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Background Results and Discussion Severely Food inseeure Moderately Food insecure
< Myanmar is an agriculture based society and variety of crops produced all year round > Main income sources Mildly Food insecure Food secure
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employment, and achieves self-sufficiency of foods at farm level > Common crops E | | »
¢ Decision of the farmers on crop diversification is the important economic decision and Oil seed crops (Sesame- 93.8%) B % = % Variables Coefficients Std. Error T-value
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» We observe a negative correlation between crop diversification levels and food

S insecurity status (Pearson’ correlation -0.583) among the sampled farm households

ObJeCt“’es in the study area

* To study the socioeconomic characteristics and crop diversification (indexes) of
sampled farm households in the study area

Education Level

Experiences (years)

Household size (persons) 0.005 0.007 0.730

Results and Discussion e e Farm size (acres) 0.011%** 0.003 3.544
* To analyze the factors determining crop diversification % About half of the household ate Extension contact (number) 0.014 0.009 1.586
* To investigate the food security status of the sampled farm households in 4-5 food groups and they were [0 107 o Non-farm income -0.040* 0.021 -1.944
relation to crop diversification belonged to the medium dietary i;"""/" 50 L = Distance to market (km) -0.011* 0.005 -1.911
diversity group ‘; 60% 643 Access to credit (Yes = 1) 0.041* 0.022 1.887
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» The results show a clear link between household food dietary diversity and crop Empirical Findings
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/7 diversification (Pearson’ correlation=0.589) % The study further revealed that farming experience, education level of household
3 ) Simpson’s index of » Crop diversification is positively associated with greater dietary diversity of the farm heads, farm size, access to irrigation and access to credit were positively and
Npa diversification (SID) households in the study area significantly affected to crop diversification
5 % Age of household heads, non-farm/off-farm income and distance to market were
. 2 negatively and significantly affected crop diversification

« Food security is associated with crop diversification in the study area and farmers

foiiequessioniinonet Results and Discussion should be stimulated to more diversify the different crops in their cropping

‘ »> The value of crop diversification indexes (Simpson Index of Diversification) are pattern
_ HFIAS & HDDS categorized as : Very Low = < 0.30, Low = 0.30 to 0.40, Moderate = 0.40 to 0.50,
Relation food security to crop diversification_ Pearson’ High = 0.50 to 0.60, Very High = > 0.60
correlation analysis » On average, households moderately diversified their crops in their cropping patterns Conclusion
(mean CDI = 0.54). v’ Crop production — main income source for about 60 % of households
v Better household food security associated with crop diversification and thus
encourage right selection & cultivation of different crop types in their farming

Results and Discussion > The HFIAS score is negatively correlated with crop diversification and HDDS.
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