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I I  , METHODOLOGY 

T h e  population from which the sample was seiected consisted 

o f  all farmers on record who had received minikits between 1981 and 

1985. A list of farmers was compiled from records provided by the 

ACRE Project which indluded the names and village locations o f  12,56 

farmers who had received minikits. A random village sampling prsced 

was used in obtaining the sample for the study. Approximately 3 p 

o f  the 12,500 farmers on the Iist (480 subjects) were selected random! 

w i t h  proportionate sampling of  subjects based on the number of 

in each village that received minikits. Random reiplacements 

were made where sbbjacts auld not be found and where villages were 

inaccessible. This procedure permitted the selection of a representat iv 

sample in that villages were sampied proportionately based on number 

of farmers who had received min ik i t s  in the villages selected. 

A total of 490 farmers were interviewed including 80 respondent 

from each o f  the f i ve  zones, The sample distribution by zond:, chiefdom 

and village is show in Table 1. The sample incrvrded farmers from 24 

chiefdoms and 79 villages [See Appendix). 

f he persona1 interview technique was used in collecting 

data. A total of  six trained enumerators conducted the inte 

data were recorded on pre-tested interview questionnaires designed 

specificatl~ for the study. Each interview took between 15 and 20 minu 









extended family that 'predominates in rural Sierra Leone. 

The r.umber o f  wives o f  a farmer is an indicator of family size, 

type and structure, labor resources, dependency and economic needs 

of the family. In tHe study sample, 44% o f  the respondents had only one 

wife, 46% had 2 t~ 3 wives and 8.6% had four or more wives [Table 3). 

Few of tWe respondents had attained a formal education [Table 4) 

Only 10.5% had completed secondary school, 25.6% had no formal ed 

tion, and 7.3% had completed some primary school. The largest group 

respondents (36.3%) had some form of Arabic education, Which was larg 

found among Muslim families. Low level sf education is a factor limiting 

farmer3 ability to understand complex and sophisticated techndogy, 

especiail y where reading and comprehending written instructions are 

involved. 

Low income is a characteristic of the study sample. Over half of 

the farmers (56.6%) had estimated annual incomes of  lass then 1,000 leones, 

19% received incomes between 2,000 and 2,999 leones. 4.8% had incomes 

between 3,000 and 3,999 leones, and 8.6% had incomes of 4,000 leones or 

more [Table 41. These income statistics reveal t'hat small holder farmers 

are not completely homogeneous in terms of financial resources. Although 

most farmers fa11 on the Ipwer end of the income continuum, the data re- 

vealed that some are more prosperous than others. 



Table 2. Age, Sex and Marital Status of Respondents 

Age Groups No. d 
5 Sex Wo. "o 

15 - 19 6 1.6 Males 344 $6.0 

20 - 24 10 2.7 Females 56 14.0 

25 - 29 3 2 8.6 Total 460 100.6 

30 - 34 48 12.8 

35 - 39 64 17.1 Status No. % 

40 - 44 44 11.8 Married 362 90.0 

45 - 49 6 1 16.3 Single 3 2 8.0 

50 - 54 33 8.8 Other 6 1.5 

Total 374 100.0 

Tabie 3. Household Size. and Number of Wives 

Category Adults Chi Id ren Category Wives 
No. % No. % yo- % 

19 E over 

.7 1 .3  

Total 398 1QO.O 393 100.0 Total 326 10Q.O 





IV. FARMING CHARACTERISTICS 

This section includes the characteristics of the farms for the study 

sample. This information may help P;*ouide an understanding of  the farm- 

ing structure and resources of small holder farmers in the study area. 

A, Ecollogy 

The largest percentage of the farmers included in the sample were 

primarily upland farmers (71 .5%1;  21.5% farmed in inland valley swamp 

ecologies, 5.5% in mangrove ecologies and 1.5% in bolilands [Table 5).  

The upland ecology war more popular among farmers because it lends 

itself to the tradItionaI mode of bukh lfalfow rotation and cultivation p r  

tices. The availability and requirements o f  labor are also other important 

factors. 

B. Farm Size -- 
The amount of rice seeds grown in 1985 w a s  used to estimate farm 

sire. One bushel of rice seeds planted was estimated as equivalent to 

one acre of land. Using this measurement, the average number of acres 

famed by the respondents included ir; the sample was 3.8. the data 

reveaied that 82.3% of the sarnp1.e farmed areas between one and four 

acres [Table 5). It is a commonly known fact that size of farm is re- 

lated to type and availability of labor, type of technology used, land 

use patterns, land tenure and the use of other human and capitat 

resources . 

to  









Table 7. Amount of Hired Labor Used on Farm in 1985 

No, Persons No. % Days Used Hired No. % 
Hi red Labor 

None 40 30.0 None 38 9.6 

50 E over 6 1 4 
. . .  - -  - 

1.0 
. . 

Table 8. Man Hours of Hired Labor Used on Farm in 1985. 

No. Man Hours No. % 

None 32 8.1 

1 - 49 2 1 5.3 

50 - 99 30 7.5 

I00 - 149 30 7.5 
C 

150 - 199 2 5 6.3 

TOO - 249 2 6 6 . 5  

36.2 500 E over 1 44 

3 98 99.9 



























v e r y  aware that improved crop varieties increase their 

yield. 

J .  Frequency o f  Visits to Farmers by Extension W ~ r k e r s  

The average number of visits that fanners with r k e  minikits 

ceived from an Extension Instructor was three compared to approxim 

four visits for farmers who received cassava, sweet potato and maize 

minikits (Table 23). This factor is very Important because the AC 

Project it heavily dependent on getting farming information and irn 

crop varieties to the farmers in order to help increase crop producti 

K. Difficulties in Using Minikits 

The farmers included in the sample expressed a .very high desi 

for wing all types of minikits (Table 27) .  Most of the farmers also 

reported that the minikits were not difficult to use. However, ther 

was some indication that the miniki ts were difficult to use for some 

farmers. This was especially true for the rice minikits Gf able 285. A b  

one-fourth df the sample ( 1  1 1 )  reported that  the minikits were not easy 

to use. 

Cost was found to be a major limitation to farmers in using mini- 

kits. Well over two-thirds of the farmers reported that it was moderate- 

ly too highly costly to use the ACRE minikits (Table 29).  Usually, farmer 

calculate cost by the amount of labor required and the amount of leones 

needed to purchase required items such as hrtilizer. In order to obtain 

the maximum yield from the improved crop varieties included in the mini- 

kits, adequate amounts of labor and ferti l izer are required- Thus farmers 





cassava rninikits {Table 32). As will  be pointed out later, most farmers 

did not sell their crop produce but used it mainly for family cansumpt~ion 

or shared it with friends and relatives, Twenty one-percent ~f the far- 
$' 

mers interviewed reported thai their income would increase little or none 
. :  

as a result of  using minikits (Table 32). This suggests that only a smail 

portion of  any increased crop yields resulting from use of the rninikits 

was converted inta real income from cash sales. 

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 which 

thought the mini kits could be improved, The study found that p 

which farmers reported when uSing rninikits were v e r y  similar to 

associated wi th  farming in general. Far example, the most common prob- 

lem reported by farmers in using rice and cassava minikits was crop damag 

or destruction by rodents and other pests. Some farmers reported prab- 

lems wir?? weed controk {Tables 33 and 341. Relatively more problems of  

this type were reported by farmers who received cassava, sweet potato . . 
A - 

and maize rninikits. Ironicalfy, farmers perceived probtems involving 

the use of minikits in terms of lack o f  control of rodents, monkeys, 

birds, thieves and weeds which are largely problems found in the 

farming environment a d  ec~iogy This indicates that farmers have prob- 

lems controiling the biological, physfcnl, environmentat and human-created , 

conditions in their surroundings. st is also ironic that few farmers direct- 

Iy r e ~ r t e d  cost and labor as problems when using the rninikits. 



also noteworthy that some farmers reported n, problems when using the 

minikits [Tables 33 and 341. 

N. Improvements in Minikits Recommended by Farmers 

When farmers were asked how c~uld the minikits be improved t 

following answers were among the more common responses : [ 1) need fo 

more fertilizer; ( 2 )  need for more seeds and planting material; {33 pes 

control; and (4) receiving seeds and planting material in a timely ma 

at the beginning of the planting season (Tables 35 and 3611. These re 

suits suggest that farmers need help in solving farming problems wit 

their farming system in addition to receiving more improved crop varre 

The failure to resolve these problems poses a threat to increased crop 

yields from improved crop v~rieties. As one farmer put it, "what good 

does it do to plant improved varieties if pests eat them up?" I t  seems 

apparent that farmers need appropriate, economical and accessible r e  

sources to controi these probilems as we l l  as adequate education, traini 

and management skills in farming. Of  course, adequate financial reso 

are also needed. A plausible approach to resolving these problems i s  

the adoption o f  a complete crop system program along with environm 

controls. However, this wholistic approach to farm &velopment among 

samllholders is a very extensive and expensive propositioh in an area 

where both the farmers' and the gavernmentsa resources are limited. 

This dilemma is a major obstacle to grassroots agricultural developmen 

projects aimed at assisting subsistence farmers. 

0, Sociai Contact as a Source of Diffusion of Minikit Materials 

The data revealed that farmers were very much aware of the 

minikit program and were very helpful in the diffusion of  minikit 











Ext . 
Instructor 74 79.5 61 82.4 167 64.0 69 67.6 63 

Contact 

Other 
Farmer 3 3.2 3 4.Q 28 10.7 

Senior 

ACRE 
T ral nee 2 2.2 0 2 .7 1 i , O  3 3.5 

d 
Table 21. How tang Were You Able to Maintain the Minikit You Received? .I - -, 

Cassava Sweet Potato Maize I *I Rice < ?  - . 1.' 
Years No. $ No. g No. % No. % 5 - 

' . 

One or  Less 30 34.1 18 23.1 86 32.7 30 28.6 

Two 37 42.0 36 46.2 120 Y5-6 46 43.8 

Three 15 17.1 19 24.3 45 17.1 

Fou t- 3 3.4 4 5.1 10 3.8 

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 



Tabie 22. Would You Like to Continue k i n g  the Minikit? 

Rice - Cassava Sweet Potato Maize Fertilizer 
Response No. No . No NT No. 

Yes 91 79 2 69 105 8 6 

0 3 1 0 No* 0 .  

Table 23. Number o f  Visits  Farmers Received From Extension 
l nstructor to PO 

L 

Rice  Cassava Sweet Potato Maize 
Visits No, % No. % No. % No. I 

None 13 13.0 11 13.2 42 15.5 19 36.8 

3 - 4  12 12.0 7 8.4 34 12.5 14 T1.5 

5 or More 54 54.0 53 63.9 148 54.4 66 58-4 
- .  

113 100.0 Total ! 100 100.0 83 000-0 272 100-U 

Tabfe 24. Estimated Seeds Pianted From Rice Minikit in 1985. 

Rice 
Amount No. % 

7 t in  

2 tins 

3 tins 4 3.9 

1 bushel 12 11 - 8  

2 or more bushels 2 2.9 

Don't Know 9 8.8 



Table 25, Estimated Material Planted From Cassava and Sweet Potato 
Minkits in 1985 

Number of Heaps Number of Cuttings 
of Cassava No. % of Sweet Potatoes No. % 

None . 

50 E Over 2 2 25- 9 600 or More 46 17.7 

Total 85 180. 0 260 100.0 

  able 26. 'Estimated Maize Seeds Planted and Fertilizer Used From 
Minikits in 1985. 

Cups of Kilograms of 
Maize Seeds No. % Fertilizer No. % 

15 E Over 

12 10.6 None 

89 78.8 1 - 9  

90 & Over 1 1.9 

Tota! 113 100.0 54 100.0 



Table 27. Do you Like Using the Minikit? 

Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Maize 
Response No. % No. % No. '20 No. % 

Little 

Some 

Much 86 94.5 72 92.3 245 90.1 94 87.0 

Total 91 100.0 78 100.0 272 100.0 108 100*0 

Table 28. How Easy 1s i t  To  U s e  The Minikit? 

Rice Cassava Sweet Potato Maize 
Response No. % No. % No. 6 

0 No. % 

Little 

S o m e  

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 I S  It TO Use The Minikit? 

Response No. 3 NO. r, No, % N o .  % 
Little 2 5  27.5 20  26.0 76 27.9 27 25.7 

Some 

Much 46 50.5 28 36.3 80 30.4 34 32.4 

f otal 91 100.0 77 100.0 272 100.0 107 100.0 
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Table 33. Major Problems When Using the Minikit (First Problem) 

Cassava Sweet Potato Maize K ~ c e  
Problem No. % No. % No. % No. * % 

2 2 2.6 I4 5- 3 4 4.0 2 .2  None 

Raden t s 32 35.9 38 50.0 111 42.0 36 36.4 

Weeds ' 7 7.9 9 11.8 23 8.7 10 10.1 

Thief 0 0 2 2.6 5 1.9 1 . 1  

0 0 0 5 5,O Birds 16 18.0 0 

2.6 21 a. o 16 16.1 Monkeys 0 It 2 

Lack of Tools 0 0 0 0 1 .4 0 0 

Lack of 
Fertilizer 0 0 I 1.3 17 6.4 8 8.1 

Coats 0 0 - 5  6.6 17 6- 4 2 2.11 

Others 32 35-9. 17 22.4 55 20.8 17 17.2 

89 94.9 76 99.9 254 99.9 99 100.0 Total 

Table 3Q. Major Problem When Using the Minikit {Second Problem) 
Cassava Sweet Potato Maize Rice 

% No. % No. 0 Problem No. % No. 6 

17 14.5 38 13 13.5 None 14 16.5 14.5 

Rodents 33 38.8 33 43.4 107 YO. 8 39 40.6 

W e d s  2 2.4 4 5.3 12 4- 6 5 5.2 

0 1 2 " 8  2 2.1 f hief 8 1-3 

3 Birds 12 14.1 0 0 1 .4 3,1 

Monkeys 0 0 3 3.9 15 5-7 I f  11.5 

Lack of Tools 0 0 0 0 2 - 8  0 0 

Lack of 
Fertilizer 0 0 5 6.6 24 3.2 8 8 - 3  

Goats 0 0 3 3.9 9 3-4 1 1.1 

Others 24 28.:2 16 21.1 52 19.8 14 14.6 

Total 85 100.0 76 100.0 262 100.0 96 100.0 

I 
"! - .  I 
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Tabla 35. Ways Which Farmers Think the Minikits Can Be improved 
Q Fi rst Answer) - 

Rice ~ Cassava 
No* % No. % No, 0, Responses O 

No % 

More 
Instructions 2 2.3 2 2.5 4 1.5 3 2- 5 

More 
Fertilizer 7 8.0 17 21.3 74 27.4 33 31.4 

More Seed, etc.44 50.0 19 23- 8 85 31.5 3 1 29.5 

More Minikits 19 21.6 20 25.0 52 19.2 22 21.0 

Past Control 4 4.5 8 10.0 18 6.6 = 5 4.8 

Timely Seeds 3 3.4 3 3.8 16 5.9 6 5.7 

Need f 001s 0 0 6 7.5 8 3.3 2 1.9 

Better Varieties 3 3.4 2 2.5 7 , 4 0 0 

Credit 1 1.1 1 1.2 4 1.5 0 0 

Others 5 5.7 2 2.5 8 3.0 2 1.9 

None 0 0 a) 0 0 0 1 * 9 

Tota I - 88 100.9 83 99.9 270 100.0 105 100.0 





Table 37. Number of Fanners You Know Who .Have U s e d  Minikits . . 

NO* a N urn ber 8 

One 19 5.0 

Two 60 15.7 

% hree 51 13.3 

Four 3 0 7.9 

Five or More 222 58.1 

Total 3 82 100. O 

Table 38. Do You Know an ACRE Contact Farmer? 

No. 0 Response "o 

Yes  379 95.5 

Total 397 100.0 
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Table 39. Number of Times You Have Received Farming Informationl 
Planting Materials From An ACRE Contact Farmer 

information Planting Material 
No. Times No. % No. % 

None 86 21 - 8  1 37 34.7 

One 7 1 18.0 139 35.2 

Two 64 16.3 34 8.6 

Three 30 7.6 13 3.3  

Four 16 4.1 7 0 2.5 

Five or More 127 32.2 62 15.7 

Total 394 100.0 395 100.0 



VI I ,  FACTORS INFLUENCING MINIKIT DZSTRIBUT ION, 
USE AND MAINTENANCE 

A. Distributior: of Minikits by Zone 

Ninety-one (23%) of the 400 farmers included in the study 

that they received rice minikits, The percentages of farmers 

receiving ce minikits by zone were as SaIlows: Rokupr (49. 

(23.0%); kenerna (9.9%); Makeni t 8 . 8 3 ;  and Njala (8.8%). The 

reveal that the greatest proportion of responsents who received mi 

were from the Rokupr Zone and the smallest proportion from Makeni a 

Njala zones. 

The largest proportion of the sample who received cassava min 

was from Makeni Zone [39.7%), followed by Rokupr Zone f 23-18], Ken 

Zone ( 15, a%], K abata Zone ( 12.8%) and Pl jaia Zone { 9.0%). 

'For sweet potatoes, 24.9% of the sample who received sweet pota- 

to minikfts were from Makeni Zone; Kenema {20.9%) ; Kabala l20.58) ; 

NjaSa (18.3%); and Rokupr 115.4%). 

Njala Zone respondents received 31.2% of the maize minikits 

reported, folbwed by Kabala (22.9%) ; Kenema (29.2%) ; Rokupr [ 11.9 

and Makeni [13.8%3. These results show that the distribution of mini- 

kits among the five zones varied by type. i f  the-.above data are vaii 

we can infer.  that relatively more cassava and sweet potato minikits w e  

distributed in Makeni Zone and relatively more maize minikits were di 

tributed in Njala Zone, 

. 
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VI11. M l N l K l T  DISTRIBUTIQN, USE AND MAlNTENANCE BY 
E C O L 0 6 Y  

A, Distribution o f  Minikits by Ecology 

As shown earlier In this study, the majority of the respondents 

of the sample were upland farmers (71.58). Inland valley swamps [IVS) 

represented 21.5% of  the respondents, while only 5.58 were mangr09n 

and 1.5% were boliland farmers. Thus the results in this section w i l l  

largely focus on farmers in,upland and IVS ecologies. 

Since upland farmers are more L numerous and the upland ecology 

more popular among farmers, they received most of the rniniki t s  distri- 
I 

buted. The data revealed, however, that a larger proportion of IVS 

farmers (68.2%) received rice minikits without fertilizer than upland f a r  

mers (41.6%). Conversely, a greater proportion of upland farmers (58.4%) 

received rice minikits w i th  fertilizer, compared to IVS farmers 131.8%) - 
This was also true for maize minikits. -ittie difference was found in 

the case of  sweet potato and cassava minikits, where similar proportions 

of  farmers received these minikits without fertilFzer. Thus there was 

Iittle difference in overall distributior: of minikits Pmong IVS and uptarid 

farmers. There were significant differences in the contents of rice and 

maize  rninikits - upland farmers received rice and maize minikits more 

often w i t h  fertilizer than did IVS farmers. 

B. Minikit Maintenance by EcoIoz 

The data also reveaied that IVS respondents o f  the sample showed 

a dightly greater tendency to maintain planting material from their rice, 



5 1 

sweet potato and maize minikits, whereas upland farmers showed a 

slightly greater tendency to maintain planting material from their cas- 

sava mini kit, These differences were not great, however. 'I 
C .  Reported Yield and Income Benefits of Minikits by Emlogy 

A slightly greater proportion of IVS 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 minikits 
1 

were compared. Overall. the majority of the respondents in all zones 

felt that their yield had increased much as a. result of using the minikits. 

When considering income, greater proportions of IVS farmers re- 

ported that rice. cassava, sweet potato and maize minikits had helped -A 

\. 
to increase their income 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 inmmer of IVS fanners were . 

higher than that of upland farmers. Thirty-one percent of the IVS 

farmers reported incomes of 2,000 leones or more, compared to 21 per- 

cent for upland farmers. Also. 79 percent of the upland farmers had 

incomes below 2,000 leones, compared to 59 percent for IVS farmers. 

Thus it appears that IVS farmers were realizing greater income benefits 

from the minikits they received compared to upland farmers. 

D. Reported Problems With MinIkits by Ecology 

I f he most common pr~blerns which farmers o f  all ecbiogies had in 

adapting the minikits to their farming environment were pest control 





1X. ACE AND SEX AS RELATED TO MINIKIT DISTRIBUTION 
AND USE-BY ECOLOGY 

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

ecoiogy. The following randusions are based on the data collected 

these variables. 

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

comes than younger farmers. 

2. In all ecologies, older farmers tended to .receive more mini- 

kits o f  all types than younger farmers. 

3. Age was not a discriminating factor in receiving minikits w i t h  

or without fertilizer in all ecologies. 

4. Older farmers had a slightly tendency than younger farmers ,> 

to receive more than one rice, cassava, sweet potato or 
maize mini kit. 

5, There were no differences between younger and older farmers, 

in terms of ability to maintain planting material from the mini- 
., kits. ! 

6- There were no differences in age and level sf  yield reported 

from use of minikits. 
L 

7. There were no differences in age and level of inoorne report& 

from use of minikits. 

8, Farmers of all ages reported that minikits antributed more to 

increased yield than increased income. 

9. There were no differences in  age and type of problems experi- 

enced in using minikits. 

7 0 ,  There were no differences i r ~  

recommended for minikits. 

aSe and type of improvements 



Table 40. Major Problems Reported by Respondents in Using Minikits 
by Ecology 

Type of Minikit: 1 = Rice; 2 = Cassava; 3 = Sweet Potato; 1) = Maize 



Table 41. Major improvements Needed in Minikits Reported by 
Respondents by Ecology 

Type of Minikit: 1 = Rice; 2 = Cassava; 3 = Sweet Potato; 4 = Maize 



There was no difference between sex and type of farming 

ecology. Similar proportions of females and males were 

upland farmers (76.7% and 70.6%] and IVS farmers (21.4% 

and 21.5%). There were only six mate baliland farmers 

and no female boliland farmers in the sample. 

There was moderate difference between the income levels 

of mates and females, A larger proportion of males were 

represented in the highest income category - 3,000 leones 

and over ( 25.5%), compared to females [?6.0%] ; 56.1 % of 

the males and 66.1% of the females were represented in 

the lowest ir~come category - less than 1,000 leones yearly. 

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

cassava, sweet potato, or maize minikits received w i t h  and 

without fertilizer. 

A much larger number of males received minikits (3431 than 

females [ 5 6 )  . I 
There were some  sex difference in the type of minikit re- 

ceived. A greater proportion of females (58.34%) received 

sweet potato minikits than males [ 4 8 . 2 % ] ,  compared to 26.4% 

and 13.8% for maize minikits, respectively for females and 

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

There were no differences in the temporal distribution of i 

minikits between males and females, 
1 

There were no sax differences in ability Po maintain cassava, 

sweet potato and maize planting material from minikits. How- 

ever, males  showed a greater tendency to maintain planting 

material from rice mini kits than females. 

There were no sex differences in reparted yields and income 

from minikits received. 

There were no sex differences in type of problems reported 

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



problems than females. 

There were no sex differences in type of lnprovements recom- 

mended for minikits. However, males cited a wider range of 

improvements. Female respondents were concerned with re- 

ceiving more fertilizer. 

-I 
I I 

















Figure 1. l nterrelated Components of the Minikit Distribution Program 

Agencies 
(Gov. ) 

Extension 
Research Extension / 

I t 
Deliver 
Minikits 

\ Farmers 
I t 

User sf 
Minikits 

I I Agencies I I 

A 3. I Private) 4t - ,  

' - t - + - + I  ' - +  e + - -  6 -  1 

Overall, the minikit program was having a pasitive impact on A r m -  

ers adoptions of small scale appropriate technolMy* Although farmers 

reported they benefited from increased yields and incomes, changes in 

this regard were small .  

The quantity of planting material and fer t i l i zer  included in the 

minikits was very small. Not all farmers received minikits. Many mini- 

kits were received without  fertilizer. The demand for minikits greatly 

exceeded supply* And there were too few Extension instructors to pro- 

vide adequate instructions and necessary follow-up to  all farmers  who 

received minikits, !t is most likely that these factors minimized the 

impact and effectiveness of the minikit distribution program. 
I 

Other factors which limited the effectiveness of the operat ion 

of the program were: [ I )  no initial d e a r  and specific objectives were  

developed in terms of expected outcomes (e.g., production and level 







[N=ZYJ ,  and Villages {N=79) Included i n  

I ! .  Njala Zone 

Korie Chiefdom 

I .  Cbmrbu 

2, Gbirihun 

3. Kowama 

Kaqboroh Chiefdom 

1. Makende 

2. Moyema 

Kaiyambo Chiefdom 

2. Moyamba 

3.  Pelewahun 

Fakunya Chiefdom 

1. Gandcrhun 

i l l .  Kenema Zone 

Giema Chiefdam 

1. Kganbedu 

2 ,  Bakaa 

3. ~ a n a  Njeigbla 

1. Giema 



Denerna - Zone (Cont'd) 

Bama Giema Chiefdom 
-1_ 

Sengbe Chiefdom 

I .  Sengbekeloroh 

2. Bendugu 

3. Gbenikoro 

4. Forenorya 

Wacta Wara Chiefdom -- 
I .  YataEa 

7. Gao 

8. Karma 

Dodo Chiefdom - 
1, Kpaima 2. Kanunka 

2. Dodo 

4. Mile 8 

5. Kasorie 

6. Makakura 

t o w e r  Bambilra Chiefdom 

1, New Kambama 

2. Gondoma 

Nonqowa Chiefdom 

Makeni Zone - 
2. Konabu Makarie Gbanti C hiefdsrn 

I .  Damadina 

4. Gbenderu 

3. Yetisande 

4. Mile 3 

5. Manenkri 

Sofroko- L i m b  Chiefdom - 
1. Bambali Sama 

2. Kaothala 

Kabala Zone 

Kasunko Chiefdom 

Fi Dembella Chiefdom 





Schedule Activitiks Performed 

Officer 

10 

and 

I 
20 May 1986 Briefing on consultancy for- AID Af 

ADO, Freetown. I 
23 May Planning and preparation for data collection in field; 

obmlning supplies/resou~ces and field w o r ~ e r s .  

22-25 May Data collection in Rskupr Zone. 

26 May Supervision of coding at Njalau 

27-29 May Data coll!ection in Njala Zone. 

38-35 May Supervision of data processing at Njala. 

11-3 June Data collection in Kenema Zone. 

4 June Field preparation a.nd data precessing st Njala. 

5-6 June Data collection in Kabala Zone. 

7-8 June Data collection in Makeni Zone. 

I 9-12 June Data protessislg at Njala. 

90-11 June Preparation of report at Njala. 

12 June 

13 June 

15 June 

Constaltancy debriefing 
Njala. 

~onsuitancy debriefing 
Freetown. 

fo r 

for 

and 

:f& ..-r 

ACRE s 

Officer 

>taff 

and 

at 

ADO, 

30 August Data processing, analysis, interpretatian, and prepara- 
tion of final report. 



2 June, 1886 

Leones 

May to 1 

Days 

Research Expenses for Mini kit Study 

1. Personnel 

Field Supervisor 6 Enumerator 

a. Seiary (Le 50lday) 
b. Per Diem f '-@ 25 day] 
c. Bonus [Z 9i315. petrol) 

Enumerator { I ]  

a. Saiary (LE! IQ/day) 
b. Per Diem (Ls 1BFdayl 
c. Bonus 

Enumerator .[ 21 

a. Salary CLe l0lday) 
b. Per Diem (le l01dayl 
c .  Bonus 

Enumerator (3) 

a. Salary [Le 10/day] 
b. Per Diem {Le 40/day) 
c. Bonus 

Enumerator (41 

a. Salary [Provided by ACRE] 
b. Per Diem Eke 101day) 
c. Bonus 

Enomeratar 15) 

a. Salary [Provided by ACRE) 
b. Per Diem { Le 10/dayE 
c. Bonus 

Drivers (3)  

a. Salary [Provided by ACRE) 
b. Per .Diem (Le 6 / d a y )  
c. Bonus 





Coder E 5) 

a. Salary ( 5  days @ Le l0/daysl 
b. Overtime 
c. Bonus 

a. Salary [ Z  days 8 Le IOIday) 
b. Overtime (1.5 hrs.) 
c. Bonus 

Coder (7) 

a. Salary f 3 days @ te lO/day) 
b. Overtime ( 3  hrs.) 
c.  Bonus 

5.. Miscellaneous 

a. Typist 
b. Fix flat at R ~ k u p r  
c. Batl destroyed by vehicle driver at 

TOTAL COSTS 

D. Cost Per Interview = Le 3923.60 r 400 = Le 

E. Summary of Research Costs 

3 ,  Data Co!lec',ior; Le 2757.00 
2. Fuel & Transprmtion 1162.60 
3. Data Processing/Codi ng 1 t7.0.00 
4. Miscellaneous 926. (80 
5. Supplies 57,lQ 

Total Le 5226.70 












