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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Approximately 70 percent of the farmers in the Northwest Department 
of Haiti have adopted one or more of the soil and water conserva­
tion practices promoted by CARE for the PLUS Project. Included in 
this group of farm families are those who have adopted the 
practices as a direct result of CARE's implementation program as 
well as those who have adopted the practices secondarily from other 
farmers as well as some who have adopted the practices as a result 
of programs implemented by development projects other than the PLUS 
Project. 

Primary adoption rates for specific Project interventions are 
generally less than 30 ± 10 percent. Included in this group are 
only those farmers who indicated they have adopted the practice as 
the direct result of CARE' s implementation program. Rates of 
secondary adoption for individual interventions are generally less 
than 5.5 ± 2 percent; however, there are some exceptions. To be 
counted as a secondary adopter farmers had to indicate that they 
had begun installation of a soil and water conservation practice 
without the aid of CARE's field staff and after having observed it 
on a neighbor's field or having learned of the practice from 
another farmer. 

The improved-stubble-barrier ("ramp pay ameliore") has the highest 
rate of primary and secondary adoption at 30 and 12.6 percent, 
respectively. stubble incorporation ("pike te") has the highest 
total rate of adoption (adding rates of adoption attributed to 
primary and secondary PLUS-adopters and adopters from "Other 
Programs"). Following the "ramp pay" is a group of four interven­
tions, including vegetable gardens, deep digging, hedgerows and 
stubble incorporation, with primary adoption rates clustered about 
20 percent. Next in ranking are a group of interventions with 
rates of primary adoption ranging between 6 and 12 percent. This 
third group includes hillside rockwalls and gully dams. In last 
place is the tree grafting intervention with a primary rate of 
adoption of 2 percent. 

The study results invite conjecture as to the reasons behind the 
differences in adoption rates among individual interventions. We 
offer some suggested reasons as a means of stimulating further 
discussion and use of the study results. For example, the 
improved stubble barrier and stubble incorporation may have the 
highest rates of secondary adoption because they build on existing 
practices and do not require off-site inputs. Some of the 
differences in adoption rates can be explained by the lack of on­
or off-farm resources such as rocks for rockwalls or grafting 
material for grafts or ravines for damming. The current or 
previous existence of development programs implemented by projects 
other than the PLUS Project explains some differences in adoption 
rates. 
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In addition to the overall rates of adoption calculated for the 
zones in which CARE works or has worked, we provide rates of 
adoption for the individual zones or localities which were in our 
sample. These figures may provide further insight as to ap­
plicability of the interventions to these localities, the effici­
ency of implementation, or other factors affecting adoption. To 
facilitate this use of the study, the study results and raw data 
are provided in TABLES 1-3. Figure 1 shows the region-wide rates 
of adoption in a bar graph. 

The objective of the study was to document those proportions of 
farmers adopting PLUS Project interventions at the invitation and 
assistance of CARE and those proportions adopting from othel:'. 
farmers. Those adopting directly from CARE are termed primary 
adopters. Those adopting from other farmers are termed secondary 
adopters. The study was conducted with a two-stage cluster sample 
designed to yield 95 percent confidence intervals approximately 
equal to 10 percent. our calculations indicated this level of 
confidence would require the following first and second stage 
samples. For the first stage, we randomly selected 12 of the 87 
localities or zones in which CARE operates or has recently operated 
in the Northwest Region of Hai ti. The second stage sample 
consisted of a random sample of 30-35 individuals from a census 
listing of the farmers in each area. The questionnaire and 
statistical formulas used in the study are presented in an ap­
pendix. 
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REZIME 

Apepre 70 pou san agrikilte nan Nodwes peyi Dayiti adopte youn 
oubyen plis nan teknik konsevason sol ak dlo lapli CARE/PLUS fe 
ekstansyon pou yo kote lap travay. Nan 70 pou san sa a genyen non 
selman moun ki patisipe direkteman nan pwogram CARE/PLUS, men tou 
genyen moun ki pran teknik yo kay yon lot plante, ak moun ki aprann 
teknik yo nan yon lot pwoje ki pa Pwoje PLUS. 

To adopsyon patisipan direk nan aktivite Pwoje a odineman mwens 
pase 30 ± 10 pou san. Nan chif sa a genyen selman agrikilte ki di 
yo adopte yon teknik paske yo patisipe direkteman nan pwogram CARE 
("adoptan prime"). To adopsyon moun ki aprann yon teknik kay yon 
lot plante ("adoptan segonde") jeneralman mwens pase s,s ± 2 pou 
san; men, genyen kek eksepsyon. Pou yo konte yon moun kom "adoptan 
segonde", li dwe di li ens tale estrikti konsevasyon sol ak dlo 
lapli yo saned teknisyen CARE le li fin obseve estrikti a nan 
jaden yon vwazen oubyen le se yon lot agrikilte ki aprann li teknik 
la. 

Ranp pay amelyore genyen pi gwo "to adopsyon prime", 30 pou san, ak 
"to adopsyon segonde", 12,6 pou san. Antere pay nan te ("pike te") 
bay pi gwo to adopsyon total (le ou mete ansanm "adoptan prime", 
"adoptan segonde" ak adoptan ki patisipe nan "lot pwogram"). Apre 
ranp pay, gen yon gwoup ki genyen kat aktivite: jaden legim, pike 
tea fon, ranp vivan ak antere pay nan te, tout ansanm bay 20 pou 
san "adopsyon prime". Apre genyen yon gwoup akti vi te ki bay to 
adopsyon ant 6 a 12 pou san. Twaziem gwoup sa a genyen ladan-1 mi 
sek ak baraj ravin. Andenye ou jwenn grefaj zab fwitye ki bay yon 
to adopsyon 2 pou san. 

Rezilta etid sa a ta fe moun mande pou ki rezon genyen diferans nan 
to adopsyon aktivite yo. Korn baz diskisyon, nou bay kek rezon ki 
ta ka esplike diferans sa yo. Pa egzanp, ranp pay amelyore ak 
antere pay nan te ta ka bay "to adopsyon segonde" ki pi wo paske yo 
fet apati teknik ki egziste deja e yo pa mande bagay plante a pa ka 
jwenn kote li ye a. Gen kek diferans nan to adopsyon yo ki kapab 
esplike paske plante a pa kapab jwenn sou plas resous teknik la 
mande tankou roch pou fe kodon roch ou byen materyel pou fe baraj 
nan ravin. Gen lot diferans nan to adopsyon yo ki esplike akoz lot 
pwogram devlopman 'ki sou teren an kounye a oubyen kite egziste nan 
zon nan. 

Anplis to adopsyon total pou zon kote CARE ap travay oubyen te 
travay, nou bay tou to adopsyon pou chak zon oubyen lokalite kote 
nou te fe anket la. Chif sa yo ka pemet pi byen konprann si yon 
aktivite aplikab pou lokalite a, si ekstansyon teknik la byen fet 
nan zon nan, oubyen lot bagay ki fe to adopsyon an ka varye. Pou pi 
byen sevi ak rezilta etid sa a, nou bay rezilta ak chif gwosomodo 
yo nan Tablo 1-3. Nan figi 1, nou montre to adopsyon yo pou tout 
rejyon Nodwes la nan yon graf ki fet ak ba. 
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Etid sa a te fet pou p ~•riet konnen ki kantite plante ki adopte 
teknik Pwoje a paske yo p ~tisipe direkternan nan pwograrn CARE/PLUS 
ki ede yo ak ki kantite k i aprann teknik yo lakay yon vwazen. Moun 
ki gen kontak direk ak CAHE yo rele yo "adoptan prime". Saki pran 
teknik yo kay vwazen yo r e e yo "adoptan segonde". Echantiyonaj pou 
fe etid sa a te fet yon f ason pou asire yon enteval konfyans ki 
egal apepre 10 pou san. Ka lkil yo te rnontre pou jwenn yon nivo 95 
pou san konfyans, sa t rnande pou fe de kalite echantiyonaj Q 

Toudabo, nou chwazi owaz 12 nan 87 lokalite kote CARE ap travay 
oubyen te travay pa lonta sa nan Nodwes la. Answit, nou chwazi 
yon echantiyon ki genyen ·, o a 35 rnoun sou yon lis resansrnan plante 
nan chak zon. Kesyone ak fornil pou fe kalkil estatistik yo 
prezante nan aneks etid l a . 
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INTRODUCTION 

This is a report of our first study of the proportions of farmers 
adop ting PLUS Project interventions. The geographic target for 
this initial study was the Northwest Department, CARE's zone of 
operation. The objective of the study was to document those 
proportions of farmers adopting PLUS Project interventions at the 
invitation and assistance of CARE and those proportions adopting as 
a result of information received from other farmers and without 
CARE's involvement. Those farmers who adopt from other farmers and 
without CARE's involvement are called secondary adopters. Included 
as secondary adopters are farmers who, after having installed an 
intervention, invited CARE to assist them. Those farmers who 
attribute another development program or project as their source of 
information constitute a third group of adopters. 

As part of our effort to document the PLUS Project's impact on 
farmers and to provide project implementors with management 
information, we initiated, in March 1994, a process leading to a 
study of the proportion of farmers who had adopted various Project 
interventions. (We refer to these proportions as the rates of 
adoption.) We also were interested in gathering farmers' opinions 
or appraisals on Project interventions for similar monitoring and 
evaluation purposes. After several discussions with the PLUS Team, 
it was decided that the study would first be done in CARE's areas 
of operation. We also decided to include all of the 87 localities 
within the Northwest in which CARE has worked or is currently 
work ing. This was done to provide insight into adoption rates 
( es))ecially secondary adoption) in zones where CARE does not 
curr ently have an active program. 

SECID agricultural economists Lea and saint-Die worked closely with 
CARE' s staff, Greg Brady, A thus Pierre and sociologist Hiriel 
Laurent, to develop focused objectives for the study and associated 
study methodology. It was decided to focus first on the rates of 
adoption. The farmers' appraisals could be addressed at a later 
dat~ ; however, we decided to begin (as time allowed during the 
present study) collecting information that would assist us design 
tha t later study. 

STUDY RESULTS 

Approximately 70 percent of the farmers in the Northwest Department 
of Haiti have adopted one or more of the soil and water conserva­
tion practices promoted by CARE for the PLUS Project. Included in 
this group of farm families are those who have adopted the 
practices as a direct result of CARE's implementation program as 
well as those who have adopted the practices secondarily from other 
farmers as well as some who have adopted the practices as a result 
of programs implemented by development projects other than the PLUS 
Project. 
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Primary adoption rates for specific Project interventio.its are 
generally less than 30 ± 10 percent. Included in this group are 
only those farmers who indicated they have adopted the practice as 
the direct result of CARE's implementation program. Rates of 
secondary adoption for individual interventions are generally less 
than s.s ± 2 percent; however, there are some exceptions. To be 
counted as a secondary adopter farmers had to indicate to our data 
collectors that they had begun installation of a soil and water 
conservation practice without the aid of CARE's field staff and 
after having observed it on a neighbor's field or after having 
learned of the practice from another farmer, that is, they did not 
learn about it from CARE or some other development project. 

The improved-stubble-barrier ("ramp pay ameliore") has the highest 
rate of primary and secondary adoption at 30 and 12. 6 percent, 
respectively. stubble incorporation ("pike te") has the highest 
total rate of adoption (adding rates of adoption attributed to 
primary and secondary PLUS-adopters and adopters from "Other 
Programs"). Following the "ramp pay" is a group of four interven­
tions, including vegetable gardens, deep digging, hedgerows and 
stubble incorporation, with primary adoption rates clustered about 
20 percent. Next in ranking are a group of interventions with 
rates of primary adoption ranging between 6 and 12 percent. This 
third group includes hillside rockwalls and gully dams. In last 
place is the tree grafting intervention with a primary rate of 
adoption of 2 percent. 

The results are statistically accurate within a confidence interval 
of± 10 percent of the estimates for the rates of adoption. This 
yielded coefficients of variation that average around 22 percent. 
The confidence intervals for the rates of secondary adoption are 
relatively larger, with coefficients of variation averaging around 
29 percent. The 10 percent confidence interval implies that we 
cannot say there is a significant degree of difference between 
rates that are within 10 percent of each other. Thus, we cannot 
say that there is a significant difference in the rates of adoption 
of the vegetables garden, hedgerow, deep digging, and stubble 
incorporation. 

We decided to include areas in which CARE did not currently have an 
active program. This probably increased the variability of the 
data significantly over what it would have been if we had only 
considered areas in which CARE had an active program. For example, 
the rate of adoption of vegetable gardens varied between zero and 
nearly 60 percent across localities. If CARE had an active program 
in all these areas, it is likely that adoption rates near zero 
would not have occurred. This variability cost us some analytical 
power in that we are not able to distinguish statistically between 
many of the adoption rates. on the other hand, we gained some 
insight into secondary adoption by including areas in which CARE 
was not currently active. For example, we found that the locality 
of Zabat (near La Fond) had an elevated rate of secondary adoption 
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for the vegetable garden. 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Developing reasonable explanations for the differences in adoption 
rates may provide project managers with useful insights that could 
assist them improve the effectiveness of implementation programs. 
We might suggest that the interventions with the highest rates of 
secondary adoption, the improved stubble barrier and stubble 
incorporation, may be the easiest interventions to adopt because 
they build on existing practices and do not require off-site 
inputs. To create the improved stubble barrier, farmers simply 
covered the traditional stubble barrier with soil. To incorporate 
stubble required that farmers not burn-off the stubble prior to the 
first tillage; instead, they hoed it under. It is notable that the 
stubble barrier and stubble incorporation have the highest total 
rates of adoption (adding rates of adoption attributed to primary 
and secondary PLUS-adopters and adopters from "Other Programs"). 

Some of the differences in adoption rates can be explained by the 
lack of farm-level resources. For example, not all farmers have 
ravines. Some interventions may require scarce off-farm inputs 
such as rocks for rockwalls or grafting material for grafts. Other 
development programs have influenced the method of adoption and may 
have influenced the level of primary adoption. For example, the 
levels of adoption attributed to the PLUS project and to "Other 
Programs" for stubble incorporation are statistically equal (see 
TABLE 1) . 

The difference between farmers' general rate of participation, 70 
percent, and their rates of adoption for specific interventions, 
less than 31 percent, raises similar questions. It is clear that 
most farmers are involved and, in most cases, have contact with the 
PLUS Project or some other development project. Why do their rates 
of adoption of individual interventions differ so markedly from 
their rate of general involvement? Answers to these questions may 
help explain Project accomplishments and lead to more effective 
program implementation. But where will these answers come from? 
Perhaps, a formal study of the farmers' appraisals of the inter­
ventions. 

In addition to the overall rates of adoption calculated for the 
areas in which CARE works, we provide rates of adoption for the 
individual zones or localities which were in our sample. These 
figures may provide further insight as to applicability of the 
interventions to these localities, the efficiency of implementa­
tion, or other factors affecting adoption. To facilitate this use 
of the study, the study results and raw data are provided in TABLES 
1-3. Figure 1 shows the region-wide rates of adoption in a bar 
graph. 
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TABLE 1 
RATES OF PLUS PROJECT INTERVENTION ADOPTION 

NORTHWEST HAITI, JULY, 1994 
Interventions Source of Information Leading to Adoption 

Vegetable Garden 
Hedgerow 
Stubble Barrier 
Rockwall 
Rock Gully Dam 
Wooden Gully Dam 
Deep Digging 
Stubble Incorporation 
Tree Grafts , 

PLUS/CARE 
(Primary) 
Percent 

22.1% 
19.4% 
30.0% 
11.1% 
11.6% 

6.9% 
20.3% 
16.3% 

2.0% 

Other Farmers Other Programs 
(Secondary) 

Confid. Percent Confid. Percent Confid, 
Interval Interval Interval 

+ or - + or - + or -
9.2% 2.7% 1.9% 0.5% 0.7% 
8.4% 4.1% 2.2% 0.5% 0.6% 
9. 7% 12.6% 6.0% 4.7% 4.7% 
6.0% 5.3% 2.8% 3.0% 2.0% 
5.0% 4.8% 2.3% 1.4% 1.4% 
3.9% 2.4% 1.8% 0.2% 0.4% 
8.7% 6.5% 3.6% 1.0% 0.9% 
5.8% 12.4% 6.8% 19.5% 16.4% 
1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Proportion of farmers adopting at least one soil and water conservation practice 
is 70.6 percent with a confidence interval of 14.7 percent. 
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TABLE 2 
RATE OF PLUS PRO~ECT INTERVENTION ADOPTION: NORTHWEST HAITI, JULY 1994 

RESULTS ,BY LOCALE 
Region and Adopter Veg Hedgerow Stubble Rockwall Rock Wooden Deep Incor- Graft Any 
Locale Types Garden Barrier Gully Gully Digging porate Inter-

Dam Dam Stubble vention 
Bombardopolis 
Rochfort Participating 57% 33% 57% 17% 17% 3% 57% 20% 0% 93% 

Secondary 7% 10% 13% 0% 7% 0% 0% 3% 0% 
Other Program 3% 3% 3% 7% 3% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
Total 67% 47% 73% 23% 27% 3% 60% 27% 0% 

Demoulin Participating 37% 17% 40% 17% 7% 0% 17% 10% -0% 87% 
Secondary 0% 3% 40% 7% 10% '0% 3% 13% 0"% 
Other P-rogram 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
Total 37% 20% 80% 27% 17% 0% 23% 27% 0% 

Pelicier Participating 43% 23% 27% 3% 13%. 0% 27% 30% 0% 87% 
Secondary 0% -0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 0 % 0 % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Total 43% 23% 27 % 3 % 13% 0% 30% 33% 0% 

Palem Participating 30% 37% 47% 37% 23% 13% 43% 30% 3% 73% 
Secondary 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Total 30% 37% 47% 37% 23% 13% 43% 30% 3% 

Pichon Participating 0% 52% 28% 10% 24% 0% 21% 31% 0% 93% 
Secondary 0% 7% 24% 10% 3% 7% 0% 41% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 28% 3% 3% 0% 3% 10% 0% 
Total 0% 59% 79% 24% 31% 7% 24% 83% 0% 

Barbe Pagnole 
Barbe Pagnole Participating 8% 13% 10% 10% 8% 15% 5% 13% 8% 26% 

Secondary 5% 5% 8% 8% 8% 3% 10% 10% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Total 13% 18% 18% 18% 15% 18% 15% 23% 8% 

6 

-· -



TABLE 2, continued 
RATE OF PLUS PROJECT INTERVENTION ADOPTION: NORTHWEST HAITI, JULY 1994 

RESULTS BY LOCALE 
Region and Adopter Veg Hedgerow Stubble Rockwall Rock Wooden Deep Incor- Graft Any 
Locale Types Garden Barrier Gully Gully Digging porate Inter-

Dam Dam Stubble vention 

Barbe Pagnole 
Labier Participating 22% 8% 30% 5% 3% 16% 22% 5% 0% 70% 

Secondary 0% 3% 8% 3% 8% 5% 19% 27% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 11% 11% 0% 0% 3% 19% 0% 
Total 22% 11% 49% 19% 11% 22% 43% 51% 0% 

Leblanc Participating 5% 13% 8% 5% 0% 5% 5% 5% 0% 34% 
Secondary 8% 11% 8% 5% 3% 8% 5% 11% 0% 
Other Program 3% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 
Total 16% 24% 16% 16% 3% 13% 11% 21% 0% 

Passe Catabois 
Grand Fond Participating 34% 14% 37% 0% 23% 6% 11% 11% 0% 57% 

Secondary 6% 3% 23% 6% 11% 0% 14% 9% 0% 
other Program 0% 3% 6% 0% 9% 0% 0% 83% 0% 
Total 40% 20% 66% 6% 43% 6% 26% 103% 0% 

Ortolan Participating 21% 3% 59% 12% 3% 0% 18% 3% 0% 97% 
Secondary 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% -0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 9% 3% 0% 0% 0% 91% 0% 
Total 21% 3% 74% 15% 3% 0% 18% 94% 0% 

Raymond Participating 17% 0% 20% 0% 11% 0% 17% 23% 3% 86% 
Secondary 0% 0% 23% 17% 0% 0% 11% 17% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 3% 0% 40% 0% 
Total 17% 0% 43% 20% 14% 3% 29% 80% 3% 

La Fond 
Zabet Participating 8% 14% 11% 11% 8% 17% 6% 14% 8% 81% 

Secondary 6% 6% 8% 8% 8% 3% 11% 11% 0% 
Other Program 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Total 14% 19% 19% 19% 17% 19% 17% 25% 8% 
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TABLE 3 
RATE OF PLUS PROJECT INTERVENTION ADOPTION 

RAW DATA 
NORTHWEST HAITI, JULY, 1994 

Locale No. of No. of Adopter Veg Hedge- Stub. Rock- Rock Wood Deep Incor- Graft Any 
Farmers Farmers Types Garden row Barr. wall Gully Gully Dig- porate Inter-
In Sample In Census Dam Dam ging Stub. 

Rochfort 30 138 Participating 17 10 17 5 5 l 17 6 0 28 
Secondary 2 3 4 0 2 o 0 l 0 

Other Program l l l 2 l 0 l l 0 

Total 20 14 22 7 8 l 18 8 0 

Demoulin 30 128 Participating 11 5 12 5 2 o 5 3 26 
Secondary o l 12 2 3 0 1 4 
other Program o o o l o o 1 1 

Total 11 6 24 8 5 o 7 8 0 
Pelicier 30 136 Participating 13 7 8 l 4 o 8 9 26 

Secondary 1 l 
other Program 
Total 13 7 8 l 4 o 9 10 0 

Palem 30 192 Participating 9 11 14 11 7 4 13 9 1 22 
Secondary 
Other Program 
Total 9 11 14 11 7 4 13 9 1 

Pichon 29 167 Participating o 15 8 3 7 o 6 9 27 
Secondary 2 7 3 l 2 0 12 
other Program 8 1 l 1 3 
Total o 17 23 7 9 2 7 24 0 
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TABLE 3 1 continued 
RATE OF PLUS PROJECT INTERVENTION ADOPTION 

RAW DATA, NORTHWEST HAITI, JULY, 1994 
Locale No. of No. of AdoJ?ter Veg Hedge- Stub. Rock- Rock Wood Deep Incor- Graft Any 

Farmers Farmers Types Garden row Barr. wall Gully Gully Dig- porate Inter-
in Sample in Census Dam Dam ging Stub. vention 

Barbe Pagnole 39 216Participating 3 5 4 4 3 6 2 5 3 10 
Secondary 2 2 3 3 3 1 4 4 
Other Program 
Total 5 7 7 7 6 7 6 9 3 

Labier 37 167 Participating 8 3 11 2 1 6 8 2 26 
Secondary 1 3 1 3 2 7 10 
Other Program 4 4 1 7 
Total 8 4 18 7 4 8 16 19 0 

Leblanc 38 194Participating 2 5 3 2 2 2 2 13 
Secondary 3 4 3 2 1 3 2 4 
Other Program 1 2 2 

Total 6 9 6 6 1 5 4 8 0 
Grand Fond 35 141Participating 12 5 13 0 8 2 4 4 20 

Secondary 2 1 8 2 4 5 3 
Other Program 1 2 3 29 
Total 14 7 23 2 15 2 9 36 0 

ortolan 34 140 Participating 7 1 20 4 1 6 1 33 
Secondary 2 0 
Other Program 3 1 31 
Total 7 1 25 5 1 0 6 32 

Raymond 35 137 Participating 6 7 0 4 6 8 1 30 
Secondary 8 6 0 4 6 
Other Program 1 1 1 14 
Total 6 0 15 7 5 1 10 28 1 

Zabet 36 124Participating 3 5 4 4 3 6 2 5 3 29 
Secondary 2 2 3 3 3 1 4 4 
Other Program 
Total 5 7 7 7 6 7 6 9 3 
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STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY 

The study was conducted with a two-stage cluster sample designed 
to yield 95 percent confidence intervals approximately equal to 10 
percent. our calculations indicated this level of confidence would 
require the following first and second stage samples. For the 
first stage, we randomly selected 12 of the 87 localities or zones 
in which CARE currently operates or has recently operated in the 
Northwest Region of Haiti. The second stage sample consisted of a 
random sample of 30-35 individuals from a census listing of the 
farmers in each area. The statistical formulas used are presented 
below. 

The questionnaire used in the study was developed by agricultural 
economist Saint-Die in consultation with CARE sociologist Laurent 
and SECID agricultural economist Lea. This process included field 
testing and modification. The persons who collected the data, the 
enqueteurs, were hired by CARE and then trained and supervised by 
Saint-Die, Lea, and Laurent. Saint-Die was in charge of the field 
work near Passe catabois. Lea was in charge of the field work near 
Bombardopolis. A copy of the questionnaire is presented below. 

REFERENCE 

Scheaffer, R. L., w. Mendenhall, and L. Ott. 
sampling. Duxbury Press. Boston. 1986. 
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STATISTICAL FORMULAS USED 

In calculating the rates of adoption the following formulae were 
used (Scheaffer, Mendenhall, and Ott). 

Let N number of clusters 
n number of clusters selected in a random sample 
~ = number of sampling units in cluster i 
M0 = average cluster size 
It\ = number of individuals selected in a random sample 

from cluster i 
' Pi = unbiased estimator of the adopting proportion in 

cluster i 
qi = 1 - Pi 

Estimator of population proportion p: 

' Estimated variance of p: 

n 

LMiPi 
" i=l p=-n--

LMi 
i=l 

V(p) = ( N-n) ( _1_) S+-1-f M} ( Mi-mi) ( P/Ii ) 
N nM2 nNM2 . M. m

1
.-l a a .1=1 .1 

where 

Confidence interval=p±2/V(p) 
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KESYONi POU KALKILE KONBYEN PLANTE KI PA KLIYAN CARE 
EPI KI ADOPTE TEKNIK CARE PWOPOSE 

Dat anket la 

1. Zon ak lokalite anket la ap fet 

2. Non plante a 

3. Non ankete a 

4. Eske sezon pase a oubyen nan sezon sa a ou te fe oubyen ou fe jaden legim? 

1. WI 2, NON 

s. Eske ou menm menm ou fe gref sou plant ou? 
1, WI 2, NON 

6. Ki lad.res/teknik ou fe sezon pase a oubyen nan sezon 
pou anpeche dlo erozyon pa fin ale avek te jaden w? 

sa a pou pwoteje te w, 

1, Haies Vives 
3. Mi sek/Kodon pye 
5, Kleonaj/Baraj Ravin 

2, Ranp Pay Amelyore 
4. Mi sek/Baraj Ravin 
6. Lot (presize) 

7. Eske sezon pase a oubyen sezon sa a ou te fe oubyen fe anfwisman pay/antere 
pay nan jaden w? 

1. WI 2, NON 

8. Eske sezon pase a oubyen sezon sa a OU te fe oubyen fe ladres pike tea le OU 
ap fe jaden w? 

1. WI 2, NON 

16 
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9. KOUMAN DESIZYON.APLIKE TEKNIK SA A TE PRAN POU LA PREMYE FWA? 

NON TEKNIK LA PATISIPE KI PRESANS AJAN PREMYE FWA A PREMYE FWA A PREM FWA 
NAN SEMI- LOT TEREN LE SE OU KI TE SE AJAN TEKNIK 
NE MOUN? 2 TEKNIK LAN ALE CHACHE TEREN AN KI APLIK SAN 
FOMASYON TAP APLIKE AJAN TEREN TE ENVITE W5 FOMASYON/ED6 

CARE1 PREMYE FWA3 AN" 

JADEN LEGIM Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

HAIES VIVES Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

RAMP PAY Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 
AMELYORE 

MISEK/KODON PYE Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

MISEK/BARAJ Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 
RAVIN 

KLEONAJ Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

ANFWISMAN Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

PIKE TE Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

GREF Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

Wi Non Wi Non Wi · Nou Wi Non Wi Non 

Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non Wi Non 

l. Eske ou te patisipe nan semiue CARE/avek teknisyeu CARE (nan Biwo Care oubyen li'>t kote) pou apranu tek.uik s11 a? 

2, Sise pat ajan teren CARE ki te le w koupranu tek.uik sa a, epi ki te le w aplil<e I, se te ki li'>t mo1W? Men kek repons posib: 1. We 
mweu te we I nan jaden oubyeu sou te you lbt plaute; 2. You lbt plaute ki te moutre m Ii? 3. Mwen te konueu I avan CARE te viu nan 
zbu nan; 4. Lbt sikonstans. (Yon niutewo pou cbak posibilite yo). 

3. Eske ajan tereu CARE te la le ou tap le teknik sa a pou la premye fwa? 

4. Eske se ou kite ale chache ajan teren pou li ede w fe teknik sa a le out ap 
fe l pou la premye fwa? 

5. Eske se ajan tereu CARE ki te le w konpranu ke ou dwe aplike tek.uik sa a, epi ki te envite w sH ou avek lbt plaute pou te le tek.uik 
sa a pou la premye fwa? 

6. Pou la premye fwa ou t ap aplike tekuik sa a eske se te 011 meum pou kont 011 ki te pran desizyon pou te le I, san fbmasyou nan men 
CARE, epi san M ajan teren CARE? 

17 
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HAITI PRODUCTIVE LAND USE SYSTEMS PROJECT 

South-East Consortium for International Development 
and 

Auburn University 

SECID/Auburn PLUS Reports 

October 1994 

Report No, 

1. Status of Seed orchards and Tree Improvement Trials in Haiti and Plan of 
Activities 1993- 1994. by Joel c. Timyan, February 1993 

2 . A Review of PDAI and ADS II Project Technologies. by Dr. Mariani to R. 
Villanueva, February 1993 

3. Monitoring and Evaluation System for PLUS by Angelos 
Pagoulatos, April 1993 

4. Rapport sur lea recherches d'opportunites de commercialisation pour lea 
produits agricoles dans les aires d'intervention du Projet PLUS. by Henry 
Jude Belizaire and John Dale ( Zach) Lea, October 1993. {Revised March 
1994). 

5. Guide to the Literature and Organizations Involved in Agribusiness 
Research and Agribusiness Development in Haiti. by Henry Jude Belizaire 
and John Dale (Zach) Lea, August 1993 

6. Evaluation of Tree Species Adaotation for Alley Cropping in Four 
Environments in Haiti . A. Establishment Phase. by Dennis A. Shannon and 
Lionel Isaac, November 1993 

7. Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys Executive Summary Recommenda­
tions. by Richard A. Swanson, William Gustave, Yves Jean and Roosevelt St 
Die, October 1993. Creole and English Versions available 

8. Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys Field Information Acquisition 
Guide and Metholodology. by Richard A. Swanson, October 1993 

9. Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys PADF Cap Haitien Region 3 by 
Richard A. Swanson, William Gustave, Yves Jean, George Conde, October 1993 

10. Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys: CARE Northwest Regions 2, 3, 
~by Richard A, Swanson, William Gustave, Yves Jean, Roosevelt Saint­
Dic, October 1993 

11. 

12. 

Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Survevs PADF Jacmel Region 2. by 
Richard A, Swanson, William Gustave, Yves Jean, 
Roosevelt Saint-Die, October 1993 

Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys: PADF Mirebalais Region 3. by 
Richard A. Swanson, William Gustave, Yves Jean, Roosevelt Saint-Die, 
October 1993 

13. Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys PADF Les Cayes Region 1. by 
Richard A. Swanson, William Gustave, Yves Jean, Roosevelt Saint-Die, 
October 1993 
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14. Food Marketing in Northwest Haiti: CARE Regions I - IV by Dr. Curtis 
Jolly and Nelta Jean-Louis, December 1993 

15. Evaluation of Tree Species Adaptation for Alley Cropping in Four 
Environments in Haiti. B. First Year of Pruning. by Lionel Isaac, Dennis 
A. Shannon, Frank E. Brockman, June 1994 

16. First Assessment and Refinement of the PLUS M&E System. by Angelos 
Pagoulatos, March 1994 

17. Initial Financial Evaluation of Hedgerows. by John Dale "Zach" Lea, June 
1993 

18. Project Plus Baseline Information. by John Dale "Zach" Lea, February 1994 

19. Water Harvesting and Small-Scale Irrigation by Kyung M. Yoo, October 1994 

20. Inventory of Crop Varieties in Haiti or with Potential Value in Haiti, by 
Ariel Azael, October 1994. 

21. Consultancy Report: Integrated Pest Management in Vegetable Gardens in 
Haiti by Keith Jones, October 1994 

Special Report - Intervention Success Stories by Lea, Saint Die, and 
Brockman, October 1993 

Secid/Auburn University Agroforestry Reports 

Report No. 

1. Tree Planting in Haiti: A Socio-Economic Appraisal by Donald. R, Street, 
Sept 1989, 48 pages. 

2. An Interim Report on Influences of Inoculation with Nitrogen-Fixing 
Symbionts on Reforestation Efforts in Haiti by R. Kent Reid, March 1989, 
13 pages. 

3. Short-Term Seedling Field Survival and Growth as Influenced by Container 
Type and Potting Mix by R. Kent Reid, Nov 1989, 46 pages. 

4. Seedling Growth and Development in Different Container Types and Potting 
Mixes by R. Kent Reid, Oct 1989, 15 pages. 

5. Microsymbiont Colonization and Seedling Development as Influenced by 
Inoculation Method: Rhizobium and Frankia by R. Kent Reid, Nov 1989, 15 
pages. 

6. * The Charcoal Market in Haiti: Northwest to Port-au-Prince by Donald R. 
Street, 1989. 26 pages. 

7. Haiti Regional Tree Nursery Cost Study by Steve Goodwin, R. Kent Reid and 
Donald R. Street, Oct. 1989, 19 pages. 

8. The Pole Market in Haiti: Southwest to Port-au-Prince by Donald R. Street 
and Philippe A. Bellerive, Dec 1989, 21 pages. 

9. Socio-Cultural Factors in Haitian Agroforestry: Research Results From Four 
Regions by Paul D. Starr, Dec 1989, 61 pages. 

10. Impact Des Haies Vives Sur La Production Agricole by Pierre M. Rosseau, 
Gene A. Hunter and Marie-Paule Enilorac, Dec 12-15 1989, 14 pages. 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

OutliAe of Techniques for Use in Studying Agroforestry Hedgerows and Alley 
Cropping Systems in Haiti by A. G. Hunter, Pierre M. Ross'eau and Marie­
Paule Enilorac 

Pathology of Nursery Seedlings in Haiti: Diseases, Their Etiology and 
boniro~ by d:drett 

1

Runion, *· Kent Reid and W~lt p. ~elley, Jari 1990, 29 
pages. 

Technical Constraints in Haitian Agroforestry: Research on Tool Use and 
Need in 'Two 'Region's by Paul D. Starr, Dec 1989, 51 p'ages. . . . ' . ' '( .. 

14. Financial Analysis of Selected Tree Operations in Haiti's Northwest and 
Central Plateau l;>y Donald R. Street, . Arthur G. Hunter and Phiiippe A. 
B~lierive; · July 1990, 36 pages. 

15. An Explorative Approach for Assessing Soil Movement on Hillsides: 
8£Iilications for . iiedgerow Per'formance by Marie-Paule Enilorac, Pierre . M. 
Rosseau anc:!' Arthur G. Hunter, Pee 1989, 20 pages. 

16. 

17. 

Soil Profile Description For Selected Sites in Haiti by Richard Guthrie 
and Pierre M. Rosseau, Jan 1990, 72 pages. 

Assessment of Hedgerow Performances in the Haitian Context by Pierre M. 
Rosseau, · Arthur G. Hunter and Marie-Paule Enilorac, Feb 1990, 41 pages. 

18.* Results of a Survey of Farmers in Selected CARE and PADF Intervention 
Areas by Marie-Paule Enilorac and Pierre M. Rosseau. 1990, 

19. Biological, Physiological and Environmental Factors Affecting the Health 
6f Trees I~poriant to Haiti by G. ~rett Runion and W~lter D. Kell~y, Feb 
1990, 101 pages. 

20. Storage Conditions and Pre-Germination Methods for Seed of Selected 
Tro~ical Tree Species b~ Joel C. Timyari, ~ug 1990, 23 pages. 

21. Factors Affecting Seedling Mortality in Haitian Agroforestry by Harry 
Elver,1990, 36 pa~es . . 

22. Agroforestry Research in Haiti: An Overview. by Paul D, Starr, Donald R. 
Street, R. Kerit Reid and Fritz Va~al. 1~90 Contains four papers: a} The 
Social Foundations on Haiti Agroforestry, b) The Economics of Haiti 
Agroforestry, c) Forest Tree Nurseries in Haiti, d) The Genetic Conserva­
tion of Native Tree Species. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

A Geographical Information System (GIS) Approach to Locating Potential 
Planting Sites for the Catalpa Longissima Species (Chene) in Haiti. by 
Fritz Vaval and Douglas C. Brown, N6v 1990, 37 pages. 

Effects of Seed Treatment Methods on Germination of Simarouba glauca var. 
Latifolia cr6ng. by Fritz Vaval and J6ei Timyan 

Time Rate of Discounting and Decisions of Haitian Tree Planters. by Donald 
R. Street, Dec 1990, 17 pages. 

First-Year Seedling Field Survival and Growth as Influenced by Planting 
Stock Type. by R. Kent Reid, Feb 1991, 65 pages. 

A Financial Analysis of Selected Hedgerow Operations in Haiti's Southern 
and Northwestern Regions. by Philippe Bellerive, Jan 1991, 31 pages. 

Alternative Techniques for Propagating Planting Stock: II. Small Plastic 
Sacks. by R. Kent ~eid, March 1991, 15 pages. 

29. Agroforestry Knowledge,.,____bttitudes and Practices in Northwest Haiti. by 



Paul D. Starr, Sigrid d'Aquin and Kathleen L. Rorison, 1990, 75 pages. 

30. The Effects of Alley Cropping and Fertilizer Application on Continuously­
Cropped . Maiie. by Dennis A. Sh~nnon, Wolfgang o. Vogel and Kapinga N. 
Kabaluriapa, April 1991, 24 pages. 

31. Development of Stock Quality Criteria. by R. Kent Reid, Sept 1991, 30 
pages. 

33. * Economic Indicators of Agro forestry I I Strategy Implementation: Farm 
Income Analisis to Agricultural Project Analysis. by Kent D. Fleming and 
G. Edward Karch, Sept 1991, 35 pages. 

Note: Reports number 17 and 18 are for limited distribution only. 
Reports may be obtained by contacting the SECID/Auburn office in Haiti or by 
contacting 

SECID. 
1634 Eye Street, NW, Suite 702 
Washington DC, 20006 
Telephone: 202-628-4551 
Facsimile: 202-628-4561 
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