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This research report series is issued by the Management
of Research ! and Technology Project/Arid Zone Research
Component (MART/AZR). This project is financially sponsored
by the Mission to Pakistan of the United States Agency for
InternationquDevelopment (USAID).

[

The prbject contract is implemented by the
International}Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry
Areas (ICARDA) and Colorado State University (CSU) at the
Pakistan Agritultural Research Council’s Arid Zone Research
Institute (AZRI).

This inLtitute has responsibility for undertaking
dryland agricultural research in all provinces in Pakistan
through its headquarters in Quetta, Baluchistan and its sub-
stations at D.I. Khan (NWFP), Umerkot (Sind) and Bahawalpur
(Punjab) -

The principal objective of the MART/AZR Project is the
- Institutional support and development of AZRI in the period
1985-1989. | This series of research reports outlines the
Joint researc findings of the MART/AZR project and AZRI.
They will eh%ompass a broad range of subjects within the
sphere of dryland agricultural research and are aimed at
researchers, |extension workers and agricultural policy-
makers concerﬁed with the development of the resource-poor,
arid areas of West Asia and the Middle East.

Libraries, individuals and institutions may obtain
single copies! of this research report series free of charge
and may request their names be placed on a mailing list for
periodic noti?ications of published papers by writing to the
MART/AZR project office, P.0. Box 362, Quetta, Pakistan.
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ABSTRACT

In seVen years out of ten, dryland farmers in upland
Baluchistan do not receive sufficient rains from the summer
monsoon for  autumn wheat sowing, yet +they have only one
variety fbt both spring and autumn sowing. Farmer-managed
trials comparing an "improved" spring wheat variety with
this locahi facultative winter type with and without the
addition ¢ fertilizer (60 kg/ha phosphate as 46% triple
superphosg ate mixed with the seed at planting time) were
conducted in the spring of 1987 in Kovak valley.

Rainfall during the growing season was only 172 mm, of
which 108 !mm fell in March. The "improved" variety gave
somewhat more grain yield than the local (348 and 304 kg/ha
respectively), and responded significantly (P<0.1) +to
phosphate |fertilizer (413 kg/ha). The 1local variety
apparently !did not respond to fertilizer. :

Labor data on soil pPreparation, planting, harvesting
and threshing are presented. Net benefits ranged from
Rs. 250 to Rs. 600/ha in these +trials. Fertilizer use
reduced ne? benefits for both varieties.

A post-trial survey of the cooperating farmers
indicated%phat they understood +the trial and ranked the
various tfeatments appropriately, but were not fully aware
of the neg#tive economic effects of fertilizer use.

tot

This%éet of trials suggests a need for an improved
spring whedt variety in upland Baluchistan. The fertilizer

responses iwere disappointing, but need to be confirmed in
other seasdns.
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'l INTRODUCTION

A farher-managed field trial examining the effects of
fertilizer and a new wheat variety with twenty farmers in
Kovak valléy (Fig 1) was initiated in 1987. 1In this initial
attempt, trials were conducted at this single location and
used to train staff and gather experience for a larger
program in! the following year.

Farmer-managed trials form an important link between
technician{ designed and implemented +trials and farmer
outreach | programs. Through the use of farmer-managed
trials, fé#mer cooperators become involved in the technology
design process and provide feedback to researchers and
extension! specialists.

s

Uplaﬁd Baluchistan is located in south-western Pakistan
near the !éouthern border of Afghanistan (Fig 1). There is
considerab;e climatic wvariation - +the northwestern high
mountain ?ranges are extremely cold in winter with
temperaturés remaining below freezing during the night from
December through February but maximum air temperatures can
reach 40°C  in the summer months of <June to September.
Average annual rainfall is 200-300 mm and a variable
proportion:of this total falls as a mixture of snow and rain
in the mid iwinter period or as intense showers in summer.

Wheatfis the most important crop grown in upland
Baluchistaq with wheat-fallow as +the major rotation. An
average of ; 74,100 ha. was planted to wheat from 1981-82 to
1985-86, compared to 3,900 ha. for barley (GOB). Cumin,
lentils and small amounts of rapeseed are also sown. Yields
are low in comparison +to the rest of the world: wheat and
barley grain yields are in the range 500 to 800 kg/ha in a
good rainﬁgll year (> 275 mm) and 200 to 400 kg/ha in a
normal rainfall year (200 to 275 mm) .

;o
.Rees;gt al., (1988) have described the arable dryland
farming system of upland Baluchistan. Farmers base their
planting decisions on the amount and timeliness of the
summer, fall and winter rains. When sufficient rainfall
occurs in i the July to September period (> 40 mm), farmers

will planﬁ, in October. This occurs about three years in
ten. Whgn;fall moisture is not sufficient, farmers then
plant in the January-February period and anticipate a May-
June harvesﬁ. Farmers use the local wheat land race "Local

White" for | pPlanting in both the fall and winter planting
periods. . -

P
Most dryland farmers use animal traction for 1land

preparat%opﬁ rlanting and threshing. Fertilizer, herbicides
and pesthides are not used.
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FIGURE 1. : MART/AZR PROJECT EXPERIMENTAL SITES IN
' BALUCHISTAN PROVINCE, PAKISTAN
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OBJECTIVES OF THE TRIAL

— e o e e

H
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il
1. To ﬁest an early maturing spring wheat variety against
the faculﬁ?tive winter-type local variety.

I
2. Agrohgmy trials carried out in 1985/86 and 1986/87
indicated; some response to phosphate fertilizer in upland
Baluchista (ICARDA 1988); these farmer managed +trials
provide a; |way of testing this response over a wider area,
and to étaluate any problems in fertilizer application
using the traditional single-row plough planter.
3. To evaluate the new variety and fertilizer
interventi#ns with respect to economic profitability, risk,
and farmer‘acceptance.

|

|

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The Kévak Valley, in the Kalat District, is located at
290 24°N Epo 292 34’N and 660 45’E to 680 53’E was selected
as the locdation for the trials. Twenty farmer cooperators
were selected with +the consultation of local community
leaders, i irepresenting a cross-section of farmers with
respect t$i farm management ability, economic and social
status. .

The .trial consisted of four treatments with one
replicatidd at each farmer cooperator location; each
location being treated as a replicate in a completely
randomizedidesign. The four treatments were as follows:
LW = Local White variety with no phosphate fertilizer (The
farmers practice); LW,F = Local White with 60 kg/ha P20s5;
BS = Blue Silver early maturing semi-dwarf variety with no
fertilizeﬁ;‘and, BS,F = Blue Silver and 60 kg/ha P20s. The
Plot size was 10 x 20 m.

The lets were planted by the farmer cooperators using
camel traction and the traditional wooden planter.
Fertilizenr was mixed with the seed prior to planting and the
mixture planted in the same way as unfertilized seed - by
dribbling h e seed by hand down the seed tube. The seed
rate was about 100 kg/ha and discussions were held with
farmers to |ensure a constant rate in all treatments. All
trials were! sown within three days of each other in the last
week of January, 1987 (see individual farmer data in
Appendix Al).

{

Informgtion on the plot (field) history was recorded as
was rainfall, the dates of soil preparation, emergence,
maturity and harvest. At harvest five 1 m2 samples were
taken to eslimate grain and straw yields. Five farmers were
monitored to obtain soil preparation and planting 1labour
times for plots with and without fertilizer. Harvest and
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threshingilabour times were obtained from a separate study.

Farmers wgfe surveyed for input costs and grain and straw
farm gatei prices. Several fertilizer outlets were surveyed

for fertilizer prices. At the end of harvest, the twenty
farmer co

erators were interviewed for their comments and
awarenessj
i

f +the trial objectives (questionnaire presented

*'Bi).

i RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

in Append

i
The fﬁ987-88 season was cold with minimum air
temperatureés falling to -180C during the months of December
and January. Rainfall 4in the Kovak Valley from November,
1986 to June 1987 was 172.5 mm in total, but poorly
distributed - 108 mm fell in March (Fig 2).

1

Tablé?l presents the average grain and straw yields -
the daté!by treatment of all twenty farmer cooperators and
related iqformation is presented in Appendix. A. The
"improved'| variety, Blue Silver, produced significantly more
grain than the local, but similar amounts of straw.
Phosphate ifertilizer significantly increased grain yield of
the "imprdﬁed“ variety, but the local variety apparently did
not respond to the fertiligzer.

Tablé 2 presents the labour and camel hours and costs
per hectare, for each treatment. Table 3 presents the
economic analysis of the trials and the net benefits/ha.
costs/ha from Table 3 are plotted on Fig 3.

The étain yield from the short duration Blue Silver
variety —} hith and without fertilizer - performed well
against the long duration Local White variety. The economic
analysis, hbwever, indicates that both treatments LW,F and
BS,F are dohinated by treatment LW (the farmers practice) as
shown in F&g 3. Both treatments have a higher cost/ha and
lower Net ; Penefit/ha than the farmer practice and would not
be chosen ' by an economically-minded farmer. Treatment BS,
as shown 'in Fig 3, is not dominated by treatment LW and
although the cost/ha of treatment BS is slightly higher, the
net benefilt; is Rs. 64/ha or 13% greater and has a marginal
rate of retphrn of 207%.

A sensfitivity calculation was carried out on treatment
BS,F assuming that the same response to phosphorus could be
obtained wﬁ.h a 30 kg/ha application of P205. The plot of
the net benefits and costs appears on Fig 3 as BS,F'. BG,F’
is not noWw dominated by either treatments LW or BS and the
marginal rate of return above treatment LW is 50% and is 25%

above treatment BS. Alternatively, a 9% increase in both
grain and straw yield would result in the same net benefits
using 60 kg/ha P20s. This sensitivity analysis gives some

idea of the cost level or the yield response level that
|

v
i
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FIG.2 RAINFALL DATA, KOVAK, 1986—87
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Table 1. | Grain and straw yields (kg/ha dry weight) of
| farmer managed trials, Kovak, 1987.

Grain yields (kg/ha)

-Phosphate! - 304 348 326
Fertilizer
+Phosphaté! 329 478 403
Fertilizer
[
Mean ll 316 413 365
S.E. L 24.0 24.0 17.0
i
Probabilit NS <0.1% <0.1%

B
L
i

l
ij Straw yields (kg/ha)

i

-Phosphate ! 923 907 915

Fertilizg#
+PhosphateI 929 927 928
Fertilizé;
Mean Ei 926 917 922
S.E. ! 56.1 56.1 39.7




Table 2, Labou gnd casel hours and costs per hectare by taraing activity,

— e e e et —

Lt LK,F BS BS,F

Activity? | Hrs./ha Rs./ha Hrs./ha Rs./ha Hrs./ha Rs./ha Hrs./ha Rs./ha
Boil Preparatioﬁ 12.4 99 12.4 9 12.4 9 12.4 99
Planting 12.4 99 13.5 108 12.4 99 13,5 108
Harvesting : 12,0 30 13.0 32 13.7 34 18,9 47
Threshing :

Labour ! 28.6 72 30.9 1 32.7 82 14,9 112

Camel M3 79 155 85 16,4 90 22,5 . 124

i - -— -

Total Costs . | 379 401 404 490
|

1 Treatrents: LY = Local White wheat variety, BS = Blue Silver wheat variety, and
F = fertilizer gp'lication of 60 kg/ha triple supper phosphate mixed in and 50HN
kith the seed, i r

2 Boil prepaéakion and planting done by one man and one casel at a cost of

Rs. 2.5/hr./man§a?d Rs. 5.5/hr./camel. The nusber of hours required for harvesting
and threshing wheat is a function of yield, The following relationships for wheat
harvesting and fh}eshing hours as a function of yield have been estimated froa HART/
AIRT tise and motion field studies: The nusber of labour harvesting hours/ha for
wheat = 0,0395 x yield, the nusber of 1abpur threshing hours/ha for wheat = 0,094 x

yield and the nusber of camel threshing hours/ha for wheat = 0.047 x yield.
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Table 3. Ebonomic analysis of farmer managed trials, Kovak,

1987, |
Treatments!
S
! LW LW,F BS BS,F
Grain Yield, Kg/ha 304 329 348 478
Straw Yield, Kg/ha 915 928 915 928
Gross RevaTue, Rs. /ha2 1065 1122 1154 1420
Costs3 ;
Labour | 379 401 404 490
Seed . 200 200 200 200
Fertiliz?r - 253 - 253
E
Total Costs 579 854 604 943
. ‘
Net Benefits, Rs/ha 486 268 550 477
Return/hr;!of Additional
Labour above LW, Rs./hr.4 - 11 -

——_——_-_--—.——_———_——_———_..—_.._-

1LW = Lo¢al White wheat variety, BS = Blue Silver wheat

variety, and F = fertilizer application of 60 kg/ha triple
supper ph?ﬁphate.

2Post harvest farm gate grain price of Rs. 2/kg and straw
price of ﬂd. 0.5/kg.

3 Labour cdsts from Table 2. Seed application rate at 100
kg/ha at a

which incLudes Rs. 2.5/50 kg transport cost.
1

iTreatment!
Treatment LW (Table 2) while the Net Benefits are Rs. 64/ha

greater.

cost of Rs. 2/kg. Fertilizer costs Rs. 97.5/50 kg

BS requires 5.5 hours/ha more labour than
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would hawi to be obtained before economically-minded

farmers wopld think about utilizing fertilizer given a
similar ty e of rainfall year.

As ap| indication of risk, using the individual trial
data in Appendix A., the pPercentage of farmers covering
their fert%lizer cash costs for the 1local and "improved"
varieties|were 15% and 65% respectively. Seventy percent of
the farmers obtained a higher yield with Blue Silver than
with Loca; White.

|

;; THE COOPERATIVE FARMER SURVEY

The iprime objective of the survey was to obtain
comments f#om farmers about the technologies being tested in
their fields. Table 4 presents some of the information from
the survey. One half of the cooperative farmers planted
wheat in their fields in the January-February period which
made up 2 percent of their total 1986-97 wheat plantings.
Ninety—fivl percent said that wheat planted in the autumn
(1986) out-yielded the wheat planted in the January-February
(1987) period. Farmers have planted wheat in the January-
February period in 4 to § years out of the past 10 years.
Their majdt reason for planting in the January-February
period is ﬁnsufficient rainfall in autumn.

Farmer% took an interest in the +trials and 95% could
name and readily discuss the four treatments. The farmers
were able | Eo rank the treatments with respect to vield in
their own : fields. Their rankings correspond with the yield
data presenFed above. Seventy percent of the farmers said
that if itiwould have rained 1less, the "improved" variety
with fertilizer would still have been the best. Thirty
percent said that this treatment out-yielded their own
January-Feb?uary planted wheat.

Ninet&tfive percent of the farmers responded that they
would use | Blue Silver next year. However, only 35% of the
farmers said that they would use fertilizer next year.
Their reas ﬁs for not using fertilizer was its availability,
transport problems and the cash (credit) requirements to
purchase thé fertilizer. Ninety-five percent of the farmers
said that ﬁﬁhey thought that it would pay to use fertilizer
with the "“improved" variety whereas 85% said that it would
pay to useilertilizer with the local variety.
P .

Farmers indicated that it took more time to plant the
seed + fertilizer than the treatments without fertilizer.
Only two farmers said that they had a problem with sowing
the 5eed—f?ftilizer mixture.

Thresﬁing machines were made available to harvest the
field plot§ as well as some of the farmers grain. Ninety

i
z
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Table 4. Selected information from cooperative farmers
surveYn Kovak, 1987.

- - S S S s e G WP b T MR S B e mm At i dee 4 P e S Am m G Gt M b m S A AP R e e e - e - Em Am ME S MR M AR e S G - e

Farmer Profiile, Land and Animal Resources

Average Ag 46 {13)1 Range 30-70
Can read ard write 10%

Private ownership of land 90%

Average Khdskaba land owned 19 ha (17) Range 1-60

Sailaba land owned 4 ha One farmer

Average thskaba land rented in 9 ha (8) 14 Farmers
Average KQﬁskaba land rented out 6 ha (13) 6 Farmers

Average Liﬁestock Numbers/Farmer

Camels 2.0 (2) Range 0-7

Sheep | 30.8 (54) Range 0-200

|
i
Goats : 30.2 (42) Range 0-150
Informatiod on Fall Versus Jan-Feb Planting % of
!; ‘ Respondents
Farmers whd planted wheat in Jan-Feb, 1987 . 50%

Proportlon‘of Jan-Feb to fall wheat planted 1987 25%
Did 1986 fall planted wheat out-yield Jan-Feb wheat? 95% Yes

Number ofiyrs in past ten farmers planted in Jan-Feb 4-5 yrs
i
Farmer Awareness and Technology Assessment X of

i Respondents
i

Could farmers name and discuss the four treatments? 95%

Selected Blue Silver-fertilizer treatment as best 100%
Will farmers use Blue Silver next year? 95%
Will farmers use fertilizer next year? as%
Did it pay to fertilize the Blue Silver treatment? 95%

Did it pay to fertilize the Local White treatment? 85%
Did the fertilizer treatments take more time to sow? 100%
Problems soblng mixture of fertilizer and seed 10%

Threshing Machine Information

Threshing machine used for first time this year 90%
Farmers who| saw threshing machine operate first time 45%
Was the grann broken by the threshing machine? 25%

Was the st;aw quality as good as threshing by animal? 90%

Will you ant a threshing machine at cost next year? 35%

Survey by MPRT/AZRI Economics and Extension groups of twenty
cooperative farmers who participated in the farmer-managed
trials at Kavak.

1 Standard beviation in parenthesis.

i
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percent of| the farmers said that it was the first time that
they had }qsed a threshing machine on their own land and 45%
said that;<it was the first +time that they had seen one in
operation1l Thirty-five percent of the farmers said that
they woulI rent a threshing machine at cost for next year’s

harvest. |The reasons for not renting a threshing machine by
the remaining respondents was the high cost.

|

In bnief, farmers were clearly aware that the
"improved’ |variety gave better yields than the local, and
that fertilizer also increased yields. Their responses
indicated;that they were not fully aware of the economic
consequencés involved in using fertilizer. This is perhaps
due to thg fact that they did not actually purchase the
fertilizer |{for the experiments with their own money.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Twentﬂ farmer cooperators in the Kovak Valley of
Baluchistaq worked with the MART/AZR project to set up
farmer-managed trials. One objective of the trials was to
test Blue !Silver, a short duration variety, as a replacement
for the Local White long duration variety for the January-
February planting period. The second objective was to test
the Local | White and Blue Silver varieties response to
rhosphorus | fertilizer in the environment of upland
Baluchistan|. Further objectives were to evaluate the
interventions with respect to economic profitability and
risk considerations. At the end of harvest, farmer
cooperators| were interviewed for their  awareness,
comprehension and comments of +the +trial objectives and
results. |

Grainiyields from the Blue Silver variety - with and
without fertilizer - were significantly greater than the
Local White; variety with and without fertilizer. Fertilizer
and variety had no effect on straw yields. The economic
analysis indicated that the farmers practice of using Local
White was ;hore economic than applying fertilizer on either
Local White! or Blue Silver. The use of Blue Silver however
provided ai*B% increase in the net benefit above the farmers
practice of using Local White and a 207% marginal rate of
return. i'

\

The ihformation obtained from the first year of the
trial is not sufficient to make recommendations. However,
the Blue ilver variety looks promising at this time. There
should per éps be a further search for other short maturing
varieties fﬁat might also fit the upland farming systems of
Baluchistaﬁ] Fertilizer application did not look promising.
Further fé tilizer research, 1i.e. information on the
appropriat§ dosage for the type of rainfall year |is

tt
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required.. Research that could indicate +the fertilizer
dosage giyen existing moisture levels (rainfall in pre
January-February planting months) and the probability of

rainfall during the growing season could make fertilizer a
profitabl? undertaking by farmers in certain years.

]
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APPENDIX A !
I
[}
|
INDIVIDUAL F. DATA
NO: NAME : VILLAGE : DATE OF : DATE OF : DATE OF : FIELD : DATE OF :
: RE : SEED BED : PLANTING : EMERGENCE: HISTORY : HARVESTING:
il : PREPARATION : : : : H
01; SHAKAR KHA&1:~MULLAZAI : 15.01.87 : 19.01.87 : 24.02.87 : CUMIN t 22.08.87 :
: [ t : : : : SORGHUM : :
S WHEAT : :
02: ELAHI BUKISH: MULLAZAI : 16.01.87 : 20.01.87 : 26.02.87 : WHEAT ¢ 22.06.87 :
: R E : : : : CUMIN : .t
: : : : : SORGHUM : :
03: AZAM KHAN MULLAZAI 14.01.87 20.01.87 26.02.87 : SORGHUM : 22.06.87 :
CUMIN :
| WHEAT : :
04; IMAM BUKISH ( MULLAZAY : 17.01.87 : 20.01.87 : 25.02.87 : WHEAT t 22.06.87 :
: fl : : t ¢ SORGHUM :
: CUMIN : :
05 SHAH MUHAMMAD MULLAZAI 14.01.87 20.01.87 26.02.87 WHEAT ¢t 22.06.87 :
Fg : SORGHUM :
Pt : : CUMIN : :
06 ABBAS i T MULLAZAI 16.01.87 20.01.87 : 26.02.87 : CUMIN 22.08.87 :
i : CUMIN :
| 1 : : i WHEAT : :
07 ZAIN-UD-DIN : MULLAZAI : 14.01.87 : 21.01.87 : 26.02.87 : WHEAT : 22.06.87 ;
i j : : : : SORGHUM : :
: ‘ : WHEAT : :
08 HABIB- ULLAH; MULLAZAI 17.01.87 20.01.87 26.02.87 CUMIN 26.06.87 :
5 : : : ¢ WHEAT :
: ;: : : : : CUMIN :
___________ LJ_---__---___---__--_-_---___----.---.......——---..---__----------_--------:
09 MUHAMMAD ALI MULLAZAT : 15.01.87 : 21.01.87 : 26.02.87 : WHEAT : 2B8.06.87 :
: : : ¢ SORGHUM :
': CUMIN :
------------- .L_.I-.-...__—_--__—....-_—--..__—---_-—..--._--..-.-.—'—-~_-——..-..--—-—-----....—-—---——:
10 ATTA MUHAMMAD MULLAZAI : 16.01.87 : 20.02.87 : 26.02.87 : CUMIN : 28.06.87 :

: : SORGHUM : :
: : ¢ WHEAT : H
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APPENDIX IB
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¥ INTERVIEW #.......
L V
INTERVIEWER’S NAME:

..... b ooeey
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Date of Interview |...! ! !
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SECTION 1[ FARMER PROFILE, LAND, AND ANIMAL RESOURCES.
|
1.1 NAME L)oo,
1.2 AGE o# YEAR OF BIRTH 1.
1.3 PLACE!OF RESIDENCE (VILLAGE). .......oouuuu....
1.4 POTWAR|CIRCLE ............ MAUZA. .............

1.5 TRIBALIGROUP. .. ... .. ..iiiiiiinineennnann..

1.6 LITERA?Y:
CAN THE FARMER READ?
'YES =1 NO = 2 2.
¥
CAN THE FARMER WRITE?
'YES = 1 NO = 2 3.
1.7 NUMBEA’OF YEARS OF SCHOOLING a;
1.8 NUMBER |OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS
CHILDREN UNDER 10 YEARS 5.
MALES > 10 AND < 15 YEARS 6.
FEMALES > 10 AND < 15 YEARS 7.
ACTIVE MALES » 15 AND & 60 YEARS 8.
ACTIVE FEMALES > 15 AND < 60 YEARS 9.
MALES |AND FEMALES > 60 YEARS 10.
TOTAL 11,

1.9 Do you have land in private ownership?
YES = i NO = 2 GO to question 1.11

IF yes, hqw much land is (in acres):

1. Kushkaba 12.
2. Saillaba 13.
3. Banpar 14.
4. Iqr gated 15.
5. Fa}Fow 16.

1.10 Are Jou the only owner of this land or do
you an it jointly with someone else?

Only pwner =1 Jointly with others = 2 17.

)
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1.11 Areiyou a tenant on anothers land?

YES =1 NO = 2 GO TO QUESTION 1.12 18.
HOW many;gg;gﬁ of the following land do you rent?
1. éushkaba 19.
2. Sailaba 20.
3. Inrigated 21.
i
1.12 Do you rent out your land?
i
YES;=i1 NO =2 GO TO QUESTION 1.13 22.
HOW many hg;ga of the following land do you
rent put?
1. Kukhkaba 23.
2 Sailaba 24 .
3. I?%igated 25.
1.13 How any of the following animals do you own?
T
1. Camels 26.
2. Oxen 27.
3. Sb-ep 28.
4. Goats 29.
5. Cows

30.
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SECTION II. GENERAL INFORMATION AND INFORMATION ON FALL
. VERSUS JAN/FEB PLANTING.

experienQe with his own wheat crops over the years and not

to the Farmer Managed Trials (FMT) that were conducted this
year. |

The h[estions in Section 1I1I pertain to the Farmer's

2.1, IhigLfear, Did you plant any wheat in the
Jan/?eb period other than that sown in the FMT plots?
|

Yﬁ$ =1 NO = 2, GO TO 2.4 1.
i

IF yes, what proportion of all your wheat
plant%ng this yvear was planted in Jan/Feb?

A1l !

Threé+quarters
one-half

one~§¢arter

Less than one-quarter
(stat? % ... )

l
2.2. Whatiéere the main reasons for planting wheat

this!year in the Jan/Feb period rather than
in the Fall?
|

i nun
SN

Rainf%ll insufficient last summer and Fall

=1
Labour shortage last summer and fall =2
Other;(Specify ............................ ) = 3
%§ 3._/_/__
i
2.3 Ibiﬁ_zégg. did Jan/Feb planted wheat out-yield
your ifall planted wheat?
YES =1 NO = 2 4.

|

2.4 In th’:past ten years, how many years have you
plaqﬁed wheat in the Jan/Feb prlanting period?
i

| 5.
IF ANSWER TO 2.4 = 0, GO TO QUESTION 2.9

2.5 Did ydu‘plant the same acreage to Jan/Feb
planted wheat in_each of the past ten years
that ybu have planted Jan/Feb wheat?

I

YFS =1 NO = 2 6.
|
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2.6 IF Nd to 2.5, What are the reasons for

planting dlfferent acreage amounts to

Jan/rfb rlanted wheat?
|

Ralnfall insufficient in the summer and Fall = 1
Labohr shortage in the summer and fall = 2
Othjr (Specify..... ... i ) =3

| b T/

!

} .

2.7 How mapy years in the last 10 yvears did fall planted
wheat out-yield Jan/Feb planted wheat?

Ti 8.

2.8 When you rlant wheat in the Fall period, do you
use fields (bunds) that are more productive or
less productive than the fields (bunds) that you
plant.wheat on in Jan/Feb?

‘.
More'£roductive = 1. Less productive = 2.

| 9.

i
i

2.9 In the|last ten years, how many years would
you c assify as being "Good"”, "Normal"” or
"Poor; agricultural years (in relation to
gralnland straw yield);
‘ Good? 10.
Normal? 11.
| Poor? 12.
x

2.10 Would!you classify this year as a "Good",

”Normél" or "Poor” agricultural year?
!

Good = 1.
Normal = 2.
Poor = 3. 13.
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SECTION i‘I. TECHNOLOGY EVALUATION.
The é&estions in section III pertaih strictly to the
Farmer Maﬂaged Trials conducted this year.
3.1 Can ydu name the four treatments that were

conducted in the Farmer Managed Trials on
youg}land?

|
m-:s:uI 1 NO = 2. 1.

HQIE;*RefiLw the four treatments with the Farmer
before going on. Sketch out the four treatments
for whe farmer and label them as they were in the
farmers field.

. Npoertilizer, Local seed.
- Fertilizer, Local seed.

. No|fertilizer, Blue Silver.
. Fpgtilizer, Blue Silver.

WM =

3.2 Whichibf the four treatments gave the best yield?

1. Nol!fertilizer, Local seed
. Fertilizer, Local seed

. Nc!fertilizer, Blue Silver
Fgﬁtilizer, Blue Silver

o nn

»WN
o O N

3.3 Which gf the four treatments gave the next best vield?
f
1. Né fertilizer, Local seed
2. Fentilizer, Local seed
3. No fertilizer, Blue Silver
4. Fertilizer, Blue Silver
!

QN -

wauun

3.

——————

3.4 Which:qf the four treatments gave the next_best, yield?
1. No kertilizer, Local seed

= 1.
2. Fer'ilizer, Local seed = 2.
3. No fertilizer, Blue Silver = 3.
4. Fertilizer, Blue Silver = 4. 4

|

"
3.5 Which of the four treatments gave the worst yield?

L

1. Noi%ertilizer, Local seed = 1.
2. Fertilizer, Local seed = 2.
3. No! ertilizer, Blue Silver = 3.
4. TFektilizer, Blue Silver = 4. 5

!
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3.6 Would the treatment that you picked as giving
the best yield this year be the best if there
had been MORE rain?

{
YES =| 1. NO = 2. 6.

|
IF NO, which treatment would have the best yield
if tbﬁre had been MORE rain?

r !
(1,2,? or 4 from above) 7.

3.7 Would%#he treatment that you picked as giving
the best yield this year be the best if there
had pgen LESS rain?

|
P

YES =|1. NO = 2. 8.

IF NO, which treatment would have the best yield
if thére had been LESS rain?

(1,2,3 or 4 from above) 9.

3.8 Whichﬁ&ave the greater yield: the treatment
of fertilizer and Blue Silver (Treatment
4 above) in the Farmer Managed plots QR the
wheat |that you Spring planted in your own
field% with your own local seed

)

;fertilizer & Blue Silver =
‘Farmers Field & local seed = 2.

10.
WHAT do yd@ think are the reasons for the
differencq in Yield?. ... .. e,
3.9 Would?ybu like to use Blue Silver in your
Jan/ﬂéb planted fields next year?
f
YES 4+ 1. NO = 2. 11.

3.10 Did Jol find it difficult to sow the two
treatments in which fertilizer was mixed
with ire seed in the IMT?

YES = 1 NO = 2 | 12.

]
by




3.11

3.13

3.14

|
1
i

|

Did it take more time to sow the two treatments
with the mixture of fertilizer and seed than

with' he two seed alone treatments?
YES % 1 No = 2 13.

i

On the. two plots that were fertilized, do you
think| that they gave enough of an increase

in yLeld over the two plots that were not
fertiiized to pay for the cost of the fertilizer?

~Fertilizer with local seed
YES = 1 NO = 2 14.

~-Fertilizer with Blue Silver
YES =1 NO = 2 15.
!
Will you use fertilizer next year when
plantlng your crops?

YET NO = 2 16.
IF NO‘to 3.13; Why do you not use fertilizer?

1. Noﬂ available at time of planting =1

2. Do not have sufficient cash at planting= 2

3. Délnot have sufficient credit : =3

4. The increased yield from the use of

fertilizer is not enough to pay for the
feﬁtillzer

= 4
5. ng enough information or experience =5

1r._/__/__




SECTION IV. HARVESTING

The questions _in_this section pertain_to the Farmers entire
vheat _crop.

4.1 How dﬁd you cut your wheat crop this year?

|
Hand, . 1.
Machine =

I
IF ALL THﬁ WHEAT WAS CUT BY MACHINE, GO TO QUESTION 4.6

5
!
‘!; |
4.2 How mény people assisted in hand cutting the
wheat? 2.

4.3 How many days did it take to hand
cut the wheat? : 3.

4.4 How maAy hours per day were spent on
cuttigg? 4.

4.5 If lab%ur was hired to cut the wheat, what
was tﬁe cost;

. IN CASH:

~The 'fler hour cost 5.
—The;ﬁotal cost 6.

1IN KIND:]

tot

b
Specify ..............................

.................................
..... [*]® 9 * v ® oo e o e aneoeessesseeeeeesoesadsm
B

i
IF ALL WHEA& IS CUT BY HAND, GO TO SECTION V.

i
b

Cod
4.6 What wéL the per hour cost of a hired
machipk? 7.

4.7 What w§$ the total cost of hiring the
machii@? 8.

|

]
.
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4.8 What ;
machi,

IN CASH!:

I
l
|
|

gs the cost of hired labor when the
ne was used?

~Th
~The!
__IN KIND:|
Speg

e

1

1. ]

le

per hour cost of labour

totial cost of labour

------------------------------
----------------------------------

---------------------------------
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SECTION j. THRESHING.

This secdibn pertains to threshing on both the farmers field

and on th;ef FMT.

!
5.1 How mhky acres of your total wheat crop this
yeaﬁ was threshed by;

~Hand/animal? 1.
~Threshing machine? 2.

5.2 It you’had not used a threshing machine,
but did all your threshing by hand/animal,
how many days would it take? 3.
C
5.3 How maﬁy laborers would it take to do the
threshing in the number of days that you
specified in 5.2? 4.
o

'
5.4 Was this year the first time that you used a
thre§hing machine on your own land?
YES $1 NO = 2 5.

5.5 When ﬁés the first time you ever saw a
threshing machine operate?

1. For the first time this year on my land = 0
2. In pfévious years (state number of years ago)
"o
P 6.
|
3§
5.6 When using the threshing machine this year ,

were the wheat grains badly broken by the
threshing machine?

YES = 1 NO = 2 7.
5.7 1Is thJ ‘uality of the straw from the threshing
machihE as good as the quality of the straw
when il is hand/animal threshed?
YES 241 NO = 2 8.

|

IF NO to qpéstion 5.7, explain what the difference is.

...............................................

----------------------------------------------
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o

5.8 Will‘#ou rent a threshing machine on a cost
basis next year to thresh your grain?

YESH NO = 2
o
IF NO to Question 5.8, why will you not rent
a th;éshing machine to thresh your grain

next; year?

o
~No threshing machines available for hire

=1

-The costgof a threshing machine is too high = 2

-Do not h@ve the cash or credit available =3
~Other (Specify .........¢0 ...

fﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁIffﬁffﬁfflffff::ﬁ::Iffff:ff:i = 4

10._/__/_/
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SECTION ?ﬁ. PRICES, PRODUCTION AND YIELD.
i
6.1 What iprices did you receive from the market
for'thc grain of the crops that you
harﬂested this spring?

1. Wh at (Rs. per maund) 1.
2. Ba ley * 2.
3. Lentils " 3.
4. Cybln " 4.

v

6.2 What b&oportion of your wheat straw this
year will be used for (amnswer in Maunds or %);

. Sbld in the market for cash

1 5
2. Given to the Landlord 6.
3. Uséd for building 7.
4. For animal feed 8
5. Other (Specify ................
............................... 9

6.3 If you sold wheat straw in the market, what
price did you receive? (Rs. per Maund) 10.
[
g
6.4 How many acgres did you plant to the following
crops .this past year?

1. Fali‘planted Wheat 11.
2. opring planted Wheat 12.
3. Barley 13.
4. Lentlls 14.
5. Watermelon 15.
6. Sorghum 16.
7. Milldt 17.
8. Cumin 18.

6.5 What was the grain yield you received this year
for the following crops? (in Maunds/acre)

1. Fall planted wheat 19.
2. Wlnter planted Wheat 20.
3. Barley 21.
1. Cum:i.n 22.
b. Lentlla 23.

|

|
l
!
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