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ABSTRACT

The SAVA region in north-eastern Madagascar is the global centre of vanilla production. Here,
around 70,000 farmers are estimated to produce 70-80% of all global bourbon vanilla. Yet,
little is known about the farming population, their livelihoods, and the impact of vanilla
cultivation on biodiversity.

This publication presents the results of the Diversity Turn Baseline Survey (DTBS) that was
conducted in 2017. The survey provides baseline data on the socio-economic characteristics
and living conditions of the local population, and farming of vanilla as well as the most
important other crops (n=1,800 households). As international demand for natural vanilla has
increased considerably, special emphasis is placed on the vertical integration of vanilla farmers
into the global vanilla value chain. This integration is increasingly accomplished through
contract farming arrangements between vanilla farmers, collectors and exporters.

After a first rise in vanilla prices in 2015, the current vanilla boom took off in 2016 and was
still in full swing in 2017. Consequently, the start of the price boom coincides with this survey
and its retrospective questions often address the situation in 2016. The large majority of the
surveyed households (HHSs) in the study region practice vanilla farming (83%). Of these, only
15% conclude formal contracts while the majority of farmers (63%) sell their vanilla in informal
spot markets often depending on several middlemen. Our data show that the socio-economic
situation of smallholder vanilla farmers has recently improved when considering vanilla prices
received, education, access to electricity and ownership of assets. However, under the high
vanilla prices, theft and crime are now key constraints for vanilla farmers.

In addition to descriptive statistics, this publication compares selected data between male- and
female-headed HHs, poor and non-poor HHs, and HHs with- and without contracts. Members
of female-headed HHs have significantly lower education, lower labour availability, smaller
fields and lower vanilla harvests than male-headed HHs. HHs with contracts possess more
assets, are better educated, have higher labour availability, larger vanilla plots, and larger
vanilla harvests than HHs without contracts.

The DTBS confirms a number of benefits for smallholders who conclude contracts with vanilla
exporters or collectors. Among these benefits are the significantly higher vanilla prices even
during market peaks. However, the distribution of HHs with or without contracts is skewed
indicating entry barriers for certain groups of smallholders. For example, female-headed HHs
were significantly less likely to have a contract than male-headed HHSs, and it appears that HHs
with a contract had already been less poor than HHs without a contract prior to entering contract
arrangements.
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RESUME

La région de la SAVA au nord-est de Madagascar est le centre mondial de la production de
vanille. Ici, environ 70 000 paysannes produisent 70 & 80% de la bourbon vanille globale.
Cependant, on en sait peu sur la population agricole, ses moyens de subsistance et I'impact de
la culture de la vanille sur la biodiversité.

Cette publication présente les résultats de I'enquéte DTBS (Diversity Turn Baseline Survey) de
2017. L'enquéte fournit des données de base sur les caractéristiques socio-économiques, les
conditions de vie de la population locale et les cultures plantées (n = 1800 ménages). La
demande internationale de vanille naturelle ayant augmentée, lI'accent a été mis sur l'intégration
verticale de la vanille dans la chaine de valeur mondiale de celle-ci. Cette intégration est de
plus en plus effectuee entre les producteurs de vanille, les collecteurs et les exportateurs.
L'enquéte couvre souvent la situation en 2016 car c’est ’année ou la demande en vanille a
explosée. La grande majorité des ménages interrogés pour cette étude pratique la culture de la
vanille (83%). Parmi ceux-ci, seulement 15% concluent des contrats formels, tandis que la
majorité (63%) vend leur vanille sur des marchés informels, dépendant souvent de plusieurs
intermédiaires. Nos données montrent que la situation socio-économique des petits producteurs
de vanille s'est recemment améliorée, comme par exemple au niveau des revenus de la vanille,
de I"éducation, I"acces a I'électricité et la propriété des biens. Compte tenu des prix élevés de la
vanille, le vol et la criminalité sont désormais des contraintes majeures pour les producteurs de
vanille.

Mis a part des statistiques descriptives, cette publication compare également certaines données
entre les ménages dirigés par un homme et ceux dirigés par une femme, les ménages pauvres
et non pauvres, et les ménages avec et sans contrat. Les membres des ménages dirigés par des
femmes ont un niveau d'éducation nettement inférieur, une disponibilité de main-d'ccuvre plus
faible, des champs plus bas et des récoltes de vanille inférieures a celles des ménages dirigés
par des hommes. Les ménages avec des contrats ont plus d’avoirs, sont plus instruits, ont une
plus grande disponibilité de main-d’ceuvre, des parcelles de vanille plus grandes et des récoltes
de vanille plus importantes que les ménages sans contrat.

La DTBS confirme des bénéfices pour ceux qui concluent un contrat avec des exportateurs ou
des collectionneurs de vanille. Parmi eux, les prix regus pour la vanille sont nettement plus
élevés. Cependant, la distribution des ménages avec ou sans contrat est biaisée. Par exemple,
les ménages dirigés par des femmes ont beaucoup moins de chances de conclure un contrat que
ceux dirige par un homme. De plus, il semble que les ménages sous contrat aient déja été
moins pauvres que les ménages sans contrat avant de passer des accords contractuels.



CORRIGENDUM TO PREVIOUS EDITIONS OF THE DTBS

The authors regret to inform that the 1st edition of the DTBS contained two mistakes. Figure 2
cited the data by DRAE 2018 wrongly as green vanilla prices in Sambava. However, the data by
DRAE 2018 shows prices for black vanilla in Sambava. Likewise, the data in Fig.14a, 28, 29 & 30
illustrated the prices for green vanilla in FMG, not in Malagasy Ariary as it was designated in the
legend. The data has been corrected for this edition of the DTBS.

Likewise, as described in the sampling section, we followed a protocol to randomize the selection
of all households in 2017. However, in subsequent visits by our research team in 2018, we found
that this did not work out in at least 8 villages (13.3% of all villages). E.g. WP4 did a subsample
of 14 villages in 2018, whereas they found a sampling bias in 4 villages. We have reason to
believe that either village chiefs contributed to a bias in household selection or that our team-
leaders did not follow sampling instructions strictly enough.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

A B ST RACT ettt bbbt b et R bR bR bR Rt AR bt R bR bR b e Rt e R e e e nb e b b nnras A
CORRIGENDUM TO 15TEDITION OF THE DTBS ....ooooiiiieeieeeeeeeeteeee ettt A
RESUNME .......oouiiciee ettt sttt sttt s st B
L FTIGURES ettt b bt bbbt e b e e e bt e bt e s b e e she e sb e e ek e e eb e e sbe e sheenbeenb e e nbeenn e F
FLTABLES ...t b e b e bbbt bt e bt e she e sbe e sbe e sbe e e ke e e beesbeesbeesbeenneenbeenreen G
FHE APPENDIIX ettt ettt b bbbt s bt s bt e s b e e be e s b e e ebe e sbe e sbeesbeesbeenbeenrnans H
IV. ABBREVIATIONS . .ottt b et b e e s bt e sae e sbe e st e e sbeenbe e e |
V. CONTRIBUTING AUTHORS AND STAFF ... .ottt J
V1. SHORT DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT ....cciiiiiiieieeeee e L
VI, ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...ttt st sttt sra e s snaesneestaennee e M
VIII. CLARIFICATION OF IMPORTANT TERMS. ... N
A. Vertical integration and Contract farming arrangements (CFAS) .......cccoovevrieiieneniesesese e N

B. Private VOIUNTary STANGAIUS. .......c.ooeirieieiiee bbbttt @]

C. Common traders and middle-men in the vanilla SECLOT............cooviiiiriiiiiree s P

D. SOCIAI GIVEISIEY .....cviteiiitecte et bbb bbbt bbbttt b e bbb Q

E. MUItIAIMENSTONAT POVEITY ......ccviieiiieiiie ettt bbb R

L INTRODUGCTION . ...ttt b e bbbt b e e bt esbe e sb e e sb e e nbe e beebeesbeenbeeneas 1
1.1 THE SAVA REGION AND VANILLA . ....ccutittitiitirtisriseste sttt esestes e sseare st ssear b sssane s e e s s e e e esestesseanearesreaneas 2
1.2. EXPLORATIVE PHASE PRIOR TO BASELINE SURVEY ......ccuiiiiiiiiiiniiitisrisie s ss et sne s snens 5
1.3 STUDY REGION AND SAMPLING DESIGN .....viiuiiiirireieiisiesisitesisisesse s st s sre s s s s s s s sssssesnesressssnens 6
LA LIMITATIONS AND CONSTRAINTS ....cetiitiitiiriitestissisie s sttt ettt sbe bbb b sa s sb e et e st st be b b e b nre 8
1.5 TOOLS AND DATA COLLECTION....cutitiitiitiitiite sttt sttt bbbt bbb s bbbt s bbb nre 9
1.6 DESIGN AND STRUCTURE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE ......cciititiitieeeitieeeiteeesssteeessbeesssessssssesssssessssssssssssesssssenssnns 10

2. DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS ..ottt 12
2.0 INTRODUCTION RESULTS SECTIONS ...c.viuiriuerieetisessesessesesessesessesesnesessesessesessessesesnesessesessesessessssesesessesennns 12
2.1 SAMPLE COMPOSITION WITH RESPECT TO VARIABLES OF PARTICULAR INTEREST (“KEY VARIABLES”) ........ 12
2.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND ......cvvitiriiirinrestesnenrestesnesseseseeseesessessessessensesnens 12
2.2.1 Household Size & COMPOSITION .......oeiviiiiiiiiieiiie ettt sr et eb e ebe e 12

2.2.2 LItEraCy 11 IMBIAGASY .....c.veviieiiieetisieie sttt b et bbbt et bbbt ene e 13

2.2.3 LIEraCy 1 FIBNCK ..ottt etk b et eb e eb e en e 14

2.2.4 School certificates by gender and Ag8 GIOUP .....coeeeeereririererere et se e e e be e sbeneas 14

2.2.5 ProfessSional traiNiNg .........ooeieieieiee ettt bbb bbb ettt ettt et beere e 15

2.2.6 PrinCIPal OCCUPALION .......ectiiviitiiteitesteteie ettt e et et e te b et e besbe st e be e et e st e e e e enseseeseeneetesrenresrenrs 16

2.2.7 Additional income-generating activities to principal 0CCUPAtION ..........ccccoevverieiieiieiieie e 17

2.3 AGRICULTURE AND CROPS ......ccututitiseiterasessasessesessesesseessessasessesessesessesessesessesasessesessesesnesesnesenresessessasessssensans 18
2.3.1 Most important subsistence crops and Cash CrOPS .......ccvevrvrieierereresese e e ere e 18

2.3.2 Land ownership of agricultural fields (excluding vanilla) ...........ccccoveriiniiiininnineineeeseee 19



2.4 VANILLA FARMING .....teutiutettateettaseatestessesse st st bessessessesseseesees e se e st eb e e b e Rt eb e e bt s b e eh e b e b ne e b e s b e e e seeseebeebeabeabenbenneas 19

2.4.1 OWNErship OF VANITIA PIOLS ......ooviiiiiice bbb b 19
2.4.2 Acquisition OF Vanilla PIOLS ..o 20
2.4.3 Land use before vanilla CUtIVAtION ..o s 20
2.4.4 Use of family labour in vanilla Cropping ..o 21
2.4.5 Prices received for green and black vanilla in 2016/2017 ..........ccoooviiiniiineieieeeee e 22
2.5 HOUSEHOLD ASSETS AND WEALTH ...cettiutiattautesteasesteassesseessesseessesssesseassesseasseasseasesssessesnssssesnsessesssessesssesseens 23
2.5. 1 ENEIQY SOUICTES .....vviiutiesietetee sttt atee sttt abeesteeasbeestseasbeesbbeasbeesabe e ke e ssae e ke e e hbeeabeesbbe e beenbbe e beesnbeenbeeanbeebenan 23
2.5.2 Drinking Water/SANITALION...........ccccuiiirieieiieieeie ettt sttt eessese e e eneeteereareerenrs 23
2.5.3 FOUNAALION OF NOUSES ...ttt bbb ettt sttt ebe e ebe et 24
2.5.4 LIVESTOCK OWNEISNID ..ttt b ettt ettt bbb e b b e b 24
2.5.5 OWNEISHIP OF OthEr GSSELS .....cuiiviiiieeiiiieie bbbt eb e ebe e 25
2.6 IMPACT OF THE CYCLONE ENAWO ..ottt b et sae e sbe b sneesbenreen 25
3. GROUP COMPARISONS ...ttt et e e s be e s te e st e e s rbe e s be e e s taeesnaeeaneeeas 27
3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE GROUP COMPARISONS ......cuvvitirtrittesesestssesesessssssesesessasesesessssesesessssesesessssesesessssssesens 27
3.2 STATISTICAL ANALY SIS .. eiitteteiteetesteestesteesteestesteebesseesbesaeeaaeassesaeasesbeesbeabeeabeabeeabeasbesbeenbeabeebeebeenaeaneeseeannas 27
4. RESULTS OF GROUP COMPARISONS ..ottt e 29
4.1 HOUSEHOLD SIZE .....uviitieeeiteestesieesiesteesteeseesteeste bt esbesseebesseesbeeseesbeaneesbeesbeebee ke et eenbeesbesbeenbenbeenbeeaeenaeaneeseeaneas 29
4.2 EDUCATION ...uttitiettaueeate ettt e aesieesaesseesbeesee st e eabesbeeabeeae e bt eaeeeae £ ae e SheeaseeEe e be e E e e ebeeh e e ebeeh b e nbeem b e ebeembeebterbeaneenbeennas 30
4.2.1. Years of schooling by household head ..o 30
4.2.2. School certificates by housenold NEAUS ............c.ccveiiiiiii i 31
4.3 HOUSEHOLD ASSETS ...utteuetateetesieestesseestesssesseessesseessesseesesseeaseasseabeesseabe e aeabe e s b e as e e nbees s e sbeen s e nbeenneeneennesneenreannes 33
A4 N ANILLA FARMING ....citeeuttiteestesieestesteesteas e st es e st esseasees e sheeaneese e ahe e e e e Re e bt e Ee e Ee e b e e bt es e s bt en s e eb e e nn e eneeneaneenneennis 34
4.4.1 Number of vanilla plots per NOUSENOIA ..........cocv i 34
4.4.2 Field size, in hectares (ha), as the sum of all vanilla plotS...........ccoeiiiiniiniii e 35
4.4.3 Age of the oldest vanilla field ... 36
4.5, SALE OF GREEN VANILLA ....cuttitiettateeiteateesteestesteebesseesteaseeaseasessaeassesseeseeaseesbeaseesbeassesbeanseabeanbeeaeeaaesneeseesneas 38
4.5.1 Does the household Sell green Vanilla? ..o 38
4.5.2. Quantity of vanilla sold green in 2016..........ccooiiiiiiiiiie e 38
4.5.3 Price received per kg of green vanilla and the month in 2016 in which it was sold..............cc.cccceue.e. 40
4.6 SALE OF BLACK VANILLA . .....eettittetesteeittatiesteetesseebessee st sseeaseeseesbeaseabeenbeabe e beabeesbeas b e n bt en b e ab e e bt ebeenneaneenneaneas 42
4.6.1 Does the household sell bIack Vanilla? ............ccooiieiiiiiii s 42
4.6.2 Quantity of vanilla sold black iN 2016 ...........coveiiiiiiriicise e 42
4.6.3 Reasons t0 Sell black Vanilla ...........coooiiiiiiii s 43
4.6.4. Reasons not t0 Sell bIack VaNilla............c.covoviiiiiiii e 45
4.6.5 Price received per kg of black vanilla and the month in 2016/7 in which it was sold..............c.......... 47
4.7 TO WHOM WAS VANILLA SOLD .....ccttiteeitirttestiestasteetesseesseaseeasesssesseassessesssessesssessssssesssessesssessesssesssessesssesseses 49
4.8 TRUST TOWARDS VANILLA BUYERS .....cutttttiitiettesttestesteeteaieesaeseesaeassesseassesseestesssssteassesseassessssnsessssssesnsessesnns 51
4.8.1 Trust towards Vanilla CONBCIONS ..ot 51
4.8.2. Trust towards international cOmpPanies/ EXPOITELS ........ccocviiiirerirere e e 52



TR s o ) o3 11 1 53

4.9 VANILLA THEFT w.itittitietisteett sttt sttt sttt s et h b bt e bt e b £ 4R e R bt e R e R et e R e e e e e et e b e s e e bt eben b e bt en e 54
4.9.1 Was vanilla stolen from the fIeld? ... s 54

4.9.2 How much Vanilla Was STOIEN?...........couiiiiiiiieiste bbb 54

4.10 LIVELIHOOD DIVERSIFICATION ....ttiitiitiititeseieeteiee ettt tesit st sse st s sne b snear e ne e s e e et seese st ssesneenennis 55
4.10.1. LiveStoCK diVErSITICALION .......c.iiiiiriiiiiriciii et 55
4.10.2. Number of livestock (individualS) Per CIaSS .........cccciuireriiinieie e 56
4.10.3. NUMDEN OF NTFP USEH .....oviiieiiiiirietee bbbt 57

5. DISCUSSION ..ttt ettt a bt e et e bt e a bt e bt et e e ab e e bt e beenbeanbeenneas 59
5.1 SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND, OCCUPATION AND EDUCATION ....coiuiiviiiiiiiiiiiienie s 59
5.1.1 HOUuSENOId COMPOSITION. .....ccuiiiiiiiitiiiciee ettt e et nseteereaneerenns 59

5.1.2 Education of household heads and Children...........ccooieriiciicee e 61

5.1.3 Occupation, additional income-generating activities and livelihood diversification............cc.ccoceove.ee. 63

5.2 HOUSEHOLD ASSETS AND LIVING STANDARDS........vititteeseseessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssens 64
5.4 AGRICULTURE & CROPS .....ciiitiititiitististesse st sttt sttt ettt b ekt b e bbbt e b b se et b e e se e bt e en e e b e renne s 66
5.5. LAND CONVERSION AND DEFORESTATION ....viuviuteitiutesieseeiietesiessessestessesnessessssnesnesnessssnesesesssssessessesnessessesnens 66
5.6 VANILLA FARMING AND SALES .....cittittitiitiite ittt sttt ettt sb st an bt sn s an e b et sbe st e nbenne s 69
5.7 VANILLA BUYERS/BUSINESS PARTNERS ......veuttisttisessesessessasessesessesessesessesssessasessasessesessessssessssessssessesessesensns 70
5.8 TRUST AND FEAR OF CRIME.......ciiitiitiitiitiite ittt st sttt sb e sr e sn e et b e sre 71
DL0 SYNTHESIS 1.ttt e e bbb R e bbb 74
5.9.1 Gender and the vanilla value Chain ... 74

5.9.2 Multidimensionally poor NOUSENOIAS ............cveiiiiicire e 77
5.9.3. ContraCted NOUSENOIAS .........ccciriiireriie e 78

B. CONGCLUSION ...ttt bbb bbbt bbbt s e e b sb e et et e ebesbeeeeseesbeenee 80
REFERENGCES. ... ettt bbbt bt e e bt b e s be e sbe e sbeesbeenbeeane e e 81
APPENDIX L.ttt bbb R e R e b e Re e b e e nhe e sanenreenrreere e 94



. FIGURES

FIGURE 1: LEVEL OF CONTROL OVER PRODUCTION AND RISKS ENCOUNTERED BY FARMERS IN DIFFERENT CFAS,
SOURCE: ANSEEUW 2012.....cctiieeitie ettt ettt ettt e e et e e e et e e et e e s be e e s ebbe e e eabeeesabeeeabaeeeasbeeesabaeeeteeeesreeesnreeas N

FIGURE 2: LOCAL PRICES OF BLACK VANILLA IN SAMBAVA BETWEEN 1960-2017, SOURCE: DRAE 2018................ 4

FIGURE 3: PANEL OF MAPS OF A) THE LOCATION OF THE SAVA REGION WITHIN MADAGASCAR, B) THE LOCATION
OF OUR STUDY REGION WITHIN THE SAVA REGION AND C) THE STUDY REGION. MAP C) SHOWS THE 60
VILLAGES WHERE THE BASELINE SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED (YELLOW DIAMONDS) AND THE 323 VILLAGES
WHICH WERE PRE-SURVEYED (GREY DOTS). MAP C) ADDITIONALLY SHOWS THE THREE LARGEST CITIES,
RIVERS, PRIMARY, SECONDARY AND TERTIARY ROADS, MAROJEJY NATIONAL PARK AND FOREST COVER

WITHIN THE STUDY REGION. ....ctveutreriaresesreesresesseseetesresesresessesessesesse e ssese st sesseseassseesesnesesnesesnesesnesesnesesrenensennnes 8
FIGURE 4: FREQUENCIES (%) OF DIFFERENT HOUSEHOLD GROUPS IN REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE, N=1350............. 12
FIGURE 5: MALAGASY LITERACY A.) MALE, N=2842 AND B.) FEMALE, N=2861 ......cceoiiiieeeieeeeee e 13
FIGURE 6: ABILITIES IN READING, WRITING AND SPEAKING FRENCH A.) MALE (N=2842) AND B.) FEMALE, N= 2861

....................................................................................................................................................................... 14

FIGURE 7: SCHOOL CERTIFICATES OBTAINED BY A) MALE HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS & B) FEMALE HOUSEHOLD
IMEIMIBERS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt be et he e st s he e ee e e s e ek £ eh bt £ b £ es b e Sh £ 2 a ke SR £ 2R e SR e e b e SRR e AR e e RE e ARe e Rt AR e e Rt eE e e beeE b e nEeenbenbeenbeere e 15
FIGURE 8: % OF RESPONDENTS CITING CROP AMONG THE 5 MOST IMPORTANT A) SUBSISTENCE CROPS, B) CASH
CROPS, NTL350 ...ttt bbbt h kbRt R b ne e Rt Rt et s e e et est e b e et e bt eb e e b e b enenns
FIGURE 9: LAND OWNERSHIP OF AGRICULTURAL FIELDS IN RELATION TO HOUSEHOLD HEAD, N=1984
FIGURE 10: OWNERSHIP OF VANILLA PLOTS IN RELATION TO HOUSEHOLD HEAD (N=1462).... .
FIGURE 11: LAND ACQUISITION OF VANILLA PLOTS (NZL1613) ...oveiiiiiiiiieiiieieniee sttt
FIGURE 12: LAND USE BEFORE VANILLA CULTIVATION (NZL1613) ...ccuiiiiiicieieie et
FIGURE 13: USE OF FAMILY LABOUR AND INFRA-FAMILY LABOUR CONTRIBUTIONS IN VANILLA CROPPING, %
HOUSEHOLD MEMBER WAS MENTIONED FOR A) FATHER/MOTHER (N=1115), B) SHARE OF CHILDREN DIVIDED

INTO >16 YEARS OLD AND <16 YEARS OLD .....ciitiiueitiaueisteaeesieestesseestesseestesssessesssesssassesseansesssessesssessesnnsssesnns 21
FIGURE 14: PRICE RECEIVED FOR A) GREEN VANILLA (N=885) IN 2016 AND B) BLACK VANILLA (N=496) IN 2016/7.
MEAN +/- 1 STANDARD ERROR. ON THE 15T OF JULY 2016 ,1 € WAS 3,561 ARIARY . ...eeeeviiireireeiieecreeeeee s 22

FIGURE 15: ELECTRICITY AT HOME ..uttiiittiieiteeeitteeastteeesteeessaeessssseessssseesssesessssessassssesssssessssesessssessssessssssesnsssssnnens
FIGURE 16: ENERGY SOURCES USED FOR COOKING ......ccciiuiiiiitieeestteeeitreesiteeeessreessssessasesssssesessssssssssesssssesssnseesssens
FIGURE 17: % OF HOUSEHOLDS HAVING ACCESS TO A LATRINE (N=1350) ......ccoiiirieinieinieinienesie e
FIGURE 18: OF HOUSEHOLDS SHARING LATRINE WITH NEIGHBOURS (N=959) ......ocviiiiirieierieieeeeeeeee e
FIGURE 19: FOUNDATION OF HOUSES, N=1350......0iitiiiiiiiecitie e stee et te et esteesteesnve s stnesnneestaesneesnaesnteennnesnne s
FIGURE 20: % OF HOUSEHOLDS OWNING "OTHER ASSETS", N=1350..............
FIGURE 21: % OF HOUSEHOLDS IMPACTED BY THE CYCLONE ENAWO, N=1350

FIGURE 22: % OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH DAMAGES TO THEIR HOUSES THROUGH THE CYCLONE ENAWO................... 26
FIGURE 23: SCHOOL CERTIFICATES OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD; MALE VS. FEMALE HH HEADS, N=1327 ................ 31
FIGURE 24: SCHOOL CERTIFICATES OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HH HEADS, N=1328
....................................................................................................................................................................... 31
FIGURE 25: SCHOOL CERTIFICATES OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HH HEADS,
Nl OSSPSR 32
FIGURE 26: DOES THE HOUSEHOLD FARM VANILLA? A) MALE- VS. FEMALE HEADED HHS, B) MD POOR vS. MD
NON-POOR HHS, C) CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ......cccoviiiiiiiiiicc e 34
FIGURE 27: DOES THE HOUSEHOLD SELL GREEN VANILLA? A) MALE- VS. FEMALE HEADED HHS; B) MD POOR VS.
MD NON-POOR HHS; C) CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ......ccoiiiiiiiiiine e 38
FIGURE 28: PRICE RECEIVED FOR GREEN VANILLA BY MONTH (LEFT AXIS) AND % OF HHS THAT SOLD IN THIS
MONTH (RIGHT AXIS): MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS (N=674). MEAN +/- ST. ERROR ......ccceviveininrinnnnns 40
FIGURE 29: PRICE RECEIVED FOR GREEN VANILLA BY MONTH (LEFT AXIS) AND % OF HHS THAT SOLD IN THIS
MONTH (RIGHT AXIS) ; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS (N=683). MEAN +/- ST. ERROR .......cccceeevrvrinnnnne 41
FIGURE 30: PRICE RECEIVED FOR GREEN VANILLA BY MONTH (LEFT AXIS) AND % OF HHS THAT SOLD IN THIS
MONTH (RIGHT AXIS): CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS (N=772). MEAN +/- ST. ERROR............... 41
FIGURE 31: DOES THE HOUSEHOLD SELL BLACK VANILLA? A) MALE- VS. FEMALE HEADED HHS; B) MD POOR Vs.
MD NON-POOR HHS; C) CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS .....cccoiiiiiiiiiriie e 42
FIGURE 32: REASONS TO SELL BLACK VANILLA; MALE (N=442) VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS (N=42) ........ccceeeuennen. 43


file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078637
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078637
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078638
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078639
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078639
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078639
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078639
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078639
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078639
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078640
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078641
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078642
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078642
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078643
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078643
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078644
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078644
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078647
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078648
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078651
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078652
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078653
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078654
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078655
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078657
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078658
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078660
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078660
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078663
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078663
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078668

FIGURE 33: REASONS TO SELL BLACK VANILLA; MD POOR (N=162) vS. MD NON-POOR HHS (N=327) ................. 44
FIGURE 34: REASONS TO SELL BLACK VANILLA, CONTRACTED (N=211) VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS (N=384)......44

FIGURE 35: REASONS NOT TO SELL BLACK VANILLA; MALE (N=477) VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHs (N=128) ............. 45
FIGURE 36: REASONS NOT SELL BLACK VANILLA; MD POOR (N=201) VS. MD NON-POOR HHS (N=418) ............... 46
FIGURE 37: REASONS NOT SELL BLACK VANILLA; CONTRACTED HHS (N=154) vS. NON-CONTRACTED HHs (N=522)

....................................................................................................................................................................... 46

FIGURE 38: PRICE RECEIVED PER KG BLACK VANILLA DEPENDING ON MONTH (LEFT AXIS) AND % OF HHS WHO
SOLD THIS MONTH (RIGHT AXIS). MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS (N=474). MEAN +/- ST. ERROR.............. 47

FIGURE 39: PRICE RECEIVED PER KG BLACK VANILLA DEPENDING ON MONTH (LEFT AXIS) AND % OF HHS WHO
SOLD THIS MONTH (RIGHT AXIS); MULTIDIMENSIONAL POOR VS. NON-POOR HHS (N=529). MEAN +/- ST.

FIGURE 40: PRICE RECEIVED PER KG BLACK VANILLA DEPENDING ON MONTH (LEFT AXIS) AND % OF HHS wHO
SOLD THIS MONTH (RIGHT AXIS); CONTRACTED HHS VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS (N=613). MEAN +/- ST.

[T L0 PO
FIGURE 41: TO WHOM WAS VANILLA SOLD IN 2016; MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS
FIGURE 42: TO WHOM WAS VANILLA SOLD IN 2016; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS.........ccoeeiiiiiiiieecnee, 49
FIGURE 43: TO WHOM WAS VANILLA SOLD IN 2016; CONTRACTED HHS VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS.................... 50
FIGURE 44: SHARE OF HHS EXPERIENCING VANILLA THEFT FROM THE FIELD A) MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS;
B) MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS; C) CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ......ccoovciiiircrciiee 54

FIGURE 45: QUANTITY OF VANILLA STOLEN FROM THE FIELD IN 2016; A) MALE (N=729) VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS
(N=129); B) MD POOR (N=286) vS. MD NON-POOR HHs (N=587); C) CONTRACTED (N=288) VS. NON-
CONTRACTED HHS (NTZ7LL) ..ttt b et se e bt es e e et e st e s e e st eneebeereabeenennas 54

I.TABLES
TABLE 1: PRINCIPALS OF EU ORGANIC, FAIR TRADE AND RAINFOREST ALLIANCE CERTIFICATIONS (EUROPEAN
COMMISSION OF AGRICULTURE 2018, FAIR TRADE INTERNATIONAL 2018, RAINFOREST ALLIANCE 2018)...P

TABLE 2: CALCULATION OF THE MULTIDIMENSIONAL POVERTY INDEX, SOURCE: ALKIRE ET AL. 2015%............... R
TABLE 3: VILLAGE AND HOUSEHOLD SELECTION ...iiiuttiiieiiittieeeeeiiitteseesssssssssesssssissssssessssssssssssassssssssssssssssssessssseses 7
TABLE 4: HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS, NZ1329% ...ttt ettt et e et e e e etae e e eare e e snaeaean 13

TABLE 5: PROFESSIONAL FORMATION BY A.) ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS > 18 YEARS, AND B.) HOUSEHOLD HEADS
TABLE 6: PRINCIPAL OCCUPATION OF (A.) HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS >18 YEARS AND (B.) HOUSEHOLD HEADS*
TABLE 7: ADDITIONAL INCOME SOURCES TO PRINCIPAL OCCUPATION, FOR A.) HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS > 18 YEARS

AND B.) HOUSEHOLD HEADS™......eutitttetitetistetesteita bttt ettt bbb bbbt bbbttt 17
TABLE 8: LIVESTOCK HOLDINGS PER HH AND PER LIVESTOCK TYPE .cccitiieiteeeectteeeeteeeeaee e s enveeesveeeseaeesssneeessnneeeas 24
TABLE 9: FREQUENCIES AND SAMPLING WEIGHTS FOR GROUP COMPARISONS .....uvvviiviieitiieiireeesssreesssseesssssesssneneas 28

TABLE 10: HOUSEHOLD SIZE; MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS ........ccccceiue
TABLE 11: HOUSEHOLD SI1ZE; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS

TABLE 12: HOUSEHOLD SIZE; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ....c.evviiiiie e 29
TABLE 13: YEARS OF SCHOOLING HOUSEHOLD HEAD; MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS........ccoovoviiiiiiic e, 30
TABLE 14: YEARS OF SCHOOLING HOUSEHOLD HEAD; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS..........ccoeeviiiiiiiecie, 30
TABLE 15: YEARS OF SCHOOLING HOUSEHOLD HEAD; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ..., 30

TABLE 16: HOUSEHOLD ASSETS; MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS .....coooiviiiiiii e
TABLE 17: HOUSEHOLD ASSETS; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS

TABLE 18: HOUSEHOLD ASSETS; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS .....ccvviiiiiiiecec e 33
TABLE 19: NUMBER OF VANILLA PLOTS PER HH; MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS ..., 34
TABLE 20: NUMBER OF VANILLA PLOTS PER HH; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS..........ccceeiiiecciicceecce, 35
TABLE 21: NUMBER OF VANILLA PLOTS PER HH; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS.......oovieiiiiiieeies 35

TABLE 22: FIELD SIZE (HA) VANILLA PLOTS; MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS .........c...........
TABLE 23; FIELD SIZE (HA) VANILLA PLOTS; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS
TABLE 24: FIELD SIZE (HA) VANILLA PLOTS; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS .....ooiiiiiiiiiciece 36
TABLE 25: EXPERIENCE IN VANILLA FARMING IN YEARS; MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS ........ccoccooiiiiiinen. 36



file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078669
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078671
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078672
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078678
file://///Users/misteropf/Documents/diversity%20turn/Reports/Baseline%20report/2nd%20Version%20DTBS/pdf/DTBS_2nd_Version32.docx%23_Toc531078679

TABLE 26: EXPERIENCE IN VANILLA FARMING IN YEARS; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS.........cceoviiiiiiieine 37

TABLE 27: EXPERIENCE IN VANILLA FARMING IN YEARS; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHSs .37
TABLE 28: QUANTITY OF VANILLA SOLD GREEN (IN KG); MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS.......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiee 38
TABLE 29: QUANTITY OF VANILLA SOLD GREEN (IN KG); MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS ..o, 39
TABLE 30: QUANTITY OF VANILLA SOLD GREEN (IN KG); CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS........cccocvnee 39
TABLE 31; QUANTITY OF VANILLA SOLD BLACK (IN KG); MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS ......cccooiveiiiicicniee 42
TABLE 32: QUANTITY OF VANILLA SOLD BLACK (IN KG); MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS.........cccccvviviieiienen, 43
TABLE 33: QUANTITY OF VANILLA SOLD BLACK (IN KG); CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS .43
TABLE 34: TRUST TOWARDS VANILLA COLLECTORS; MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS .......ccoveiiiiiiiicieeccee, 51
TABLE 35: TRUST TOWARDS VANILLA COLLECTORS; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS .........cocoviiiiiiieiieeiies 51
TABLE 36: TRUST TOWARDS VANILLA COLLECTORS, CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS. ..., 51
TABLE 37: TRUST TOWARDS BIG VANILLA COMPANIES; MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS .........ccooeiiiiiieecee, 52
TABLE 38: TRUST TOWARDS BIG VANILLA COMPANIES; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS ........ccccociiiiiincnee. 52

TABLE 39: TRUST TOWARDS BIG VANILLA COMPANIES, CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS
TABLE 40: FEAR OF CRIME; MALE- VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS........ooiiiii e
TABLE 41: FEAR OF CRIME; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS..........oooiiiiiiiie e
TABLE 42: FEAR OF CRIME, CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ..ot
TABLE 43: NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK CLASSES; MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS .......ccviiiiiiiecec e
TABLE 44: NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK CLASSES; MD POOR VS.MD NON-POOR HHS ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiie e
TABLE 45: NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK CLASSES; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS ......
TABLE 46: NUMBER OF ANIMALS PER LIVESTOCK CLASS, MALE- VS. FEMALE HEADED HHSs
TABLE 47: NUMBER OF ANIMALS PER LIVESTOCK CLASS, MD POOR VS MD NON-POOR HHS...........ccoeiiiiiinn. 56
TABLE 48: NUMBER OF ANIMALS PER LIVESTOCK CLASS, CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS..................... 57
TABLE 49: NUMBER OF NTFP USED; MALE VS. FEMALE-HEADED HHS ....ccooiiiiiiiicec e e

TABLE 50: NUMBER OF NTFP USED; MD POOR VS. MD NON-POOR HHS .........cooiiiiiiicc e

TABLE 51: NUMBER OF NTFP USED; CONTRACTED VS. NON-CONTRACTED HHS

I11. APPENDIX

APPENDIX 1: DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK-PACKAGES .......ciitieeitiieiitieeeitreeesteeesiteeesitseesattesessseesssssesssssessssesesssenens 94
APPENDIX 2: SAMPLING WEIGHTS FOR VILLAGES WHERE VERTICAL INTEGRATION OF VANILLA WAS EX-ANTE

F N =3 =1 N PSR TRTORTPRP 100
APPENDIX 3: SAMPLING WEIGHTS FOR VILLAGES WHERE VERTICAL INTEGRATION OF VANILLA FAMERS WAS FOUND

..................................................................................................................................................................... 100
APPENDIX 4: SUMMARY OF OUTLIER REMOWVAL ...cccitiieiititieitee e stee e e ettt e e sateeesbeeesstaesesataaessbeeesbaeessstesessseeesnsnessnnens 100
APPENDIX 5: DTBS QUESTIONNAIRE .....vteittteteeitreateestreatesssseessseasseassesssssassesssssessessssesssssassessssssssssssssssessssesssesssns 100
APPENDIX 6: LIST OF DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES BY THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS AND

RURAL DEVELOPMENT, UNIVERSITY OF GOETTINGEN .....cciieiieitieieeeteestneesseessreesseesssesssesssessssssssesssnesssees 101



IV. ABBREVIATIONS

CFA
CURSA

DRAE

DTBS
Glz

HH
MD
MDG
MNP
MPI
NE
NGO
NTFP
PPN
SAVA
SRI
WP

Contract farming arrangement
Centre Universitaire Régional de la SAVA (Regional University Center of the
SAVA)

Direction Régionale de | "Agriculture et Elevage (Regional authority for
agriculture and animal husbandry)

Diversity Turn Baseline Study

Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Internationale Zusammenarbeit (German
Corporation for International Cooperation)

Household

Multidimensional

Millennium Development Goals

Madagascar National Parks

Multidimensional Poverty Index

North-eastern

Non-Governmental Organization

Non-Timber Forest Product

Produits de Premiére Nécessité (Essential products)
Sambava-Antalaha-Vohémar-Andapa (SAVA region)

Sustainable Rice Intensification

Work-package

Chi square test



V. CONTRIBUTING AUTHORS AND STAFF

Lead author

Dr. Hendrik Hénke, Research Unit Environmental- and Resource Economics, Department of
Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, University of Goettingen

Contributing authors

Jan Barkmann, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, University of
Goettingen & Department of Social Sciences, Hochschule Darmstadt — University of Applied
Sciences

Lloyd Blum, Ph.D. candidate, Research Unit Environmental- and Resource Economics,
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, University of Goettingen

Dr. Yvonne Franke, Goettingen Diversity Research Institute, Faculty of Social Sciences,
University of Goettingen

Dominic A. Martin, Ph.D. candidate, Biodiversity, Macroecology and Biogeography, Faculty
of Forest Sciences and Forest Ecology, University of Goettingen

Janna Niens, Ph.D. candidate, Didactics of Biology, Albrecht-von-Haller-Institute for Plant
Science, Faculty of Biology and Psychology, University of Goettingen

Kristina Osen, Ph.D. candidate, Tropical Silviculture and Forest Ecology, Faculty of Forest
Sciences and Forest Ecology, University of Goettingen

Viviana Uruena, Ph.D. candidate, Research Centre “Poverty, Equity and Growth in Developing
Countries”, Faculty of Economics, University of Goettingen

Annemarie Wurz, Ph.D. candidate, Agroecology, Department of Crop Science, Faculty of
Agricultural Sciences, University of Goettingen

Annette Witherspoon, Ph.D. candidate, Goettingen Diversity Research Institute, Faculty of
Social Sciences, University of Goettingen

Local Coordinators:
Fenoahja Soavita, Office Manager in Sambava, Madagascar

Guillaume Velotody, Field Coordinator in Sambava, Madagascar



Student assistants from the CURSA (Centre universitaire de la Région de la Sava)

Amina Rasoa Lucia Be Rafanomezantsoa
Hermel Tharsa Andrianarison Peronette Raharivololona

Ophélia Hyasmine Beanana Romual Randriamanantena
Erosinot Jean Befidimanana Yockline Marcelle Randrimihanta
Grimo Sedric Jaona Marie Elina Rasoa

Berthine Marie Maminirina Marie Samira Rasoanirina
Rodinien Mila Mamonjiniaina Jean Caliste Ravelonantenaina
Amedé Marc Théogéne Razafimaheza
Givelancia Niny Jacqueline Estenie Soa

Théogis Jean Rabe Theudy Alexis Solofoniaina

Management board of the “Diversity Turn” research project:
Prof. Dr. Jan Barkmann, Risk- and Sustainability Sciences, Department of Social Sciences,
University of Applied Sciences of Darmstadt; Associate Lecturer at the Faculty of Agricultural

Sciences, University of Goettingen

Prof. Dr. Andrea Blhrmann, Goettingen Diversity Research Institute, Faculty of Social

Sciences, University of Goettingen

Dr. Yvonne Franke, Goettingen Diversity Research Institute, Faculty of Social Sciences,

University of Goettingen

Dr. Hendrik Hénke, Research Unit Environmental- and Resource Economics, Department of

Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, University of Goettingen

Prof. Dr. Rainer Marggraf, Research Unit Environmental- and Resource Economics,

Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, University of Goettingen

Dr. Doreen Miller, Goettingen Diversity Research Institute, Faculty of Social Science,

University of Goettingen



VI. SHORT DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT

Land use substantially impacts human living conditions and livelihoods worldwide. Due to the
complex interaction of ecological, economic and social factors, the design of land use
innovations is an exemplary case of sustainability research. Land use research requires a
balanced attention to biophysical aspects of ecological systems as well as to the social

arrangements that shape rural land use.

The conditions, actors, institutions and forces shaping rural land use are very diverse within the
realm of both, social and the ecological systems. Yet, a systematic integration of the state-of-
the-art in the social science diversity debate is still lacking for environmental sustainability
research generally as well as for land use research in particular. Thus, it is the overall aim of
this project to foster a diversity-sensitive perspective for land use research. To achieve the
overall aim, we investigate a specific, ongoing social-ecological transformation process: The
introduction of vertical market integration into the vanilla value chain in north-eastern
Madagascar. As an integral component of the project, we investigate local power relations

potentially influencing socio-economic development.

Ecologically among the countries with highest endemism rates, Madagascar’s north-eastern
region is home to UNESCO World Heritage forest areas. These forests are of exceptional global
conservation value but are under high degradation pressure. On the other hand, despite being
the world’s largest producer of natural vanilla — one of the most valuable spices —, the country

remains one of the ten poorest in the world.

The approach of the project is decisively transdisciplinary. A transdisciplinary research
approach aims at transgressing academic disciplines where useful, and incorporating a broad
range of actors and stakeholders from both inside as well as outside of academia. The approach
is, inter alia, expected to help in the identification of the multiple and complex levels of analysis
required to investigate the factors influencing the impacts of the current transformation
processes in the project region. The integration of stakeholder input into the research process is
facilitated using qualitative and participatory research approaches and methods, such as open

interviews, consultations, stakeholder reviews and feedback meetings.

A detailed description of the ten different Work-packages (WPs) and the contributing

researchers can be found in Appendix 1.
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VIII. CLARIFICATION OF IMPORTANT TERMS

Some terms are key to our research project and they will reappear throughout this report.
Among them are contract farming arrangements (CFAs), vertical integration,
certifications/private voluntarily standards, social diversity, common buyers/middlemen
in the vanilla value chain and multidimensional poverty. In this introductory section, we

provide a short background on those terminologies.

A. Vertical integration and Contract farming arrangements (CFAS)

Vertical integration means that production processes along a value chain are centrally
coordinated. An increasing interest in vertical integration originates from the need to safe-guard
the process quality of agricultural products, e.g., if advertised as organic, produced under Fair
Trade conditions or related to Corporate Social Responsibility programmes targeting
consumers in high-income countries (Henson and Jaffee 2004, Swinnen 2007). Without
contractually guarded vertical integration, respective quality claims are difficult to substantiate.
Vertical integration is included to different levels in CFAs (see Figure 1). CFAS are a mean to
share risks between farmers and contractors, and CFAs have considerably increased in recent
years (Barrett et al. 2012, Ton et al. 2018). The vertical integration of smallholder farmers into
international value chains through contracts can reduce rural poverty (Pingali 2007, Barrett et
al. 2012). However, the benefits arising from such contracts for poor small-scale farmers in
developing countries are controversial (Little and Watts 1994, Key and Runsten 1999,
Havnevik et al. 2007)

There are three common models of CFAs that differ in the level or risk-sharing, decision right
transmission and the level of vertical integration between firm and farmer (Key and Runsten
1999, Anseeuw 2012; see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Level of control over production and risks encountered by farmers in different CFAs, Source: Anseeuw 2012



i. Market-specification contracts represent pre-harvest agreements that engage a buyer in
providing a market outlet to a farmer under pre-agreed conditions. The contracted issues refer
to price, quantity, quality and scheduling of the delivered products. The farmer transfers some

risks to the buyer, while keeping control over production (Bijman 2008).

ii. Management-providing (or production-management) contracts include the same
arrangements as market-specification contracts but in addition demand the adoption of
particular farming practices (e.g. land management, fertilizer application rates and planting
time) or post-harvest handling. The buyer exercises more stringent control over farming

practices. In exchange, the buyer usually accepts more marketing risks (Bijman 2008).

iii. Resource-providing contracts can be close to a complete vertical integration. The buyer
not only provides a market outlet but also delivers key inputs, such as credit, technology and/or
technical assistance. How much risk and control is shifted from the farmer to the buyer depends
on the individual contract as resource-providing contracts may just provide inputs and an output

market to the farmer but leave most production decisions to the farmer (Bijman 2008).

B. Private Voluntary Standards

From a legal point of view, private standards are voluntary as they arise from a coordinated
process in which key participants within an industry or commodity sector seek consensus.
Voluntary standards may be introduced as a response to consumer preferences, or as a result of
initiatives led by NGOs and industry associations. They are usually verified through third-party
auditing. In contrast, mandatory standards are legally binding government regulations
(Giovannucci and Ponte 2005). Mandatory standards may address technical requirements,
testing, quality certification and labelling. In addition, government regulated voluntary
standards exist, such as the European Union organics standard. While imported vanilla does not
have to be certified ‘organic’ according to EU regulation, imported vanilla must conform to the

EU Organic Regulations in order to be sold as organic in the EU.

The three most common voluntary sustainability standards used by vanilla trading companies
in the SAVA Region are: Fair Trade (private/voluntary), EU Organic (voluntary, officially

regulated), and Rainforest Alliance (private/voluntary) (see Table 1).



Table 1: Principals of EU Organic, Fair Trade and Rainforest Alliance Certifications (European Commission of Agriculture
2018, Fair Trade International 2018, Rainforest Alliance 2018)

Principles EU Organic | Fair Trade Rainforest

Alliance

Improved livelihoods and human well-being
-legal minimum wages paid to farmers and wage labourers X X
-no use of child labour

Fixed minimum prices and price premiums

-Certified farmers receive fixed-price premiums to add up to a fair minimum
price that allow for continued production regardless of market prices.

-When the market price is higher than the Fair Minimum Price, producers
should receive the current market price or the price negotiated at contract
signing

Democratic decision making

Farmers are expected to form cooperatives that distribute the price premium.
Profits should be equally distributed among the farmers. All members have a
voice and vote in the decision-making process of the cooperative

Integrated planning and farm management

-e.g. wide crop rotation as a prerequisite for an efficient management of soil
fertility

-taking advantage of on-site resources, such as livestock manure for fertiliser
or feed produced on the farm

-integrated pest management

Strict limits on synthetic inputs

-reduction of chemical pesticide and synthetic fertiliser X X
-reduction of livestock antibiotics and food additives
Prohibition of the use of genetically-modified organisms

Biodiversity conservation

-avoiding negative consequences on nearby protected areas and aquatic
systems

-maintaining wildlife corridors

Natural resource conservation

-certified farms work to minimize soil erosion and compaction, water X
conservation, solid waste management

C. Common traders and middle-men in the vanilla sector

Rabatteurs: often live in the same villages as their customers, and offer their services to neighbours
and extended family members. They buy and transport vanilla to commissionaires (see below) and
instead of paying farmers a fixed fee at the point of sale, they pay them after the vanilla has been sold.

Hence, it is a “relational contract” that is struck with rabbateurs.

Commissionaires: usually - but not necessarily - work in assistance with rabatteurs and sell further to
collectors or preparators. They take a fixed up-front commission for their service of searching a supplier
or a buyer, depending on whether they work for preparators or for farmers. Commissionaires usually
pay cash to farmers directly at the moment of vanilla sales.

Commissionaires and rabatteurs are close types of middlemen, the main difference is that rabatteurs do

not offer cash at the moment of vanilla sales.

Collectors: Collectors are employed and paid on a contractual basis by an exporter or preparator.

Collectors usually buy vanilla from commissionaires and rabatteurs.



Preparators: Preparators cure and often store the vanilla. Some, often small, preparators are based
directly in the villages, whilst others, usually bigger ones, are based in towns. Depending on their size,
preparators can be collectors, buying green vanilla, while also selling cured vanilla to collectors or

exporters.

Exporter: Exporting companies are in contact with collectors, preparators, international traders and
flavour houses. Increasingly, they are also having direct connections to vanilla farmers, often involving
CFAs. Increasingly, flavour houses and large international food corporations directly export their own
vanilla supply (i.e. Danone, Nestlé, Symrise, among others). Many of their contracted farmers are also

part of a certification scheme (i.e. Fairtrade, Organic and Rainforest Alliance).

D. Social diversity

Borne out of studies on the socio-cultural positioning of specific demographic groups, social
diversity is concerned with the social production of inequalities. It investigates the life
experiences of the marginalized, and the patterns and forms of societal power relations believed
to underpin social inequality that shape their lives (Yuval-Davis 2006, Zanoni et al. 2010,
Scambor and Struve 2016).

Diversity, from a theoretical perspective, advocates for acceptance, appreciation and respect of
the different ways individuals and groups contribute to society. Diversity, in the social context,
is concerned with social differences (gender, age, class, physical/mental ability, race, sexual
orientation, religion) and how these differences are constructed and maintained through social
structures.

Drawing on this basic understanding of social diversity, our project identifies relevant
variations and employs the term across two socio-cultural spaces while emphasizing the role of
power, defined in terms of capacity and influence of all actors.

1. The general local context at village and household arena: gender, age, wealth, class),
ancestry, occupation, ability (knowledge and skills), marital status, parenthood, residence
status;

2. Vanilla value chain at the production arena: principal occupation, gender, marital status, age,
access to land, wealth, size and number of plot, plot management capacity, certification status,
farmer association membership status and role, marketing preferences, diversified income

sources.



E. Multidimensional poverty

Many studies assess poverty using household income or expenditure as a single poverty
indicator. These studies fail to capture the multifaceted characteristics of poverty (Alkire et al.
2015). In contrast, the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI; Alkire and Foster 2011, UNDP
2018) uses ten indicators (Table 2).

Table 2: Calculation of the Multidimensional Poverty Index, Source: Alkire et al. 2015*

Dimension Indicator Deprived if... Relative
weight
Education Years of schooling No household member has completed five years of schooling. 1/6
Child school attendance  Any school-aged child is not attending school up to the age at which they 1/6
would
Health Child mortality Any child has died in the household 1/6
Nutrition* Any adult or child that, for whom there is nutritional Information is 1/6

malnourished.

Living Electricity The household has no electricity at home 1/18
standard Improved sanitation The household's sanitation facility is not improved (according to MDG 1/18
guidelines), or improved but shared with other households
Safe drinking water The household does not have access to safe drinking water (according to 1/18
MDG guidelines) or safe drinking water is more than a 30-minute walk from

home. Roundtrip

Flooring The household has a dirt, sand or dung floor 1/18
Cooking fuel The household cooks with dung, wood or charcoal. 1/18
Assets The household does not own more than one radio, TV, telephone, bike, 1/18

motorbike, refrigerator and does not own a car or truck.

*Data on nutrition could not be sampled and, therefore, has a value of 0 (Alkire et al. 2015)

We identify multidimensionally (MD) poor and MD non-poor HHs based on the MPI. The MPI
methodology is increasingly used for global analysis and international comparisons (UNDP
2018). The MPI does not include cash income. Its 10 indicators cover three dimensions:
education, health and living standards. Each of the three dimensions have a weight of 1/3 (a
third) in sum but consist of different indicators. The MPI value is, thus, a value between 0-1.
HHSs are defined as MD poor if they are deprived in a third or more of all weighted indicators,
or in other words, if they have a MPI value of < 0.33 (Alkire et al. 2015, UNDP 2018).



1. INTRODUCTION

Madagascar ranks among the poorest countries in the world, with over ninety percent of its
population living with less than US$2 per day (World Bank 2015a). However, its exceptional
biodiversity, natural assets, and its young and growing population present potential for growth
(IMF 2015, World Bank 2015b). With an increasing attention on the role of value chain
development to fight rural poverty and to foster sustainable growth, there has been a
proliferation of the approach across developing countries (Coles and Mitchell 2011), including
Madagascar (Donovan et al. 2013). Value chain development can include the vertical
integration of smallholder farmers into value chains via contract farming arrangements (CFAS).
Some industry actors advocate vertical integration with the final aim to reduce the gap between

producers and manufacturers (Donovan et al. 2013, Sielaff et al. 2014).

With respect to the vanilla value chain, CFAs were introduced to Madagascar around the early
2000s by international flavour houses and export companies, and have spread rapidly. This shift
in vanilla sourcing and contracting is generally presented as a success story by enterprises,
development agencies and NGOs. However, empirical evidence of the effect on vanilla farmer

livelihoods and biodiversity are so-far lacking.

The SAVA region in north-eastern Madagascar delivers a large share (80%) of all global
bourbon vanilla supply (CNV International 2018). Yet, little is documented about its producer
communities and the value of vanilla cultivation for regional biodiversity. Employing an inter-
and transdisciplinary research approach, the Diversity Turn Project investigates this process to

assess the social, economic and ecological benefits for smallholder farmers and biodiversity.

The Diversity Turn Baseline Study (DTBS) aims to provide information on livelihoods in the
SAVA region with a special focus on vanilla farmers. It provides baseline data for the
identification of villages and households (HHs) for upcoming research. Furthermore, the DTBS
provides quantitative information on our study region profiling central characteristics of vanilla
farmers and vanilla farms. A special emphasis is placed on living standards, socio-economic
differences and CFA adoption. With little available data on the study region, this baseline was

set up to fill the data gap and provide a point of reference throughout the research project.

The DTBS report is organized in five main sections:



- an introduction, which presents a review of demographic, historical, socio-cultural and
market context of the study region, the explorative research work prior to this survey, study
design and study limitations.

- Section 2 outlines the descriptive characteristics of the study population based on selected
data (HH composition, education, crop cultivation, vanilla cultivation, assets and living
standards).

- Section 3 introduces the pairs of groups we are comparing, including details on statistical
analysis.

- Section 4 presents comparisons of groups based on gender (male-/female-headed HHs),
market integration (contracted/non-contracted HHs) and multidimensional (MD) poverty
(MD poor/ MD non-poor HHs).

- Insection 5 a discussion of the findings in sections 2 and 4 is presented, with conclusions

drawn and recommendations provided in section 6.

Two outstanding events make the period covered by this survey particularly interesting. First,
there has been dramatic rise in vanilla prices since 2015 including price spikes that set local
record prices of green vanilla (see Figure 2). Our survey covers this period (2016)
retrospectively. Second, this DTBS was conducted approximately two months after the region
was hit by the category 4 cyclone (Saffir—Simpson scale) ENAWO, which affected more than
200,000 people in the SAVA region (Probst et al. 2017).

1.1 The SAVA region and vanilla

The SAVA region constitutes one of the twenty-two regions of Madagascar, and is divided into
4 districts, 79 communes and 803 Fokotany (MINEAP 2003). The name SAVA is an
abbreviation of the districts (Sambava, Antalaha, Vohemar and Andapa). It is considered home
to the Betsimisaraka and Tsimehety ethnic groups, who are the majority ethnic groups in the
region (Tilghman 2014). The Sakalava ethnic group, however, dominates the northern
Vohemar district (MINEAP 2003). Due to its fertile soils and possibilities to grow cash crops
and rice, the region has historically experienced immigration (MINEAP 2003). The SAVA
region is predominantly Christian but there is also a substantial presence of Muslims and
adherents to traditional ancestry beliefs. Often traditional beliefs are combined with Christianity
(MINEAP 2003).



Madagascar is one of the “hottest biodiversity hotspots” (Myers et al. 2000, Ganzhorn et al.
2001), and the SAV A region is home to a particularly high share of endemic species (Allnutt et
al. 2013). However, the region shows an alarming deforestation rate (Allnutt et al. 2013,
Arruda-Ferreira 2018), and is known for illegal rosewood extraction including extraction from

protected areas (Patel 2007, Randriamamonjy et al. 2016).

Vanilla was introduced to Madagascar around the year 1880 by colonial France via the
neighbouring island of La Réunion. The north-eastern part of the island, today the SAVA
region, became the vanilla growing region under French colonial rule due to its well adapted
climate and geography. Today, the SAVA region is the largest vanilla producing area
worldwide, with an estimated 70,000 smallholder farmers producing 80-90% of the Malagasy
bourbon vanilla on ~25,000 hectares of land (ILO 2011). This has made Madagascar the
producer of between 50 — 80% of all global vanilla in the past 10 years (FAOstat 2018).
Currently, vanilla is Madagascar’s most important export commodity accounting for 19 % of

all export value (OEC 2017).

Cultivated by smallholder farmers, vanilla farming is labour-intensive as it is produced using
traditional farming methods. Without mechanisation or agricultural inputs, farmer manually

clear plots, plant tutor trees and vanilla vines, weed and hand pollinate each vanilla flower.

The approach of the Malagasy government to the vanilla market has changed over the years.
Through the 1970s until the early 1980s, the Malagasy government exercised a monopoly over
the vanilla market. Agricultural policies emphasized state control of prices and marketing,
export taxes on crops, and a protection of the domestic industries (Cadot et al. 2008). The
structural adjustment policies of the World Bank from 1995 to 1997 gradually liberalized the
vanilla market opening the door for competition, a diversity of actors and a free market system.
This process drove up farm gate prices but has contributed to price volatility (Cadot et al. 2008).
Ten years ago, the Malagasy Government’s role was restricted to setting the date of vanilla
marketing, and setting sanitary and quality inspections (ibid). Currently (2018), several
additional regulations exist, ranging from a prohibition of early vanilla harvesting via temporal
restrictions on vanilla local transport and international exports to the restrictive issuance of

export licences.



With recent dramatic increases in vanilla prices, increasing insecurity came along. Vanilla theft
in the fields and in the curing process have become a wide spread problem in the region (see
section 4.8 below). Consequently, many farmers spend substantial resources during the last two
to three months before harvest guarding their fields against thieves and robbers. Alternatively,
farmers harvest immature vanilla in order to reduce the risk of theft affecting negatively on the
quality of the product.

These present major challenges for smallholder farmers of whom the large majority depend on
an informal vanilla market beleaguered by a multiplicity of middlemen (Packer 2008, Fairfood
International 2014). Other challenges include the complex production cycle! of vanilla and
climate-related disasters as the region is regularly hit by cyclones. These repeating devastations
to vanilla fields impact the global vanilla supply and have global impact on its prices (Brown
2007). In 2003, long droughts across Madagascar followed by a devastating cyclone affected
local production — even wiping out much of the warehouse stock. This caused a boom in prices,

which was immediately followed by a dramatic price bust (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Local prices of black vanilla in Sambava between 1960-2017, Source: DRAE 2018

Following the price spike in 2002-2003, an increasing number of national exporters and
international flavour houses started CFAs with vanilla producers. Such agreements were
virtually absent in the vanilla sector prior to this price spike (Packer 2008, Sielaff et al. 2014).
As we will see, 15% of all vanilla farmers in our study region are in CFAs with an exporter,
collector or other formal business partner today (see Figure 4). A few international flavour

houses have established sourcing centres in the SAVA Region. They are either competing or

1 When vanilla plants are destroyed by cyclones, farmers can only harvest again 3 years after replanting
vanilla vines
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partnering with traditional collectors, importers and exporters. Contracted vanilla farmers
receive a varying combination of benefits. The benefits can include price premiums, access to
credit, support for income diversification, technical assistance, vocational training, educational

support and free health insurances.

The impact of this current shift in vanilla sourcing for both local livelihoods and the regional
biodiversity is the central focus of our research project. We ask on the one hand, who are the
vanilla farming HHs that benefit from such CFAs? Are benefits evenly distributed among the
local population? Are inequalities in - and between households and villages amplified? Are
certain social groups excluded and are dependencies between small-scale farmers and
companies reinforced? On the other hand, we investigate through an ecological lens what is the
value of vanilla plots for biodiversity and can vanilla farming contribute to the conservation of

biodiversity on a regional scale?

1.2. Explorative phase prior to baseline survey

The research team (Ph.D. and master students instructed by Dr. Yvonne Franke) conducted an
explorative research phase from October - December 2016. Adopting the methodology of a
transdisciplinary approach, the main objective of this phase was to build a research agenda that
reflected the interest and priorities of stakeholders. With that aim, we conducted twelve semi-
structured expert interviews with stakeholders of the vanilla value chain (farmers, collectors
and exporters), government officials and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOSs).
Additionally, we organized two focus group discussions with vanilla farmers in two different
villages. Reflecting the interdisciplinary nature of the research team, the interviews and
workshops considered the interaction of socio-economic and biological factors.

The team analysed the data by applying a content analysis approach following Meuser and
Nagel (2002). The interview material was jointly discussed. Core insights were visualised in
seven problem-centred mind maps and subsequently discussed in a stakeholder meeting. As a
point in case, we are following the idea to communicatively validate our findings with the non-
academic partners of the research project, which is a common tool in transdisciplinary research
(Brandt et al. 2013).

The qualitative phase provided insights on the needs and problems that stakeholders and,
particularly, smallholder farmers currently face. These so-called “real-world-problems”, as
dubbed in transdisciplinary research approaches were framed into questions for the baseline

questionnaire (cf. Hirsch Hadorn et al. 2008). A central topic of interest for farmers, and nearly
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all Work-packages (WPs), included vanilla theft. Thus, the DTSB assessed the number of HHs
affected by theft and the amount of vanilla stolen (see results section 4.9 Vanilla theft). Other
important issues emerging from the explorative field phase where the perceptions of additional
benefits offered by corporate buyers, motivations to associate as farmer groups and land use
practices. Besides the issues of general interest, the explorative phase helped each WP to clarify

(proxy) questions, which addressed their specific concerns and interests.

1.3 Study region and sampling design

After key informant interviews between the lead author and vanilla exporters and traders,
government officials and NGOs in May-June 2016, our study region was confined to the core
vanilla region inside the SAVA region (see Figure 3)2. The regions and villages inside the
SAVA that were chosen were those where most vanilla is sourced from and where CFAs
between vanilla buyers and vanilla farmers were found in 2016. The region represents not only
and interesting study region for the impact of CFAs on the livelihoods of vanilla famers, but
also for both, biodiversity and social diversity. In fact, it is one of the most biodiverse areas
globally (Allnutt et al. 2013) and our chosen study villages differ socio-economically. The
villages differ in size, geography, market access, vanilla business relations and general
infrastructure.

However, due to logistic constraints, we set the limit of our study area to villages up to 10 km
away from primary, secondary or tertiary roads (see Figure 3). Still, some of the study villages
covered are only accessible by pirogue and/or motorbike. During the rainy season, however,
some of these villages are only accessible by foot.

Prior to the DTBS, information on our studied villages (sizes, locations, characteristics),
population demographics and local livelihoods was extremely scarce. Consequently, all villages
<10 km from primary, secondary and tertiary roads were systematically visited and recorded
through GPS devices (n= 323, see grey dots in Figure 3 for all villages covered). Subsequently,
we conducted a rapid survey with the chef du village to cover the village size, demographics,
infrastructure as well as corporate affiliation of regular vanilla buyers. Addressed questions
included:

-How many men, women and children live in the village?

2 The vanilla growing region continues down to Maroantstetra (south of Antalaha), where a track can be
walked in 2-3 days. Likewise, west of Sambava and Antalaha, and a bit north of our study region, vanilla
is also cultivated according to local experts.



-Who are the main buyers of vanilla?

-Are there vanilla contracts or private voluntary standards in place?

-Are NGOs working in these villages?

-Are there schools, health centres, cooperatives and associations and other farmer organizations?”

In 216 villages, no CFAs were reported to exist while the presence of CFAs were claimed in
107 villages (ex-ante data on CFA presence). The standards in use and secured via CFAs are
mainly Rainforest Alliance, and various Fair Trade and Organic standards (see above for a
clarification of private voluntarily standards). Sampled villages in the pre-survey cover a total
population of around 156,000 inhabitants in total (including children). In addition, we received
(i.) population lists (inhabitants >18 years old)? and (ii.) collected producers lists. Producer lists
are lists of vanilla producers, which are organized for or by companies/certifiers in associations
or other farmer organizations.

Village selection was done through a stratified random sample as we wanted to sample different
village sizes evenly distributed (see Table 3). This led to a sample of 30 villages where ex-ante

no CFAs with vanilla farmers existed and 30 villages where CFAs ex-ante did exist.

Table 3: Village and household selection

Villages

30 villages with households in CFAs 30 villages without households in CFAs
Inhabitants N Inhabitants N
0-1000 6 0-1000 6
1001-2000 6 1001-2000 6
2001-3000 6 2001-3000 6
3001-4000 6 3001-4000 6
>4000 6 >4000 6
Sum 30 Sum 30

Households
-15 random chosen from population list -30 random chosen from population list
-15 random chosen from producers list

In villages where (i.) CFAs were ex-ante absent, 30 households were randomly sampled from
a population list. We also sampled (ii.) 30 villages where CFAs were ex-ante present. Here, we
sampled 15 households per village randomly from the population list and 15 randomly from the

producers list, respectively.

3 Election lists were crosschecked with the chef du village. If the chef du village had updated lists of his
village, we sampled directly from the latest population list in situ. However, we have reason to believe
that our sampling protocol was not followed strictly enough in at least 8 villages. Please see the 7

corrigendum in the beginning of this document.



When different producer lists existed in one village, we pooled the producers lists into a single
list for subsequent HH selection. Sampled HHs from producers” lists are more likely to have
entered CFAs, to produce certified vanilla, or are in the certification process (n= 450). In effect,
HHs with CFAs are oversampled by a factor of 2.3 (see Table 9) justified by the central
Diversity Turn research interest in CFAs/vertical integration impacts.

Finally, the DTBS includes a sample of 1,350 randomly selected, representative HHs, and 450
HHs chosen randomly from producer lists (non-representative). To balance both, village as well
as household samples, sampling weights are presented in Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 for

village stratification; see also Equation 1 how they have been calculated.
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Figure 3: Panel of maps of a) the location of the SAVA region within Madagascar, b) the location of our study region within
the SAVA region and c) the study region. Map c) shows the 60 villages where the baseline survey was conducted (yellow
diamonds) and the 323 villages which were pre-surveyed (grey dots). Map c) additionally shows the three largest cities,
rivers, primary, secondary and tertiary roads, Marojejy National Park and forest cover within the study region.

1.4 Limitations and constraints
As in all surveys, questions and answers can be influenced by both interviewers and respondent
biases. Respondents might not feel comfortable and/or not answer sensitive questions, such as

illiteracy or their vanilla business relations, among others. Therefore, respondents were
8



informed that they had the possibility not to answer, that the data is treated anonymously and

that they could terminate the interview at anytime. Respondents may also have wrong

expectations knowing that foreigners were implementing the survey, e.g., over-reporting vanilla

theft in hope to attract support. Particularly quantitative, open questions have sometimes been

difficult for respondents to answer accurately. To facilitate valid responses, farmers had the

choice, for example, to answer questions on the quantity of vanilla losses or of vanilla theft in

either in kilograms or percentages. The answers to the following questions are the most likely

to be limited:

- sizes of agricultural fields (including vanilla fields) as they are not precisely measured and instead
self-estimated,

- labour (particularly child labour),

- vanilla theft, and

- premature vanilla harvesting and sale

In Section 4, we compare male- and female-headed HHs. However, we cannot cover the entire
gender complexity by this survey. As our unit of analysis is the HH, consisting of both males
and females, an intra-household comparison was not aimed at and, consequently, cannot be
performed. In effect, gender biases are only covered through differences in HH heads
(male/female), which prevent holistic gender comparisons.

Moreover, the study region we choose is the region where most vanilla sourcing takes place
and where most CFAs have been found in 2016. However, vanilla cultivation can be found in
very remote areas in the SAVA region as well, that is, areas, that are only accessible by more
than 10km of several days of walking and/or pirogue trips on rivers or outside of the core vanilla
growing areas. These areas are not covered by our survey and, therefore, we cannot provide

information on these areas.

1.5 Tools and data collection

Data collection for the baseline survey took place between April and June 2017. The database
was prepared through XLS programming (see xIsform.org) and we used tablets (Lenovo Yoga
Tab 3) equipped with the KoboCollect software (see kobotoolbox.org).

The baseline data was collected with the support of 20 student assistants (10 female, 10 male)
from the regional Centre Universitaire de la SAVA (CURSA), which is based in Antalaha. The
20 CURSA students were grouped into teams of five, with one additional non-student team
leader per group. Students and supervisors received a training of 10 days by the lead author.

The training included an introduction to survey technics, variable formats in questionnaires and
9
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the use of the KoboCollect application. The assistants were taught how to ask sensitive
questions, to respect respondent choices on survey participation (whole survey, single
questions) and on terminating an interview at any time. The questionnaire was translated into
the regional dialect with the support of our local coordinators and the CURSA students. The
DTBS was pre-tested in two villages (n=60 HHs) with each enumerator pre-testing the survey
with three different HHs.

Data cleaning was done by the lead author with the support of an assistant. Some variables were
recoded and/or grouped if the variable was open and qualitative. For numerical open questions,
Grubbs outlier tests (Grubbs 1950) were conducted at o« = 0.05, which control for either one-
sided tests: maximum outlier values or minimum outlier values or both, that is, double-sided

tests (a summary of outlier removal and data cleaning can be found in Appendix 4).

1.6 Design and structure of the questionnaire

The questionnaire design was coordinated by the lead author of the present report. However,
the survey was the result of joint work with the other WPs, each of whom contributed questions
according to their research interests. The questionnaire had the following sections (see
Appendix 5 for the complete DTBS survey):

1. Socio-economics, demographics and education of all household members
a. Household composition
b. Religion, clan/ethnic affiliation, length of time in community
¢. Education and training
d. Principal occupation

2. Agriculture (all plots excluding vanilla)

Number and sizes of plots

All cultivated crops

The 5 most important crops (subsistence & income)

Land ownership, acquisition of land

. Previous land use before agriculture

3. Vanilla plots, management and production (time reference = past 3 years)
Number and sizes of plots

Land ownership, acquisition of land

Previous land use before vanilla cultivation

Shading level of plot

Age of the fields

Number of vanilla vines on the field

Production of (green and black) vanilla

How many vanilla vines have been added in the past 3 years?
Have the fields been reduced or enlarged?

Diseases

®o0 o
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4. Labour utilisation and expenses
a. In which months is labour engaged for (i.) pollination, (ii) weeding, soil preparation, (iii.) security,
and (iv.) material/other expenses
b. Household labour for different agricultural activities (as in a.)

5. Vanilla preparation and markets
Activities to avoid theft
Do households cure vanilla themselves?
How much vanilla is sold green and black (past 3 years)
In which months is vanilla sold for which price?
To whom is vanilla sold?
Membership in associations/cooperatives/other farmer groups
6. Contract farming arrangements and private voluntary sustainability standards
a. ldentification of contract farming arrangements and private voluntary sustainability standards in use
among vanilla farmers by distinguishing:
i. farmers who respect a set of obligations that are typically associated with supplier contracts
ii. farmers who respect obligations which are distinct to the Rainforest Alliance vs. Fair Trade vs.
Organic standards used by some vanilla exporters to differentiate their products
CFA benefits
c. Farmer perceptions on the relative importance of CFA benefits
Farmer perceptions on the relative importance of CFA obligations

7. Trust and perceptions of crime
a. Measures of trust-levels on the following groups: (i.) village/community actors, (ii) ethnic groups,
(iii) police and (ii.) collectors/ enterprises.
b. Fear of crime
8. Living standards / Assets
a. Diseases/mortality in the household
b. Electricity
c. Sanitation/drinking water
d. Fixation (material) of house
e. Possession of other assets
9. Income and livelihood diversification
a. Importance of income from livestock and forest products
b. Forest products that are (i.) used and (ii.) sold
10. Livestock
a. Livestock assets
b. Reasons for keeping livestock
11. Impact of the cyclone ENAWO

a. Share of households damaged
b. Description of the cyclone damage

o o0 o
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2. DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS

2.0 Introduction Results Sections

This is the first of two results sections. In this section, we present selected descriptive statistics
of the sample of randomly selected HHs (n=1350) representing the study region.

Generally, all presented values indicate mean values + 1 Standard Error, if not otherwise

mentioned.

2.1 Sample composition with respect to variables of particular interest (“key variables”)

100+

91%
73] 83%
3 50+
257 33%
19% 15%
0 | | | | |
Farming HHs Vanilla farming HHs ~ Multidimensional Female-headed Contracted vanilla

poor HHs HHs farming HHs
Figure 4: Frequencies (%) of different household groups in representative sample, N= 1350

Of the 1350 sampled HHSs, 91.0 % farm crops and 82.6 % also produce vanilla. A third (33%)
of the HHs are MD poor. Nearly a fifth (19%) of sampled HHs are female-headed, of which
~12 % are divorced, 5% are widowed and 2% are living without a male partner and heading
the HH due to other reasons. Among the HHSs that farm vanilla, 15% are in a contract farming
arrangement (CFA) with a vanilla exporter, collector or vanilla preparator.

MD poor and contracted HHs, will be used in group comparisons in Section 4.

2.2 Socio-economic and socio-demographic background

2.2.1 Household size & composition

The 1,350 sampled HHs consist of 6,476 individuals. In our sample, males (n= 3,219) are
slightly less represented than females (n= 3,257). The population is young with 50.2 % of
sampled individuals being <18 years old. Females were, on average, 21.7 + 0.37 years old and
males 16.1 + 0.29, respectively. The average household size is 4.74 + 0.61 (min: 1, max: 17).

Table 4 shows the distribution of HH members.
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Table 4: Household demographics, n=1329*

Relation to HH head N Persons living in average HH Age (average) St. error mean
Household head (male/female) 1329 1.00 49.45 1.49
Wife/husband 1061 0.80 40.26 0.41
Son 1468 1.10 13.85 0.23
Daughter 1389 1.05 13.41 0.38
Father 19 0.01 73.48 5.40
Mother 33 0.02 69.07 3.46
Grand-son 457 0.34 9.44 0.27
Grand-daughter 395 0.30 9.19 0.30
Non-family male 82 0.06 45.22 24.15
Non-family female 64 0.05 15.16 1.64

*21 respondents did not report detailed demographics and only gave HH size

The average age of the HH head (both, male and female) is 49.5 years, with an average age
difference between HH head and spouse of 9.2 years. Nineteen percent of the HHs are female-
headed, living without male partner and 1% of male-headed HHs live without a female partner.
HHs with at least one responsible adult person (HH head) constituted 20% of the sample, while
the remaining 80% were represented by HHs with two responsible adults (HH head and spouse).
The average HHs has 1.1 + 0.2 sons living in the HH and 1.1 + 0.4 daughters, with an average
age of 13.9 and 13.4, respectively. It is uncommon to have the father/mother of the HH head
or non-family members residing in the HH. However, having grandsons (0.3 + 0.3 per HH) or

granddaughters (0.3 + 0.3 per HH) residing in the HH is not uncommon.

2.2.2 Literacy I: Malagasy
Respondents were asked if their HH members know how to write and read in Malagasy.

a) % of males that know how to read b) % of females that know how to read
and write Malagasy and write Malagasy

100
NN

100

75

NN yes
1 no

% 50

25- § 25
\ \ N Y
O <\ 'ﬂ’ O No ff)’
‘o,@ \\ '\(0,\'0 ’\Q)\O b&O \\.\'O ¥ \Q)\_O
age group (years) age group (years)

Figure 5: Malagasy literacy a.) male, n=2842 and b.) female, n=2861

Approximately 50% of the children of primary school age (6-10) are reported to be able to
read and write Malagasy (girls: 54.9%, boys: 49.8%). Among children and youths aged
between 11 and 22, 88.9% — 94.5% can read and write Malagasy reportedly. For adults older
than 22 years, there are slightly more men (85.8%) than women (80.7%) with Malagasy literacy.
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2.2.3 Literacy Il: French

Respondents were asked if their HH members know how to to speak, read and write in French.

a) Abilities in speaking, reading and writing b) Abilities in speaking, reading and writing
french, male household members french, female household members
100+ = . 100+
2 2 | ' [ ] read french
+ 504 5041 ‘ . B write french

‘ ’ Bl speak french
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Figure 6: Abilities in reading, writing and speaking French a.) male (n=2842) and bh.) female, n= 2861

As we see in Figure 6, males and females show virtually similar patterns, with only minor
differences, in French literacy skills. Most inhabitants know how to read in French, which is
most evident when considering males and females over the age of 11 years old. For the first age
groups, French language skills increase with age, however, they decrease for the population
older than 18 (males) and 22 years old (females). All in all, reading French appears easier than

writing it, with speaking appearing to be the most difficult skill to achieve.

2.2.4 School certificates by gender and age group

Respondents were asked if their HH members have any school certificates and could choose
between the following options: (i.) school certificate from primary school, school certificate
after five years of schooling: Certificat d’Etude Primaire Elémentaire (CEPE), (ii.) school
certificate from lower secondary school (Collége d Enseignement Générale), after 4 additional
years of schooling: Brevet d’Etude Primaire Complémentaire (BEPC), (iii.) school certificate
from upper secondary school (Lycée), school certificate after 3 additional years of schooling:
Baccalaureat (BACC).
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Concerning HH members >18 years old, males received 5.24 + 0.69 years of schooling, on

average, compared to 4.76 + 0.61 years of schooling for females.

a) % of males obtained school certificate

100 +

751

% 50

25 1

age group (years)

1

00+

75+

50

age group (years)

b) % of females obtained school certificate

1 no school

certificate

CEPE

BEPC
BACC

Figure 7: School certificates obtained by a) male household members & b) female household members

A high number of children aged between 11 and 14 years old do not have a school certificate

(males: 75%, females: 63%). The older the children/youths (11-22 years of age) are, the lower

the percentage is of those without school certificates. Most HH members aged between 18 and

22 years old, have a CEPE (males: 74%, females 71%). However, most of the adults >22 years

do not have a school certificate. Among this group, a lack of school certificate is higher amongst
females (70%) than males (59%).

2.2.5 Professional training

Apart from school education, respondents were asked if they have any formal vocational

training including a certificate or diploma.

Table 5: Professional formation by a.) all household members > 18 years, and b.) household heads

a) All HH members
Formation b) HH head
(=18 years old)
Male Female Male Female
Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent

No formation at all 1454 85.6 1598 93.9 854 79.8 221 85.3
Agricultural training by

149 8.8 71 4.2 135 12.6 26 10.0
NGO/enterprise
Teacher 33 1.0 14 0.4 24 2.2 4 1.5
Military 15 0.9 0 0.0 14 1.3 0 0.0
Other 216 6.7 94 2.9 193 18.0 34 13.1
Total 1867 100.0 1777 100.0 1220 100.0 285 100.0

Around 94% of all females >18 years old don’t have any professional formation compared to
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85.6% of males. This number is slightly lower amongst the HH heads (males: 79.8%, females:
85.3%). Concerning HH members >18 years old, examples of the professional formations
mentioned include teacher formation (males: 1%, females: 0.4%), agricultural trainings by
NGOs or enterprises (males: 8,8%, females: 4,2%) and military formation (males: 0,9%,

females: 0%).

2.2.6 Principal Occupation
Respondents were asked what the principal occupation of (a) the HH head is and (b) all HH

members. Only one answer was possible.

Table 6: Principal occupation of (a.) household members 218 years and (b.) household heads*

All HH member HH head
Principal occupation (=18 years old)
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Self-employment in agriculture 2699 80.2 1245 92.4
Civil servant/Government official 47 1.4 22 1.6
Entrepreneurs (other than farming) 38 1.1 9 0.7
Student (school or university) 136 4.0 21 1.6
Retired/not able to work 76 2.3 20 1.5
Unemployed, looking for work 60 1.8 3 0.2
Other 311 10.2 27 2.0
Total 3367 100.0 1347 100.0

*3 respondents did not answer. Only activities cited by at least 10 respondents in of both categories is presented, the rest is summarized in
“other”

Table 6 shows results of HH members > 18 years old only. Large numbers of respondents (80.2
% of all adults and 92.4% of HH heads) cited self-employment in agriculture as their principal
occupation. A small number of civil servants (1.4 % of adult HH members and 1.6 % of HH
heads) and very few entrepreneurs (1.1% of all adults and 0.7% of HH heads, respectively) exist
in the sampled population. Of the HH members > 18 years old, 4% are students at school or
university, while the figure is 1.6% for HH heads. Less than 20% of HH members > 18 years

old and 10% of HH heads are involved in non-agricultural related activities.
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2.2.7 Additional income-generating activities to principal occupation
Respondents were asked what kind of income sources the HH members have in addition to their

principal occupation (above), multiple answers were possible.

Table 7: Additional income sources to principal occupation, for a.) household members > 18 years and b.) household
heads*

a) All HH member b) HH head
Activity (>18 years old)
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

None 2574 75.4 885 66.6
Little business at market (PPN, friperie) 159 4.7 54 4.1
Commissionaire of vanilla 87 2.5 77 5.8
Tailor 61 1.8 12 0.9
Handicraft 59 1.7 23 1.7
House construction 55 1.6 44 33
Carpentry (furniture etc.) 47 14 35 2.6
Little businesses (kiosk, gargotte) 47 1.4 19 1.4
Vanilla collector 17 0.5 13 1.0
other 309 9.0 167 12.6
Total 3415 100.0 1329 100.0

*21 respondents did not answer. Only activities cited by at least 10 respondents were presented, the rest is summarized in
“other”.

Seventy-five percent of the surveyed population (= 18 years old) indicate that they do not have
any other income-generating activity than farming; the same applies to 66.6% of HH heads
(Table 7). The most important additional income source to farming for HH heads is to engage
in little businesses at markets (4.1% of HH heads, 4.7% of all HH members >18 years old).
HH heads are also engaged in the trade of vanilla: 5.8% work as commission agents and 1.0%
as vanilla collectors; the percentage is lower for all HH members >18 years old.

Likewise, house construction is cited by 3.3% of HH heads, as well as carpeting (2.6%).

Petty trade, such as running a village kiosk or local gargotte (food stands) is cited by 1.4% of
HH heads and HH members >18 years old.
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2.3 Agriculture and crops

2.3.1 Most important subsistence crops and cash crops

A large share (90.5 %) of the surveyed HHs farm crops other than vanilla (see section 2.4 for
the vanilla survey). Farming HHs have, on average, 1.7 + 0.3 agricultural fields.

Respondent HHs were asked to name the 5 most important (a.) subsistence crops and (b.) the 5

most important cash crops that they are farming (Figure 8).

a) Most important subsitence crops

Rice (irrigated) ] Rice (irigated) [ |
Rice (tavy) [ ] Coffee [ ]
Banana || Cloves | ]
Cassava ‘ Beans | ]
Coffee :l Bred* :l
Yam (Majéla) [__] Banana [ ]
Beans || Rice (tavy) \
Bred* | ] Cassava ||
Cloves || Pineapple | ]
Maize || Maize | ]
Pineapple | ] Sugar cane | ]
Sugar cane | ] Peas [ ]
Jackfruit [] Cucumber []
Sweet potato [ ] Pepper []
Coconut [] Orange (]

b) Most important cash crops (excl. vanilla)

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Citations (%)

10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Citations (%)

Figure 8: % of respondents citing crop among the 5 most important a) subsistence crops, b) cash crops, n=1350

Rice is the most important staple and subsistence crop in the region (90.4% in sum) and is
farmed in two ways: as irrigated rice and as hill rice (tavy*). While rice from hill rice (tavy)
production is mainly a subsistence crop and is barely cited as a cash crop, irrigated rice is cited
as both an important cash (30.5%) and subsistence crop (64.3%, compare Figure 8a and b).
Other often cited subsistence crops include banana (18.4 %), cassava (17.0%), coffee (13.5%),
yams (11.3%), beans (10.0%) and bred® (8.8%).

Coffee is the second most cited cash crop (21.9 %) followed by cloves (16.6 %), beans (13.0%)
and bred (11.2%).

4 Tavy is a traditional upland rice production system, particularly used in in tropical eastern Madagascar. Forest is
burnt, and rice is planted; in succeeding years rice or other crops are planted again. However, soil is depleted
usually after 3 — 5 years. Subsequently, more forest is burnt (Moser 2008).

5 Bred refers to Bred mafana (Acmella oleracea), which is often cooked together with cassava leaves.
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2.3.2 Land ownership of agricultural fields (excluding vanilla)
Respondents were asked which member of the family owns the plot, i.e. does the HH head,

another relative or a non-family member own the plot.
100
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Household Father/ Husband/  Grand parents All household Father/mother  Non-family
head mother wife members in law relation

Figure 9: Land ownership of agricultural fields in relation to household head, n=1984

Just under two thirds (61%) of the plots are owned by the HH head. However, it is relatively
common that the land is owned by another family member including or his/her wife/husband
(25.2% in sum). Only 0.6% of the plots belong to non-family members.

2.4 Vanilla farming

2.4.1 Ownership of vanilla plots
Respondents were asked who the owner of the vanilla plots used by the HH is.
100
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2 50
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Figure 10: Ownership of vanilla plots in relation to household head (n=1462)

Of the HHs surveyed, 82.6 % practice vanilla farming and 63% of all the vanilla plots are owned
by the HH head. Other substantial owners are the parents (17.2%) and spouses of HH heads
(10.5%). Only 0.2% are owned by non-family members.
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2.4.2 Acquisition of vanilla plots

Respondents were asked how the land for vanilla plantations was acquired

100+

0

T T T T T T T
Heritage Bought Cut the forest Marriage Present Borrowed Other

Figure 11: Land acquisition of vanilla plots (n=1613)

The majority (64%) of HHs inherited the land from other family members. Almost a quarter
(24%) of HHs bought the land and 8.0% of HHs acquired the land through making the forest
farmable, i.c. ‘cutting the forest’. Less than 1% of HHSs received the land through marriage, 0.9

% received it as a present and 0.6 % borrow the land.

2.4.3 Land use before vanilla cultivation

Respondents were asked how the land was used before vanilla plantation.

100+

O T T T ‘ T ‘ ‘ T ‘ ‘ T ‘ T
Fallow Forest Vanilla  Other culture Rice (tavy) Coffee Other

Figure 12: Land use before vanilla cultivation (n=1613)

According to respondents, 18.3% of the land was already a vanilla plantation before the
respective HHs started to farm vanilla, 30.6% of the current vanilla plots were previously fallow
land and 22.3% were previously forest. Other cultures (8.9%), hill rice fields (tavy, 8.8%) and
coffee plantations (8.6%) were also cited frequently.
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2.4.4 Use of family labour in vanilla cropping
Respondents were asked which members of the HH contribute to the different agricultural

activities in vanilla cropping.

a) Share of parents working in vanilla production b) Share of children working in vanilla production clasified by age
100~ 007 — —— — — — —
75 754
I Children not working
[ 1 Father 3 Child (>=16 years)
® 501 * 504
Mother Hll Child (<16 years)
254 25
O T T T O T T T T T T
Soil preparation  Pollination Security Son Daughter | Son Daughter |Son Daughter|
Preparation | Pollination Security

Figure 13: Use of family labour and infra-family labour contributions in vanilla cropping, % household member was
mentioned for a) father/mother (n=1115), b) share of children divided into >16 years old and <16 years old

The security of the vanilla fields, i.e. protection and surveillance against theft, is mainly done
by the father of the family (88.4%) compared to mothers (13.6%). Numbers are similar for soil
preparation (89.1% vs. 23.7%). Vanilla pollination is practiced slightly more often by mothers
(77.0%) compared to fathers (73.9%).

Children are only included in the analysis for the vanilla producing HHs (n=1115) and if
children were listed as HH members (n=2249; Figure 13b). For children younger than 16 years
old, respondents report that 1.4% of sons help in soil preparation compared to 0.1% of
daughters. Reportedly, they rarely work in pollination (0.9% sons, 0.3% daughters) and none
of the young daughters work in security, while 1.2% of the sons were reported to do so.
Concerning children 16 years and older, 4.6% of sons work in soil preparation compared to
0.5% of daughters. This pattern is similar for securing vanilla fields. However, rates are higher
in pollination with 2.8% of sons and 2.4% of daughters assisting in the pollination process,

respectively.
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2.4.5 Prices received for green and black vanilla in 2016/2017

Respondents were asked in which month they sold green and/or black vanilla, and what prices
they received in 2016 and 2017 - up to the date of the survey (April 2017). Figure 14a and b are
chronologically presented differently as the black vanilla self-prepared and sold in 2017 is the
same harvest as the green vanilla from 2016.

a) Price recevied per kg green vanilla in 2016 b) Price received per kg black vanilla in 2016/7
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Figure 14: Price received for a) green vanilla (n=885) in 2016 and b) black vanilla (n=496) in 2016/7. Mean +/- 1 Standard
Error. On the 1%t of July 2016 ,1 € was 3,561 Ariary.

As we see in Figure 14a, prices for green vanilla go up steadily from May in 2016 (60,600
+ 3,200 Ariary) and reach their maximum in August (109,600 + 4,800 Ariary).

Farmers who cure, ferment and prepare green vanilla into black vanilla, sold black vanilla from
July 2016. However, the prices varied greatly (Figure 14b). Prices start at 232,000 + 36,000
Ariary in July 2016 and steadily increase until March 2017, reaching a mean value close to 1
million Ariary (967,000), i.e., more than 4 times higher than in July 2016.

The fairly low standard errors indicate a high confidence at relatively low levels of variation
within the research region.
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2.5 Household assets and wealth

2.5.1 Energy sources

Respondents were asked if the HH has a source of electricity at home, whether it is self

sufficient or shared with other HHs (see Figure 15),

cooking are at home (Figure 16).
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Figure 15: Electricity at home

&

Figure 16: Energy sources used for cooking

Almost two thirds (60%) of the HHs have access to electricity at home, while 40 % do not.

Only one of our studied villages is connected to an

electricity grid. The most common source

of electricity are solar panels and generators (own survey data). For cooking at home, almost

exclusively wood (92.2%) and charcoal (14.2%) are used (see Figure 16). Electricity and gas

are not used by any of the surveyed HHs.

2.5.2 Drinking water/sanitation

Respondents were asked (i.) how long they walk to

the closest water source, (ii.) if they have

access to a latrine® or toilet and (iii.) if the latrine/toilet is shared with other neighbours.

IIII%%%III

no

N yes

Figure 17: % of households having
access to a latrine (n=1350)

® A latrine is a simple toilet facility, e.g., a trench in the e

54 %
no

N yes

Figure 18:
latrine with neighbours (n=959)

of households sharing

arth or a hole in the ground, which can be

fixed with wood or other material. Latrines sometimes have platforms with wood or earth.
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Local inhabitants walk on average 7.6 + 0.22 minutes to the closest water source (Min: 0, Max:
80 min.). Seventy-one percent of surveyed HHs have access to a latrine. Among these HHs that

have access, 46% share the latrine with neighbours or other HHs.

2.5.3 Foundation of houses

Respondents were asked what material makes up the foundation of the HH"s house.

100~
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Figure 19: Foundation of houses, n=1350

Wooden boards are the most commonly used as the foundation of houses (51.9%), followed by
mud (22.3%) and concrete (21.3%). Clay (0.4 %) and cement (0.2 %) are barely used as

materials for house foundations.

2.5.4 Livestock ownership
Respondents were asked if they possess any livestock, and, if so, how many different ty