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o _::on the target farm populatnon m the ﬁve ACRE zones of operatio

PREFACE

The research for thls study was conducted over a s:x month

o -'-fperlod from March to August 1986, Thp pr;mary source of data mclude

.:structured mterwews mth 400 farmers who had rece:ved smail techno.”

'-'f'_logy packages cal!ed mmtkits from the ACRE Prolec’t lnformatwn: b

..'the mlmklt program was aiso obtamed from prolect records and reports.f

Thzs monograph assesses the tmpact of: the ACRE mmlkit

- :focuses on the :mpact of the mm:klts on crop productnon crop techmques:

:  : farmers‘ attatudes and adoptuon of :mproved techology._ Although the
extens:on system is not the focus: of study, lts effect:veness in dehvarmgn_-_'.__:__'
the: mlmklts to fa“mers was a ma;or component of the mm;knt o!lstrlbl_;;tlon
_ program. | . ' ' ' |

_. There was a high degree of awareness of the need for this. study T
“by the ACRE Prcv]ect admm:stration and the Su LSU techmcai ass:stance ;-
.'teama_ The imtla! pro;ect objectwes cailed for prov:dmg farmmg assis= -

| _'_':'tance .to 20 000 farm fam:hes to heip them mcrease crop productlon. _ The“ |

"_'m:mkzt program was :mpiemented in an effort 0. achleve thls objectlve. o

..;'After the program had been in operattorz for four years (1981 1985),
'the questxon was, Rywhat lmpact did it "aave on farmmg?"-"' RS

| SeCtlon 3 discusses the socuoeconomnc and demograprlic charact— _ '

erlstlcs of the sampie. y :

Sﬂctlon £ presents the charac?erlst:cs of the farms for the sample




of farmer's.

Sectlon 5 g:ves én o?ervnew of the ACRE mmsklt prcgram.
Sectnﬁns 6 7 -8 and 9 prowde an. assessment of the mmxk:ts
| .:_by the farmers. | |
Sectlon 10 prowdes a summary of the ﬁndmgs of the study. _

Fmally,.Sect:on 1‘% presents the conclus;ons._f L o
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:_".Iow leve! technology, and the use of the bush fai!ew farmmg practu:e..

_'Samil holder farmers compnse 80 per'cent of the farm populat:on of

! 'I_N-TRoeucTtON

The popu:at:on ser'ved by the ACRE Pre]ect consssts largely

: of smali farmers whose farms average about four acres in size, Farms

ooerated by smch faae'mers tend to be charac erszed by iow pruductw:ty, i '

e Slerra Leone and are general!y m need ef dlrect farmmg asssstance S

in order to increase crop proddc‘clon and ultlmately increase their standard. AT

o_f__.hvmg.

' In recogmtlon of th:s fact ‘the ACRE Proaect launched a program

'_to prowde d:rect assnstance to 20 000 small farm \famﬂ;es by provndmg

_them W|th small technoiogy packages cens:stmg of. :mproved seed and

| piant matena!s and product:on techmques._ These sma!i techno!cgy

packages, referred to as l'!'llniklts, were distributed ta far-mers in all

-ﬁve ACRE zones over a perrod of four years {1981-—.985) ‘The mnmknts

were dehvered to the farmers by Extens:on !nstructors usually at va!lagef'f'"_-" L

| meetmgs and. field days. The Extension - Instructors were requrred

" to keeo records of the farmers who recel\. ed mi mklts, v:llage name, o

o chiefdom- and ‘date of d'ehvery. Extensmn' instructors- w!er'e aﬁso requi-red' e

to make fo!#ow-*up vzsnts to provide furthe“‘ mformat:on and instr uctnons

on. the use of the mumklts. Qverall thls mvolved many hours of work,

' mc!udlng thousands of contacts with farmers and the co!iect:on of

large volumrs of records and notes.




The iarge number of farmers whlcn the ACRE iject sought :

: to ass:st mthm a reiatwely short pertod pr‘esented a spec:al challenoe

: "'to those ass:gned wzth the responsnbnhty of smpiementmg the mm:kst ) |

| f__._'_program._ 1t shouid be noted that the goal of prowdmg mm:k:ts and
-.-_-techmcai mformat:on to 20, 000 farmers was in addzt:on to tne major _
-_goal of prov;dmg assnstance to several hundred contact farmers by

_': ass:stmg them in carrymg out crop trials and demonstratlons on thé:r
| farma. There was much consensus in the ACRE Pro;ect that the mm:ktt

program shou!d be asseeed in ‘order to aete-.rmme :ts lmpact on farmmg

' :prac_:tic_es and crop pr'oduct:on in th.e;tal_;get-areas.

“A. Purposé and ObieCtivés

The purpose of this study is to conduct an assessment of the :
zmpact of the mmnklt program on the farming practlces and crop produc—
ticn of a samp!e of farmers who recewed m:mk:ts between 1981 and
1985. The spec1f'c ob;ectwes of th:s study are as follows.

1. To assess the extent of use and adopt:on of mmnkut matersal
‘- among client farmers.

2.' To assess the magnitude (scope} and patterns of distr:but on,
mamtenance and continuity of use of mlmklts. :

3. To assess the farmers' perceptlon of the minikits, in terms
of variety preference, use, contents, complex:ty, and ef ffects
on labor cost y:eid and income.

4. To assess ‘the farmers perceptuons of major probiems encountered
- in attempting to use or adopt minikit-material in their crop
systems and ways in wh:ch the mmuk:ts can be umpmved.

5. To determine how selected ecological factors,- personal charac- - .
teristics of the farmer, characteristics of their farming sys-

tem, interact (correlate) with use, adopticn, ma;ntﬁn=nce
and farmers attitudes towards the minikits.




‘1i. METHODOLOGY

The population from wh:ch the sample was seiected consssted
.of all farmers on record who had recelved mm:klts between 1981 and
1985. A list of farmers was complied from records provnded by the

ACRE Pr‘ogect wh:ch mtluded the names and wilage locat[ons of 12 500

farmers who had received minikits. A.random vnlla‘ge samplm_g .proceduré_;

was used in o’b*aining the sample for 'the.'study. Approximate!y 3 perce'nti g

~of the 12 500 farmers on the Ilst (uon .~,ubjectsJ were selected randomfy B

w:th proport:onate samphng of subjects based on the number of farmers
in each vallage that receweci mlmklts. Random repiacements of wl!ages

rwere made where sub;ects could not be - found and where vnllages were

inaccessi’ble. This procedurepermi_tted- the select_lon of a repres'entatw_e S

saniple in that vil'iages were sampled probortionately based on ncmf:_)ef
..-of farmet s who had rece«ved mlnhqts in the v;llages selected,_ i
A total of 490 far'rners were mtervnewed including 80 respondents e

from_each of the fu_ve zones, The sample distribution by zon i, chuefdom

‘and viliege ie show in'.TabIe 1. The sample _.mcluded far_mers from 2!_; '

chlefdoms and 79 villages (See Append:x) |

The pe.rsonal mterv:ew technique was used in collectmg the :_
data. A total of six trained. enumerators conducted the interviews. The

- data were recorded on pre—tested interview quest:onnaa res desngned

specn_ﬁca_liy for the_ sturdy._ Each’ mt_erv_new took between 15 and 20 ml_n-u{efs_" o




" to complete. The data were collected durmg a 20——day period.

Smce very few groundnuts and cowpea minikits were dlstrtbuted

to. far.mers, the decision was made not to include them in the stud.y_'. As

a -re'sultg only rice, cassava, sweet potato and maize minikits were included -

in the study. .

The criteria for se!ectmg farmers to be mtewtewed were: (1) the i

| farrner had received an ACRE Pro;ect mmnk;t -and. (2) the mmikut was re— :

C.eived betweeh 1981 and 1'985.- Contact farmers who partlcspated in ACRE' i

crop trials and demonstrat:ons were not included in  the sampie. :

Approx:mately four days were spent in collectmg data in each zone.

A normai day began at 4:30 a. m. in order to arr:ve at the deSIgnated

villages before farmers left to work on their farms. !ntervnews were con-?',

'ducted from 6:00 a.m.. to about 9:30 a.m. Each quest:onnalre was checked'__

for compieuon and accuracy by the field coordmator lmmedlately after the;

mtervnew was completed. ‘The Senior Extension Officer ass:sted by coor— |

: dmatmg the use of Extension. instructors in provudmg advance: notlce to

farmers who were to be mterv:ewed.
The mtervnew quest:onna:r'e was divided into three major areasx

{1) socioe_conomi_'c - and d'emographl-c characteristics of ‘the farmers ; -(2)

" characteristics of farms; and {3) evaluation of the impact of thé"_minikits

on farming.




~ Table 1. Samp!'e Distri_butio_n by Zone; Chiefdom and Viliage

_ZONE - SAMPLE SIZE = CHIEFDOMS VILLAGES

 Rokupr 80 3 16

Njala 80 R B ¥

' _'Ken_ema.;' ' : 80 . L3 17
Kabaia : 86 . g 16 -

* Makeni . 80 ' 6 | 15

TOTAL ~ #0 19




lil. SOCIOECONOM!C AND DEMOGRAPH!C CHARACTERISTICS 5
OF THE SAMPLE - : -

The purpose of thiS section is to provnde the soc:eeronom and demo— e

. graphlc charactemstlcs of the sample of farmers mcluded o the SE td\; - Thzs»-’

. data can also be used in makmg mferences from the samp!e 1o tiw . -s-:é»;

"'POPulatuon of farmers who recelved m;mk:ts in reference to the:r sacm- o
econem;c and demographlc characternst:cs. L ' o B
A Age
‘The age range of the sample was 15 to 82. The mean or average *

_-age was 43.6 and the median age was M 0. Thls means that half of the

f_a'rme-rs samp_!ed were over 41 years:_of age and half were_ below _-_l_li. (Tab!e;-'{.-'. o

)
© B. §_9_§ _' |
‘A total of 3!_;& nja_!e farmers (86%) and 56 female .far-'mer's ( 1..!}%}. .‘We'r:e
included in ine sam'ple_ (Table 2). R

- C. Mar:tal Status

The ma]ority, of the respondents were married (90 5%). Only 815

- Were smgle and 1.5% w_er:e separ.at_ed or dzvo_rced- [Tab!e_Z)_.

DJ Fam:ly Characterlstlcs

The average number of chlldren m the households ef reepondents
| 'v&as 5.4. The ma;ov‘zty of the respondents {73. 5 } had between 0 and. 6

" chaldren Ilvmg in the household [Table 3). The average number of adults. _ .
in households was 5.1. The average number of persons per household i
: .-mciudtng adults and children, was 10 0. These statistics. i eveal that the

. househo‘d size of the respondents was relatwe!y Ierge, wh-ch reﬂects the |




extended famn!y that predommates in rural Sierra Leone.

The number of wwes of a farmer is an md:cator of fam:ly s:ze, '
type arnd structure, labor resources, dependency and economic needs
of the famly. In the study sample, B4% of the respondents had only one R
w:fe, 46% had 2 to '3 wives and. 8 5° had four or more wuves (Table 3) |

Few of the respondents had attamed a formal eoucatlon (Tabie u)
.Oniy 10.5% had completed secondary school, 25.6% had no formal educa—
'_t:on, and 7.3% had completed some prumary school. The largest group of»: -
. respondents (36.3%) had some form of Arabic education, Whlch was large:y .
- found among MUSlim' families. Low leve! of education is-a factor hm.at:__ng
'fermer:sl abillity to und-erstand complex and sophistiéate'd 't‘echnelog:y; g
espeeiaiiy where readihg and ccmprehending writteﬁ ins-tructions'-_ar_e R
- involved. |

Low income is a characteristic of the study sample. Over half of
the farmers (56.6%) had estimated annual incomes of Ie_se than 1,000 Ieorjxes_,
19% received' incomes between 2, 000 and 2,999 léones, 4.8% had incomes .
_between 3,000 and 3,999 leones, and 8.6% had mccmes of 4, 000 leones or.
more {Table ). These income statistics reveal that smail helder farmers
'_x-are not completely homogeneaus in terms of financial resources. Although -
most farmers fall on the lower end of the income contmuum, the data’ re—

vealed that some are more prosperous than others.




" Table 2. Age, Sex and Marital Status of Respondents -

Age Groups  No. % Sex | No. 3
"1_5; 18 6 L6 Males 3u4 86.0
20 - 24 1o 2.7 Females 56 14. 0
25~ 29 32 8.6 Total 400 100.0
30- 34 ‘48 12.8
35 - '_39 64 17.1 Status No. 2
40 - 44 - 4y 11.8 Married 362 96.0
45 - 49 61 16.3 Single . 32 8.0
50~ 54 33 8.8 Other 6 1.5
55~ 59 23 6.1 Total 400 100.0
60 & Over 53 14.2
 Total 373 100.0
Table 3. Household Size.and Number of Wives
; _Category Adults Children Category Wives
' e . Ne. % No. 2 _ No. ~ ' %
63 165 ul.m 168  52.8 _.0 1.2
4-6 136 3%.2 121 30.8 1 1488 442
7-5 33 1.0 40 10.2 2 103 - 31.5
| '1'0_—_11_2. 27 6.8 28 7.1 3 47 . 4.4
13- 15 12 3.0 13 3.3 4 21 6.5
16- 18 5 1.3 10 2.5 5 3 .9
19 & over 9 2.3 13 3.3 6 3.9
| . | 7 1 .3
Totai 398 100.0 393 100.0 Total 326  100.0




Table 4. Education and Income Levels of Respondents

Level No. % Level/Leones No. %
" No Formal 162 25.6 0-499 128 32.2
) ‘1-3 Primary' 8 2.0 560-999 97 24.4
a7 Primary 21 5.3 j000-1448 &k 11.1
Secondary 42 10.5 1450-1999 31 7.8

Arabic | 145  36.3 2000-2249 27 6.8

Other | 81  20.3 2250-2599 17 1;3

3000-3249 s 2.3

3250-3999 | 10 2.5

: 5900 & over 3 8.6 -

Total 399 100.0 Total - 397 100.0




- IV. FARMING CHARACTERIST-!CS;

This section includes the characteristics of the farms for the stl.::d-y.*' :

.sample. ThlS information may he!p provide an understandmg of the farm* R

_ mg structure and resourcas of smaii holder farmers in the study area.h "
A. Ecology |

The largest percentage of. the farmers’ inclu.déd__ih.-the sém'plé were
pr’imafily upland fér_mers- (71.5%); 21.5% farmed in inland vail-!éir sﬁ_émf)
ecologies, 5.5% in mangrove ecologieé. and 1 5% in bolilands (Téble'S) -
The upland ecology was more popular among farmers because it ier*ds
itself to the traditional mode of bush fallow rotation and _cultiVat-ion "praé:; o
tices. The _a.vailabi!'_ity and requirements of labor. are also othé_f"importéht

factors.,

'B. Farm Size_

The amount of rice seeds grown in 1985 was Qsed to estim:a:e far;m |
_ size; One bushel of rice seeds planted was estimated as equivalent_td |
one acre of land. Using this.measurémeht, the average numbér of ac_re%s__' '
farmed by.the respondents included in the sample was 3.8. The data;-.?
" revealed t'hat 82.3% of the sample farmed areas betwée’n cne and four
acres {Table 3). ltis a coinm_onl’y known fact that s_i'ze éf farm is re—
lated to type and availability of labor, type of technc.nldgy used; land
use pattemé » land tenure and the use of other ﬁuman and c_a'psi:tal |

resources.
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N o Farm Labor'

the sampie was 6. The percentages in the iargest categorses were: 1- 3"' e
members (24.3-5}, 36 members (38. 4%} ; 7-9 members (17.5%); and
‘over 9 members (19 8%) (Tab, 8). The respondents hired an average.
of 25 persons to work on their farms durmg the year 1985 {Tab!e 7).
In addition, respondents used an average of 5.3 days of hired !abor
‘and an average of 333 man hours of hired labor on’ thetr farms in 1985. L

[T_a_bles 7 and‘ 8).

D. Years iﬁ_Far'mi'ng .

] Respondents of the sample had been in farming for an e’v_erage "
of 18 years. The majori.ty.(ss.'s%) had been in farming less than 20
y_ears (Table 9).

E. Rice Production and Marketing

| Amcmg- the total .s'ample of 400 farm.ers, 70% planted r_iee m 19'8.52
--bdt did not sell any; 13% planted and sold rice and ‘8% did not p.ient”
rice in 1985. The 53 or 13% of the farmers who pianted and sold nce.
in 1985 scld an average of 8 bushels of the rice they producedo The
| average number of bushe[s of r:ce, produced by the 353 farmers who :
plnated rice in 1985, was 27 (Table 10) | | -

T Twelve percent of the farmes who Pianted rice in ‘!085-tradea
an aﬁerage of 3 bushels of thenr rice for other items; 65% gave away |

an ~average of 5 bushels of r:ce to fr;ends and relatives; and 3147

" (Table 11).

The average number of famliy members worxxng on the farnm for"_ o

farmers .stored or consumed an average of 20 busheis of rice. m 1985 SR
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The majority of ‘the farmers in the sample did not _sei'i' their r‘i._c:e':':"

in the markets (315/368 = 85.63). Oniy 53 or 18.1% reported that they . '

sold rice. - Of the 51 farmers whc repcrted- selling some of their ir-ice--,é_ '

57% sold to traders, 21.6% sold to local farmers, 17.6% sold to the

market place, and only 4% sold to local buyers (Table 12)._ Farmers-

who sold rice usual!y sold their rice mthm ocne mile of their res:dence

' (Table' 12).




Table 5. Farm Size and Farm Ecology

 Acres  No. 2 Ecology No.
1- '2°; - 156  43.7 Inland Vailey Swamp 85 '
i-4 138 38.6 Upland 286
5-6 39 16, Y ' Man_gro{fe - 22
7-8 - 11 3.1 Boliland 6
8- 10 7 2.0
'1-_1 g over 6 1.7 |

Total 357 100.0 Total 400 .

Table 6. Family Members Working on Farm

 Category No. 2
1-3 92  24.3
56 145 38.4
7-9 66 . 17.5 .
10-12 39 10.3
13-15 14 3.7
16-18 6 1.6
19 & over 16 ona2
Total 378 ©100.0




Table 7. Amour'\.t of Hired Labor Used on Farm in 1985

No. Persons - No. s | Days Used Hired No. 3
Hired : Labor
‘None 50  10.0 | None 38 9.6
- | Bt 5.2 | 1-8 283 71.3
5-9 . 19 0.0 | 5-9 57 14.4
10- 18 48 12.0 | 10- 14 1 2.8
15_-"19 38 9.5 |15 - 19 i .2
20 - 24 47 11.8 |20~ 28 2 .5
25 - 29 24 6.0 25 -~ 29 0 0
30-3 49 12.2 | 30- 39 1 .2
40 - 49 32 8.0 |40 - 89 0 0o
50 & over 61 . 15.3 |} 50 & over _ oy 1.0: o
%00  100.0 o 397 100.0

Tab.le' 8. Man Hours of Hired Labor Used on _F'ai'sfn'klin. '_1 985, -

100 - 149
150 - 199
200 - 219
250 - 299
300'—_ 349
350 - 399

- BOO - 449

. 450 - 599

30
25
26
16
18
1L
i6

26

No. Man Hours No. $
Noﬁe 32 8.1
1- 49 21 5.3
. 56 - 99 30 7.5

7.5

6.3

6.5

4.0

4,5

3.5

E.0

‘6.5

500 £ over.




Table 9. Years in Farming |

.15.

Year.‘s. ' | No. . ' 3
1-9 | 15 20.3
Cae-ts 1y . 30.6
20-28 90 23.1
30 - _39' 43 | . 11.1
40 - 19 16 4.1
50 .6 Over. 7 | 1.8
Total 389 100.0

Table 10. . Bushels of Rice Produced in 1985

:'.B'ushe.l.s - No. ' %
1-9 | s | 21.2
10 - 19 - 98 27.8
20 - 29 | 60 17.0
30 - 39 Cw 11.9

a0 -9 30 8.5
50 - 59 17 4.8

| .60 - 79 18 5.1

- ao'-_: 99 - 6 1.7
100 or More | 7 2.0

 Total o 353 100.0
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Table 11. Amount of Rice Sold, Traded Given Away and Consumed
by Respondents in 1985 .
Sold Traded _ Given Away Consumed -
Bushels No. % No. % No. 3 . No. 5

1-u 20 377 34 77.2 154 6.2 31 8.9
s-9 14 268 3 6.8 61 25.4 69  19.9
0~ 14 _:9 17.0 & 9.1 21 8.8 68 13.6
15-19 . 1 1.9 0 o 2 .3 26 7.5

20-28 8 151 1 2.3 0 o s 127

25-29 0 o 0 0 1 NI R -
30-39 1 1.9 1 2.3 0 6 25 6.9
B0-84 0 000 1 .. 27 T.E
‘sQorover 0 0 1 2.3 0 o 18 sz
fotal 53 100.0 44 100.0 240 100.0 387 10050 . S

) ‘Table 12. Distance to Market and Market Where Rice Was Seld _ :

oG

" Place of Rice Sale . No.

oo

M_iles to Market | No.

i or less 41 89.0| Local Farmer 1 215
2 - : o _ 0; " Local Buyer | 2 3.9
3 | 0 o I Trader 29 56.9
4 ' _ i 2.2 ‘Town Market 1 2.0
5 1 2.2 Distant Market 3 5.9

6 ] 2.2 ‘Nearest Market - 5 ' _9.'8 '

8 1 2.2
Total 86 100.0{ , Total 51 100.0




V. OVERVIEW OF THE ACRE MINIKIT PROGRAM

An ihvestigatinn was conducted to deté'rmine tne'backg.ronnd'
orgamza*ior» and nature of Operatlon of the m:n:k:t program. Th:s
mvestigat:on was also conducted to determme the ob;ecttves and struc— ! B
~ ture of the mm:k|t program, what had been done, and what were the
results. The main sources of mformat:on for this mvest:gatxon were
offi c:al documents, pro;ect re*'ords and personai mtervsews wsth pro—'

ject personnel.. THe resu!ts are reported in th:s section.

A. Question: . -What are the purpose and ob;ectwes of the mtmknt
: program’ :

 Finding: The initial project paper of December ﬁQI?Y'stated that
'one objecti\?e of the ACRE Project was to .prm/‘ide direct benéf‘ts tc')'

20, 000 farm fam:hes by provsdmg them w1th seed, plant matenals and

techmca! farming information. The goai was to increase crop produc—

tlon and uit:mate!y increase the standard of hvmg of smal! holder
farmers and their families. The progect aiso sought to decrease the
-_cost_of farming information wh:le mcreasmg access to new _cro_p_

‘varieties.

B. Question: What 'method was i.:sed ~0 achieve the .above' obieétives? At

Fmdmg The method used to achieve the ob;ect:ves was- the

-distrlbutzon of smali techno!ogy packages called minikits whlch contasned .
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_ sam;oles of sced and plant mater:ais and mstructlons. The' three 'major'_-'.,'-._'__ -

" components of the program mcluded {1] research te develop appro-
'_ praate technolooy packages, (2) the use of an. extens;on system to de—- :
E hver the packages to the farmer.-., and (3) momtormg the program by Bt
-' prov:dmg techmcal informatior: and mstruct:ons to farmers, foliow-up |
_'v151ts, and mamtammg record., of del:verles and the name of farmers
whe received mm:klts. In add:t:on, to supervnsmg 15 contact farmers,:.’. ;
' each Extensnon Instructor was requxred to monltor at least 300 mterested
farmers most of whom ‘had recewed mm:k:ts. Accordmg to the progect:'--'f E

'prop_osa!_ a total of $45 000 was m:tlaily budgeted for the cost of the _5:._ '

" minikits.

Questlon How are the oontents of the mmlklts selected7

Fmdmg The contents of the minikits were seiected based on re--"- .

‘sults obtamed from crop tr:als and demonstrattons, takmg mto consr?' "

'derat|on fertlhzatlon recommendatlons, p!antmg methods and type of
-_farmmg eco!ogy. Successful demonstratlons as percewed by farmers |

" were developed into minikit packages.' Improved crop varletles wh:ch
'__recewed farmers approval durmg the demonstrattons were |ssueo to o

_farmers along \mth mstruct:ons on the proper agronomlc practlces.

_;'ln some mstances, seed bed preparatlon and piantmg demonstratlons

were given. Several tyPes of plant material were mcluded in d;tferent i
'_'-mm:klts, mc!udmg rlce, sweet potatoes marze, cassava, groundnuts' |

| a‘nd __cowpea_ls. | Relatwe]y few groundnut and cowpea m:mknts were i

: _de_v'e_loped: and‘_ dlstr;buted to farmers. _
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B. -.'C.Il'.ze_istion: What criteria were used in selecting minikit recipients? |
_ Flndmg in each zone, announcements were. perlodlcally made in
: aii wllages w:thm a desxgnated area that minikits would be glven away.
at a part:cular place and time. Farmers who r'esponded -and showed
mterest in the ACRE Pro]ect actwrtles and were w:!lmg to use the mlm-
klt materlal in- their farms Were gaven minikits. Mlmklts were: aIso dls-':
'tnbuted at agr;cultural shows, ﬁeld days and v:!lage meﬁtmgs._ ln some_._-. : _:f'
cases, . m:mk:ts were gwen to schools, government institutions ‘and agri-' '
ultural agencues who were mtructed to distribute the mmlklts to. |
.

' mterested' farmers. lndlv:dual farmers also requested and recewed :

minikits from the Extension Instructors.
E. _'Question: Who delivered the minik_its to farmers?
‘Finding: Minikits were delivered _primar;ily by Extension -i'n'sf_ructorfs,-_ L

~ and in some cases by Senior Extension Officers. A 'few' m'ini'.k'its were

_also distﬂbuted to. some farmers by schooi personnei agrlcultural agenc:es, o

_govemment mst:tut;ons, paramount chlefs, u!lage ch:efs and Sectzon
headmen. '

- F. Question: How many farmers in each zone recelved minikits. and how
many and what type did they recewed"

Fmdmg lt was reported that over 20, 000 farmers receaved mlmklt
-packages however, the exact number c:ou!d not be documented at the ;

_'txme because records were not avallable. Some of the- reco-rds.w.ere‘

'm:ssmg, mcomplete or untabu!ated. Furthermore, many contact farmers P

_:ssued plantmg matenals to other farmers in their area for whuch no
: records are avallabie. Thus the exact number of minikit packages dss-":""

tributed to farmers could not be accurately determined. The lists of 5
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' mmtk:t farmers fron't which the sample for this study was’ drawn anchuu:led'i
-about 12,500 names, approxumately 2,500 from each zone. Some of the
names of mm:k:t farmers were not recorded or the records were Iost._.:, ,' '
'Moreover, many farmers recelved ‘more than one. mmnklt. in most

‘ mstances the type of mlmk:* g:ven to the farmer was not recorded.

The most current report by the ACRE iject stated that bet\rreen-_'.;__ Sy

1932 and 1985 over 20, 000 farmers received. minikits. - What IS not known,i"l—:__"_.','._-'f-.'.,

;_however, is the extent to Whlch the mlmk:ts were used or not used by

_the farmers. Since no deﬂmte gu:ldehnes were m:tlaliy set forth by

: the pro;ect proposa! in reference to Ieve[ of agrlcultural and economc S

development farmers were expected to ach:eve, httie m known of the
actual 1mpact of the mlnlklts on farmmg ‘Moreover, Ilttle data have
._ been comp:led whlch would prov;de mformatuon about the use of

'mm:klts by farmers._. Consequentiy, the impact of the mm:klts on
farmmg practlces, crop product:on, farmers attltudes and adoptuon

behavsor could not be determmed. Informat:on on the vai.te of the

mm:k:ts to the farmers, probiems encountered in their use, and sugges— o

| "tlons for - mprovement was not avallabie. The present study was de- -

:sngned to prov&de mformatmn in this area.




Vi. AN ASSESSMENT OF THE ACRE MINIKIT PROCRAM
IN THE FIVE ACRE ZONES

A. Number of Minikits Rece:ved by Farmers

The data revealed that many farmers rece:ved more than one mml- L
: '_knt - 1.5 percent recewed four mlmknts, 5.0 percent. recewed three 22 8 |
percent recewed two, and 70. 7 percent recewed one mmlklt (Table 13)
) There was no indication that project guidelines or objectwee called for .. '
issuing more than one minikit to one farmer. However, the fact that 29 3
percent of the far'mers included in the sample received more than one
‘.mmlk:t restncted the cverall nu’nber of farmers who coulid have rece:ved :
. at ieast one mimktt. “This factor could :nﬂuence the pro;ects goal of - -j -:
| provudmg benefits to at least 20,000 farmers. Under this system, more .
. than 20, 060 minikits would have to be dlstrlbuted in order to reach the

minimum goal of 20,000:farmers.

B. Fertmzer Contents of Mmlklts

The data revealed that 22 7 percem of the farmers -nc!uded re—_-._-.
| ported receiving mmlkats with fertilizer and 77.3 percent reported re-: '
ce:vmg mmlklts wnthout fertilizer (Table 13j. These resu!ts mdicate
that many farmers receaved minikits that did not contain a cornplete
_k package of maternal This could have the effect of limiting crop yleld L
| for the lmproved crOp varieties, whlch tend to perform best when used —. .
-w:th fert:hzer._ On the other hand one would expect that farmers who .' L

recewed and used fertll:zer on their crops wouid have n:gher yle!ds than :
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"those who did not receive fertilizer.

B In terms of type of minikit, 9‘! farmers rece:ved rice minikits,
41.8 percent with fertilizer and 58.2 percent without fertlhzer [Tab!e
llij. Thls is compared to 78 who received cassava mlmklts, 33 3 per—
cent with fert:hzer and 66 7 percent without fertilizer; 273 farmers .

: recelved sweet potato : 'mmk:ts, 20 percent with -ertnhzer and 80 perCent

- w1thout fert;hzer- 109 farmera received maize minikits, 36. 7 percent _

w;th fertilizer and 63.3 percent without fertlhzer. As md:cated by these o

- Statlsth::, farmers rece:ved rice mumkats more often mth fnrt:hzer com— L

pared with other types of mtmksts. Sweet potato mmxklts were receaved
more often without fertll:zer, fo!!owed by cassava m:mk:ts. It should l
_be pomted out that more sweet potato rmmk:ts were received {about

_50 percent of total) than any other type of mlmk:t. Thss f‘ndmg sug—

gests that more sweet potato minikits were dtstrlbuted by the ACRE

"Pro;ect than any other type. Thus is a plausible conclus:on due to the B

_ greater avallabﬂ:ty of and ease in which sweet potato plantmg mater:al

can be reproduced .and.d:fﬁxsed among. farmers. Thxs also co_u-ld pos~_

s:b!y mdlcate high populanty and h:gh demand for- sweet potatoes.
Sweet potatoes are very hlgh!y adaptable and is an :mportant crop of

great value durmg the hungry season when f_oodstuf_f is scarce.

C. Temporal D;stributlon of Mm-klts

' The data in Table 15 show the temporal dlstnbutlon patterns of
'minikits received by farmers of the sample. Minikit dlstrnbutton_rea__ched

its peak in 1984 when 246 farmers (84.7 percent of the totai) rec_eived" :
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their f’rst'mihikit. 1981, 1982 and 1985 were lean yeers as only _13-5_'
farmers reported that they first recewed a minikit. The type of mini-
kit received f'rst by the largest proportson of fermers was the sweet

potato mlmklt. Maize was second, rice third, and cassava fourth.

D. Crop Varnet:es lncluded in Minikits Dastrsbuted

Table 16 shows the different crop varieties received in the mini-
kits by farmers of the sample. For rice mmtkits, Rok 16 was the most
common variety included, followed by CP4, Rok 10, and Lac 23 (Table
‘!6} . The largest proportnon of the cassava mm:klts mcluded Rocass 1
.'foilowed by Rocass 3 and ‘Nucass 1. Ropot 2 was the most common |
variety mcluded in sweet potato mlmklts (Table 18). Many farmers
however, could not remember whether they recewed Ropot 1. or: Ropot

. 2 sweet potatoes. Senior Extensuon off’ cers reported that Ropot 2 ‘were

' mc!uded in thie majority of the sweet potato minikits, as this was the

'var:ety which was more popular among the farmers, Only one var:ety.
of corn,. Western Yé]low was included in the maizes mlmklts. Western.

' Yellow has been proven to be suitable and. adaptable to a wide range ' 7
o_f areas and conditions in Sierra Leone. :

E. Source of Delivery of Minikits

' The great majority of the sample recelved mm:k:ts from the = I
Extens.ion lnstruc_:tor: 89%, 89. %, 71.5% and 80.4% for rice, caseava, o
sweet potato and maize, respectively {Table 17}. In a few cases, mml—;' o
klts were recewed from other farmers. This occurred to a greater extent .

for sweet potatoes and maize. Sweet potato and maize piantmg materaal

appeared to lend themselves. more to sharing arnong farmers when cornpared
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to rice and cassava. However, under the current ACRE Program the
,Extens&on !nstructor plays the more dominant role in the dehvery of

: mm:knt materials to farmers. Perhaps when farmers are able’ to produce
more of their planting material in wllage mmt:phcatton centers, they

g may become more promment in the d:strlbutlon process. Alternatwely,
farmers may be encouraged to purchase their seed and pLantmg mater:ai
from regsonal or loca! seed dlstrlbutxon centers for a smal[ fee. Th:s

cou!d possibly be a goal that national agr:cultural programs may w:sh to

pursue.

F. Method of Dehvery of Minikits

A noteworthy fact reveaied by the data is that the majority of the
sample rece:ved thelr mmlk:ts in the [ocal or surroundmg area, such as
thelr homes, on their farms or in village meetmgs (Table 18) The ACRE
Pro;ect delivered the mumk:ts directly to the farmers in the‘r Iocal set--E
ting, a practice made necessary due to the limited development of the

| mfrastr icture [transportat:on and eommun:cataon) and the scarcnty of

_'lmproved seeds and plantmg material. The use of th:s method ailowed the-

: ,Extensnon lnstructor to work with farmers on thetr farms within a set-
tmg familiar to them. Thus a strong ard effective extens:on delwery

| component is needed. Farmers must be encouraged to share more farmmg
mformatlon and plantmg mater:al with other farmers.- And wath the de—
ve-lopment of seed distribution centers, farmers m:ght become leSs de—
_pendent on the ACRE Progect prov:dmg free piantmg matenals or -m—

"proved crop varieties. Although the prov:dmg of free or low cost p‘antmg
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material may be necessary at this time, this should be done with some
larger goal in mind.

G, Fa.rmers'- Understanding. of Mini-kit. Use

Farmers reported they had no problems understandmg the mstruc—:' :'- -
 tions on how to use the m'mk‘ts (Table 19). This was most hkei‘/ due
to the fact that, in the ma;orlty of the cases, the Extensuon Instructor
explamed the instructjons to the farmers or gave them s:mp|e de'“onstra-

tioos (Table 20). .

H. Maintenance of Mi_nikits by Farfners
An unportant md:cator used to deter'mme the extent of use of the

rmmktts was the !ength of t:me the farmers were able to mamtam seed

- and plantmg matenai from the mmnklts. Prewou,s data revealed that most

= farmers recelved their f‘rst mmzkrt in 1983 and 19811 or 2 to 3 years prlor S

to this study. As shown in Table 21, the major:ty of the farmers reported |

| that they were able to maintain plantsng materlal from the m:mklts they
recewed for two to three years. Farmers tended to be better able to 7
maintain cassava and sweet potatoes, compared to malze and rlce., The:

data in Table 21 a‘iso--reveal that a sizeable proportion-- of far-mers were A

on!y able to. mamta:n plantnng material from their minikits for one year . B

or iess. Thxs could be due to a number of factors mc!udmg !ack of
_knowledge lack of resources, destructlon by dlsease and pest, and Iack
of effort.' it was dnscovered in the Kenema zone that some farmers leave |
their farms durmg the dry season to work part-—tame m the more iucra—é"

tive diamond mihes or m-‘other. non—agrlcul_tural jobs, leav:ng the:r




crops unattended. When they return to their farms at the begmnmg
“of the planting season theY have no plantmg materlal because it had | :
'.not been mamtamed or was destroyed by cattle, rodents or pests. |
This was partlculariy true in the case of sweet potatoes which must be ! .
_ mamtamed in the swamps durmg the dry season |f p!antmg materual
is to be avallable for the plantmg season. |
-Another mdlcat:on of the farmers®. abihty to mamtam pla'atmg
materral Enc!uded in the 'mmklts is the amount of materlal planted from -

the mmlklts durmg the prevuous year 1985. There was wide varlatlon

'among the farmers, in th:s regard for all types of mmiksts (Tables 24—_-;"-’_.

26). Farmers showed a greater capacity to mamtam or plant improved

- cassava and sweet potatoes- and less capac:ty to mamtam rice and mazze, D

As shown in Tables 24, 325 and 26, some farmers were not abie to mam—'i it

' _taln plantmg materlals from the rice, cassava and maize mm:k:ts whlch

: they recewed. Most farmers who used fert:hzer only used small quan—

t:tnes due to cost and fack of ava:!ab:l:ty (Tab!e 26) About 53 percent

of the farmers who received fertilizer m their mm:k:ts in 1985 on!y used )

between one and nine kﬂograms of fertilizer, and about 32 percent used Lo

no. fertzhzer in 1985 {Table 28).

!.._ E)\-é‘sigg;gte Use Minikits Among Farmers '
Farmers overwheimmgly reported the desire to oontmue usmg
lmprOVed seed and plant materlals prowded in the mm!klts (Tabie 22}

Thls is expected because the mmlklts were dehvered to farmers by the

Extens:on instructors at no cost to the farmers. Farmers were also
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. very aware that improvéd crop varieties could help increase their crop

- yield.

4. Frequency of Visits to Farmers by Extension Workers

. The average number of visits that farmers mth rice mmlklts .re—
ceived from an Extension Instructor was three compared to approx:mately
four visits for farmers who received cassava, sweet potato and mauze |
m:mktts (Table 23). This factor is very important because the ACRE o
Pro;ect is heavuly dependent on getting f’armmg mformatnon and |mproved

'crop varletles to the farmers in order to he!p increase crop. productlon.

K. Difficulties in Usmg Mmlklts

| The farmers mc!uded in the sample expressed a-very. hlgh des:re
for usmg all types of minikits (Table 27). Most of the far-mers also o
reported that the minikits were not dafﬁcult to use. Howevéf, .thereé

- was some indication that the minikits were dnfficult to use for some

farmers. This was especially true for the rice minikits ETabZe 28) About 1

one—fourth _of the sample (111} r_-_eported that the minikits were not eésy
to use.
Co’st was found to be a major limitation to fakmers in using miini.-

. kits. Well over two—thirds of the farmers reported that 1t was’ moderate—

ly to0 highly costly to use the ACRE minikits (Table 29). Usually, farmers U

calculate cost by the amount of labor required and tﬁe amount of Ieones ' L

needed to purchase required items such as fertilizer. In order to obtéi;n

' the maximum yield from the improved crop varieties included in the rfn‘i_n.i_— B

kits, adequate amounts of labor and fertilizer are required. Thus fé’r_mer';—._ _ T
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-.eould see 1mproved crop varieties as very costly to use and mamtaln. =
| The fact that labor requirement is a concern of farmers who use_ '
-m:mk:ts may be revealed by the question, "how much time do you savel .'
when usmg mnmk:ts?“ The data in Table 30 show that many farmers
feei that “t:me savmg" is not a major attmbute of the mnmklts they re- |
-_cewed. in fact, this suggests that many farmers beheve that crop |
varieties mcluded in the minikit requare much time or labor. However, 5
the data- revealed that “time savmg“ as an attrlbute of mmnklts was_
._greaier when using sweet potato maize and cassava mmlkrtcs comparec-j'_f_“l_

to' rice [Table 30).

L. Farmers" Yleid and Income Benefits From Usmg Mlmkrts

A major ob;ectsve of the msmk:t program was to help farmers m-—..
:crease thelr c.rop yields and incomes. Thus an :mportant ob;ectlve of .
this study was to determme to what extent did minikits recelved by
.farmers help increase the:r crop ylelds and mcomes._ ‘Table 31 shows
that the vast majority of the farmers reported that usmg mm:klts had
resulted in substanttal mcreases in y:elds. This ranged from a hlgh |
.of 78 percent for farmers receiving rice mmnklts 73 percent for
sweet potatoes, 73 percent for maize and 67 percen_t- for cassava o
(Table 31). | |

Although farmers were somewhat less xmpressed with the
.mllmklts as a way of mcreasmg thenr incomes, many reported that
using the minikits had "increased their income. Genera“y, far-mers_
- reported that rice minikits were more valuable in he&pmg to mcrease

their incomes. Thls was roi!o\nfed by maize, sweet po{atoes and
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. cassava minikits {Table 32). As will be pointed out later, most farmers SRR

did not sell their crop produce but used it mainly for family consumption.
or shared it with friends and reiatives. Twenty ene—percent of the far-.-
mers mterv:ewed reported that their income would lncrease little or" none
as a result of using minikits (Table 32). This suggests that on!y a sma-il
portion of any mc:reased crop yields resulting from use of the mnmk:ts

. Was converted inta real income from cash saies.

M. Problems Reported in Using Minikits

Another major objective of this study was to determine what pro- .
blems '_farmers experienced when using minikits and ways in tﬂ}hich-thef
‘thought the minikits Co_tild ke improved. The study feuﬁd tha}t_?pm:bi_e_zéis}'--
‘. .which .far_rr.lers reported when using minikits were very s_irrii-iar to p'r'obﬂe_ms :'.
associated with farming in general. For ek_amp'!e, the ntost common Qrobf-
..iem re.pbrted by farmers in using rice and cassava minikits_wes crop d'amage”
or.destr.uction? by. rodents and other .pests. Sotne farmers rep_orted pi'e::b'.—' |
lems witb weed control {Tebies 33 and 34). 'Reiatively more ?roblems ef'.'
this type were reported by farmers who received cassava, sweet potato
and maize minikits. iromcally, farmers perceived’ prob!ems mvoivmg e
. the use of mm:ktts in terms of lack of control of rodes"ta, menkeys, goats,
birds, thieves and waeds which are largely problems found in the farmers. '

farming environment and ecology. This indicates that farmers have prob—

lems controiling the biolegical, physical, env:mnmenta! and human-created

conditions in their surroundings. [t is aiso ironic that few farmers dlrect— -

ly reperted cost and labor as problems when using the minikits. It ISf
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~ also noteworthy that some farmers reported no problems when using the!

. 'mi_n'ikits _[Tables 33 and 33).

N..' 'lrﬁprovements in Minikits Recommended by Farmers

.When'farmeris were asked how could the mi'nikits-_be'impi“ov_ed th_e;-"_
fo!lowmg answers were among thie more common responses (1) need fof';
- more fertlhzer (2] need foé more- seeds and piantmg ma’certal {3) pest

eontrol and {u] receiving seeds- and p!antmg mater:ai in a timeiy manner

~ at the begmnmg of the planting season {Tables 35 and 36). These re-'f o

sults suggest that farmers need help in solving farmmg prob!ems wn:hm '
their farmmg system in addition to receiving more 1mproved crop »arletnes.. :
The fallure to resolve these problens poses a threat to mcreased crop -
ylelds from amproved crop varieties. As one farmer put :t "what good
does it do to p!ant m’:proved varieties if pests eat them up"“ 1t seems
_apparent that farmers need approprnate econom:cai and accessnbie re—
- soUrc_es t’o_controi these problems as well as adequate j_;educatlon, --tra:nso.g'_ _'

| and .z.nenagemen't. skills in. farming. Of course, adequat.e ﬁnanoial -re'so_dri‘cé__é_
: -::are a!so needed. A plausible approach to resolvmg these problems is .
' _-.the adoptson of a complete crop system program aiong with env:mnmenfel

_ controls. However, this wholistic approach to farm deVelopment among

samilholders is a very extensive and expensive propos:tlosn in.an area . .

_where both the farrners‘ and the governments' rescurces are hm:ted.

Th:s dllemma is a major obstacle to grassroots agrmuitural development
' _p_rojects ai_med at assis_ting- subsistence farmers.

0. Scciai Contact as a Source of Diffusion of Minikit Materiais

The data revealed that farmers were vef_y much: aware of the .

minikit program and were very helpful in the diffusion of mini:ki_t_z
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o mater:a! to others farmers through an extended family and commumty
_ sharmg system. As shown in Table 37, the great ma;orlty of the

farmers reported they knew at !east two other farmers who had used

| mmlklts.a Contact farmers can be espec;aily valuable in thns r‘egard. R

: Almost aii of the farmers (95.5%) reported they knew an ACRE contact el

farmer {Table 38) The majorlty of these farmers a!so reported that 2 L

they had recelved farmmg mformatlon and plant:ng material from a

'contact farmer at ieast once. . A ﬂarger proportlon of farmers recewed

farming mformation than plantmg materiais from contact farmers

(Tabie -39} .
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" Table 13. Number of M__inikits Received by Farmers:

LI With Fertilizer " Without Fertilizer Total
Number. - No. % ' No. % . No.
One g 1200 235 . 58.7 © 283 - 70.7

%

Two - 27 6.8 - 64 16.0 91 - 22.8
- Three 10 - 2.5 10 - 2.5 - 20 . '5.0

 Four 6 1.5 0 - 0 6 - 1.5
Total 9Ot 22.8 309 0 77.2 - 100 100.0

. Table 14. . Type of Minikits Received by Farmers

e

Type of Minikit  With Fertilizer  Without Fertilizer Total
| | ze! _ ‘ .

Received - No. B No. .~ . - 3 MO, . B

- Rice 38 1.8 53 53.2 91 100.0
Cassava 26 33.3 52 66.7 78 100.0

Sweet Potato 55 20.0 218 80.0 273  100.0

Maize 10 36.7 69 63.3 109 100.0

Table 15. Year First Received a Minikit

' . Rice _ Cassava _Sweet Potato Maize ~ Total
" Year NO. No. £ ‘No. . %  No. % -No..

<

o\9
s}

1séf_'_ s 55 3 3.8 7 2.6 7 6.3 22 &0
1082 1s 15.8  1& 17.9 37 13.7 1% 12.6 79 1.4
1983 . 23 25.3 25 32.1 81 30.0 B0 36.0 169  30.7
e84 36 39.5 35 449 128 47.4 47 42.4 286 4.7
1985 .ia '1#.3 1 1.3 17 6.3 3 2.7 3&--f 6.2

. Total 91 100.0 78 100.0 270 100.0 111 100.0 550 100.0
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Table 16. Crop Varieties Received in Minikits by Farmers

RiCé,-' " No. '% ' Cassava' No'.

oo

Rok 16~ 31  39.2 - Rocass 3. - 17 27.0
: _'__R;o'k" 10 12 15.2 Rocass 1 2 381
CP 4 o 18 .2.2_.8'-_ ) N'u'c'as;s '2' - 6 | 9;5:
LAC 23 12 5.2 'Nuéa_ss 1 16 25.4
_'i'bs'.n' 3 38 B B

Rok 12 1 - 1.3

- Total 78 . 100.0 e 150&

o

Sw_éet_ Potato No. 3 Maize - _No'.-"

Ropot 1 23 8.6  Western Yellow 103 1 00.0 :

| -Ropot 2 - 88  33.1

 Ropot 155 58.3 | | |
" Total 266 100.06 103 . 100.0

- Table 17. Sources From Which Farmers Rece:ved Minikits
S o Rlce Cassava  Sweet Potato _
" Source - No. % ‘No. % . No. %  No. %

'Extension | _ | _ -

©  Instructor .. . 81 89.0 70 89.7 196 71.5 86 80.4
. Senior Ext. : B _
Officer 2 2.2 1 1.3 2 .7 00

Other ACRE .
Staff

‘Contact Farmer

o 1 .4 1.9
5.1 20 7.3 2 16.8
3.9 53 to.4 18 16.8
o 2 .70 0
o1 _100.0 78 100.0 278 100.0 107 100.0

b4
""Another_ Farmer 4.4
Other

Total

- AN -
o W e O
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Table 18. Location Where Farimer.Received Minikits

Rice ~—TCassava Sweet Potato - Maize

location ~ Nei — 8 Ne. 3 Ne. ~— % WNo. & ..

Home . 59 64.8 &2 53.2 167 1.2 73 61.6

" Village . - S e
Meeting 14 15.4 23 29.1 85  16.5 = 18 16,7 .

Farm 12 13,2 11 13.9 31 1Ly 6 5.6

Field Day 6 6.6 2 2.5 29 10.6 10 9.2

ACRE Office 0 o 1 130 6o 0 0

_ Other 0 0 o 0 1 1.3 1.9

Total 91 100.0 79 100.0 273 100.0_ 108 100.0

Table 19. Did Farmers Understand Instructions on How to Use The
- Minikits? = O, TON. T8 =2 0

Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Maize ' — . Fertilizer

Respo_nse No. No. No. No. 0. .
Yes 90 76 271 108 87

No T 3. 2 1 1

Total 91 79 273 100 88
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_.'Ta_b!.e 20. -'WhorHe_lped Farmers to Understand the Minikit instruct_io'ns_?j

- Rice - Cassava Sweet Potato Maize - Fertilizer - = i
- . No. %  No. % No. 2 No. 2 No._= 2 ;

Ext. | . : oA T
instructor 74 79.5 61 82.4 187 64.0 69 67.6 63 73.3

Contact _ : DT
Farmer A 0 0 1] 20 7.7 2 2.0 2 2.3 '

i Other " . _
Farmer 3 3.2 3 8.0 28 10.7 i1 10.8 O 0

.Senior o NN
‘Officer 1. 1.t 1 1.4 2 -7 0 ¢ 90 S0
ACRE - e
Traince 2 2.2 0 0 2 o7 1 .9 3 35 .

" Others 13 w0 12 16.2 42 181 19  18.6 18 20.9

Total 93 100.0 74 100.0 261 989 102 .100.0 86 100.0

Table 21. How Long Were You Able to Maintain the Minikit You Received? .

- - Rice Cassava Sweet Potatc  Maize
~Years ©~  No. 3§ "No. g No. g  No. 3.

One or Less 30 351 38 23,1 86 32.7 30 zae
Two ) 37 2.0 36 gs.2 120 45.6 46 453.8
Three = i5 17.1 19 24,3 45 17.1 . 13 18.1
Four 3 34 & 51 10 38 7 67

_Five 3 3.4 1 1.3 2 0.8 3 2.8

Total 88 100.0 78 100.0 263 100.0 105 100.0
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Table 22. Would You Like to Continue Using the Minikit?

: Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Maize Fert:lazer L
Response No. ~ No. No. No.  Ne. ' SRR .
Yes 91 79 269 105 86 |
No. 0 0 3 1.0
Total 31 79 272 106 86

Table 23. Number of Visits Farmers Received From Extension '
Instructor to Provide Assistance on How e Use Minikits?

: Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Maize
Visits No. % No. % No. & —  "No. %
None 13 13.¢ 11 13.2 B2 155 18  16.8
1 -2 21 23,0 12 14.5 48 17.6 15 13;3

'_3_'—4 | 12 12.0 7 84 3%  12.5 13 115

5 or More 54 sS40 53 63.9 18  su4 66 58.1

_Total 10 100.0 83 100.0 272  100.0 113 106.0

 Table 28. Estimated Seeds Pianted From Rice Minikit in 1585.

, - - Rice
- 7. Amount Na.. %
None 15 18.7
1 tin 41 30.2
2. tins 19 18.6
3 tins ] 3.9
1 bushel ' 12 11.8
2 or more. busheis 2 2.0

_ ‘Don‘t Know ' 2] 8.8

Total . - 102 109.0
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© Table 25.. Estimated Material Planted From Cassava and Sweet Potato
' ~ Minikits in 1985 -

-.Num..be'r of Heaps - ~ Number of Cuttings _
“of Cassava No.. 3 of Sweet Potatoes = No. = %
‘Nome . . 1 . 165  1-99 s 185 |
-9 w7 200 100 -199 w0 is.a
10 - 19 10, 11.7 200 - 299 a7 18
20-29 13 15.3 300 - 399 a1 157
30 - 39 5 5.9 500 - 1499 22 8.5.
4o ~ 89 g 4.7 500 - 593 16 6.1
50 & Over 22 25.9 600 or More 6 17.7.
Total . - 85  100.0 | 260 100.0

Table 26. Estimated Maize Seeds Planted and Fert:hzer ‘Used From
C Minikits in 1985. '

Cups of : - Kilograms of : :

' _Maize Seeds : - No. 3 Fertilizer No. - %

" None 12 10.6  Nome 17 3.5
1-s 88  78.8 1-9 3 62.9
6-9 - 2 1.8 10 - 19 0 0
10 - 13 1 .9 20 - 29 2 3.7
;155'0ver" 9 7.8 30 - 59 0 o

60 - 89 0 0
90 § Over 1 1.9

Total 113 100.0 56  100.0
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Do you Like Using the Minikit?

38

TRice  Cassava Sweet Potato Maize
Response No. g No. 3 No. . % No. %
Little 2 2.2 1 1.3 § 2.9 5 5.6

Some 3 33 5 6% 13 7.0 9 8.4

Much 86 . 94.5 72 92.3 285  90.1 9. 87.0
Total 91 106.¢ 78 100.0 272 - 160.0 108 100.0
Table 28. How Easy Is It To Use The Minikit? |

| Rice Tassava Sweet Potato Maize.
Response No. % No. - % No. 3 No. %

 Little 31 3w.s 11 181 48 1.5 20 18.9

" Some 37 52.2 58  74.4 199 72.6 79 78.5

Much 12 13.3- 9 11.5 27 9.9 7 6.6

~ Total 90 99.9 78 100.0 274  100.0 107 100.0

" Table 29. How Costly Is It To Use The Minikit?

o 3 Rice | Cassava Sweet Potato Maize
Response No. 3 No. '3 No. % No. %
Little 35  27.5 20 26.0 76 37.8 27 25.7

Some 20 22.6 28 37.7 116 42.7 4% B1.9
Much 46 50.5 28 36.3 80 30.4 34  32.4

Total - 31 100.0 77 100.6 272 100.0 100.0

i07




Table 36. How Much Time 50 You Save When Using the Minikit?
'R.ice Cassava Sw.eet Potato Maize
. 'Response  No. $ No. % Na. % No. %
 Little 32 so.8 29 367 90  33.1 35 327
‘Some 47 270 22 27.8 81 334 38 | 3/5
Much W 22,2 28 35.5 91 33.4 34 31.8
“Total 63 100.0 79 100.0 272  100.0 107  100.0
Table 31. Has Using The Minikit Increased Your Yield?
- ‘Rice : Cassava Sweét- Pétato ‘ Maiie
‘Response  No. 3 No. ° 3 Noc. % No. 3
Little o 9.9 12 15.6 18 65 8 7.5
Some 11 121 w17.9 56 20.4 21 19.8
~ Much 71 78.0 52 6.7 201 731 77 727
Tota! 81 . 100.0 78 100.0 275 100.0 106  100.0
Table 32. Has Using the Minikit Increased Your Income!?

' _ _ —Rice Laé-savi Sweet Potalo Maize
Response No. % No. % No. % No. = %
Little 14 15.6 18  22.8 41 15.1 11
Some 28 31.1 32 40.5 118 53.4 a4 59.7
Much 83 53.3 29  36.7 113 415 53 49.1

Total o0 1000 75 to0.0 272 100.0 108 100.0

6.2




Tab!e 33. Major Probiems When Usmg the Msmkit (Flrst Problem}

: ' _ Kice Cassava Sweet Potato Mauze
Problem No. %2  No. % No. 3 No.

0\0

None < 2 2.2 2 2.6 4 5.3 '_Li u; 0 | |
Rodénts 32 35.9 38 50.0 111 42.0 36 36.4 _
Weeds - 7 7.9 9 1.8 23 8.7 BT 101
Thief 0 ¢ 2 2.6 5 19 RS b

Birds i6  18.0 0 o 0o 0 5 5.0

Monkeys 0 6 2 2.6 21 &0 16 161
Lack of Tools 0 0 0 o 1. .4 0o o

Lack of _ - o s
Fertilizer 0 0 1 1.3 17 6.4 .8 . 8.1

 Goats 0 6 .5 66 17 && 2 2.0

Others 37 35.9. 17 22.4 55 208 17 17.2

Total 63 ©99.9 76  99.9 264 99.9 99  100.0

" Table 33. Major Problem When Using the Minikit {Second Problem)
: Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Malze
Probliem No. . % No. g No. '3 No.

o0

None 165 11 145 38 3.5 13 13.5
~ Rodents. 33 38.8 33 43.4 107 = 40.8 39  406.6

12 .6 5 5.2
2 8 2 21

 Weeds 2 2.4 3

3 -
0 1 .4 3 3.1 .

. |
0

Thief__ 6 0
Birds 12 141
15 5.7 11 iLs5

.8 0 0

Monkeys 0. 0
Lack of Tools 0 0

Lack of _ 3
Fertilizer -0 0 5 5.6 24 9.2 8 8.3:.

Goats ) 0 3 3.9 9 3.4 i 1.1
- Others 24  28.2 16 21.1 52 19.8 i 13.6

O W O = g

[\
4%

Total 85 100.8 76 100.0 100.0 96 100,80
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Table-VSS. Ways Which Farmers Think the Minikits Can Be Improved

(First Answer)}

: | Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Maize
Responses No. % No. % No. 2 No. 3.
More | | _ Lo
Instructions 2 2.3 2 2.5 ) 1.5 3 2.;_9 '
More o
Fertilizer 7 8.0 17 21.3 74 27.4 33 3.4

. More Seed, elc.ij 50.0 13 23.8 85 31.5 31 2'9._:'5'-
More Minikits 19 21.6 20  25.0 52  19.2 2 210

Pest Control & &5 8 10.0. 18 6.6 5 &8
Timely Seeds 3 3.4 3 3.8 16 5.9 6 57
.Need Tools _ | 0 0 & 7.5 8 : é;o 2 1.9
Better Varieties 3 3.4 2 2.5 i A 0 0 _
Credit 1 1.1 1 1.2 ] 1.5 -0 0
Others 5 5.7 2 2.5 8 3.0 2 1.; 9
-Noﬁe' 0 0 0 0 ] 0 i | .9 |
Total ' 88 100.0 8!  99.9  27C 100.0 105
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B Table 36. Ways Whlch Farmers Think the Minikits Can Be Improv;ed
- {Second Answer)

Rice - Cassava Sweet Potato Ma:ze
' Responses No. % No. % No. % No. %
More .' :
Instructions 3 3.4 2 2.5 8 3.0 4 3.8
More | | -
- Fertilizer : 3§ 38.1 39  48.1 147 54.9 . 56 53.3
More Seed, etc. 23 26.1 13 1.0 40  1a.9 23 21,9
More Minikits 8 9.2 9 11.1 18 67 5 4.8
Pest Controi 7 8.0 6 7.4 20 7.5 6 5.7
Timely Seeds 2 2.3 5 w9 12 4.5 5 ug
Need Tools 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0o 0
- Better Varieties 3 - 3.5 1 1.2 0 e 0 0 |
Credit 2 2.3 0 0 2 .7 0 0
' Others 2 2.3 2 2.5 3 3.0. 2 1.9
g
.B 4 3.8

None 3 . 3.5 5 6.2 13 4

Total 87 100.8 81 99.9 268 160.0 105 100.0.




" Table 37. Number of Farmers You Know Who Have Used Minikits

N-umber No. 2
One 19 5.0
- Two 60 15.7
Three 51 13.3
Four 30 7.9
Five or More 222 58.1
Toial 382 1006.0
Table 38. Do You Know an ACRE Contact Farmer?
‘Response No. g
Yes 37¢ 95.5%
Nec 18 3.5
Total 397 100.0
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Table 39. Number of Times You Have Received Farming Information/
' Planting Materials From An ACRE Contact Farmer '

. _ Information Planting Material
No. Fimes: No. % No. ' % :
None 86  21.8 137 34.7
One 71 18.0 139 35.2
Two 66  16.3 34 8.6
Three 30 | 7.6 13 3.3
_Fou.r - 16 . | &1 | 10 | 2.5

Five or More 127 32.2 | 62 15,7

Total 394 106.0 35 . 100.0




Vii. FA\_TORS INFLUENC!NG MINIKIT DISTRIBUTION
USE AND MAINTENANCE '

A. Dustrlbutson of Msmklts by Zone

N:nety—one {23%] of the IIOO farmers mciuded in the study reported -
‘that they received rice minikits.. The percentages of farmers who r'eported :
'Ee'ce.iving L ce mm:knts by zone were as fo Iows: Rokupr [49 B% ), Kabala
-(23. 03); Kenema (9 9%) : Makens (8.8%); and Njala (8.8%). These t’esults
reveal that the greatest proporticn of responsents who recewed mmlklts
were from the Rokupr Zone and the smallest proportlon from: Makem and

Njala zcnes.

" The iargest proportion of the samp!e who received cassava mm:k:ts L

was from Makeni Zone [~39 7%), followed by Rokupr Zone {23 19), l\enema '
Zone (‘!5.11 2}, Kabala Zone (12.8%) and Njaia Zone (9. Oo)

“For sweet potatoes 24.9% of the sampie who recelved sweet pota- :
to mmlk:ts were from Makem Zone; Kenema {20.9%); Kabela [20.- %) ;
‘Njala (18.3%); and Rokupr (15.48). o

N]ala Zone respondents received 31.2% of the maize mmlknts
reported followed by Kabala {22. 9%] Kenema {ZG 2%); Rokupr (11.9% )
and Makem (13.8—51. These results show that the dlstrxbut:on of zmm—f
Kits among the- f'Ve zones varied by iype. if the"above da-ta'are val:d -
we can mfer that relatively more cassava and sweet potato mlmkits were '
distributed in Makeni Zone and relatively more maize minikits were dlS‘f_"-..
trtbuted in 'N-jar!a Zene. | | :

-
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The study -re§ealed that the number of farmers who received
mm:knts w:thout fert:l:zer far outnumber. those who received mm:k:ts
'w1th fertlluzer and this was the case in all zones. The ratio was
approx:mately 2.5 to one - whlch means that. the number of farmers
recewmg minikits without fertilizer was two and one—half times greatef S
than those who received minikits with fertilizer.

The number of farmers who received two or more minikits with—'if
out fertilizer was proportionately higher in Makeni’ Zone (a2. 5%), com--
pared to Rokupr {42.3%), Njala (41.3%), Kabala {28.8%), and Kenema
{23.2%). A substantial proportion of farmers in all zones reported _
receiving two or more minikits (with' and without fertilizer).

The distribution of rice minikits reached. a peek in Kabala Zone.:
in 1983, compared to 1984 in the other zones. The distribdtien_df |
cassava-.minikii‘s peaked i:n Kabala, Njala and Kenem.a Zones .in= 1983,
compared to 1984.in Rokupr and Makeni. Sweet potato minikit distri-
bution peaked in 1984 in Kabala, Makeni, Njala and Kenema Zones .-;md
in 1985 in Rokupr. And the dis.tribution of maize minikits peéked..in

‘Makeni and Kenema Zones in 1983 and in the rest of the zones in 1984,

B. Minikit Maintenance by Zone

The data revealed no- zonal difference in the ability of farmers |
to ‘maintain seeds. and plantmg material inciuded in thelr mm:klts from

year to year. Generally, farmers in all zones reported that the_y 'were;-_

able to maintain planting material from their minikits from one to two.

‘years, with two years being the modal response. Due to the fact that




17

the year which farmers received minikits varied, these results must be:
i'nte'rp'r'et_ed with caution. Most of the respondents received minikits in:

1983 and 1984, two or three yeérs prior to this study.

C. ReportedﬂYieid"aind income Benefits of Minikits by Zone

The majority of th-e.respondents in all zones reported. that the._
-minikits they received helped to increase their crop yield. This was
true for rice,'cassava, sweet potato and maize minikits. - Theémoré.
positive responses, however, were given in Kabala an'd Makeni‘ zones, _.
This finding is consistent with eariier studies which-.revea!ed.-that |
farmers are generally aware of the. yield benefits that can be derived
~ from using im.prcved crop varieties.

. Farmers were also very positive toward the income benefits de-
rived from using minikits. " This was the case in all zones. However, _
'respond'ertts were less optimistit: ataqut the income beneﬁts of the mini—.
kits than '_they were_about_ the yieid benefits of the minikits. This -\évas_
al'so..the case in ail zones. It should be remembered here théit-ma_ny .
-t'armefs do not.se!i their rice but'u_se it for family consUmption, which
is not converted into réal- income. Thus there is a -!ow' conversion of
: crop yields into cash Jincome from the sale of crop prcduce. Generally;,'f '

- respondents reported that rice minikits contrlbuted more to mcreased

incomes compared to other types of minikits, Thls suggests- that r:ce-._- =

is more smportant as a cash or sale crop from which reai mcome can -

- be derived.  This tended to be the case in all zones with only mmor




'._:differences.' Respondents from Rokupr Zones, however, tended to be

less optumstlc about the income benefits that cou!d be derwed from

us:-ng_ _rmnzk:ts.

D. Reported Problems With Minikits by Zone

Prob!ems which farmers reported in using m;mklts were Iarge!y.::_
related to lack of control over the physical envuronment and human |
factors. The-most common problem farmers reported with rice minikits -
in all zones was pest control, pérticu!ariy rodents. Rodents were pa.rfi.-.' -
eularly reoorted as a problem encountered in using rice minikits. "This
was especially true in.'Kabeia Zone. Other problems_ experienced by
.farmers in all zones were damage hirds and weed contro!.:' Overall,

- respondents from Rokupr Zone rzpo. :d the greatest hum_ber of prob-

lems in usmg rice minikits, follov. ~ oy Kabala Zone. Simi]ar_ problerris'- i
were experlenced by farmers in all five zones in usmg cassava mmlklts..
.R_elative_ly more probler'ns were experienced by farmers in Mak_em Zone
| -‘-and Rekupr Zone. | | .
Relat-vely more. problems in ussng sweet potato mmlklts were
reported by the respondents of Makeni Zone. The most common problems

- reported were pest control and lack of fertilizer. Farmers who recenved o

maize minikits reported problems w:th pest control and crop damage by
- monkeys. A relatwely Iarger number of farmers from Njala and Kabala .

_ zones reported suc:h problems in usmg maize mmlksts compared to the B
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-other zones.

E. fgrmérs' Suggestions on Minikit improvements

A w;de range of suggestions were made for mprovmg minikits
in all five zones. Respondents from Kabala and Rokupr were large!y
cOncekned_'with making more rice minikits available so as to increase
the amount of rice seeds for planting. They also suggested that a-
larger qi.i.an'.tity of seeds and planting material of all types be made
avaiiable to farmers in the minikits.

Fafmers who received cassava minikits also suggested.that m'oréel
' plaﬁting_ material be included in the kits. They also felt that larger -
q-uantities of fértilizer should be included and that the sm_a!_l_:" portion
'recen'ed was inadequate. Some farmers received no fertiiizef in their
minikits and were aware that this woulid limit crop y:eid. "l'._ﬁese_ prob-
I_e;ns_wer.e eépecially expressed by rés-pondeni:s from Kabala, : R‘dk;zp'r
‘and Makeni zones. | |

Similar s'uggest.ic';vns were made concerning the improv@-:?nent of *
sweet potato and maize minikits in all zones. Farmers 'in Njala and

Kenema zones were espemaily concerned with the madequate quanuty

of'_sweet potato planting material. Maize seeds were also seen as "too - SR

little" by some farmers. At least several farmers in all five zones
_ commented about ‘the importance of receiving piantmg material on tlme,
When they were ready to plant. There was little vanatlon in sugges- . |

© tions by farmers for improving the minikits. .




VIIl. MINIKIT DISTRIBUTION, USE AND MAINTENANCE BY
ECOLOGY

A. Distribution bf Minikits by Eco!ogx

As shown earlier in this study, the majority of the zr'es;:»mndents=
of the sample were upland farmers (71.5%). Inland valiey swamps (IVS]
represented 21.5% of the respondents, while only 5.5% were mangrove_ '
and 1.5% were 'bo'li_iand farmers. Thus the results in .t'his section will
largely focus on farmer.s in_upland and IVS ecologies.

Since upland farlﬁers are more numerous and the upland eco.logy:_
more popular among farmers, they received most of the minikits distri-
buted. The data revealed, however, that a larger proportion of IVS .
farmers (68. 2%] received rice minikits without fertilizer than upland far-
mers (41.6%2). Conversely, a greater proportion of upland farmers (58 u%)_
received rice minikits with fertilizer, compared_to IVS farmers (31.86]_.
This was also true for maize minikits. _ittie difference was found in; '
the case of sweet potato and cassava minikits, where similar .propo'r‘tiorjs_
of. farmers received these minikits without fertilizer. Thus there. waé o
'_Iittle difference in o&era-!i distribuiion of minikits emong IQS and uplan;d_'

farmers. There were significant differences in the contents of rice and:
malze ‘minikits - upiand’ farmers received rice and maize mmnk:ts more
.often _wi-th Fertlllzer_ than did VS farmers.

B. mekit Maintenance by Ecology

‘The data aiso revealed. that IVS respondents of the sample showed

a slightly grea_ter tendency to maintain planting material from thelr_rice, »
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sweet potato and maize minikits, whereas upland farmers showed 2
slightly greater tendency to maintain planting material from their cas-—

sava minikit. These differences were not great, however,

cC. Reported Yield and Income Benefits of Minikits by Ecology

A slightly greater proportion of VS farmers felt that rice and.
cassava minikits would help increase their yields. No difference was -
found between these two ecologies when sweet potato and maize mlmklts
were compared. Overail, the majority of the respondents in"all zqne_s;'
felt that their yield had increased much as a. result of using the minil‘:p;*its.'- :

When considering income, greater proportions of VS farmers-rie-'
ported that rice, cassava, sweet potato and maize minikits had he!ped:ﬁ _
“to increase their :ncome very much, when compared to upland farmers.
When the annual incomes of . respondents from these two ecologies were
_compared, the data revealed that the annual incomes of 1VS farmers were
'_higher than that of upland farmers. Thirty-one percent of the 'IVS
_.farmérs 'r_eporte_d incomes of 2,000 leones or more, compared to 21 'pe:r- o
cent. for upland farmers. Alsc, 79 percent of the upland faﬁrmer’s had
incomes below 2,000 leones, compared to 69 percent for IV_S. farmer‘_'s.-;- '

"~ Thus it'a.ppears that 1VS farmers were realizing gr"eater i_ncOme’ beneﬁfs'_

from the minikits they received compared to upland farmers.

' D. Reported Problems With Minikits by Ecology

The most common problems which farmers of all ecologies had in

adapting t_hé minikits to their farming environment were pes_t'control_-




(d_amage by rodents}, weed control and birds. The range of problems
.'experi'er'uc_ed by farmers who received minikits varied more by the type.'_
of minikit than by ecology. in other words, different types of.crop_s
 tend to experience greater problems wifh different types of pests. In
addition, a wider range of problems were reported bf farmers who fe-—

ceived cassava, sweet potate and maize minikits, compared to those
receiving rice minikits. The problems reported by the respondents in

using différent types of minikits are shown in Table 40.

E. Fa?mers‘_ Sdggestions on Minikit Improvement by Ecoloegy

Farmers from 1VS and upland férms generally gave similar sug-
gestions oﬁ how the .minikits could be improved. Some of the _rﬁore
common responses were: need more fertilizer; need more-_séed and
planting materiai; need more minikits; timely arrival of planting
material; and pest confrol. Other problems mentioned v#ere lack of
tools for cultivation, need for more instruction, and need for
credit. Most of the improvements suggested were repofted by upland
and IIVS_ farmers. The _distribution of responses by type of improvement,

type of minikit ah_d ecoidgy is shown in Table 41.




]x.

AGE AND SEX AS RELATED TO MINIKIT DISTRIBUTION
AND USE .BY ECOLOCY

This section includes the results of the analysis of age and sex

by ecology. The following conclusions are based on the data coliected

on these variables.

1.

2::

.li'o

i0.

in all ecologies, older farmers tended to receive higher in-

comes than ycunger farmers.

In all ecolegies, older farmers tended to receive more mini-

kits of all types than younger farmers.

Age was not a discriminating factor in receiving minikits with
or without fertilizer in all ecclogies.

Older farmers had a slightly tendency than younger farmers .

to receive more than one rice, cassava, sweet potatc or

maize minikit.

There were no differences between younger and older. farmers,
in terms of ability to maintain planting material from the mini—
Kits.

There were no differences in age and level of yield reported.

from use of minikits.

There were no differences in age and level of income reported

from use of minikits.

Farmers of all ages reported that minikits contributed more: to

_increased vield than increased income..

There were no differences in age.and type of problems experi~ o

encecd in using minikits.

There were no differences in age and type of improveme'nts

recommended for minikits.

53




54

Table 40. Major Problems Reported by Respondents in Using Minikits

by Ecology
INVS - Upland Mancrove Boliland

Problem 1 ]2 i3 14 112f3]a 1 11273141 12 3184
Rodents | X | XX |x | x|x|x|x Xy X | XX
W:eeds 1 XXX X
Theft
-Birds X X
Monkeys ol x| X XX X
Né Toels .
No Fertilizer X X
Goats X\i XX

Type of Minikit: 1 = Rice; 2 = Cassava; 3 = Sweet Potato; 4 = Maize
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‘Table #1. Major Improvements Needed in Minikits Reporied by
Respondents by Ecology

Improvement

IVS Upland Mangrove Boliland
Suggested 132 3 14 1 1213 |4 1121314 11213
Mors
Fertilizer XX KX X (X! XX XXX X
More Planting
Material X X 1 X XiX X XX
More Minikits XiXKIX X X XiX X1 X
Pest Control _ X X X 13 XX

Timely Arrival
of Planting
Material

Better Varisties

Credit

24
>
bie
s
>

X

Type of Minikit:

1 = Rice; 2 = Cassava; 3 = Sweet Potato; & = Maize
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There was no difference between sex and type of farming
ecology. . Simi!ar proportions of females and males were
upland farmers (76.7% and 70.6%) and 1VS farmers (21.4%

‘and 21.5%). There were only six male boliland farmers

and no female boliland farmers in the sample.

There was moderate difference between the income §e\’reis.
of males and females., A larger proportion of males were '
renresented in the highest income category - 3, 000 leones
and over (25.5%), compared to females (16. 0%); 56.1% of .
the males and 66.1% of the females were represented in |

‘the lowest income category - less than 1',000 leoﬁes-_yearly.

There were no differences in sex and the number of rice,

cassava, sweet potato, or maize minikits received with and i

‘without fertilizer.

A much larger number of males received minikits (343) than
females (56).

There were some sex differences inthe type of mi'ni'kit- re-
ceived. A greater proportion of females (58. 34-5} received
swegct pctato minikits than males {48.2%}, compared to 26. 4%
and 12.8% for maize minikits, respectively for females and

males. These discrepancies are not seen as great, however.

There were no differences in the tempér'al distribution of

‘minikits between males and females.

There wers no sex differences in ability to maintain cassava, .

sweet potato and maize planting materiai from minikits. - How-

ever, males showed a greater tendency to maintain plantmg

‘matarial from rice minikits than females.

There were no sex differences in reported yields and income
from minikits received.

There were no sex differences in type of problems reported

in using minikits. However, males reported a wider range of




20.

57

problems than females.

Thnere were no sex differences in type of improvements recom-
mended for minikits. However, males cited & wider range of
improvements. Female respondents were concerned with re-

ceiving more fertilizer,




X. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the ACRE
minikit program on crop production and farming practices for a sample .
of 800 farmers who received minikits between 1981 and 1985. The ACRf.E-..
objective of the minikit program was to provide direct farming'benefits.io.
20,000 farm families by providing them with smail technology packages
consisting of improved seed and planting materials and préductinn tech-
niques. These small technology packages were referred to as minikits.

Project officials estimated that over 20,000 farmers had received
minikits. However, at the time this study was conducted, a list of the
total number of farmers who received minikits was not av.ailabrie. Thus,
the sample for this study was drawn from a list of 12, 560 farmers whose
narﬁes were on record as having received minikits.

Keeping records of who received what type of minikit seems to
be a simple task.  However, the maintenance of such a large volume of
records requires close monitoring if the records are to be complete and
‘accurate. In addition, there must be a good system of reporting and
- filing. . Only if this is done can an assessment of results of the mini-
kit program be made.

An investigation revealed that corﬁplete records of the minikit
program wete not available at the time. Tuwus it was not pos_sibie to
déterm.ine if the goal of providing minikits to 20,000 farmers had been
reached. Thelinveétigaticn also revealed that many contact farmers

issued plantin material to other farmers for which no records were
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ava:!able. Recore:is were also incomplete on the number of mmlk:ts 1ssued
to schools, agr:cuiturai agenc:es, governmental agenc:es, paramount chuefs,'
village chiefs or ‘section headmen. !n most instances the type of mlmk:t
i__ssued-to the farmers was not 'recorded. |
Twenty-nine percent of the farmers received more than one rmm—: :
'-kit. This limited the total number of farmers who could have recelved :
at least one mmlk,it. However since no clear object:ves were evndent :
as to the number of minikits that each farmer was to rece:ve, the meanmg,
of these statlstncs cannot be fully assessed. The apparent explanat:on
| lS that many farmers who requested an add:tlonal mm:k:t and who expressed.;_
interest in the program ‘réceived more than one minikit.. . B
Just over thfee-fourths of the farmers sampled recelved .mlmkn"cs
wnthout fertilizer. . This means that they received mcomplete packages, o
Whereas the tota! effects of this factor cannot be’ determmed it 1s-appa_~ L
. rent that lack of fertilizer would l!!‘l’!lt potential crop y:eld._ Hovvever,
' .when number of minikits rece:ved was cross—tabulated w:th c:rop yield,
- no sngn:f‘can.. dlfferences were obtamed Apparently the quantat:es of
fertlhzer and p!antmg material were so smail as to not have an appre-—
'_ciable e‘ffect on yield, Moreover farmers may or may not have obtamed :
fert;!r.zer from other ‘sources. The distrlbution of mlmktts wﬂhout fer-.:: o
t:hzer was more prevalent for sweet potato and maize- mxmknts. Sweet
:.'potato minikits comprised one~half of the minikits dlstrabuted to the
_farmers of the sample.
M:mk:t d!Stl"lbUthn reached a peak between 1983 and 1984. The- :

most common crop varieties included in the minikits were qu_m rice,
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‘Rocass cassava, Ropot. 2 sweet potatoes and Western Yellow maize.
_The Extension Instructor delivered the'vast majority of the mini~
.klts, usual!y in homes, in v:llage meet:ngs or on the farm.

The ma;or:ty of the farmers reported no d;ff‘culty in understand— o

~ing the. mstructions included in the. mmikst. packages. Th:s was ‘most..

Iukely due to the assustance they recewed from the Extensuon lnstructorsg
~who provided ihformation and -d'emonstrat:ons in some ms-tances.. |

The majority of the respondents reported that they were. able o b
mamta:n seed and plantmg materlai from the mm:knts for ‘twe to. three :
years. Farmers were better able to mamtam gassava and sweet potatoes;"*:._}._
comared to maize and rice. A series’ of problems whsch farmers re— |
ported may have hmuted their ability to maintain planting materlal fro:ﬁ
'the _mi_nikits in-the' long run, m;lud-mg: destruction by_d!sease and .
 pests, lack of technical knowledge and resources, -part-'-_tim-e_. farm -wp_.rk_ '
patterns and lack of effort. . |

The farmers in the sample were very pos:twe towar'd ail types of- .
:mmlksts they received. They felt that the minikit program heiped to
“increase their crop 'y_eeids and incomes. However, they ‘were more p05|- '
tive "t(.)'w_.a'rc_l yield benefits than income beneﬁts,' Only 13 percent of the'
-fe_spond_ems-_sdldf at least some of their rice for cash l_r)cqm_e-. .Gene-"a”Y.t;;_-__;_: ,
~ farmers .reportédr that rice minikiis were more valuable}..i:n:ﬁ_ helping tc'). |n- o
-.crease their income. | | : |

well over twow*hlrds of the respondents reported that usmg the

mm:kats was costly, especxally in terms of labor - reqmrements and fer—

tilizer needs. Many farmers reported that “tsme—savmg" was not a major -
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attributa of the minikits they received, but was !ess.of an advantage
when usmg rice. mlmk:ts compared to sweet potato, cassava and maaze_
.' ,.mmlklts.

Farmers expenened difficulty in controiling the b;oioglca! and
phys:ca! env:ronment when using minikits. Thus they more frequently X
'cated problems related to pest control (rodents, monkeys, b;rds, goats,” ,j‘
etc.} and weed contro!. | | |

-Farmers more frequently cited the foliowing ways in whnch mml~3" : s
kits .coqzid_ be im_proved mclude more fertilizer; mclude more seed and L
planting material; helllp with pest control; and’ recewmg seed and - plant.—'..]}'_‘
ing mater:al on time for planiing. | |

The number of mlmklts of a specific type which farfners recelved_' :
_-varied by - zone. A rniatwely larger proportion of farmers i Rokupr
ion_e received rice minikits. Makeni Zone led m proport:on of farmers'
who received cassavl_a and sweet potato minikits aod Njala Zone led for -

_ maize mmrk:ts. |

The number of farmers who remwed mlmklts w:thout fertlhzer
far outr‘umbered those who received minikits wath fertnhzer by & ratlo_;:.

- “of. 2.5 to one.. The proportion of farmers who recewed two or more
_minikifs witho'ut' fertilizer was highest in Makeni, 'Rokup'r and N;a-la_
. zones and iowest in Kabala Zone. | '

No zonai d:fferences were found in abnhty of: farmers to main— L
tain seeds and piantmo rraterlai from their mmiklts from year to- year..._
' Two years were the medal response. No zonal dlfferences were found

Sin reported increases in crop yield for msmklts recewed by respondents._




.Thisi.wa's also t_f'ue for reported increases in income derived _from._"&he ‘_U;Sé.é.
| of mmsktts.' HoWever, réspbndents in-ail'zones were.l'eiss. positive about
.derwed increases in mcome, compared to increases in crop y:eid as a

_ result of usmg minikits.

Zona! responses of pmbiems with minikits were very.smsiar. The
most common problems wh:ch farmers of ali zones reported when usmg. |
mnmk:ts was pest control and weed control A mde range of suggestions_-'-
for improving the. minikits was reported by farmers of the f‘ve zone “
The major suggestmns mcluded packages should mc!ude more fertniizer
and pianting materiai and receiving planting 'mater:a! on time.

The number ‘and type of mmlklts received varled by ecoiogy. A
':larg.er proportion of IVS farmers recewed rice mmsknts without fertlhzer
__wh:le a greater proportaon of upiand farmers recelved rice mmlk:ts wnth
'fert:izzer. This was also true for maize minikits while htt!e d:fferences
| were found for sweet potato and cassava mmskuts when ecoiogy was con-—: |
: 'sidered
IVS far’mers showed a shghtly greater tendency. to.mamtam materl;-

_al from then' rice, sweet potato and maize minikits than upiand farmers.

Shght!y lar‘ger proport:ons of iVS farmers reported h:gh mcreases LR

in yrelds and im,ome derived from the use of minikits, compared to upland;f""

farmers.- The data also revea!ed that the reported annual mcomes of EVS
farmers were hlgher than that of upiand farmers. |
No dlfferences were found among the zones in problems exper:encéd
L in the use af mmaklts and in type of remmmendatuons for :mprovang the |
minikit's. : The ma;or probiems encountered were pest control and weed

' controf. The ma;or recommendatnons for improving . the mnmk:ts were'- |
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.ini.:!ucl.e :mo:*"e' ferﬁliz'er" and planting material and deliver planting material
~on ttme for plantmg |
M:mklt dlstrsbutlon varled by age in all ecologaes. Older farfne’rs
tended to receive more minikits of ail types than younger farmers. Older
.farmers aiso reported higher annual incomes than younger farmers in all &
ecologles.

-~ No drfferences were found between age and fertlhzer contents of _:. _'

minikits, ab:lzty to maintain planting maternal from the mmlk:ts, mcrease:

in_\jié!d, mcreas_e in income, type of prob!ems experienced, and sugges—. o

tions for lmprovements, respectwe!y.

No differences were found betwesern: sex and fertllazer ooments of _

m:mklts, ab:hty to maintain plantmg materla! from the mlmk:ts, increase

in yield, increase in mcome, type of probiems experaenced and sugges- __ P

taons for lmprovements, respectwe!y. Female respondents rece:ved iower
annuai incqmes than males, Females were more likely to: receive sweet

po_tato_mi_nikits _than males, however, the differehce Wa's not g’jr_éat.




X1. CONCLUSIONS

This study found that the minikit distribution program was a 'soﬁ-rid'

concept used for assisting farmers in upgr’adlng theur crop varietses and
impro_vmg their f_armmg pra_ctlc_es. The deVelopment dehvery and use
' of the minikits, as diagrammed in. thure 1 ‘seems o be an - effec.twe
system for heipmg farmers to :mprove their. farming techn:ques and inj-giu'
c_r*ease their y:elds. The system i< basuc and s:mple to understand and |
use. |

A ma]or strength of the minikit program. is that it dehvered smali
~scale approprlate techriology packages 0 farmers in’ thelr Iocai settang,
where instructions on use, farmmg information and demon=trations cou!d
..be 'nade, in many instances in the farm setting.” This also perm:tted
. close contact between Extens:on Instructors and the farmers and thenr 3

'fam:hes -

" The farmers who recewed mlmklts were very posntwe toward ihe S

mlmkzt program. They wanted the mmlknt program to be expanded to .

-

mclude more farmers and include Iarger quantities of fert:hzer and

ﬁ"plan_ting material.
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Figure 1. interrelated Cbmponents of the Minikit Distribution Program
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Overall, the minikit progrlam- was having .a positive impéct on farr:n.-‘-.'.
~ers adoptions of small _scale appropriate technology. Altﬁough farmers
:reportéd they benefited from increased yields and_incomes, changes in
this régard weré small. | | | |

- The quantitf of planting material and fertilizer included in the
_ 'r.ﬁ_i.nikits was very small. Not all farmers reﬁeiﬁed mir:li'kits. Many mini-_-;i: :
kits w.e.r:e received without fertilizer. " The demand _fof- "mi-;'iikits g:l'”.ea'tiy":-"-'  -
. _exceeded supply And there were too few Extensidn !nstructors to pm— '
Vlde adequate mttructmns and necessary foilow—-up to all farmers who o
recei\'red-mimk:tsa- 1t is most likely that these factors minimized the
_-iﬁipac_t.and effectiv_eness'of the minikit distribution program. a
Other factors which I.imi__ted the e_ffectiveness 'Qf.the operation
~of the pl'mgr.am were: (_1] no initéal clear and specific objectives were '

'deve!oped in _térms of expected outcemes {e.g., production and level
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of farm development expecied), amount of information to be provided, -

an_d number of . follow-up visits of farmers who received mn_mk_nts. Except
for ‘the goal of prbviding ‘minikits to 20,000 farmers, no clear and pre-
cise guidelines were developed as to ‘how the sﬁccess of .the' pfogram
wou!d be n'neasure'd.. There was also indication that'the program -could;_. |
have been more closely monitored and more accurate record- keepmg

was needed. The potential of creating dependency of farmers. upon fréé |
‘seeds and 'piénting material should be addressed. In the long run, cpm—
munity seed multi;ﬁlication and distribution cooperatives cou!d be deve:lép_ed.'-
where _farr'n_ers'who are financially able can purchase -.imprc.;ved_crop." |
varieties for a small 'feé. Such self-help efforts could contribute to the
development of more mdependent and self-sufficient farm enterprlses

whose chances of survival may be better in the long run.




APPENDIX
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A. Zones {N=5), Chiefdoms (N=24}, and Villages (N=79} inciuded in
Sample :

J. Rokupr Zone il. Njala Zone

" Tonko-Simba Chiefdom

1. Mile 14
C 2. _Mathontoa

' '3. . Mathathoe

4. Mathatoi
5. Numeya

6.. Mabanda-

Magbema Chiefdom

1. Funkunya

2. . Royokneh

3. Kamba

4. Gbonko-Pere
5. Manumpu

6. Gbereka

7. Moribaya

- Samu Chiefdom

1. Lungi
2. Rosinor

"3, Mafufuneh

1. N.jala Zone

- Dasse Chiefdom
1, ‘Mano

2. Mogombi

i,

Korie Chiefdom.

1. Gboworbu
2. Gbuihun
3. K_owama

L, Taiama

Kagboroh Chiefdom

1. Makende

2. Moyeina'

K ai.yambo' Chiefdom

1. Moyogba
2. Moyamba

3. Pelewahun

Fakunya Chiefdom
1. “Gandorhun -

2. Kwellu

Kenema Zone

Dama Cieha fjh.i-efdom
1. kgénbedq'_ |
2. Bakaa -

3. Mano Njeigbla =~ )

8., Giema




Denema Zone {(Cont'd)

Dama Giema Chiefdom

5. Golahun

6. Gbonjeima
7. Gao
8. Korma

Dodo Chiefdom
1. Kpaima

2. Dodo

lLower Bambara Chiefdom

1. New Kambama

2. Gondoma

Nongowa Chiefdom

1. Jormu

2. Konabu

3. Neikabu
4. Gbenderu

5. Sami-Folluma

" Kabala Zone

Kasunke ‘Chiefdom

1. Kafcko

2. Thankorosidia

" F/Dembelia Chiefdom

1.  Koromasilia

58

Sengbe Chiefdom

1. Sengbekeloroh
2. Bendugu
3. Gbenikoro

4. - Forenorya

Wara Wara Chie_fdom.
1. Yataia

2. Kanunka

3. Heremakonoch

5. Mile 8

5. Kasorie

6. Makakura

7. .Kamasokoia

8. lengekoro

Makeni -Zone

Makarie Gbanti Chiefdorr;
1. Domadina

2. Massapirie.

3. Ye!isande'

4. Mile 3 |

5. Manenkri

Sofroko-Limba Chiefdom -
1. 'Bfo'm'bali Bama
2. Kaothala

3. Sawulia




8%

V. Mazkeni Zone [~ont'd)

Biniwa Chiefdota

1. Kamawaray

Seborah Chiefdom

1. Makump

Kholifa Chi_efdem

1. Magburaka
2. Magbonto

3. Malon

"Tane Chiefdom

1. Mabump

2. Mathankay




Schedule of Activiti'es. Performed

20 May 1988
21 May

22-25 May
26 May
27-29 May
30-31 May
1-3 June

4 june

5-6 June
7-8 June
9-12 June
10-11 June

12 June
13 June

15 June -
- 30 August

Bri‘e.ﬂng on consultancy for' AD- Affairs Officer and:
ADG, Freetown,

Planning and preparation for data coilection in field;
obtaining supplies/resources and field workers.

Data collecticn in Rokupr Zone.
Supervision .of coding at Njala.
Data collection in Njala Zone.

Supervision of data processing at Njala.

Data collection in Kenema Zone.

Field preparation and data prc;cessing._a_t Njala.
Data coilécti.on in Kabala Zone. |
Data collection in Makeni Zone.

Data processing at Njala.

Preparation -of report at Njala.

ggsr}sultancy debriefing for SULSU and ACRE staff at .
jala. - R

Consuitancy debriefing for AID Affairz Officer and ADG,
Freetown. o

Data processing, analysis, interpretation, and p-rep’a__ré—.— :
tion of final report. L
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1.

Personnel

Field Supervisor & Enumerator

a. Salary {Le 50/day)
b. Per Diem {'.e 25 day)

c. Bonus {Z gals. petroi]

Enumerator {1}

a. Salary (Le 19/day)
b. Per Diem (Le 18/day)
¢c. Bonus

Enumerator (2)

2. Salary (Le 10/day)
b. Per Diem (lLe 10/day)
c. Bonus

Enumerator {3}

a. Salary (Le 10/day)
b. Per Diem {Le 18/davy)
c. Bonus

Enumerator [i4)

.a.. Salary {Provided by ACRE)

b. Per Diem {Le i0/day)
c. Bonus

Enumerator (3]

a. Salary (Provided by ACRE)
b. Per Diem {lLe 10/day}

c. Bonus

Drivers (3)

a. Salary_.(Provideci by ACRE)
b. Per Diem (Le 6/day)

" ¢. Bonus

Days

16
13

16
13

o

16

13

16
16

‘C. Research Expenses for Minikit Study: 22 May to 12 June, 1986

800
325
250

160
130
100

160
120
80

80
70
SO

130
89

40
30

96
30

Leones




Transportation

5 gals. diesel @ Le 10/gal. at Rokupr Res. Stat.
166 gals. diesel @ Le 7.30/gal.

22 gal. petrol @ Le 8.30/gal.

Boat fee: Enumerator & E.l. at Rokupr
Delivery of Minikit list from Kabala

§ gals. diesel @ 7.50/gal. at Kenema, IADP

Supplies

Padlock for vehicle Sm1783
Candles (3)

Medicine

Shelltox :

12 penciles (SULSU in kind}
Four -writing pads " :
Stencils & paper "

Coding
Coder (1)
a. Salary (11 days @ Le 20/day)

h. Overtime {15.5hrs.)
c. Bonus '

Coder (2)

a. Salary (1% days @ Le 20/day)
b. COvertime {13.5) hrs.
c. Bonus

Coder 3

a. Salary (3 days @ Le 10/days)
v, QOvertime {19.75 nhrs}
€. DBOonus

Coder .
a. Salary (5 days @ Le 10/day)

b. Overtime (12.5 hrs.)
c. DBonus

Leones

59

- 730
182. 60
36

104

60

‘14

10
25

14

220
60

50

220
54
24

30
58
-6

50

30
50

72




Coder (5) _ _ Leones

a. Salary (5 days @ Le 10/days) 50

b. Overtime 15

c. Bonus LG

Ceder (8) |

‘a. Salary (2 days @ Le 10/day) - 20

b. Overtime (1.5 hrs.) ' ' 5.

¢. Bonus ' 10

;C.oder (7) _

‘a. Salary (3 days @ Le 10/day) 30

‘b.  Overtime (3 hrs.} - 10

c. ‘Bonus ' ' : _ - 50

5. Miscellaneous

a. Typist 100

'b. Fix flat at Rokupr _ -

c. Ball destroyed by vehicle driver at Rokupr .20
TOTAL COSTS | Le'5,226.70

D. Cost Per Interview = Le 3923.60 3 400 = Le 9.81

E. Summary of Research Costs

1.
2.
3.
i,
5.

Data Collection Le 2761.00
Fuel & Transportation 1162. 60
“Data Processing/Coding 1120. 00
“Miscellaneous’ 126.00
Supplies 57.10

Total Le 5226.70

73

6....
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- F. -'Reséé-rch Tfavel ltinerary: Vehicle No. SM 1783 (Jeep)

Total _ 4151!(

- '(2'39-7 ‘miles).

.28 ~ Njala Njala Zone 1563 1750 _ 187

% B From - TO ' Start- | Finish 'K.ilomei':ei:r-s_'.
2_2' M_éy- “Njala Mokonde/Rokupr. _ u5.3 ‘748 2952 -

23'_ | _' Rokupr: .Rokupr. Zone 748 995 - : 2“7 p

24 Rokupr  Rokupr Zone 995 1073 " RIS
25 ‘Rokupr  Njala | 073 13w o2
26 Njala  Bo | iama o weo e

27 Njala Njala Zone © 1we0 1563 73

' 29 : Njaia Njala .Zone | 1750 - 2119 "‘. . 369 B
30 Njala Njala/Mokunde 2119 amg 29 o
31 Njala .Taia'maIKe.nemé_:' 218 2'2;53'_ | 102 o

1 June 'kéhema . 'Kenema Zoneleaia 2250 2@10 S -160_2
.'2" | | K‘é_n'ema | Kenéma 'Zbr.*u.él.Nja.l'a 2418 ' 2550 B 2,40 :

3 ' Kenema - Kenema Zone/Njala 2650 '2354 - _2;‘42 -

5 ‘Njala . Kabaia . | E ' 2864 '.321..5. | N 35_1;-_'-'..:-:
6 | Kabala | Kabala Zone | 3215 3349 o 131& y
' 7 . Kabala N Kab.ai.a Zone/Makeni 3349 3514_ : _ 354 i
: 7  Makeni Makeni. Zone . 351& 3663_ 15"' ) :.
g - Makeni Makeni Zone/Njala 3668 3871 | | 203 R
9 : Njala . Njala - 3871 59_1_1 __ | 49;_'_._-:1_ -
10 -_Niaia Mdsohgo/Nja'!a _ 391‘? o 3921 o 10 :
 1 1 o Njata . Njala 3821 3930 9 S
: !2 | Nja__la. B -.Nia[.a : . : | .- 3930 . .-3:9-45 S | : 15 |
3 Njala - -'_Fn':ee_tqwn'_ | : 3945 uiss._- _ | zud '7

Freetowﬁ -Njé[a . 0 185 - w425 . 240 .

ilos




75 ¢

G Kilometers and Fuel Usage by Zone

Zone_ . Kilos_ Diesel Petrol ~ Total Cost "‘[Leoﬁ?eéj o
Rokupr 891 25 5 2245.'36 Gt
Njala 629 12 3 112;.50 .

 Kenema 716 20 " o 178.20

' Kabala 614 25 T | 215.70
Makeni 582 15 5 151.00

Total 3432 97 21 . Le B852.40

H. Petrol Allocations to E.l.'s for Field Work (Gallons)

Rokupr Zone Kabala Zone-

M. Kargbo 1.5 A. B. Koroma 0.5
3. B. William 1.0 5. Lappia 0.5

J. T. Lappia 1.5 - M. Sheriff 0.5

S. E. K. Harding 1.5 C. Gassama 0.5
F. E. A. Lahai - - M. Ngaina 0.5

A. B. Mansaray 1.5 _ M. P. --Tﬁray -

A. Y. Sesay 0.5 -

K. Sesay (CEO)1.0

_ _Mékeni Zone . - Njala Zone

D. K. Kai 1.5 F. Jusu 1.5

| M. Bah 0.75 A. Allieu a.s
J. Tarawalie 0.75 | L. Jabati ~
F. A. Mansaray 0.5 . P. -_Aili.ell'.ﬂ
K. A. M. Bayo 0.5 : 0. Wai -

' S. C. Pierce 0.5"

D. K. King 0.5




‘Kenema Zone

J. Momoh 1.5
H. Sillah 0.5

L. Saffa 1.0
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xi. " A.C.R.E. PROJECT
. - MINIKIT SURVEY
QUESTIONNAIRE

May 1986

" Schedule # _ . Date Interviewer

Name of Farmer _ .. Village _ Chiefdom o

. Zone . Ecology |
Sweet <« - . ool
Rice Cassava Potatoes Maize ~ Fertilizer. - -

1. How many minikits
' have you received?

2. Year first received

3. Variety(s) received

4. From whom did you
receive the kit?

. s, _Wh'er'e you received
B kit? (home, Meetmg,
' :-Fleld day, etc.)

6. Di-d you' understand
~ 7 the instructions on
how to use this?

7. Who .read of heiped
- _you to understand
~the instructions on
how to use this?

8. How long have yocu .
" been-able to maintain
- and reproduce plantmg
- material from the kit
(years}’ '

9. Would you ' like 0. _
- continue using this?




Schedule # _

Extent which this
‘has increased your -
yield? (little; some;
much}

Extent which this has
increased your i-n.c_ome?
(little; some; much]

Major problem in usmg
this? -

In what .Way do you think.the._minikits can be imfpj'rOVed?.

'How many farmers you know have recewed and- used mm:kn:s?

Do ‘you know an ACRE contact farmer" ~ How many tlmes have you

received mformatmn from him? plan tmg materlal?

'ﬁAge (exact or estlmate) o C 23, SEX )

M_ari_tal status: Marr:ed Smgie ; Widowed or Dlvorced

Number of Wives . 26. Number in househoid Aduits
Chtldren 3 . 27. ‘Education: no formal G -3 years pr:mary
j : B~7 years prlmary _ Secondary Arablc : e
' _Other . R . ’ B

" Years in farrnmg . 29. Farm size: Amount of rice seeds grown
in 1985 - o ' ' : o B

‘Amount of hsred labour used: # persons '-; #_oi-f:'da'_ys '
# of hours per day -. Lo

-'Number of famlly members who work cn farm: (Include farmer)

_ Totai bushels of rice produced in 1985 _ . 33. Amount sold

Am'ourst traded - 35, Amount glven away

.Where and to whom did you sell your rice (be’ spec:f‘c)

D:stance of where you sold your rice from where you hve (m:les}

Total income fdr._19'85',__ estimate based on amount of yiei;;'l'.




