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Evaluating the results of the cropping season

Module 26

Learning objectives

Procedure

Discuss productionDiscuss production

factors.factors.

balance-sheets for two balance-sheets for two 

volunteer farmers.volunteer farmers.

Analyze and discussAnalyze and discuss

the differences in terms the differences in terms 

of production costs and of production costs and 

farmers.farmers.

Calculate and discussCalculate and discuss

ratios.ratios.

Compare the IRMCompare the IRM

experimental treatments) experimental treatments) 

usual crop management usual crop management 

practices were practices were 

implemented, calculate implemented, calculate 

additional costs, additional costs, 

ratios.ratios.

Summarize results inSummarize results in

plenary session.plenary session.

Evaluating the results of the cropping season is a very useful 

identify ways and means of improving the performance of the

of a simple value–cost analysis, comparison of performance, and 

is thus not only an analysis of the end-of-season results, but also 

At the end of this module, farmers will be able to:

Evaluate the major activities performed during the season.

Estimate crop production costs.

comparing the usual crop management practices with those 

Identify alternative management options that should improve

current module.

3. The facilitator initiates a debate on the major production factors the farmers put in place,

covering the whole cropping season.

4. The farmers discuss discrepancies between what was planned and what was actually done.

ended.

The facilitator invites the farmers to list the major production factors and inputs used in

the column on the left: only those factors or inputs that involved a monetary cost or an
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In the other two columns, each farmer reports the actual money 
1 related to conventional crop 

management practices.2

The facilitator assists the farmers in adding up all the costs to 
calculate the total.

importance and effectiveness.

7. Then, the two farmers present the  results they obtained from their plots in terms of  rice 

production and value per unit of surface area.

3

What are the reasons explaining the differences?

What could be done to improve the results?

covering 2500 m2.

2. It will be preferable to begin with the cultural practices called ‘usual,’ distinguishing them from the practices establish in the IRM 

Costs–values (per unit surface area) Farmer 1 Farmer 2

1. Cost of production factors and inputs

Seed

Plowing

Herbicide

Fertilizer

Weeding

Insecticide

Harvesting

Total costs (A)

2. Production

Weight

Production value (B)
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the alternative options (i.e. management practices; see table below

column on the left: only the additional factors and inputs used in the implementation of the 

facilitator explains that the investment in the new practice is not interesting when the ratio

is lower than 1.5.

The production factors that are easily accounted, e.g. family labor, will also be discussed.

farmers to the next session.

Three hours

Costs – additional valueCosts – additional value Conventional practice:Conventional practice:

seesee

IRM practicesIRM practices Treatment 1Treatment 1 Treatment 2Treatment 2 ……

1. Cost of inputs and production factors1. Cost of inputs and production factors

Additional (A)Additional (A)

2. Production value2. Production value

Additional (B)Additional (B)

Additional (B–A)Additional (B–A)

4. Ratio of additional value/additional cost (B/A)4. Ratio of additional value/additional cost (B/A)

Ratio (B/A)Ratio (B/A)

Time required

Materials required
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Box 26

carré’ (approximately 2500 m2).

balance, because he had invested more by plowing correctly, by treating against weeds and by applying some fertilizer. 

Afterwards, we presented the preliminary results from the experiment on fertility management. There had been six treatments (Module 10): 

the usual practice, without any fertilizer (CP); 200 kg NPK + 100 kg urea per hectare (T1); 100 kg NPK + 200 kg urea per hectare 

(T2); 50 kg TSP + 200 kg urea per hectare (T3); 200 kg urea per hectare (T4); 250 kg urea per hectare (T5). We presented the results 

Crop management practices 1

Seed (CFA) 0 0

Plowing (CFA) 0 12,000

6,000 0

Herbicide (CFA) 0 2,500

Fertilizer (CFA) 0 1,750

Weeding (CFA) 0 0

5,000 8,000

Insecticides (CFA) 0 0

Harvesting (CFA) 1,000 0

4,000 5,000

Total costs (CFA) 16,000 29,250

Production (no. paddy bags) 6 9

Value (CFA) 93,750 135,843

77,750 106,593

Financial balances using a partial budget for the experiment on fertilizer management in Bamoro, 2001 rainy season 

(per ‘square’)

CP

Fertilizer cost (= additional cost compa-

red with CP) in FCFA

0 16,000 15,500 13,000 10,000 12,500

Production (no. bags) 6.5 7.2 7.9 7.3 7.2 7.1

Additional production compared with CP 

(no. bags)

0 0.7 1.4 0.8 0.7 0.6

11,000 22,000 12,500 11,000 9,500

in FCFA

–5,000 6,500 –500 1,000 –3,000

0.7 1.4 1.0 1.1 0.8
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This presentation was followed by a lively discussion, as the farmers discovered that most treatments made them lose money! 

Consequently, they all said that treatment T2 was the best and that they would use it for the following season. Indeed T2 could be a 

good strategy, as the value–cost ratio is 1.5 (usually value–cost ratios exceeding 1.5 to 2 are considered to be necessary for farmers to 

the development of their inland valley.

more detail. We used the following examples:

Invested Additional value

Farmer 1

The value–cost ratio for Farmer 1 is 3. So, for every stone invested he gets three stones in return. A very good investment. We then 

explained the situation for Farmer 2: 

Invested Additional value

Farmer 2

The value–cost ratio for Farmer 2 is 2. So for every stone invested he gets two stones in return. Still OK. We then explained the 

situation for Farmer 3:

Invested Additional value

Farmer 3

The value–cost ratio for Farmer 3 is 1.3. So for every stone invested he gets 1.3 stones in return. This is not a good investment.

valley, where water control is rather poor. We also mentioned some other sources of plant nutrients, such as burying rice straw or 
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