems, ana a lack of new
higher yielding varieties. To address these issues, the ADS 11

pProject worked closely with participating households to develop
strategies to increase productivity and total production.

To this end. a considerable effort was given to the testing
of improved rice varieties from the International Rice Research
Institute (IRRI) and the International Center tor Tropical
Agriculture (CIAT). Recommended practices for the tranzplanting
of rice from nursery to che paddy. planting, harvesting, and
threshing of rice were also developed in collaboration with rice
farmers in its defined sites of work.

An  objective of the study was to identify the proportion of
houscholds using the introduced vice varieties and management

practices. To better understand the adeopticn process and
iousehold  concerns and opinions regarding the innovations.

respondents were  asked to give their reasons fer and for net
adapting the technologies.



ADS II Varieties

103 households were surveyed in the rice growing areas of
Charlette/LaForce and Jogue/Durocher. 0f these, onLy 45
households, or 44% of +the total. usually grow rice and 43
households (42%) grew rice in the past season. However, 66
households, or 64% of total households, were aware of at least
onc  of the ADS II rice innovations. Respondents planted 28 ha.,
or on average 0.65 ha per farmer, the previous seascon. These
households plantad 782 kg of seed, on average 28 kz/ha, or some
13 kg/househnld (see Table 4). In general, the ADS II oproject
would recommend a much higher seeding rate of 50-§0 kg/ha to
ensure a suftficient number of plants germinate for transplanting
to the paddies. Given a 95% germination rate, a seeding rate of
30-40 kgs/ha wonuld be recommended.

Of  the total number of rice farming households. anly  nine
(27%) planted ADZ IT varieties the past season. This represented
zome: 3,35 ha or about 12 % of the total area under cultivation,

These farmers planted 120 kg of seed of introduced rice varieties
or about 15% of the total seed planted by all farmers.

A

All Eige 405 11 Rige
Total Area (ha) 28.01 3.35
Mean Area/Farmer (ha) 0.865 0.42
Median Area/Farmer (ha) 0.32 0.21
Total Seed Planted (kg) 792 120
Mean Seed Planted/Ha (kg) 28 36
Mean Seed Planted/Farmer (kg) 18 15
Median Seed Planted/Farmer (kg) 17 13
Number of Households 44 9

Observation of Table 4. shows that farmers planted the ADS II
varieties in a smaller area than the traditional varieties.
However. =zince there were only nine households actually planting
the ADS 1II wvarieties it is difficult to attach significance to
this result. Although adopters of the new varieties may be
considered as risk takers, it would be surprising if they devoted
100% of their farm area to such varieties.

In questioning households why they did not plant ADS I1

varieties., the respondents wvere asked tn choose among tour neon-
mutually exclusive responses precoded into the questionnaire. In
addition. space was available to record any volunteered
responses.  81%  of rice growing households did not plant ADS IT
varietiss the past season. These results are presented in Table
I
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Reason % of Rice Growing Households not Elanting
ADS II Varieties
Unable to Find Seed 49
2. Insufficient Funds to Buy seed 56
3. Sead was not Given to Respondent 12
4. Does Not Like Varieties 51

Almost half of the respondents claimed they were unable to
find the ADS II wvarieties to plant. Whether this indicates that
espondents would have indeed planted the varieties if seed were
available 1is another matter. The high figure for farmers being
unable to find seed, however, does indicate a problem the project
has faced in ensuring the availability of a sufficient quantity
of seed for interested farmers. For this reason, among others,
the project helped set up a farmers'’ co-operative seed
multiplication center to ensure a continuing supply of seed of
the introduced varieties.

As a proportion of rice-growing households. 56% claimed they
were unable to plant the ADS Il varieties becauseof insufficient
funds to purchase the seeds. Traditionally. farmers retain a
certain quantity of seed from their previous crop for planting
the feollowing season. To plant new varieties, therefore,
necessitates purchasing seeds. However. since the price of the
seed for the introduced varieties is the =same as that of
traditional varieties, this should not represent a problem to the
flousehold:  all that is required is for them to sell the cld seed
to purchase the new. The fact that a significant number of
houzeholds have not done this, reflects farmer reluctance to
innovate and their preference for traditional seed. Neverthelecss,
with the halving of the price of rice in the past 18 months due
to contraband rice imports. some rice farmers are no doubt facing
serious financial hardship as evidenced by their response.

A third raticnale for not planting the new varieties, given
by some 12% of farmers, was that the seed was not given to them.
FPresumably, the perceived benefits of these varieties are
insufficient to warrant the households obtaining the seed by
their own means. Certain households may also have noted that
participating households in researcher managed trials received a
number of free inputs and may., therefore, expect the same
treatment for trying out new seed varieties.

About one half of all respondents claimed not to like the ADS
IT varieties. This high proportion of househclds not liking the
variaties 1s perplexing since none c¢f these households actually
grew the varietiss the past season. Presumably. therefore. their
opinions came from households growing the new varieties. However,
this i3 net corroborated in the respoenses given by households



when asked to give specific opinions on the varieties, where all
claimed to like or like very much the introduced rice. Further,
36 respondents, or 84% of households growing rice the previous

season, <claimed they would like to plant ADS II rice varieties
the following season. It is felt, +therefore, that farmers opted

for this response because there was not a precoded response where
the househelds could cite no particular reason or “Do Not Know"
for not planting the ADS II varieties.

Respondents who planted the ADS II varieties, were asked to
identify the specific wvarieties they grew. These results are
presented in Table 6.

Variety Numbzr of Households % of Total Bige Farmers
Amina 4 9
Ti-Rose 5 11
CIAT 13 5 11
CIAT 1% 7 16
Upland Rice 2 5

The most widely planted variety was CIAT 16, followed by Ti-
Rose (IR-5931-113-1). an improved rice developed at IRRI. and

CIAT 13 another variety from CIAT. The variety Amina (IR-10147-
113-15). develcoped at IRRI and currently in the seed
multiplication phase. was grown by four households, or 9% of the
total number of househoilds growing rice. The upland rice was
planted the 1least, nc deoubt reflecting the relatively 1late
arrival of +this variety to the praject. Since only nine
households actually grew the ADS IT vari=aties, or some 20% of
rize growing households., then clearly some of these hcuseheolds

grew more than one new rice variety.

All rice growing househnolds were asked to give their
viewpoint on  each introduced rice variety by stating which of
four precoded responses best matched their opinion. Although many

2f the households may not hava grown the ADS Il wvarieti=s, their
perzzsptions  of the new varieties were still considered to Le

worth knowing. The results are presented in Table 7. It should be
noted., however. that in the four categories offered to househaolds
for their opinion o7 the varieties, some households may have
interpreted the second category. "like Variety". as meaning they
like the variety less than ancther. This misunderstanding may
have arisen from imprecise wording in the questionnaire. The same
difficulty may have ocecured in respondents’ opinieons of new maize
and sorghum varieties.

Upland rice., which is net a direct substitute for raddy rice
in terms of praduction. was de=med the most popular variety. Tts
principal advantage i3 to provide an alternative grain crop  to
dryland farmers The most prefeired paddy rice was Arina. where at



least a quarter of all respondents claimed to like it very much
and over half of households liked it. For hecuseholds actually
growing the ADS Il rice varieties it was also the best liked (see
Table ) This agrees with evidence accumulated from
participating farmers in trials., and responses from farmers at
field days. where Amina seemed to be the best liked paddy rice.

Table 7. RBice Growing Households' Opinicns of ADS Il EBice

Varietiag
Crinion % of Rice Growing Households with Opindon
that Answered the Question

Amina Ti-Rose CTAT 13 CIAT 18 Ipland
Like Very Much 27 9 3 17 61
Like 52 73 80 A6 32
Do Not Like 0 0 0 0 0
Do Not Know 21 18 17 17 7

% of Households Growing ADS II Rice Varieties
Holding Qpinion

Amina Ti-Rose CIAT 13 CIAT 16 Jpland
Like Very Much 75 25 13 50 20
Like o5 75 87 50 80
Do Not Like 0 0 0 0 0
Do Not Know 0 0 0 0 0

Households also supplied reasons for liking and not liking
ADE II varieties. These responses were volunteered and hence were
not precoded into the questionnaire (see Table 8.). It should be
noted, however, that the number of househnolds volunteering
responses on why they liked/disliked the rice varieties was less
than the number that gave their opinicn  on  whether they
likad/disliked the rice.

Amina and upland rice were preferred because of their higher

vields. Interestingly, although some negative reasons were
recorded for CTIAT 13. 16, and Ti-Rese no housechclds claimed to
dislike the varietizs. A considerable proportion of rice growing

households cited lower yields as a problem for the varieties Ti-
Rose and CIAT 13. 10% of households claimed that Ti-Ros= broke
tco easily in milling. For CIAT 13. 20% of the househnlds
volunteered that its stems were too zshort. thereby posing a
problem in harvesting and increasing the losses frem rats.
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Table 8. EBeasons Given by Househaolds for Likineg <or Di=likius

[

ADZ II Eilce Varietisg
Opinion % of Bice Grovwing Houszeholds with Orinion
that Answered the Question
Amina Ti-Rose CIAT 13 CIAT 16 Upland
Higher Yield 47 40 0 63 67
Lower Yield 0 50 60 37 Q
Stem Toeo Short 0 0 20 0 0
Breaks in Milling 0 10 0 0 Q

One compeonent of the ADS II technical package introduced with
the new rice varieties was a recommendation to transplant rice
seedlings from their nurseries to the fields 21 days after
sowing. In the survey, rice growing households were asked to
choose among five precoded responses which best represented their
date for transplanting their rice seedlings. The results are
presented in Table 9.

Table 2. Davs in Nursery Before Transeplanting Seedlings to Fields

Mumheyr of Davs % af g Derrmpos e
o

e T 20 11

D 11

e - L

BRI 48

Sreatey than 30 14

Trn Mot Enow 'y

Numbey - V- % of Housgsholds Growing ADS II Varieties

21 days 22

22 days 67

30 days 11

Due to an oversigsht in the formulation of the precoded
responses, it is not clear how many of all households are in fact
transplanting seedlings after 21 days. Nevertheless, on2 can
nbserve that over 20% of households transplant at 20 davs or less
and about 14% do so at more than 30 days. The remainder =ither do
not krow at what time they transplant their rice seedlings (18%)
or do so betws=en 21 and 30 days (48%). For households growing the
ADS II varieties, almost 90% transplanted their seedling=s after
21 or 22 Aays.

For these households responding to the questicn of how many
ays after planting thev transplant their rice, a  further
uestion was asked concerning their reaseons for nsing their

L fa
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particular +transplanting date. The respondents were asked to
determine which of three precoded responses best matched their

choice for a transplanting date. In addition, space was made
available to record their replies should they be different from
precoded responses. These results are presented in Table 9.

Table 10, Ee=ason for Cheice of Davs to Transplant Seedlings from
Nursery
Rezzon % of Rice Growing Households with Eesponsge
that Apswered the Queastion
Do Not Know 69
Time Available on Day Chosen to Transplant 9
Advice from ADS II Technician 17
Othar B

Almest 70% of households did not know why they chose the time
to transplant when they did. This is not to say. however, that
farmers randomly chose when to transplant their seedlings but is
rrobably a function of a number of factors including labor

availability and the weather. Less than 20% of respondents based
their decision to transplant their zeedlings on advice from ADS
IT proj=ct personnel. This is perhaps not surprising since only
14 respondents, or 32% of the total rice growing households,

actually  knew of +the recommended time given by ADS II for
transplanting rice seedlings. About 10% of households answering
the question based their transplanting decision on the time

available to them.

her

Rice Thre

[

In an attempt to increase labor productivity of rice farmers.
the ADS TI project introduned techniques for planting. harvesting
z2nd  threshing rice. Traditionally. rice growing householids
harvested their crop by individually eutting and picking the rice
paninlaes by hand. The grains were later removed by preszing and
treading on  the paniclies on a hard surface. The practices
introduced by the proiject included the harvesting of rice with a
zickle and subsequent threshing »f the plants using a portzable
thresher. Both methods saved the household a considerable amnunt
of time.

Although +the sickle method of harvesting is virtually
costless, the latest portable thresher developed by the project
would cost the household about $20. In the survey. respondents
were asked if they continued to harvest their -=ice in the same
fashion as before the arrival of the ADS 11 project and if they

)
were aware of the portable thresher. Interestingly. 36
respondents,  or 70% of rice growing households. ~laimed to stiil
use  the traditional harvesting techniques. This is despite the
fact the szaving in labor costs through the use of this introduced

technique may be as high as $21/ha (see ADS IT Report # 423,

11



However, the number of respondents aware of the sickle method o
harvest is unknown. Nevertheless, the sickle method o
harvesting has been adopted by a number of households in ric
growing areas neighbouring the project’s sites of intervention.

Some 58% of respondents, or 25 households. ~laimed to know of
the ADS IT portable rice thresher. Of these, 10 households., or

about 23% of rice growing households, actually had used the
portable thresher (see Table 11.). However, as a proportion of

raespondents actually aware of the thresher, 40% of hcus=holds
were users.

Table 11. Awareness and Use of ADS IT Portable Rice Thresher and
Use cof the Sickle Method of Harvesting Rice
Mansgement, Practice % of Rice Growing Households

Aware of Practice Adopters: of Practice

Sickle Hirvesting - 30
Portable Thresher 58 23
N.B.: The opropoirtion of rice growing households aware of +the

practice of sickle harvesting is not known.

Those Thouscholds knowing about the portable thresher were
asked whether they thought the thresher was worthwhile. Of these,
some 24 respondencs or 568% of rice growing households claimed to
know why the thresher is important. Of those knowing about the
thresher. 92% of respondents. or 23 households. «claimed it was
important because it saved time for the househald. The same
proportion of households also stated they would like to have
their own portable thresher. However. when asked would they hea
rrepared te pay 330 for such a thresher, only 13 of the 23
households. or some 56% of the respondents. claimed they wenld
pray this price. The main reasons cited preventing them from
pirchasing the thresher were lack of funds and the item being too

2xpensive,

Maize

Maize 1is a major crop in both the plains and mountain zones
in the Southern Department of Haiti. Because of its importance. a
considerable amount of research has been devoted to developing
higher yieslding wvarieties sui::ble to the various Haitian
environments. Both Texas A and M University and Virginia
Folvtechnic Institute have been involved in this rasearch in the
Les Cayes areas. The International Maize and Wheat Improvement
Center (CIMMYT) has continued this work in developing new maicze
varieties and is currently in the extension phase for at least
on= varizty., [La Maquina, that outperforms traditional types of
maize in a variety of conditions.

12



The ADS II project has introduced La Maquina into its si
of intervention as well as showing farmers how to select the bes
ears of corn for seed frem the local variety, Chicken Corn. In
acdition, the project has recommended practices for plant spacing
and the number of plants to leave after thinning.

ADS II Varieties

Of the 184 households surveyed. 131 respondents (71%)
regularly planted maize. and 112 households (61%) had dons so the
previous season. In total area. these households planted some 70
ha. of maize in the past season. Oor 2n average, .63
ha. /househeld. 881 kg of maize was planted by respondents last
season (12.6 kg/ha. or some 8 kg/household). This compares to a
recommended seeding rate from the ADS II project of 25-30 ke/ha.
The low seeding rates may be explainad by the preponderance  af
intercropping in the ADS II target areas.

I~

Ot those households planting maize last season, 31% claimed
to use ADS II varieties. The tctal area planted of ADS T1I
varieties amounted to 11.36 ha. This area equals 16% of the total
land in maize and is equal *o 0.39 ha./household for those 29
households plaanting the varieties and giving details on area
planted. Some 141 kg of ADS Il varieties were planted, or 12.4
kg/ha, equivalent to 4.9 kg/household (see Table 12.)

As in the case for rice. farmers on average plarted the ADS
IT wvarieties on a smaller area than for their traditional
varieties. This is probably a function of their risk aversity.
The fact that over 30% of households are using the ADS II
varieties indicates a good potential for success in an extension
of these varieties outside the project’'s sites of intervention.

Table 12. 9Quantity and Ares of Maize Plapted and Number of
Households Growing Traditional and ADS II Maize Variesties

All Maize ADS II Maize
Total Area (ha) £9.88 11.36
Mean Area/hocusehold (ha) 0.63 0.39
Median Area/household (ha) 0.40 0.32
Total Seed Planted (kg) 88é1 141
Mean Seed Planted/ha (kg) 12.6 12.4
Mean teed Planted/household (kg) 7.9 4.9
Median Seed Planted/household (kg) 5.6 2.8
Number of Households 112 32

N.B. The number of heusgeholds claiming to plant ADS 1T wvarieties
of malsze was 25, but the number of households supplving
information on area planted and seed nsed was only 29.
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Those households who did not grow the ADS II varieties were
asked to indicate which of four precoded non-mutually exclusive
responses best represented their reasons for planting or not
planting the introduced types of maize. The responses for the 69%
of maize growers not planting the ADS Il varieties are presented

in Table 13.

Reason % of Maize Growing Households not Growing
ADS I Varieties

1. Unable to Find Seed 4
2. Insufficient Funds to Buy Seed 4
3. Seed was Not Given To Respondent 4
4. Dces Not Like Varieties 2

A significant proportion of households (43%) were unable +to
find the introduced seed, however, whether farmers would have
planted the wvarieties if the seeds had been available is naot

Enown. As with ADS II rice wvarieties, a considerszhle proportion
of households claimed to have had insufficient fuuds to purchase
the intr-iuced seeds. Interestingly, one of the "new" varieties

was  3imply the selection of the best ears of maize Tor seed frem
the traditionally grown chicken-corn. This practice thus inveolwved
no ertra cost to the farmer. It is possible, therefere, this
response may r:flect lack of awareness by some of the households
©t the work undertaken by the ADS II project.

Some  23% of

F respondents reported that they did not like the
ADS II varietie T

5 his response, however, is not corrabcrated
with the househeld opinions on the specific varieties. where only
3% of households reported disliking the introduced maize. Also,

107 respondents. or 95% of maize growing households, =xpressed a
desire to plant ADS II maize varieties the tollowing season.

The project introduced two types of maize. La Maquina 7827, a
variety developed by CIMMYT in the Les Cayes Flain, and selacted
seeds of a ocal variety. Chicken Corn.

Due to some resistance to the use of the new variety, La
Maquina, the project also commeunced a program of selecting seed
from the best ears from the traditionally grown variety, Chicken
Corn. Some of the problems expressed by farmers regarding La
Maquina were that the ears of corn were too big and that they
were more difficult to grind into corn meal than local varieties.

Of the two varieties, 28 respondents, or 25% of households
growing maize. claimed to grow Chicken Corn in the past season.
Zome seven respondents., or B% of maize gZrowing househelds., grew

La Maquina in the previous season (sea Table 14.Y.
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Variety % of Maize Growing H/Holds % H/holds growing ADS II
Varieties

Chicken Corn 24 80

La Maquina 6 20

The widespread use of Chicken Corn relative to La Magquina is
probably =xplained by the greater efforts made by the project in
popularizing the Chicken Corn. From the farmer’s point of view,
selected Chicken Corn is also likely to be more accepted over new
varieties such as La Maquina since it is traditionallly grown hy
households. In addition to being the most widely planted variety,
selected Chicken Cecrn is alsc the most preferred by respondents
(see Table 15.)

Tahle 15. Maize Growing Households' Opiniong of ARS II Majize
Varieties
Orinion % of Malze Growing Households with Opinion
that Anawered ths Question
Chicken Corn La Maquina
Like Very Muca 73 9
Like 5 36
Do Not Like 0 3
Do not Know 22 52

In determining the opinions of respondents regarding the
varieties, all maize growing households were asked to indicate
which of four precoded responses best fitted their viewpoints. In
addition, hounseholds were asked to provide a reason Tfor their
opinion.

Zelected Chicken Corn was liked very much by almost three
quarters of the maize growing households answering the question.
QOf the remaining respondents. % liked the maize and 22% did neot
know of the variety. In comparison. about 10% of housesholds
claimed to 1like La Maquina very much. while some 36% of
respondents liked it. A greater proportion of households, over
50%, were unaware of La Maquina. Preporticnately, fewer
households were aware of La Maquina at Fond~-des-Fréres than in
the Les Cayes Plain. Only one household out of 23 (4%) recognized
the variety at Fond-des-Fréress compared to 73% of households in
the rproject sites in the Plain. Some 3% of respondents claimed
not to like La Maquina.

The re
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The main reason why households liked the selected chicken
corn is that it gives a higher yield than +their traditional
varieties. Another reported advantage was that it matured faster.
A considerable proportion of households that reported liking the
variety La Maquina stated, rather incongruously, that it gave a
lower yield. It would seem this is in comparison to the selected
Chicken Corn rather their traditional varieties. otherwise a much
greater proportioar of households would have responded unfaverably
in their opinion of the variety. One household, or 3% of
respondents answering the question, claimed La Magquina gave
problems in milling the corn into meal and cne .other claimed it
gave too much tlour in milling. Interestingly. a significant
proportion of respondents (24%) stated the corn was too large.
This mayv be a problem because the grains from a larger sized roh
such  as  La Maguina would be harder ta remove than far Chinken
orn. Hence. this task requires a greater amcount of time and
affort than is the cas= with traditional varieties.

n by Households For Liking or Disliking ALS

Opinicon % of Maize Growing Households with Opinion
that Answered the Question
Chicken Corn La Maquina

Higher Yield 80 13

Grows Faster 20 0

Lower Yield 0 52

Tco much Flour 0 3

Difficnlty milling 0 3

Coarn too Large 0 24

Plant Spacing and Number Of Plants

In addition teo introducing new varieties of maize, the
projsct also developed recommended practices for the spacing
between plants (75 X 50 cm) and the number of plants per hill.
These practices were designed to increase the overall vield.

Seme 75% of households claimed to continue to plant their
corn in the same fashion as before the arrival of the project. In
terms of plant spacing, only 30% were aware of the distance
recommended by ADS IT, but of these, 91% claimed to follow the
project guidelines (see Table 17.).

The recrmmended practice of leaving just tweo maize plantz per
mound was practised by abeut 30% of honseholdz . The wast majority
ted they usually lzave thresa plants per hill.
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Table L7. Avwarensss and  Adopriom  of ADS 1T Maine EBlanrting
Tractices
Practice I oof Maiz  powing Households Apswering GQuestion
Aware of Practice Adopter Practice
Plant Spacing (75x50 cm) 30 28
Number of Plants
per hill (2 plants) - 31

N.B: The proportion of maize growing househelds aware of the
practice of leaving 2 plants per mound is not known.

Sorghum

Zorghum is one of the major grain crops of Haiti, <generally
Arown in drier, less favorable conditions than maize. In the Lesg
Cayes region, during the second agricultural season, sorghum is
the dominant crop in terms of area planted . It is planted at
this time of year because traditional sorghum varieties are
rhotoperiodic, requiring progressively shorter daylight periods

t3 be able to seead.

The innovations to date for sorghum include the introduction
of new and non-photoperiodic varieties from the International
Crop Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISATY, the
popularization of varieties developed by other projects in Haiti,
and recommended ©practices for plant spacing and the number of
plants per hill.

ADS 11 Varjiaties

For the 184 households surveyed, 107, or 58% of respondents,
usually plant scorghum, and 81 households (44%) did so in the
previous agricultural season. Of these B1 househelds, 72 provided
data on area planted the previous season. For “hese respondsnts,
the total area in production the past season was some 41 ha. or
an average of 0.56 ha/household. They planted a total of 478 kg,
or 5.6 kg of seed per household

38 households, or 47% of respondents., claimed tc  have
planted AD3 II wvarieties the previous season. Of these 38
households. 29 supplied information cn area planted. For the past
zzasan, 5.7 ha. of respondents’ land was plant=d in D5 Il
varieties, or some 14% of total sorghum area. equivalent to an
average ar=a 0.20 ha/househnld. Thesz2 honseholds used some 40 kg

seads. 2guivalent to 1.6 ke/houschold (see Table 18.).



Observation of Table 18 shows that the households planting
AD5 II varieties plant a much smaller area in the new varieties
compared to the average area planted for all varieties. Azain.
this probably indicates a degree of risk aversity among the
adopters of the new varieties. Of note is the fact tha+t althcough
the  proportion of adopters to non-adopters is highest for
sorghum relative to other grains, the average area planted per
houzzhold is the lowest at 0.2 ha compared to 0.47 ha and Q.39 ha
respectively for rice and maize

and  MHunpher of

Varistize

ADS LT Sorghun

Total Area (ha) 40.6 5.7

Mean Ar=a‘hnousehold (ha) .56 .20
Median Area/household (ha) 0.49 0.08

Total Seed Planted (kg) 476 37

Mean Seed Planted/hcusehold (kg) 5.8 1.6
Median Seed Flanted/household (kg) 5.6 1.4
Number of Households 72 29

N.B.

1. The number of households reporting the area of land planted
for all sorghum varieties was 72, while the number of households
reporting  the quantity of seed planted was 82. The mean values

p=r households for area planted and seed used are caloulatad
using the respective number of respondents rfor each question.

Z. The numher af households reporting the area of land planted
for ADE 11 varieties was 29. while the number nt  heounssholds
reporting  the quantity of ed planted waz 23. The mean values
peyr househeold for area plantrc and seed used are caleulated using
the respective number of respondents for each question.
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fReasons for houssholds not planting the ADS IIT varieties are
przszented in Table 13. The opinions presented wers supplied from
the 43 houszh:lds growing sorghum in the past season that did no%
Plant the introduced varieties. ©ince these reasons  were not
mutually exclusive, many households gave more than one respaonse
to the question.

Over half the honszeholds (54%) claimed there were unabkle  tao
finﬂ the ADS  [I varieties to plant. Some 58% of respand=nts

at2d they did nect plant the varieties because the s=ed was not
gLVen to them. About half the number of householdsz 2laim=d they
had  inszufficient funds tn purchase the seed. and 25% zaid thev
did not lile the varieti The number of househelds not liking
the ADR 1T varieties i3, however. not corrcborated with  the
orinions given for the individual varieties. where only 5% of all

1
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respondents claimed to dislike one or more of the varieties,.
Nevertheloss, the oproportion of all sorghum growing househeol
who wish to plant ADS Il varieties next season was just B5%
respondents, considerably less than for other grains introducsd
by the project. For instance, for rice and maize res 2ctively,
some 84% and 35% of househclds expressed a desire to rlant ADS IT
varieties the followinyg season. This suggests that, at least in
the p.oject’s sites of intervention, there is a greater potential
for houschclds to try new varieties of rice and maize in
comparison to sorghum.

Feason %

1. Unable to Find Seed 54
2. Insufficient Funds to Ruy Seed 493
3. Seed was not Given to Respondent 58
4. Does not Like Varieties 35

The number of households growing the ADS II varieties i3

rraesentad in Table 20, The variety Madame Charmant, developed in
the past decade with assistance from an Israeli project, has to
gome extent been popularized by the ADS IT project. The sorghum

variety M 5009 was develecped in the 1980°s under the guidanece of
the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)

funded Integrated Agricultural Development Froiect (PDAIY  and
then later popularized by the ADS II project in its sitesz af
intervention, In additien, ADS II has tested a number of other

varietiz2s from ICRISAT which are still in the trial rnase .

Table 20, ADS II Sorghum Varieties Elanted Previous 3eason
Variety % af Zorghun Grewing H/helds % Hoholds Growing

ADS 11 Vari=ties
46

Madame Charmant 14
M 5009 27 b b
Other Varieties B

The most widely planted variety was M 5009, grown by 27% of
all farmers. This was followed by Madame Charmant. grown by 14%
of househelds who planted sorghum in the past season. Not
surpringly, M 50039, the most widely grown variety, was alsc the
most preferrad (see Table 21.).
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Table 21. Zorghum Growing Heuseholds’ Opinions of Al II Sorghum

Varieties
Opinion % of ZSorghum Growilng Households with Orinion
that Answered the Question
5009 MMe Charmant Other
Like Very Much 72 11 7
Like 3 7 34
Do net Like 5! g 2
Do not Know 25 34 25

The wvariesty M 5009 was liked very much by some T72% of
respondents holding an opinion on the respective varieties. This
compares to 1% and 7% respectively for Madame Charmant and other
ADS  II wvarieties. No households reported dizliking M £009
although 8% of householids did so for Madame Charmant. The

Y Ke)

reasons for the respondents opinions are presented in Table 29

Orinion Z of Sorghum Growing Households with Qrinicn
that Answered the OQuustion
M 5009 Mme. Charmant Other

Higher Yield g5 13 15
Gnod Sized Pannicles 2.5 Q 0
Good Stem Strength 0 6 0
Lower Yieid 2.5 52 85
Animals Losses too YHigh 0 16 0
Plant too low teo Ground 0 13 Q

The variety M 5009 appears to be preferred bhecause it offers
higher vyields. Farmers also reported that it had good sized
pannicles of grain. related to its high vielding <haracteristic
One household. however, gave the opinien the variety was in fact
lower vielding. For Madame Charmant. only 13% of households
offering an opinion claimed it was higher yielding; indeed over

half the respondents (52%) stated it was lower vielding. It would
seem this 1is relative to M 5009 since the majority of opinions
were favorable to the variety, with 58% of households 2laiming

they liked or liked wvery much Madame Charmant. Farmers alsn
expressed the opinion that losses due to animals =at.ngz  the
Zrainz  was a problem with this variety. This is perhaps related
to the reszponse by 13% of househnlds that the plant was too zhors
an-l hence easisr to pillage by  animals  than traditional
varieniag 07 those houszsholds offering an opinion to the ather
ADE T1 varieties, 1l rezpondents, or 85% of households. claimed
they were lower vielding. whilst 15% stated the appnsite.
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FPlant Spacing and Mumber of Plants

As in the case for maize, the project gave recommended
practices for spacing of plants and the number of plants per
hill. These 1innovations were designed tn increase overall
production.

Of the 107 households that regularly grow sorghum, 91, or 85%
of the total, continued to plant their crops in their traditional
way. However, only 24 households, or 22% of respondents, actually
knew of the ADS 1! recommended spacing practice. 0QOf thesae
households., 75% had adopted the suggested spacing, a particularly
high rate of acceptance (nee Table 23.).

Table 23, and  Adeprtion 2f ADS 1L Sorghum Flanting
Pragtice % of Jorghum Growing Households Answering
Question

Aware of Practice Adopter of Practice
ADS IT Plant Spacing
(75 em X row) 22 17
NMumber of Plants
rer Hill (2 plants) - o2

N.B.: The proportion of sorghum growing households aware of the
practice of leaving two plants per hill is not known.

A  =imilAar percentage of householdz that adoptaed the AD3 TIT
plant  spacing practice also adepted the recommended practice of
two plants per hill. The proportion of househnlds aware of *this
zecond  practice  is5 neot known. The number of rlants grown per
hill  for those households not adopting the ADS practice was on
average scme 4.6 plants hill. a practice pursued by 78% of all
househoelds .

Black Beans

Beans are an immortant crop in Haiti, both in terms of area
planted and as a sourrme of protein in the diet. Of the bean
varistizs found in Haiti, +the black bean is one of the most
widespread, grown in both the plains and mountains (32 ADS IT
Eeport Mumber 23). This bean is planted both in asscciation with
cther orops, such as maize and sweet potatoes, and grown
separately  asz a monoculture. A particular advantage of legumes,
zuch asz the black bean. 1is that thevy can inearease the fartility
of the soil by being a hozt to nitrogen fixing bacteria.
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Under trials conducted by PDAI, in conjunction with the
University of Haiti’s Faculty of Agronomy (FAMV)Y, a black bean
originating from the Institute of Agricultural Science and
Technology (ICTA), Guatemala, was identified as superior to local
varieties. This bean. called Tamazulapa (FPhaseclus Vulgaris). was
taken up by the ADS II project for testing in farmer managed
trials and later popularized in its sites of intervention.

In the survey, 85 households, or 46% of all respondents,
imed to plant black beans on a regular basis. Howeve er, only 41
pondents  (22% grew black beans in the past season. This
suggests that a significant number of households grow the hean
1'n the generally wetter first agricultural season. some 75% of
the farmers regularly planting black beans were aware of the
variety Tamazulapa, and of these households. 31% planted it the
previous s=ason. However, 45 a proportion of farmers planting
beans the past season. some 49% of households planted Tamazulapa.

clai
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The total area planted by respondents in blaclk beans was 15.2
ha or 0.37 ha/househsld. These farmers planted a total of some

634 kg of beans., equivalent to 17 kg/household. In compariscon.
respondents stated that 5.7 ha, or 38% of the total bean area was
planted in Tamazulapa. On  average, this equaled 0.9

ha/household. Those households growing Tamaszulapa planted a total
of 125 kg of zeed. or 6 kg/housshold (see Takle 74 ).

Table 24, 9uantity and Ares of Black Bean and Tamzzulapa Planted
and Number of Houngeholds Growing the V_m:*w:a

All Black Beans Tamazulapa
Total Area (ha) 15.2 5.7
Mean Area/heousehold (ha) 0.37 ¢.29
Median Area/household (ha) .32 0,17
Total Se2d Planted (kg) £94 125
Mean oeed Planted/household (kg) 17 B
Median feesd Planted (kg) 8.4 2.8
Number of Househeolds 41 20

Of all the intrcduced ecrop varieties, Tamazulapa has been the
most widely adopted both in terms of area and number of
households. Adoption of the variety by about half of ail
households, planting 38% of the total bcan area in Tamazulapa, is

evidence of the success »f the project’ porularization program.

Also., the fact that the AVerage area plantnﬂ ~f Tamazulapa per
household is some 78% of the average area planted per lhousehold
for all black beans is indicative of its strong zoceptance  among
farmers nlanting the variasty,

Thosze  households  not rlanting Tamazulapa were e
determine whi~h of four precoded and non mutually exclusive



responses best represented their viewpoint on why they did not
plant the variety. Their responses are presented in Table 25.

Table 25. Beagons for net growing Tamazulapa

Reason #% of Households Growing Black Beaun and not
Planting Tamazulsaps

1. Unable to Find Seed 2
2. Insufficient Funds 1
3. Seed was Not Given To Respondent 1
4. Dnes not Like Variety 1

The most common reason given for not planting Tamazulapa in
the past season was that farmers were unable to find the seed.
This is corroberated by observations of project perscnnel: it was
noted that demand for the bean exceeded the project’s supplies at
planting time. Some  15% of households claimed they had
insufficient funds +to purchase the seed, although it costs no
more than traditional varieties, whilst 10% stated they did not
plant Tamazulara because the seed was not given to then.
Sarprisingly. 10% of farmers claimed to not like the variety
although 92% of households wanted to plant the bean the following
SEASON.

In total, of those households who were aware of Tamazulapa,
64% expressed a preference for it over traditionaily grown black
beans. Those farmers answering the preference question. were then
asked to indicat: among Ffour non mutually exclusive responses the

reasons  for their preference. In addition. space was made
Avzilable te record any volunteered responses. These responsas

are reported in Table 25,

Higher Yields 67
Later Maturing 33
Drought Resistant 59
Eesistant to Mosaic Virus 42

H

Mozt of the households (B67%) expressing a preference fo
Tamazulapa did so because they considered it gave higher wvields.
“ome  59% of respondents also claimed it ~ffered more resistance

T drought. and 42% of householdszs stated it resisted wvirus
infection better that *raditicnal black beans. A third of the
honzeholds did not prefer Tamazulapa becanse they fzlt it matured

latar than local varieties.
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The most common reason given for not prlanting Tamazulapa in
the past seascn was that farmers were nnable to tind the seesd.
This is corroborated by observations of project personnel: it was
noted that demand for the bean exceeded the project’'s suppliss at
planting time. Some  15% of households claimed they had
insufficient funds to purchase the seed, althei.gh it cests no
more than traditional varieties, whilst 10% stated they did not
rlant Tamazulapa because the szeed was not given to  then.
Surprisingly. 10% of farmers claimed to not like the variety
although 92% of honseholds wanted to plant the bean the folleowing

In total. of those households who were aware of Tamazularpa.
zxpressed a preference for it over traditionally grown black
beanz. Those farmers answering the preference question, were then
asked to indicate among four non mutually exclusive rasponsas the

reasons for their preference. In additicon, space  was macde
available to record any volunteered responses., These responses

are reported in Table 25.

Table 26, Reason for Fre r . os,
over Traditional Black Beans

Ezaszon % of Housebelds Aware of Tamazulapa
Higher Yields 67
Later Maturing a3
Drought Resistant 59
Resistant to Mosaic Virus 42

Most of  the houszeholds (67% expressing a preference for

1 3 so because they considered it gave higher vie=lds.

some 59% of respondents also claimed it offered more  resistance

to  drought. and 42%  5f househnlds stated it resisted virus

infaction better that traditional black beans. A third «f the

householids did not prefer Tamazulapa because they f=lt it matured
later than lorcal varieties.

Animal Husbandry

An important component of the ADS 11T innovations has heen the
development of better management techniques in animal hushandry.

The @gcal of these interventions has been to  secure higher
productivity from households’' livestork. reduce lossces  due  to
impreper practices, and increase participation in animal raising

50 a8 to raise household inceme and protein availability.

Targeted for interventicn by the preoject have heen mlgs,
Zoats and rabbits. The first interventions were with swine, which
had been eradicated from Haiti in 1982-82 in an attempt +to
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eliminate African Swine Fever. The main focus of rroject’s
efforts with pigs was 140 assist in the reintroduction of the
animal into the defined sites of intervention and ensivve as many
households could return te raising pigs as soon as possible (see
ADS "I Report Number 3Z2). In addition, farmers were advised on
the best methods to raise the introduced animals and in the use
of feedstuffs.

Due to the widespread raising of geoats in the vrosect’s sites
of intervention, an effort was alse made tc improve the
productivity of the local breed. This involved the intreduction
of a hybrid Alpine-Nubian billy goat for breeding purposes. This
introduced animal was a product of a USAID funded Haitian goat
research program undertaken by Winrock International between
1982-14R7.

The other livestock development undertaken by the proiect was
the intreduction of rabbit raiszing in well aerated and spacious
pens.  For many of the households participating in the ADS II
rabbit program it was the first time they had reared such
animals.

1)
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To znsure the largest possible number of households were able

to participate in the raising of reintroduced pigs. the ADS II
project set up a distribution program to give vpigs +tco farmer
ssaciations  or cooperatives in its sites of intervention. The
igs themselves were provided by two breeding centers managed by
the project. with animals supplied by the swine rapopulation
pProgram nt the Interamerican Institcute of Agricultural
Cooperation (IICA). Those associations receiving animals were
nbliged to furnish the project a female piglet ocut of their first
litter. which in turn was redistributed to other associations. In

addition to distributing pigs, the project also organized
seminars on the best method to care for the animals and how teo
constrnct pig pens. Advice was also given on the treatment of

swine health problems and the wuse of local feeds as an
alternative to expensive imported feed.

Sdome 26% of the 184 households surveyed reported being
members of a pig cooperative, of which 96% had recaeived a pig
from the AD3 II distribution program. However, only 24
respondents., or 13% of all households were actually raising pigs
themselves.

The 48 respondents whe reported to ke members of pig
Zooperatives vers asked te indicate amonz four non matually
cxelusive  responses the ceontribution they had made to their
agszoclation. Their responses are presentad in Table 27.

to
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ontribution % of Households helonging to a Ceoperative
Money 79
Labor 71
Materials 63
No Contribution 4

Observation of Table 27. shows that most members made
significant «<ontributions to their particular cooperatives with
79% supplying funds. 71% donating their 1labor and 53%
contributing materials. Only 4% of respondents contributed
nothing.

Those hous=zholds raising pigs themselves. whether in
association or privately, were asked to state how many animals
they tended, and if these were owned in asscciation with others

or not. The 22 households responding to the oguestion were raising
a total of 66 animals, of which 57 (86%) were owned ountright by
the hcuseholds concerned. On average, three pigs were tended per
household although the median was half this amount. indicating
that mozt households had fewer than three pigs (see Table 28.)

Table 22, Humber of Pigs Kept By Households

Owned Collectively Qwned Fergonally
Mean 3 2.6
Median 1.5 1

Towards the end of 1986, +the ADS II project initiated the
construction of rabbit hutches with 30 participating households.
Each household that helped in the construction of the hutches
received one hutch along with a breeding pair. In return. the
households were obligated to furnish the project two females and
two males from their first litters, which were then redistributed
to other interested househelds.

The objective of the intervention was to provide an
additional source of income and dietary protein te¢ househnlds.
Although rabbit raising is practiced in the Les Cayes Plain, the
conditions in  which the rabbits are traditionally raised are
often cramped and unclean. By demonstrating an alternative
raising system. the project hoped not only to increase the number
ot  households raising rabbits but also to improve. by example,
thz conditions in which rabbits are raised 1in traditional
systems. This in  turn would help reduce animal losses in the
traditional raising zysztems.
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Thirty one households., or 17% of all respondents. claimed to
be raising rabbits. Of these households, 81% had obtained their
animals thernselves and the remainder had done so through the
assistance of the project (23%) or as a gift (3%) (see Table 29).

Table 29. How Rabbits were Qbtained by Households
Method % AlL Households % Houssholds Raising Eabbits
From ADS I1I 4 23
Bought 14 81
Gift 0.1 3

All those households who obtained their rabbits through the
project used the AD3 II rabbit pens. The other households, or 74%
of respondents answering the question, had built r=bbit rens
using their own design. The average number of rabbits raised per
household was 5.7 animals and the median number was 5.

+

To ascertain the potential for rabbit raising in the sites o
intervention. all respondents were asked if they would like to
keep rabbits. Some 64% of all respondents <laimed they would like
to raise the animals. Thaose persons responding to the question
were then asked to choose among five non mutually exclusive
gsponses the reason for their response (see Table 30.).

reasons For Wanting Babbits % of all Households
1. Source of Meat 57
2. Sourece of Reveneue 60
Reasonz For Mot Wanting Rabbits % of all Households

1. Not Familiar With Raising Rabbits 5
2. Not Accustomed to Eating Rabbits
3. Rabbit Pen Tno Expensive

t

The two reasons why households wanted to raise rabbits were;
one, they provide a supply of meat, considered important by 57%
of respondents: and two, they are source of revenue. considered
important by 81% of households. The major reasons for net wanting
e raise rabbits were that households were unaccoustomed to

raising and eating rabbits. stated respectively by 5% and 4% of
respondents.  Some 2% of households claimed that a rabbit pen

would he taon expensive,



The respondents wanting to raise rabbits were also asked if
they were interested in building a pen like that introduced by
the ADS II project. In addition, they were then asked to indicate
a reason for their response among two precoded replies or to
supply their own reasons. In total, 1% of households axpressa2d a
desire to build thae ADS 11 type raising pen. Unfortunately. the
number of respondents who were actually aware of the ADS IT
rabbit pen is not clear since this question was not included in
the guestionnaire. The respondents’ reasons for not wanting to
build the AD3 II rabbit hutch are presented in Table 21

eng Eor Mot Wanting To Build che ADS II Rabbit Pen

Heason woof all Hounseholds
1. ADS IT Pen too Expensive 8
2. ADSE II Pen not Seolid Enough 21

Interestingly, the main reason why households were not
disvosed to build the ADS II pen was that they considered it
insufficiently strong. However, in comparison with traditienal

type rabbit pens the ADS II type holds up very well and was given
a ftavorable resvonse by househelds participating in the rabkhit
rogram. Some % of respondents claimed the ADS II pen was too
ensive to build.
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In 3 strategy to increase the prceductivity of the local gaat
breed, the project introduced an Alpine-Nubian cress billy Zoat
into the hill-side site of Fond-des-Fréres. The objective was to
ma&te thiz animal with as many females of the local brzed as
possible and then compare the progeny with non crossed animals.
The service, began in the 2arly part of 1987, was performed free
of «charge for those households wanting their nannies inseminated
by the introduced goat.

83 households. or 34% of all respondents., raised gcocats in the
project’s sites of intervention. The average number of goats
tended  and the number actually owned by households is presented
in Table 32. The difference between the number of goats tended
and owned 1is explained by the practice of “gardienage" where
persons raise animals for the oawners in return for some
reccmpense, often in kind.



The average number of goats tended rer household was 3.6
animals with the average number owned being 2.3. Ac a proportion
of the total number of goats, only 64% were actually owned by the
households keeping them, indicating the widespread practice of
"gardienage".

Only one household reported to have used the services of the
introduced billy goat. This low number is explained by the fact
that the animal only arrived on the site in the early part of
1987 and. hence, has been able to breed with Just & few animals.
The potential for the introduced goat’s services is. however,
considerable since 97% of reaspondents raising goats =xpraessed a

illingness to breed their females with the Eilly.

Soil Conservation

A major component of the ADS II interventions in +the hill-
side site of Fond-des-Fréres has been the introduction of =oil

conservation practices. This work was first initiated in the
second half of 1985 with the use work parties {groupements)
composed of local farmers. The participants in the work received

a small contribution for their efforts. Unfortunately. soon after
starting the work a number of persons demanded a considerably
higher wage equal to that paid to workers in nearby government

project. 3inze this ran contrary to the project’s bhelisf that
farmers must feel the need to conserve the soil themselves rather
than doing it for financial remuneration, the work was

diszontinued.

the szcond agricultural seascn of 1986, =oil conservation

S were reinitiated at Fond-des-Fréres working with
dual farmers who expressed a desire to undertake the work
lves. Thiz work inveolved the tracing of the contours on the
farmer’'s hill-sides avery 5 or 10 meters and then supplying the
household with perennial grasses and trees atter the farmer had

prepared the =s0il. To encourage these efforts. the supplied
grasses and trees were given free of charge to the rarticipating

househeolds. In addition. a contribution of one gourde /2 metres of
contour canal was offered to farmers to defray some of their
labor costs. This amount was to be paid saveral months aftar the
construction  of the canals vhen their sunccesstul establishment

and maint=nance could be verified.

Zome 96% of the househnlds interviewed at Fond-des-Fréres
were farming land in the mountains. This represented about 32 ha
of land or. con average. 1.4 ha per household. Of this total., some
B5% was owner occupied and the remainder was farmed under =a
share-cropping or 1leasehold arrangement. The area of 1land
sonserved by soil conservation practices was some 8.9 ha, or
about 28% of the total. This conservation work was undertalken by
4 households.,  ar A3%  Af of respondents farmirg land in  the
mountains.  Of the land conserved., 84% was cwner occupied and 56%
was =ither leased or sharecroepped. Of the non conserved land, /8%

Ny

was nwners occupiad and 32% zharcropped/lessehold (see Tahle 33 ).



Surprisingly, the proportion of owner cccupied land conserved
was almost the same as the proportion for land no+ conserved. One
wonld expect that the proportion of owner occupied land conserved
to be higher than the proportion for non conserved land since the
benefits of 30il rconservation are generally long term and hernce
are difficult to recoup for sharecropping and leaschold farmers.

One reason why sharecroppers/leaseholders may still find it
desirable t¢ undertake conservation measures is that the «osts
incurred in this effort may be sufficiently small. due to project
subsidization., to be recovered in a relatively short period of
time. Further. the benefits for farmers. owners and sharecroppers
alikz. start occuring within a few months of the establishment of
living terraces. TFor example, these terraces not only maintain
the 30il in place but also provide an important feed source for
arimals such as goats and pigs.
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The majority of the soil conservation work undertaken by
farmers at Fond-des-Fréres was done with the assistance of the
ADS II project. Some 6% of households performed the wori on their

own initiative and 12% had undertaken the practices with ancther
praject befors the arrival of ADS IT in the area {see Table 34,3,

Table 34. Manner by which Housebolds Undertonk S0il Copservation
Worl

Manner # of Househslds Zonserving Land

ADS T1 71

Other Proiect 2

Self 5]



Although it is encouraging to observe the high participation
in the ADS II soil conservation program, the fact only 6% of
househonlds actually undertook the effort themselves before and
after the arriwval of the project is disappeointing. It is  hoped
that a much greater proportion will take up the soil conservation

effort on their own at the termination of the praject,  To aid in
this goal. the ADS II project has established a tr res nursery on
site in Fond-des-Fréres a3 well initiating A ~ontinving
education program with farmers on the need and wvalue «f

conservation practices.

All farm households surveyed at Fond-des -Frép res yers asbed if

they wished to participate in soil cons "Vatlu oracticaes and
their reasons for wanting or not wanting to participate. War
owner  ocoupli=d  land, zome 100% of all raspondents  said they
wanted to help conserve their land. Mo hoenseholds zaid thev 414
not  wish  to undertake conservation measures Th= reasons  why

hoenseholds  want £n be involved in seil conservation on the  and
they own are presented in Tabie 35. These raspons=ss represant the
households’ viewpoints on the three precoded and non mutually
2xclusive replies listed in the questionnaire. In addition. space
waz mad= available to record volunteered res sponses »f hmousehelds.

Table 22, Ez2asons why Hougsholds Wapt te Cop serye the Lapd Thay
JWn
Eezzon v of Hougeholds % of all Households
Qwnirg Land

Preserves Soil 100 A

Gives Better Yields 100 92

Feceive Money from ADS II 95 38

Observation of Table 35, shows that households are aware of

the benefits of 30] oo 3

501 nserratiorn, with all heuseholds whe  own
their own land stating it would protect their s0il and oprovide
hetter vields. Al g
occupizrs (935%) zlso
from the ADS IT projeot i

roportion of respondents whe are cwner
ted that the contribution they receive
s another reason to undertake the work.

The same questions were asked of households who workad lLand
by not owned by them. All heouzeholds who lease/sharecrop  land
indizated they would want to conserve this property and no
respondents stated +hpy did not want to conserve this land. The
reasons for their responses are presented in Table 368

All sharecropping/leasing respondents  felt that soil
conservation measures would protect the sail Af the rroperty and

improve vields An added incentive for their work no deubt WAS

the dezire af all houzeholds ta purchase the land they would lilke

ta ConEerve. Mrfortunatealy, the incentive of receiving s

contritatian of monevy from ADS IT for 22rrving ont the worls  was

nuglectud from the preceded respanse,  henes, its ;mpﬁV*ﬂnce o

sharecropping/leaze-halding farmers in intluencing thair
2!

1
4

e



decision to undartake conservation work s not known.

Reagon % of Households with % of all B/holds
Sharecrorred/Leased Land

Good for the Soil 100 58

Hope to Buv the Land 100 58

Gives Bettar VYields 100 58

The ADS I project has implemented a numbher of complemaentary
strategies  in its soil conservation efforts at Fend'dez-Frévas.
sh

ent 2f living terracses avery A ap 10

e
rennial  grasses. and the seesding of
leucasna,  a leguminous tree, as well as the planting of a number
of different varieties of trees. The living terraces were adopted
in preference to dry wall structures due to the nature of Fond-
des-Fréves where vocks of sufficient size are not found :in enongh
abundance to erect stone barriers/walls. To ascertain the
awareness and <pinion of these interventiecns by
respondentz were asked to verify among a liz=t of

meazures whether they knew of the activity. if they

the reazon for their responze. Partial results are

Table 37.

Thaze include the -
metre=s planted wi

rvation measure was the

The meost well known soil  conse
planting of trees. The highest recognition rates were far the
tress  most  ocommonly found in the area including, "hois  blanc”
(Simarvba glauﬁ:l (88%). "bois pele" (Colubrina arborescens)
r88%), lemons (88%) and oranges (83%). Awareness of leuczena and
mahogony was al:o nlgh. with three quarters of respondents aware
oT  the trees for conservation pnrposes. The highest rates of
azoeptante were the trees that provided timber such az  “hois
Dlane”  and “beoizs peler, liked by all households aware of  +then.

(Y]

Orange, lemein and mahogony trees were also well acaosptad, liked

by owver thres  quarters of  those respendents  aware of the
mERSNraes The fruilt trees were appreciated for aat* ing and
providing  duice, an  opinion held by 81% and 70% of heousehnlds
raspectively  for lemons and oranges. Another adwvantage of
planting lemons was the ability to sell its frmit., considered a
reason tor liking the tree by a3 third of the househnlids aware of
it as a conservation measure. Mahogeny was liked for its ability
too o pravide quality wood for furniture. considered important by
TEY% af hOHSthlds reccognising the tres. Appreciation of lencasna
waz less because a number of households felt that it eztablizhead
itselt too zucressfully and took over their land., a vieswpoint
hald by 22% of households who knew of leucasna. The l=2ast well
]

nown  tree for ceonservaticn measures was ‘nime” . in which wonlwy
, >t households knew ~f it


http:leucn.na
http:househr.ds

The other measures widely Lknown by honsehalds were the
contour canals or living terraces and the planting of Mapier
grass, both known by 75% of all households interviewed. Each of

these measures were liked by all respondents who were aware of
them. The reason given for liking Napier grass was that it
provided forage for livestock. an opinion held vy  B9%  af
househnlds aware of the grass. Contour canals were liked because
they helped preserve soil moisture. a viewpcoint held bv % of

households, and because they protected the z0il. stated by 29%
of respondents aware of the practice. Reeclk barriers and dry walls

were  less  well lknown with respaectively, 21%  and 487 ot
households aware of these measures. The low recognition rates for
these measur=ss is, howaver, not surprising since they have noft
been implemented by the praoject at Fond-dez-Fréyesz,  Henpee,

re=cognition of these measures probably originates from roclk wall
structures found in neighbouring sites in  oclAse proximity to
Fond-deg-Frévas,

Table 37. Awareness and Opvinion of Soil Conservation Measures
Undertaken by zhe ARS II Froject

Heasure % of H/holds % of H/holds Like
Aware of Intervention the Intervention

Tree Plapting/Seeding

Rois Rlanc 38 100

Pois Pela 88 100

Oranges 83 30

Lemon 88 76

Leucaena 75 56

Nime 17 50

Mahogony 75 83

Accacia 0 -

Dther Trees N -

Qther Meaznres

Contour Canals 75 100

Napier Grass 75 100

Rock Barriers 2 100

Dry Walls 46 100


http:Accac.ia

V. Summary

A study was undertaken between April and June 1987 on the
rates of adoption by households and their reasons for and fer not
adopting farming systems innovations introduced by the ADS 11
project in its four major sites of intervention.

A high degree of recognition of the project existed. with 75%
of all respondents reporting they were aware of at least one its
activities. The vast maijority of households were aware of the
project through interaction with project perseonnel.

Recognition rates among househnlds tTor ~ropping  practices

introduced by ADS Il ware 60%, R4%, 67% and A9 respectively for
black heansz. rice, sorghum and maize. The highest rarticipation
rate as a proportion of all housgeholds was f:r sorghum (21%) with
the lowest, 11%, for black heans.

Among all ADS II innovations. as a prapartion of the relevant

number of households affected by the interventions. soil
conservation measures had the highest par-icipation rate at 58%
The lowest participation rate was recorded for the ADS IT goat

hreeding program.

2t hcusehelds surveyed growing rice in the past season, 18%
planted ADS IT wvarietias. In area. the introduced varieties
accounted for 12% of the land in rice preoduction. The most widely
grown variety  was  CIAT 16, planted by 12% af rice growing
households. The most preferred variety was Amina (IR-5931-113~-1),
Liked wvery much by 75% of respondents growing ADS Il  rice
varisties. Amina’s popularity was based on its high vields. Some

le

£R% of rice growing households were aware of the ADS II pnrtab

(224

rice thresher and 23% were adopters.

Around 31% of maize growing households planted AD3 II
varieties. The introduced varieties represented 18% of the total
land cultivated in maize. The most widely grown ADS II variety
was selected Chicken Corn. grown by 24% of households planting
maize. The wariety La Magquina was grown by 6% of respondents
cultivating maize. The best liked variety was selected Chicken
o, liked very much by 73% of respondents. Its popularity was
based on its faster maturation and higher yields than other
varietizs. Some 30% af households were aware of the ADS II
recommended  practices  for plant spacing for maize and 238% were
actually practicing the recommndations. A similar proportion
adopted the project’s advice of thinning to only two maize plants
per hill.

Almost half (47%) of serghum growing houzeholds planted ADS

IT wvarieties. These varieties accounted for 14% nf the land in
sorghum.  The most nopular and widely grown variety introduced by
the proisct was M 5009. This varietv was liked very much by  72%
of respond@nt: . Tts popularity was due teo ite higher vields,
f21+  to be impartant by 95% af all respondents liking it. Some
22%  nf respondents were aware of ADS T] rlant spacing practices

34



and 17% of sorghun: growing households tollowed these
recommaendations. Around 22% of respondents growing sorghum
adopted the recommended practice of retaining two plants per
hill.

In the past season, 49% of households planting black Theans
grew Tamazulapa, a variety popularized by ADS II. This variety
accounted for 38% of the respondents’ land cultivated in blaclk
beans. Tamazulapa was favored because of its higher vields and
drought resistance. considered important respectively by 87% and
28% o2f respondents.

Some 28%  of  househalds surveyed were members  of pig
“ﬁopﬂr“tivec of  which 96% had received pigz throush the ADS IT
distribotion program.  The main contribution of members to their
cooperatives  were money, labor and materials given respactively

hw TH%. 71% and A3% of respondents.

Around 17% >f all respondents raised rabbits of whish 273% i
obtained their animals thrnuph the ADE II rabbit preogram.
Resractively, some 57% =and B60% of households expresssd a desire

to raise rabbits as a source of meat and as a source of revenue.
some 5% of all respondents did not want teo lkeep rabbits because

they were unaccustomed to raising the animals. Cf  those
houmehold wanting to raise rahbits, 41% expressed a desire £

huild a hu tch similar to that introduced by the ADS I1 proiect.

Only «@ne househaold out of 83 respondents raising goate had
nzed  the services of the introduced Alpine-Nubian billy goat.
This small percentage is due no donbt to the late arrival of the
Billy at the project’s intervention sites. Some 97% of grat
rakélng households expressed a desire to mate their female goats
with the hybrid billy.

In the hill-side 3ite of Fond-des-Fréves. (4% of  househnids
had erected so0il conservation structures. In total aresa., 28% ofF
respondents’ land was oonserved. A high awareness of the benerits
of soil consgervaticn existed among households in the ar=3a, with
100% of res pondwnt performing conservation becaunse it preserves
the soil and gives better crop vields. The contribution given by
Alv: IT  tem houae}oldc was considered impertant by  95% ot
respondents. Of all conservation measures, respondents were most
aware of  tra2e planting, the use of living terraces and the

Planting of perennial grasses.
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Fou ki sa ou pa ta renmen gen lepen? (e pasc nan ¥asyen 7@—
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2) pasks n'pa a2titye manje lazen. ... . ...... D
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(5i non, pase a konsévasyon sdl, kesyon £4).
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Ei. Xi kantite 42 ou travay nan mdn

(Si zero, ank3t la fini) - =—— Karo
“5¢ ¥en 18 mdn ou travay Yo, ki kantite ki konsdve? ~~——— Karo

S¢. ¥Nan t& mén ou travay yeo, ki kantite ki peu cu? —— Karo
87. Nan & mdn ki peu ou, ki kantite ki konedve? ————— Karo

(Si caro, pase nasn kesyon 89)

83. Kouman ou te 2 pou ou te & travey onsdvasyon sdl t3 a ou yo?

1. Avek &d ADS 2 —
2. Avek &4 you, 13t pwojé —
3. Avek mwayen pa ou sdimes. —
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£5. FEszske ou ta T2rmen konsdve i3 ou?
Te Wi — y 2. non ——
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2. 51 tap kenseve, jaden'n 3D donnen plis _—
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Si wi, peu ki sa? (anpil repons posib; mete 1 pou wigiQ pou non

nan bwat la)

1. paske t& mdn 2+ pou konsdve C—
2. raske m'espere achte yo you jou nan menmét 1i -_—
3. peske jaden'm ap domnen plis —
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Si non, pou Ik sa? (anpil repons posib; mete 1 pou wi, 2 pou non

nan twat la)

1. raske t& a pa pou mien, m'pap ranj'l pou mét 1i —_—

2. keu t8 a konsdve mét 1i ap wle pran'l nan men'm —_—
3. %ty travay pou'm fa pou mdt t& a3 —_—
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Yan Yazay sa(?e?, Id es ou konnen ke ADS 2 £3 itilize pou &
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