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The results of the survey in Balungu

44 people have been interviewed in Balungu, ofiff2rént compounds. It was the intention
to select households with a long existence ana@heemory of changes in the area and of
the impact of the Bongo Agro-Forestry Project. &glecompound a woman of at least 35
years old was the prime informant, next to her hashone of her children (between 12 and
27 years old; we interviewed ten) and one of tderyy people living on the same compound
(often the father or mother of the husband; werimtgved eight mothers and two fathers).
Half of the twelve selected families were selediedause at least one of their members was a
direct beneficiary of the Bongo Agro-Forestry Pobjen the other half of the households this
was not so. For each of these two subgroups ampitteas made to select two households,
which locally were regarded as relatively rich; twdnich were locally regarded as relatively
poor and two in between. In Balungu, like in Anasolthe survey results about wealth levels
so much deviate from this ‘quick local percepticars, that we decided to base the wealth
classification on the survey results. For our nezalth classification we looked at a large
number of indicators for husbands’ and wives’ aset

Of the interviewed wives two had no ‘rivals’, whiofeans that their husbands only have one
wife. Nine wives had one co-wife; one had two. &4 interviewed husbands the average
number of wives was two. The wives who were intamad had on average five children

(with a range from 1-8), the average number ofdechit of the husbands is not clear. There are
also ‘visitors’ on some of the compound for whible husband has or shares the
responsibility.

Most interviewed inhabitants of Balungu are Frafuso speak Grune. One of the husbands
and one of the wives has a Kusasi background nbdifferent households. With one

exception all husbands still adhere to the Trad#ideliefs (the one who became a Catholic -
in 1969- is one of the few men who went to schbot,he married a Traditionalist wife, and
she still is). After 1996 six wives started to be@Catholics, and so did their children. In two
households only the children decided to becomedliah In three households all members
are still Traditionalists, though. Unexpectedlygsh households belong to the middle category
of wealth, and not to the poor. There are hardly‘eompeting faiths’ in this village. The

! For each household we counted the total positiees on the binary variables for husbands’ andavioes’
assets, and we gave double points for those vasatith less than five out of twelve positive ssorklso we
added an extra point for each wife beyond the ‘radrmumber of two (which is locally still regarded a major
sign of wealth). In Balungu total scores were betw87 for the most wealthy household and only 8Her
poorest household, almost the same range as iroBisafdespite the more isolated location of Balung
compared to Anafobisi.



important role of Traditional beliefs in Balungunche illustrated by looking at the ‘stress
behaviour during droughts’: among the husbandseelsaid that sacrificing animals to the
Gods is a good thing to do and ten of them recqmdygtised it. Among the women nine still
believe it is a good thing, and ten recently pssatiit; among them also Catholics.

Grune is the lingua franca. But the knowledge beotanguages shows the exposure of the
villagers to the outside world. Of the interviewenyes seven speak Twi (and hence have
been to the South; three of them also went to d¢hOoe (educated) wife speaks both
English and Talensi, next to Grune and Twi. Twoeasigpeak Kusaal and one of them Bisa as
well. Only two of the wives only speak their motih@ngue. Among the husbands the
migration to Southern Ghana has been widesprea@léseight husbands speak Twi, one in
addition to Hausa and one in addition to Englishh@ugh very close to Burkina Faso, no one
among the survey group in this village said theyil@espeak More. Three husbands only
speak their mother tongue. In these householdwifeeat least speaks one other language
beside her mother tongue. So there is no houseVtedde both husband and wife can only
speak their local language; a remarkable collectutural capability.

The education history of the husbands is not cotalyielear. In one case we know that the
husband finalised primary school. In four othelis iot clear if they ever went. Seven
husbands never went. Of the wives three had attiepideary school and for two it is not

clear. In seven households the wife had never gmeehool. In ten households the parents
had contributed to the education of their childiféor. some this already started in 1982, for
others only very recently. Compared to Anafoblsis inore isolated village clearly lags

behind in education. As far as we got informatibowt the accumulated contributions of
parents to their children’s education, we can baythe amounts differ widely: from zero (in
two cases) to an exceptional case - one of theBAFEP households - where the parents spent
more than 2.2 million cedis on their children’s ealion.

Among the ten interviewed children, three had gaméar as Senior Secondary School, three
to Junior Secondary School, one only to PrimaryoBthnd three did not get any formal
education. Seven children adopted the Catholigiogli and all did so after 1995. Three of
these children still belong to Catholic Youth Grsuphree children still stick to their
Traditional faith. The relatively high level of d¢thien’s education means that six of the ten
children can speak English (two of them also T®e of the interviewed children speaks
French and one Kasem. Two others can speak Twvithiwut speaking English. Only two of
the children only speak their local language. Sereldren had worked in the South; none
outside Ghana. Farm and domestic seasonal lab@gtithimportant for them, next to local
farm work (four manage their own crop farms, angeseown their own livestock),

handicrafts (three) and petty trade (one). In 20@1children earned on average 70,000 cedis
(with a range from 10,000 to 360,000 cedis). Tle®me ‘from the South’ is an important
element of income opportunities for the youth. Sah#hem invested in their own assets
(three have bicycles, two cattle, two donkeys, Btwratches, two a pig, one a radio and one
even an electrical heater. It is remarkable thatidn of households belonging to BAFP
groups have higher education, more migration egpea and more assets than children of
non-BAFP households. However, it is worrying thatdty any children use the recommended
agricultural practices on their farms. The Youttidsly complain that they are “forgotten by
the NGOs”, and also by Government and District Agsg.



We will now first look at a number of poverty indtors to find out if there are differences
between BAFP-member households and non-BAFP holgsehnd what the overall
assessments of rich, moderate and poor mean is t@#rthese indicators. We will present
these findings in three categories (BAFP>non-BABREP = non BAFP and BAFP< non-
BAFP households). Per category we will start wité highest overall scores, which also
shows a ‘poverty fingerprint’ for the village asvaole.

Before doing so, we first have to say that theeesanumber of indicators in Balungu where
all interviewed households show a positive respoals@usbands have planted trees, for
instance.

Poverty indicators

in bold where the difference between BAFP and nonA&FP >1

w = wife; h = husband

A BAFP households have a higher asset level tharBAFP households

Indicator all BAFP NON r

3
=

w owns chicken 11

h has cattle 10

w house has zinc roof

(o]

h has economic trees

w had three meals yesterday

W owns goats

w has more animals than mother

w has economic trees

w owns >2 bowl types

h owns radio

h owns plough

h owns cutlass

h owns wrist watch

W owns pig

w house has door/window frames

2001 harvest food for >5 months

h house built with blocks

w owns bicycle

w owns guinea fowls

W owns wrist watch

w has dry-season garden

h has VIP toilet

w owns sheep
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h owns sheep

sub-total

other indicators

wives' fields acreage 1990 18 | 1.8 2 1 25 1.8 1. 1p 2,5
wives’ fields acreage 2001 24 | 25 25| 3 2 2.3 25 2b 2

h expenditure on health 2001 x | 1.4 | 2.0 6 - - 0.7 1 0% 0b
10,000 cedis

w average number of bowl types | 2.2 | 2.5 3 25 2 2.0 25 1 2.5




B No differences between BAFP and NON-BAFP housgdhol

Indicator All | BAFP | r m | p NON r m | p

h >3 acres land 8 4 2 2 0 4 1 1 2
h owns gun 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
W owns sewing machine 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0
sub-total 12 | 6 3 2 1 6 1 3 2

C NON-BAFP households have higher asset levels B#dfP households

h owns bicycle 11 5 2 2 1 6 2 2 2
h had >1 meal yesterday 11 5 1 2 2 6 2 2 2
h house has door/window frames | 10 4 2 1 1 6 2 2 2
h owns guinea fowls 10 4 1 2 1 6 2 2 2
h has more cloth than 10 yrs ago | 10 4 2 2 0 6 2 2 2
>1 food barn on compound 8 3 1 2 0 5 2 1 2
h house has zinc roof 8 3 2 1 0 5 2 2 1
h owns pigs 7 3 1 2 0 4 2 1 1
h owns cart 5 2 2 0 0 3 1 1 1
h has bed/mattress 4 1 1 0 0 3 0 1 2
w has bed/mattress 3 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0
h has dry-season garden 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
w >3 acres land 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
w house built with blocks 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
sub-total 91 35 16| 14| 5 56 19 20 17
Total wealth scores Balungu

Rich Medium  Poor Total Index R/P
Beneficiaries 53 44 23 120 230
Non-Beneficiaries 37 31 30 98 123
All 90 75 53 218 170
Index B/N 143 142 77 122

As has been explained before, households haveda¢erted as ‘rich’, ‘medium’ and ‘poor’
based on indicators which were derived from logdbgpments of ‘wealth appearance’. All
variables used to indicate wealth/poverty levelgeehaeen based on local judgements about
what it is that makes people relatively rich or pa/e can now see that ‘rich households’ and
‘medium-level’ households are very close togethend both have a much higher score on the
total set of indicators than ‘poor householdsivéd combine this information with the
information about households’ membership of BAF&ugss, we see a clearer order: from

rich, via medium to poor, in both cases. It is eatbtriking to see that among the poor the
scores for non-beneficiaries are better than anB#fP group members. This is caused by

% This is a side effect of our method: we orderédaliseholds on the basis of their wealth scoresttaen
ordered the beneficiary and non-beneficiary gragmarately. In Balungu it then means that the nmediawel
beneficiaries have better scores than the richbeaeficiaries, blurring the overall B/N picture.



one poor beneficiary household with very low scaneshe wealth indicators. The overall
difference between beneficiary households and reeficiary households is 22% (120 points
versus 98). Of course nothing can be said yet abmqudct as the scores are a ‘poverty
fingerprint’ of the situation in 2001 and do not gay anything about causes and effects. We
should therefore move to the second part of théysisa

The Project’s impact

For the interviewed households in Balungu BAFmhé&smost important NGO, and more
important than any of the government agenciesdatth BAFP works together with MOFA).
Through the linkages of the Catholic church in Bglu there are also connections with other
activities of the Catholic Diocesal Developmenti€df For a few households also World
Vision has been of some importance. We will novdgtihe differences between BAFP and
NON-BAFP households in use of services or in atigisi We will do so by again using the
same three categories, and an ordering from highatiscores to low ones. We will add a
further specification based on rich/medium/poordeiolds. For some indicators used in this
study all households had a positive score (e.gnuslbands make ridges on their fields; all
wives are convinced that their standard of liviag fmproved the last ten years; all wives
nowadays make use of the grinding mill in the g#a For other indicators no one in the
survey group qualified. For instance: no wife edrmeney with dry-season garden produce
or by selling fruits.

Table Changes in capitals and capabilities, BAR& non-BAFP households compared

In bold when the difference between BAFP and non-BRP > 1
w = wives; h = husbands

Indicator All BAFP group | Non-BAFP

members group

members

T RMP| T R M P
NATURAL
A BAFP>non-BAFP
h planted trees 11 6 2 2 2 5 2 1R
w cultivate groundnuts 11 6 2 2 2/ 5 2 12
w make use of veterinary service | 11 6 2 2 2 5 2 1R
h use goat/sheep manure 11 6 2 2 2 5 2 12
h use cow dung 10 6 2 2 2 4 112
W use compost 10 6 2 2 2 4 112
w planted trees 9 6 2 2 2 3 2 010
w use cow dung 9 5 2 2 1|4 2 0 2
h plough along the contour 9 5 2 2 1 4 1 1P
w practice gully control 8 5 1 2 2 3 2 011
w plough groundnut vines in soil | 7 4 2 1 1| 3 1110
w: soil fertility improved 7 4 2 1 1] 3 2 01
h use donkey manure 5 3 1 2 0 2 110
w use fowl droppings 5 3 2 1 0| 2 1 010
W use pig manure 5 3 2 0 1] 2 101




W use goat manure 4 3 2 1 0] 1 1 00
h has on-farm tree nursery 2 2 1 01 O

w has on-farm tree nursery 1 1 001 O

w use donkey manure 1 1 1 00 O

w has dry-season garden 1 1 010 O

B: BAFP = non-BAFP

w ridge along contour 10 5 1 2 20 5 2 211
h use fowl droppings 10 5 2 2 1 5 2 12
w practice grass bunding 10 5 1 2 2 5 2 12
h: soil fertility improved 10 5 2 2 1] 5 2 12
w water quality improved 10 5 2 2 1 5 2 211
w: agricultural yields improved 8 4 2 1 1| 4 2 0p
h use pig manure 6 3 1 20 0 1
C BAFP< non-BAFP

h cultivate groundnuts 11 5 2 2 1 6 2 2 2
h practise grass bunding 11 5 2 2 1 6 2 2 R
w sow on ridge 11 5 112 6 2 2 R
h use bullock plough 10 4 2 2 0 6 2 2 R
h: agricultural yields improved 9 4 2 2 0] 5 2.1 p
h use compost 9 4 2 2 0] 5 2 10P
w plough along contour 8 3 11 1| 5 2 21
h plough groundnut vines in soil | § 2 2 0 0] 3 01Pp
w use sheep manure 3 1 1 0 0 2 1 010
h have dry-season garden 2 0 2 0
sub-total

PHYSICAL

B BAFP=non-BAFP

w built stone bunds 6 3 111 3 210
C BAFP<non-BAFP

h practice gully control 11 5 2 2 6 2 2 2
h use grinding mill 10 4 1 2 6 2 2 |2
h built stone bunds 5 1 10 4 1 1P
sub-total

HUMAN

A BAFP>non-BAFP

w got training in agriculture/SWC | 9 5 2 21 4 2 11
w fields ever visited by BAFP 8 5 1 2 2 3 2 0
w trained in inc.-gen. activities 8 5 1 2 2 3 1 0P
h trained on gender 8 5 1 2 2 3 1 0P
w got exposure tour 4 4 1 21 O

h got exposure tour 4 4 220 0

h fields ever visited by BAFP 2 2 1 01 O

h trained in inc.gen.activities 2 2 1 01 O

B BAFP=non-BAFP

w fields ever visited by MOFA 8 4 112 4 2 11
h got agricultural training/SWC | 6 3 21 Q 3 1 0P
h fields ever visited by MOFA 6 3 121 3 012¢p




C BAFP<non-BAFP

w trained on gender 9 4 1 2 1 5 2 1P
sub-total

SOCIAL

A BAFP>non-BAFP

h related to political relative 9 6 2 2 2 3 1 0P
h related to Chief 5 3 1 20 2 1010
h member of unit committee 2 2 1 01 O

w member of unit committee 2 2 1149 O

w women'’s leader 2 2 1109 O

w member of school committee 1 1 1 009 O

h member of school committee 1 1 1 009 O

B BAFP=non-BAFP

h member of water committee 8 4 1 2 1 4 1 21
h benefited from political relative | 6 3 1 2 Q 3 1 0P
C BAFP<non-BAFP

w related to political relative 6 2 11 Q 4 2 11
h belongs to Tindana's family 5 1 1 0 Q0 4 2 11
h leader in the village 3 1 1 0Q 2 1 10
w member of water committee 3 1 01 Q9 2 1 001
sub-total

ECONOMIC

A BAFP>non-BAFP

h livestock sales 11 6 2 2 2 5 1 2 |2
household ever received food aid | 9 5 1 2 2 4 211
w member of economic group 8 6 2 2 2 2 1 00
w remittances from children 7 4 11 2 3 1 11
w member of savings group 7 4 121 3 2 10p
h member of savings group 6 4 2 0 2 2 1 10
h member of economic group 6 4 2 0 2 2 1 010
h has access to savings account | 5 4 2 0 2 1 1 0P
w crop sales 5 3 111 2 1010
w has access to savings account | 4 3 1 0 2 1 010p0
h remittances from children 3 2 020 1 1 0P
h received loan 1 1 1 0Q O

B BAFP=non-BAFP

w received loan 8 4 112 4 2 11
C BAFP<non-BAFP

h: standard of living has 8 3 11 1 5 1 22
improved

w livestock sales 8 3 1 209 5 2 1 P
h: crop sales 3 1 1 0Q 2 1 0|1
sub-total

TOTAL

If we compare the group of beneficiary househotus the group of non-beneficiary
households we can conclude that overall thereighehscores for beneficiary households (a



total score of 292 points versus 246ints; 19higbethe BAFP households). Also it is evident
that there are more indicators for which beneficlasuseholds show a better score than non-
beneficiary households. The beneficiary househsidsv a somewhat better performance
compared to the non-beneficiary ones.

We will again look at the differences between rigiedium and poor households. Among the
medium-level households in wealth terms the diffeesbetween beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries is striking: BAFP members show 82%digerformance, but that is very much
due to an appalling performance of. The medium Ibemeficiary households, the lowest of
all. The rich households show a much less impregdifference and the poor households
show something rather surprising: the poor non-fiiaey households show a better
performance than the BAFP members. In Balungu, manybeneficiary households did
improve on their capabilities, alongside the BAF®mbers. Positively formulated one may
conclude that there are no big boundaries betwddiPBand non-BAFP households and that
BAFP (and MOFA) advice quite easily permeated tghmut the community. The difference
between BAFP and non-BAFP households (19%) is emiddan between rich and poor
(26%), and certainly between rich and poor beraiies (44%). However, all these
differences are not very big.

Table The impact of interventions: BAFP benefigarand non-beneficiaries, and wealth
categories; scores on selected indicators; Balungu

Rich Medium Poor Total Index R/P
beneficiaries 111 104 77 292 144
non-beneficiaries 99 57 90 246 110
total 210 161 167 538 126 (R/M 130)
index (B/N) 112 182 86 119

We can do a final quantitative analysis showingBA&P/non-BAFP index figures for the
five categories of capitals. The BAFP householassh minor performance advantage in the
sphere of most social capabilities, with the exiogpdf human capabilities (better) and
physical capabilities (worse). It is very interagtto note that in all categories of capability
changes (with one exception) the medium-level hiooisks in the wealth classification show
the biggest difference between BAFP and non-BARs&bolds. They are the ones gaining
most from BAFP interventions. In the economic damthe poor BAFP households
outcompete the others in relative BAFP advantabes i§ surprising, as the poor non-BAFP
households show a better performance comparee fpabr BAFP households in all other
fields. It is the medium-level households who s¢emave gained most from BAFP
activities.

Table Index figures for rich, medium and poor lehds showing performance differences
between BAFP and non-BAFP households.

Capability Rich Medium Poor Total
domain

Natural 109 171 73 111
Physical 71 83 50 68
Human 136 450 100 164
Social 130 240 80 121



Economic 111 145 162 136
Total 112 182 86 119

What did the elders say about these changes? Ta@paitive about the agro-technical
changes in agriculture (e.g. the successful inttbdn of bullock ploughing; and new crop
varieties). There is more diversified food now anfhdetter quality. Also the water quality has
much improved, and water-borne diseases are neiddhgeatening people’s health. The
educational and health facilities are appreciabed oo expensive, according to some). About
the growing importance of the Catholic church tliees are divided. A few complain about
the major destruction of traditions, as they se@tihers like the way people are being assisted
by the church and their organisations. They nqaoel most of them with appreciation) that
women nowadays have become much more independehthat they do manage their own
farms, their own livestock and their own busineskisvever, they hope that these changes
do not change the dowry system, which they regaichaortant. Two of the elders were
assisted themselves by BAFP (with seeds and tez#isgs). Three elders said they ever
received assistance from a government agency i(aflaam implements, food aid). Five

elders have ever worked and lived outside theirdnanea, and they can also speak languages
like Twi. They appreciate that their children amdrgichildren also go beyond the home area.
Many elders are worried about some of the chang#tei area, though. Rainfall has become a
headache, the water in rivers and streams is dojrigst after the rainy season, wildlife has
almost disappeared, the original vegetation isdesstppearing as well and soil fertility as

well as crop yields have deteriorated for many &msnThe number of livestock has also gone
down, animal diseases have become rampant anasfaggrowing problem. The elders
compare the current situation with the situatiofofeethe drought of the late 1970s and early
1980s, which - in environmental and agriculturafhte - they regard as better than the current
situation, despite the recovery during the 1990« dlders observe a rapid individualisation

in the village, with a rise of nuclear families amtkendency to restrict social assistance to the
next of kin only. Social vices have proliferateétiea connected with alcohol abuggt¢ and a
local gin,akpeteshie, mainly), although some elders confess that tlaey good money
producing those.

We can now finalise the analysis by adding a ‘mis&d’ analysis of changes and change
agents for each of the twelve survey households.

Table Time-specific information for the interviedsrhouseholds

nr number of household interview

cat wealth category of household (rich, medium,rpoo
hb yr husband born in year 19xx

nrw husband’s number of wives

nr ch husband’s number of children

nr ot husband takes are of x others as well ordnigpound
h ed husband has received formal education or not
wb yr interviewed wife is born in 19xx

1w 2w interviewed wife is first or second/third/etife

yrma  wife married in 19xx

her husband’s ethnicity (Frafra or Kusasi) andgieti (Catholic, Traditional)
wer wife’s religion (same)

cr children’s religion (same)

eih year when husband started to invest in childreducation

eiw year in which wife started to contribute taldten’s education costs

mil h year husband started to use the grinding (nitlicating producing or buying maize grains archange in diet)
milw  same for wives
hat/g year husband got agricultural training/ yaasband started a garden for dry season produatieegetables



w at
pig
B wg
hin
w In
wh g

year wife got agricultural training

husband and/or wife started pig rearing

year wives became member of BAFP women group
year husband received loan (and is member ¢flBéroup)
same for wives

wife and/or husband got gender training

whiga wife and/or husband got training in inconggerating activities

vh M

bp

tree
gsh
gbw
sb h
cph
cpw
pch
pcw

nr

11
12
nr

OCOoO~NOOUILDS,WN B

year the husband’s farm was visited by a pefsam the Ministry of Food and
Agriculture

same for wife’s field

household uses a bullock plough

tree planting (h by husband, w by wife, teré is a tree nursery on the plot
year the husband started to adopt making gtdgs on his fields

year the wife started to adopt making gragsssand/or stone bunds on her fields
year the husband started to adopt making stongs on his fields

year the husband started to use compost dielis

year the wife started to use compost on ledddi

year the husband started to plough alongdghtoars

first year the wife’s field was ploughed alahg contours

cat hb nr nr nr hw wb 1w yr her wer cr e ei mi mi h w

yr w ch oth ed yr 2w ma h w | |w at/ at
h g
BR 39 3 9 ? w 57 2 64FT FC9%C 86 96 - 98 - 99
75
57 1 8 10 h 61 1 80 FC6BT C ? ? 8 ? 01 ?
BM 31 2 >7 1 - 51 1 70 FT KT T? 82 90 92 99 01 95
45 2 >5 0 h?51 1 72 FT FT T? 82 94 92 ? 01 00
w
BP 46 1 4 1 w 54 1 75 FT FC9Q 97 ? - 98 01 98
31 2 > 0 - 45 2 G60FT FT C - 98 - 92 - 99
67
NR 31 2 >4 ? h? 53 2 6#T FCOOC - - ? 99 - 01
75
49 2 8 1 - 54 2 69T FC C 92 ? ? 00 - OO0
75
NM 45 2 8 0 - 531 79 KT FT ? 01 82 - ? - ?
44 2 >6 0 - 56 2 60FT FT C 9 2?2 - 2?2 - -
82
NP 53 2 >6 0 - 56 1 82 FT FC® 96 01 92 99 00 -
53 2 4 0 h? 451 73 FT FCO1C - - 92 92 00 01
cat pigB h w wh wh vh vw bp tree gsgb sb cp cp pc pc
wgiIn In g igaM M h w h h w h w
BR hw99 - 98 - w - 98 + hwn 01 - - 99 99 - -
w - 95 01 w h 01 - + hw 85 95 95 85 01 + 98
BM - 99 - 95 wh- 92 - + hw 92 99 - 98 99 97 99
- 97 - + whw 92 01 + hw 92 99 - 98 99 97 ?
BP hw99 - 98 whw - - - hw 98 97 - - 99 98 098
h 98 - 97 - w - 99 - wn - 99 - - 01 - -
NR - - - - w - - 90 + w 97 99 99 9% 99 ? ?
w - - 98 whw - - + hw 99 98 99 00 - - ?
NM - - - 01 - - - - + - o0 - - - 92 - 2

10



10 h - - - w - 90 - + h 979 - - 00 - ? -
11 NP w - - - whw 80 - + h ? 97 96 92 00 90 -
12 w - - - whw 00 - + hw 99 00 98 87 99 ? 00

A sequential analysis of the time-specific datéhiminterviews of husbands and wives shows
a rather straightforward picture. Compared to Abgio the village became involved in BAFP
activities much later; only after the mid-1990ké in Anafobisi, mainly the women have
played key roles in BAFP.

The first household which became involved in atiggi of BAFP did so only in 1995, getting
a loan (nr 2). This is the only household wherehihgband had joined the Catholic church.
Recently (2001) the husband attended an agricutraiaing and the wife got a loan. But the
wife never joined a BAFP women'’s group. In agriatdd innovations this household is the
village pioneer, starting with grass strips and post already in 1985. They are also the first
ones making use of a grain mill, indicating thetst producing or buying maize for home
consumption. The household belongs to the moretinehbuseholds.

The second household became involved in BAFP &iettvin 1995 as well (nr 3), when the
wife got a loan and agricultural training. She grira BAFP women'’s group in 1999. The
husband joined recently. Upon a visit by MOFA thslband had started making grass strips
in 1992. Other innovations started upon joining BAFhis household can be regarded as
medium-rich.

In the third household that can be regarded as@BAousehold (nr 4) the wife became a
member of a BAFP women'’s group in 1997. Firstwife and later the husband attended
agricultural training and other courses. Like maoyseholds in the village both wife and
husband attended gender courses. Also like mangealds in the village only the wife
attended a course about income-generating ac8ivitlpon a visit by officers from MOFA, in
1992, the husband started to make grass stripssdielils. Recently he and his wife also
started to adopt the other agro-technical innomatjoropagated by BAFP and MOFA. In
educational terms the household is exceptionaiifeeand probably also the husband went
to school and they were among the first ones teshin the education of their children. Still,
the household adheres to their Traditionalist fdtthan be regarded as medium-rich.

In the fourth household joining BAFP (nr 6) the evgot a loan in 1997 and became a member
of a women’s group in 1998, followed by an agriatdl training. The wife started agricultural
innovations and is one of the few with a tree niytséhe husband is not involved at all and
his agricultural and educational behaviour is extly conservative, although he adopted pig
rearing. It is interesting to note that in this kelold the MOFA people did visit the wife’'s
fields, but avoided the husband. This household gd¢ support from World Vision
International. Only in 1998 the wife started toasvin her children’s education (again:
without any support from her husband. In our weel#issification the household is the
absolute bottom line, with very few assets.

In the fifth BAFP household (nr 5) the wife gotaah and agricultural training in 1998 and
joined a women’s group (and the Catholic ChurcH)989. The husband reluctantly follows
(he attended an agricultural course in 2001), buslone of the few who does not plough
with a bullock (like his conservative colleaguehousehold nr 6), and he was very late in
supporting his children’s education (only in 199%)agricultural innovations the wife takes
the lead (after 1997), and the husband startedtiagogome of the practices on his own fields
recently. The household can be regarded as poor.

In the sixth BAFP household (nr 1), again the wafek the lead. She became a Catholic in
1996, got a loan in 1998 and agricultural trairamgl women group’s membership in 1999.
She even started a tree nursery on the farm. Aadilsio got some support from World Vision
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International to start income-generating activitider husband does not participate, although
he adopted some innovations (pig rearing; gragsstompost) recently. For local standards,
the household is very well off, though. It is th@dyohousehold in the survey group in which
the husband has three wives, and the wife who mtasviewed could display a good number
of bowl types, locally regarded as a sign of pgestBut also other assets are well represented,
with a remarkable display of wealth by the wifegdamt so much by the husband. As one of
the few houses the husband’s house was built Maitkb. But the wife’s house has wooden
door and window frames, which is very rare in thilege. She also owns a sewing machine,
a bed and mattress, a watch (as the only womdreisample), a bicycle and sheep and guinea
fowls. As one of the few households this housekoldd feed itself from their 2001 harvest
for seven months, which is the village record.

All other six households cannot be regarded as BAdtBeholds, although some members
did attend courses in which BAFP was involved as @fithe organisers. In this village the
BAFP and non-BAFP households can not so easilgparated. Two non-BAFP households
recently succeeded to get some micro-credit, fiwesvand three husbands attended gender
training meetings, and almost all started to pteegs. Three non-BAFP households also
began to adopt agro-technical innovations recemtty/in this group there are four recent
conversions of wives (and their children) to Caithsin, so one can expect a further
breakthrough of innovative behaviour. On the otrard the fact that two of these households
(one even relatively rich; the other one poor) méweested in the education of their children
is worrisome.
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