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Abstract

Improved germplasm from the cassava-breeding pnodras generated new varieties
that are increasingly being grown by farmers in tdga In this study, the socio-
economic and demographic characteristics of castawvaers in different regions of
Uganda, adopted cassava varieties, their adoptes,r desirable and undesirable
attributes, and factors that have influenced theedpof adoption of the most adopted
variety were determined. The negative binomial nhodes used to analyze the
determinants of the speed of adoption of the madthyw adopted cassava variety. NASE
1, NASE 2, NASE 3, NASE 4, NASE 10 and NASE 12 tlee varieties so far adopted.
NASE 3 is the most widely adopted, to adoption Ieas high as 77% in central Uganda.
Farmers consider disease resistance, maturity gyetaste, dry matter content, cyanide
content, inground storability and diversity in farof utilization in their decision to adopt
new cassava varieties. From the Negative Binomadeh speed of adoption of NASE 3
was positively and significantly influenced by agfdhousehold head, household size and
access to extension services. However, it was ivefjatand significantly influenced by
number of hoes owned by a household. The consildevaiability within the crop can
be exploited to ensure that each variety has @faid of all desirable quality attributes.
There is need to continue breeding for adaptabibtyiotic stresses such as diseases
while improving on attributes that influence palalidy and nutritive value of the crop.
With respect to technology dissemination, strengtige the link between farmers and
agricultural extension agents/service providers iamgroving the targeting of extension
services will enhance the adoption of new cassaviaties.
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Background

Cassava is one of the most important food cropgganda (Otim-Nape and Bua, 2000),
with production of the crop ranking amongst the &aght in the continent (IITAet al.,
2004). It is primarily grown as a subsistence cadihough it is increasingly being
transformed into a semi-commercial crop. Tradingresh cassava roots is characterized
by relatively few transactions and low prices doehte short shelf life (Collisoret al.,
2003). With respect to industrial utilization, amihfeed and bakery products account for
98% of the potential annual demand for cassavafff@ma et al., 2003). However,
despite its importance in national food securityntdbuting about 15% of the average
daily dietary energy intake per person (Nwekeal., 1999), its yields have remained
critically low, averaging 9.3 MT/ha (MAAIF, 2005\ rea under production has remained

fairly constant but output has fluctuated consitdiraas shown in figure 1.
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Figure 1: Area and output of cassava in Uganda, 1980-2004
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Most notable was the decline in production from & %8 1998, which was caused by a
severe outbreak of the Cassava Mosaic Disease (CGNID)ost parts of the country.
Between 1992 and 1997, losses accruing from traeeapc were estimated to be USD 60
million per year (IITA, 2000). Besides, poor extemsservices, shortage of agricultural
inputs, the northern insurgency, and re-emergeh&MD contributed to fluctuation in
production (Buaet al., 1999, Otim-Nape and Bua, 2000). In an effort tgrove and
stabilize production, the National Agricultural Rasch Organization (NARO) in
collaboration with its partners mainly the Interoatl Institute of Tropical of
Agriculture (IITA) and the East Africa Root Cropg$earch Network (EARRNET) has
to-date developed and officially released a tofdldimproved cassava varieties, which
are high yielding and resistant to major pests@isdases (NAR@t al., 2004). This has
led to a steady increase in production since 1398hawn in figure 1. These varieties

and their attributes are shown in table 1.

Table 1: Improved cassava varieties released by NARO and their attributes

Variety Clone Year of release | Attributes

NASE 1 TMS 60142 1994 Matures in 14 months, yi@@d/ha,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 2 TMS 30337 1994 Matures in 14 months, yiek¥s t/ha,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 3 TMS 30572 1994 Matures in 12 months, yiels t/ha,
resistant to CMD

NASE 4 SS4 1994 Matures in 12 months, yields 5@&,t/
resistant to CMD

NASE 5 SS5 1999 Matures in 12 months, yields 4@,/
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 6 TMS 4 (2) 1425 1999 Matures in 12 monthigldg 35 t/ha
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 7 CE 85 1999 Matures in 12 months, yields t4fa,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 8 CE 98 1999 Matures in 12 months, yields t4@,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 9 TMS 30555-17 1999 Matures in 12 months|dgied5 t/ha,
resistant to CMD

NASE 10 00063 2000 Matures in 12 months, yields t/3f@,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 11 TC1 2000 Matures in 12 months, yields t8&,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

NASE 12 MH95/0414 2000 Matures in 12 months, @ekD t/ha,
resistant to CMD, low in CNp

SOURCE: NARO, 2002



The varieties were released on the basis thataheyelatively high yielding, resistant to
Cassava Mosaic Disease (CMD) and low in Cyanogeniential (CNp). It is also
noteworthy that these varieties were found to baptable to various farming systems
including but not limited to West Nile, Eastern aama (Acholi, Lango, Teso), Lake
Albert and mid western zone, Busoga and Lake VigtGrescent. This breeding effort is
arguably one of the most successful by NARO agdmst cassava productivity and
hence food insecurity in Uganda. Although theseetias mature within 12-14 months,
they can stay longer in the soil before being hstect This characteristic has made the
crop an excellent famine reserve and source of fmmlrity. Farmers are also able to

harvest the crop depending on factors such as, pré=a for cash and food.

In order to monitor the adoption of these varigti@gaet al. (1999) conducted a study,
whose main objective was to evaluate the diffugatierns and adoption levels of these
varieties and to assess their impact on produdiwh consumption of cassava. Their
study revealed that the adoption level of improvadeties increased from about 20% in
1993 to about 80% in 1999. This was attributedch® dbility of the varieties to tolerate
CMD, which was the biggest constraint to productairnthe time. This pointed to the
yield advantage they had over local ones where QM&ssure was high. Further, the
study showed that among the surveyed districtsg, Lliuwero and Masindi had the
highest adoption levels in 1993 but by 1999, Kund &oroti districts were in the lead. It
was thought that since Lira, Luwero and Masindieaydyy 1999, in the post-epidemic
stage of CMD, they were the hub for improved vaeghence the decline in adoption

levels.

However, several questions remain unansweredngsamce, (i) What improved varieties
have so far been adopted in the different regiansihg systems and at what rate? (ii)
Why have these varieties been adopted? Is it beaafube attributes shown in table 1 or
other highly variety-specific attributes yet unknmoto breeders? (iii) What factors have
influenced the speed of adoption of the most papuliety? This study aimed at

answering these questions.



Objectives of the study

The major objective was to examine the extent apédn of improved varieties that

have so far been released by NARO. Specificdily study aimed at:

(1) Determining the adoption rates of adopted varietiehfferent regions

(i) Examining the technology attributes that were ader®d important in the
adoption of these varieties in different regions

(i)  Determining the factors that influenced the speeatdoption of the most popular

variety in all regions.
M ethodology

Sudy area

The study was conducted in 16 districts of Ugargfaesenting different regions and
agroecological zones. These included Arua and Nebbiorth-western Uganda; Apac
and Lira in northern Uganda; Masindi, Nakasongblayero, Wakiso and Mukono in
central Uganda; lganga, Bugiri, Tororo, Busia, $iorBallisa and Kumi in eastern
Uganda. Cassava is widely grown in these distacis is regarded as a staple crop by
over 50% of the farmers (Otim-Nape and Bua, 20Gfgnga, Apac, Lira, Tororo and
Kumi are among the leading producers of cassava&ehtral Uganda, production has
been increasing on an ever-greater scale due exlind in the relative importance of
banana as a staple crop. Comprehensive surveysihdicated that all these districts
were affected by CMD though its incidence variednirone district to another. In
response, the Uganda Cassava Program multiplieddestdbuted improved planting

materials to farmers in these districts.

Sampling and sample size

Sub-county, village and farmer selection in eadtridt was done using a multi-stage
sampling procedure, involving a combination of msipe and random sampling
methods. The first stage was sub-county selectibirch involved purposive sampling of
3 sub-counties in each district. The selected suhies were those that had a relatively
high level of cassava production from improved ees. The second stage was selection

of sample villages from the list of villages in abscounty. Two villages were



purposively selected from each sub-county, takintp iconsideration their physical
separation. The villages selected were at leagiiapart to ensure a wider coverage of
each sub-county. The final stage was the selecia@assava farmers to be interviewed.
From each village, 5 farmers were randomly selecidils gave a total of 30 farmers

from each district making a total sample size d fE8mers in the entire study area.

Data collection

Primary cross-sectional data were collected in Beto2005 through face-to-face
interviews with farmers using a structured questere. They were obtained on farmers’
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics agchousehold composition by age
and gender, marital status, occupation and edurcdéwel of household head, land
holding, acquisition and tenure, labor availabjlithcome sources and farming
enterprises, cassava production history, curresttipes and constraints, awareness and
adoption of cassava varieties as well as sourcesnfofrmation pertaining to the

management of cassava varieties.

Data analysis

SPSS and STATA statistical packages were used npuete descriptive statistics and

estimate regression model, respectively. Priorxemening the adoption rates of cassava
varieties, the study determined the socio-econanid demographic characteristics of
cassava farmers. The negative binomial model wad s determine the factors that

influenced the speed of adoption of the most papudaety.

Negative binomial model specification

The negative binomial model is a count data ecomaenenodel. In this model, the
dependent variable takes on only non-negative anteglues. It is a compound derivative
of the Poisson regression model. Following Edrisg Blangisoni (2004), the negative

binomial model is given as

Pr(Y=y /) =[l/T(y+a)d [(a+ )] /M@ (@).Ad/ @) ...ccccv..... (1)



where I is the gamma distribution. This form of the negatbhinomial model is widely
known as Negbin Il and its parameters are estimaseag the Maximum Likelihood

technique. The simplified log-likelihood functidis given as

InL;, =InPry =y,) =§In(a+n)—lnyi!+yi INnl-6)+alng ....................... (2)

n=0
where,8 =a /(a+ )
Since i, > 0 anda > 0, this implies that the variance is greater ti@ mean. The

negative binomial model therefore allows for ovespérsion, unlike the Poisson
regression model. Several factors may be respen&blinfluencing the time it takes a
farmer to adopt a technology. For example, extenadvice creates awareness about the
existence of the technology as well the approprageonomic practices required to
achieve maximum output from the technology. Ithisrefore expected that a farmer who
obtained this advice adopted faster than one wHondt. In this study, the following
explanatory variables were included in the modistatice of household from major town
(km); age of household head (years); education Eveousehold head (number of years
in school); farm size (acres); household size; remah household members working on
farm full-time; number of hoes owned by househalkess to extension services, where

1 = household ever obtained extension service®atderwise.
Results and discussion

Socioeconomic characteristics of cassava farmers

Table 2 summarizes the distribution of key socioemoic variables of cassava farmers in
different regions of Uganda. The mean age of thesébold head ranged from 42 years
to 45 years. Farmers were within the productivegrgep (20-49 years) but only those in
central Uganda and west Nile were still below fife éxpectancy for Uganda, estimated
at 45.7 years (UNDP, 2005). Being within the prdatgcage group, farmers are expected
to be enthusiastic about better performing cassaghnologies. In all regions, the

average number of years in school of the housenedd shows that they had attained at

% See Mangisoni (1999) for derivative details of tiegative binomial model.



least primary school education. This might welldgequate for them to comprehend and
appreciate agricultural extension advice regardidgption of improved technologies.
With respect to distance of farming household frarmajor town, farmers in eastern
Uganda had the lowest average (17.8km) wherea timsorthern Uganda had the
highest (40.4km). Distance of a household from gontawn has important implications
on access to produce markets, market price infeomaagricultural extension services
and other economic and social infrastructure. A&desmarkets and such services is

considered to positively influence adoption of imyed agricultural technologies.

Table 2: Socioeconomic characteristics of cassava farmers

Variable Central Eastern Northern West All
Uganda Uganda Uganda Nile regions

Age of head (years)

Mean 43.9 45.7 45.7 42.5 44.7

SD 14.3 13.9 15.7 12.9 14.2

Education of head (yrs in school)

Mean 7.5 7.8 8.5 7.9 7.8

SD 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.5 3.9

Distance from major town (km)

Mean 23.0 17.8 40.4 28.7 23.7

SD 15.2 115 39.4 16.8 20.3

Household size

Mean 8.3 10.8 10.0 9.4 9.7

SD 4.8 6.7 4.6 4.7 5.8

Farm labor full-time

Mean 2.3 3.2 2.8 3.0 2.9

SD 1.7 2.6 1.7 1.6 2.2

Farm size (acres)

Mean 6.3 7.3 8.3 6.5 7.0

SD 12.1 14.3 8.7 5.9 12.2

Acres under improved varieties

Mean 0.7 15 0.9 1.2 1.2

SD 0.7 3.8 0.7 2.2 2.9

Cassava cropping system (%)

Monocrop 22 37.1 28.3 36.2 31.2

Intercrop 78 51.9 51.7 55.2 60.5

Relay crop 0.0 11.0 20.0 8.6 8.4

Ever got extension advice (%)

No 59.1 59.3 65.0 58.6 59.9

Yes 40.9 40.7 35.0 41.4 40.1

SOURCE: IITA cassava adoption survey, 2005



Central Uganda had, on average, households of ensafle than the other regions. This
is expected since the region is relatively moreanrbed than the rest. Demand for food
usually increases with household size. Therefoee dize of a household is likely to
influence the speed of adoption as well as theepeete of one variety for another. A
relatively large household is expected to adopingoroved variety much faster than a
small one and may consider the yielding abilityaotassava variety as an important
attribute, which may not be the case with a smallisehold. There is a positive
correlation between family labor and household .sentral Uganda has the lowest
number of family members working on farm full-tinmghile eastern Uganda has the
highest. However, in all regions, available famdpor is only a small fraction of the
total household size. The size of farm labor reéato household size reflectster alia,
the importance of farming as a source of livelihdod the household and hence the

extent to which it will adopt improved agricultutalchnologies.

The average farm size in all regions was 7 acrég dverages for farms in Central
Uganda and west Nile were below this average whkettease in eastern and northern
Uganda were slightly above 7 acres. Farm size tdgtdhe amount of cassava a
household can grow. With respect to area underavgat varieties, the overall average
was 1.2 acres. The average for farmers in eastgamdlh was 7.3 acres well above the
overall average. The larger the area under improxaatketies, the more interested a
farmer might be in new technologies. Farm sizedragmplication on cassava cropping
system. The most predominant cropping system fasaa in all regions was
intercropping. This result is consistent with theservation by Mbwikaet al. (2001) that
cassava is largely grown under smallholder farnwiiidp intercropping being the main
production system. Also, notice that intercroppiveiss most practiced in central Uganda,
which, on average, had the smallest farms. It ¢tas tbe argued that preference for
intercropping is due to limited arable land. Thagilcl be a hindrance to adoption of new
agricultural technologies. Further, preference dgparticular cropping system and new
agricultural technologies have a direct bearing farmers’ access to agricultural

extension services. More than half of the farmarali regions have not had extension



advice in the last five years, majority being thosaorthern Uganda. This may be due to

the armed conflict that has created insecuritheregion.

Improved varieties adopted

Overall, 6 varieties have so far been adopted atging levels, out of the 12 that were
released by NARO. These are: NASE 1, NASE 2, NASBRIASE 4, NASE 10 and

NASE 12. Overall, NASE 3 (locally known as Migyeras the most adopted variety, a
result consistent with that obtained by Abeteal. (2005), who found that the same
variety was the most adopted in western Kenya. garida, the highest adoption rate
(77%) was observed in central Uganda. In west Mibethern and central Uganda, NASE
4 was the second most adopted variety but was lggasl popular as NASE 12 in

northern Uganda. In eastern Uganda, NASE 2 wassdwmnd most adopted. The
adoption rate for NASE 1 was consistently low ih m@gions, not exceeding 6%.

Farmers in central and eastern Uganda adoptedaietywmore (NASE 10) than those in
west Nile and Northern Uganda. However, its adoptiate was a mere 2% in both

regions.

Generally, the 6 varieties had 3 desirable attebuh common, namely: high resistance
to diseases (especially to CMD), high storage mpetds and short maturity period
compared to local ones. With the exception of yidlASE 3 was considered to have
these qualities in relatively high levels hencesitperiority. In addition, it was reported
by majority of the farmers to have a high dry mattentent and high market demand.
However, it has high cyanide content, poor tasterwbaten fresh and short period of

underground storage.

Table 3: Improved varieties adopted by region

Variety Central (%) Eastern (%) Northern (%) | North Western (%)
NASE 1 6 6 6 3

NASE 2 6 8 12 3

NASE 3 77 75 46 75
NASE 4 7 6 18 13

NASE 10 2 2 0 0

NASE 12 2 3 18 6

SOURCE: lITA cassava adoption survey, 2005
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In both regions, NASE 4 and NASE 12 were reportethdve multiple uses and good
taste, respectively. The poor performance of NASE the two regions was mainly due
to its short period of underground storage and jpoatity flour whereas that of NASE 2
was due to its poor taste. The corollary therefothat in these two regions, taste, period
of underground storage, flour quality and the défeé forms in which a variety can be
utilized are important in influencing a farmer’'scagon to adopt new cassava varieties, in

addition to yield, disease resistance and matpsatjod.

In the 2 regions, equal adoption rates were ohiafoe NASE 1 (6%) and NASE 10
(2%). The 2 varieties were associated with highrdagter, low cyanide content and good
taste but a short period of underground storagboth regions, NASE 4 was reported to
have a good taste and a long period of undergrstordge. The adoption rates for NASE
2 were almost similar in the two regions. Its adages included high dry matter content
and the many forms in which can be utilized. Itgandisadvantages included its short
period of underground storage and poor taste. Topteon rates for NASE 12 were
consistently low in the 2 regions. This was maitilye to its lack of market demand and
short period of underground storage. Thereforeetigwrisible consensus that farmers in
eastern and central Uganda, just like their copatés in west Nile and Northern
Uganda, consider yield, disease resistance, matpetiod, taste, dry matter content,
cyanide content, period of underground storage dinersity in forms of utilization as

pertinent attributes in adoption of new cassavéetias.

However, quality of flour was not important in ceaitand eastern Uganda, as was the
case in northern Uganda and west Nile. Anecdotaleexe suggests that cassava in
eastern and central Uganda is mainly consumedsirrésh form unlike in northern
Uganda and west Nile where it is usually processtm flour before consumption. On
the other hand, market demand was considered iamgart eastern and central Uganda
but not in northern Uganda and west Nile. This nhayon account of the fact that
although cassava production is predominantly stdrsie throughout the country,

commercial production exists more in eastern amdraeUganda than in west Nile and
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northern Uganda. According to Mbwila al. (op cit), Kampala is the major market for
cassava whose main source includes Kumi, PallideéSanoti districts in eastern Uganda.
Table 3 summarizes the cassava varieties that haga adopted, their desirable and
undesirable attributes as perceived by farmers.

Table 4: Cassava varieties adopted, their advantages and disadvantages

Attribute NASE 1 | NASE 2 | NASE 3 | NASE 4 | NASE 10 | NASE 12
High yield N \ \ N \ \
High disease resistance N \ \ \ \ \
Short maturity period N \ N N N \
Good taste \ X X \ \ \
Low cyanide content \ \ X \ \ \
Long underground storage X \ X N X X
Multiple uses X \ X \ \ \
High quality flour X X N X X \
High market demand X X \ X X X
High dry matter content \ X \ X \ X

SOURCE: IITA cassava adoption survey, 20Q8y: \ = variety possesses attribu¥e= variety
does not possess attribute

Factors influencing speed of adoption of NASE 3

Explanatory variables thought to potentially infige the speed of adoption of NASE 3
were fitted into the model, the results of whicte qresented in table 5. The log-
likelihood value suggests that the model adequat&fylained the data. Out of the 8
variables, 4 were statistically significant. Thegere: age of household head, size of
household, number of hoes owned by a householdaaoelss to agricultural extension
advice. With a negative binomial model, a negatsign implies that the variable

encourages adoption. It means that an increasheirvdriable reduces the number of
years it takes a farmer to adopt a given technolddne relationship between age of
household head and number of years of adopting NA8Essava variety was negative
and statistically significant at 10%. Older farmersre more likely to adopt faster than

young ones.
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Table5: Factorsinfluencing speed of adoption of NASE 3
Dependent variable is log of the number of yedtsnao adopt NASE 3

Variable Coefficient z-statistic p-value

Distance 0.00091 1.19 0.233
(0.00077)

Age of household head -0.0076 -1.69 0.091
(0.0045)

Education of household head 0.00085 1.28 0.202
(0.00067)

Acreage -0.010 -0.37 0.709
(0.028)

Household size -0.0034 -3.37 0.001
(0.0010)

Full-time labor -0.0030 -1.23 0.217
(0.0024)

No. of hoes 0.0024 2.83 0.005
(0.00087)

Extension advice -0.0038 -1.72 0.086
(0.0022)

Constant 4.36 13.00 0.000
(0.33)

No. of obs = 216 LR chi2(8) = 26.20 Prob > chi@.6010 Pseudo’R 0.0158 Log likelihood =
-813.58

Figuresin parentheses are standard errors

Age of household head can be taken as a proxyrioirig experience. According to
Nkonya and Featherstone (2001), if farming expeegens viewed in terms of
accumulation of knowledge, then it stimulates inwaeh technology use. Older farmers
may have had the opportunity to experiment witteotmproved varieties of cassava and
observed their superiority over local ones. They rmlgo know better methods of seed
selection than the relatively young farmers. Conset]y, they will be quicker to accept
new cassava technologies than younger farmers.p@h@meter estimate for household
size had the expected negative sign and was signtfiat 1%. This result implies that
household size was very influential in farmers’ jgittin behavior and increased the speed
of adoption of the variety. This study postulatbatta larger household has a higher
demand and consumption of food than a smaller Baeed with food insecurity, a larger

household is likely to adopt improved agricultuethnologies faster than a smaller one.
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The parameter on number of hoes owned by a houseted positive and statistically
significant at 1%. Number of hoes owned by a hookkelwas used as an indicator of
either availability or the lack of farm implementswas expected that households with
adequate farm implements would adopt the varietychmiaster than those that are
implement-constrained. However, the effect of tlagable was positive implying that an
increase in number of farm implements would inceehe number of years it would take
to adopt the variety. Though the result is seemingbunter-intuitive, the logical

explanation is that a household, which is not canstd by farm implements, may be
less food insecure than one, which is constraiAsda result, the former may not be in a

hurry to adopt new agricultural technologies.

As expected, access to agricultural extension cesvincreased the speed of adoption of
NASE 3. The coefficient was significant at 10%. ldelolds that had received extension
advice were assumed to be knowledgeable about gren@mic requirements of the

variety as well as identification of its plantingatarial. Households in possession of this
knowledge found it easier to cultivate the varibnce adopting it earlier than those

devoid of this knowledge.
Summary and conclusions

Summary

The study determined the socio-economic and derpbgracharacteristics of cassava
farmers in different regions of Uganda, improvediaetees of cassava that have been
adopted in these regions, their adoption ratest thesirable and undesirable attributes
and factors that have influenced the probabilityl apeed of adoption of the most
adopted variety. In examining the factors that hianwkeienced the speed of adoption of

the most popular variety, the negative binomial eladas estimated.

The varieties that have so far been adopted areSENA, NASE 2, NASE 3, NASE 4,
NASE 10 and NASE 12. Overall, the most adoptedetyarivas NASE 3, with the highest
adoption rate of 77% being registered in centraandta. There was consensus among
farmers from the 4 regions that yield, diseasestasce, maturity period, taste, dry matter
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content, cyanide content, period of undergroundag® and diversity in forms of

utilization are generally important attributes tonsider in the decision to adopt new
cassava varieties. Estimation of the Negative Biabmodel revealed that the speed of
adoption of NASE 3 was positively and significanthfluenced by age of household
head, household size and access to extension egnkiowever it was negatively and

significantly influenced by number of hoes ownedaldyousehold.

Conclusions

Improved germplasm from the cassava-breeding pnodras generated new varieties
that are increasingly being grown by farmers in tbga Twelve varieties have been
released by NARO in a period of 11 years and hiathese varieties have already been
adopted by farmers. This is evidence to a fairlgcessful research effort. It appears that
the rapid gains in crop performance have led topityeularity of these varieties among

farmers. However, in order to enhance the adopdionew cassava technologies, the
considerable variability within the crop can be lexpd to ensure that each variety has a
fair blend of all desirable quality attributes. Téés need to continue breeding for better
adaptability to biotic stresses such as diseasese vilmproving on attributes that

influence palatability of the crop, e.g. cyanide @ny matter content.

With respect to technology dissemination, governmpalicies, which are being
implemented through the National Agricultural Aduig Services (NAADS), should aim
at strengthening the link between farming househotohd agricultural extension
agents/service providers to enhance the adoptiamewf cassava varieties. In addition,
there is need to improve the targeting of technpldigsemination efforts. The adoption
patterns of the different varieties reveal the needisseminate technologies according to
preferences by regions/agro-ecologies, rather thstnibuting them indiscriminately to
different regions. For instance, varieties thaegiood quality flour are preferred in west
Nile and northern Uganda while those that are cmeslifresh are preferred in central
and eastern Uganda. Better targeting of technoldiggemination by region could
enhance adoption as well as reduce the costs iedoin technology dissemination.
Further, targeting of relatively large householusyseholds with relatively young heads
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and those that are constrained by farm implemeititsignificantly increase the adoption

of improved varieties. A logical extension of thetudy is to determine factors that
influence intensity of adoption of the most poputassava variety and its output. This
will enable policy makers and researchers to desitgrventions necessary to increase

cassava production from improved varieties themimouraging their adoption.
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