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ABSTRACT: This study aimed to analyze the business performance and investment feasibility of the
model village project for sesame farming carried by KOPIA Paraguay center from 2015 to 2018. The
average income of treatment(participation) farms per year were 760$ higher than that of control(non-
participation) farms. The B/C ratio of model village project analyzed 1.52, which means this project is
considerably feasible. Among the results of satisfaction survey, uniform sesame seed supply showed the
highest score. The proper commodity selection is chosen as the most important success factor. Sesame
was introduced as a cash crop which was substituted cotton in Paraguay. More than 80% of sesame has
being exported. Even if sesame production increased, the price is not likely to decrease rapidly. And the
selection and dissemination of cultivar with highly regional adaptability is also considered very critical.
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AAl Arate] sFEMIE =o l——tﬂ 71040} ﬁ‘r.
KOPIA AKje] of2] 7HA] A3AHIES KOPIA7E §H=]
SQ7IEE AFste] ANESR] AE=E0] s8N T
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AU(Ji et al, 2014; Rhee, 2014; KOICA, 2015; Hwang

et. al, 2016), AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process)E &3t
BAA H7PE 2 FYEHJTHAhn & Won, 2014; Byun

& Song, 2016; Kim et. al, 2016). KOPIA A3} #H =
24490 H7l= Park & Oh(2019)el 2J3] 3= ATt 2014
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7t sielte] w9 €%

getole] FEWAL gh=o] 47} dAEH 1tE g
o] 14%51ol =A] eF=t) 1999 GDPE 4,0008 F=o|H, =+
7} GDP % 59HES 17.9%0|th(Table 1). Featole] %3
2 Jﬂﬁlz 178m= tiito] Hx|olm AH, 24|, F4] &

:’L/\-lgo] 1:]. 7q %E«] 86% o]/\]-g. /\]—Fﬂ_,)r zz]7]—

A8 3L, A E ] HES] 10.8%C]THTable 2).

glepatole] Ao FAHES tiFoln, S, E, AL &
o] oL HE slx ﬂE} AR T2 AR XA ekl
Utk FFFEZE AV, A, A7 Feledl 20174
10 2HEol 7t 23] Qo] fEs SFAER Fods)
R =3

. siElste] A 23

sgfatole] 79 ofdd] 71F= 59842 3% AE
Ao, 11439 m-¢ B 5o Al 9gE
29| o] Fo|A]aL Ith(Fig. 1)

vglztole] 2l AIEA-L Fig. 29} ZTHFAO). 2000:3TH
olF F3l ApiA L] tiA] A5AEE ApfHz o] Sleitt

Table 1. Comparison of Korea and Paraguay(2018)

Korea(A) Paraguay(B) B/A

Area(km?) 100,380 406,752 4.05

Population(1,000) 51,607 7,026 0.14

GDP per capita($) 33,346 4,020 0.12
Agr. GDP(%) 1.7 17.9

Source: Ministry of Foreign Affairs & The World Factbook
(www.cia.gov)

Table 2. Agricultural Land of Paraguay(2011)

Area(km?) 406,752
Sub-total 53.8
) Arable land 10.8

Agricultural land

Ratio Permanent crops 0.2
(%) Permanent pasture 42.8
Forest 43.8
Other 2.4

* Irrigated land : 1,362 km?(3.1%)
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Table 3. Production of Major Crops(2017)

AlvEE ARRlel 73987 w4 49

Area harvested Yield Production
(1,000ha) (kg/ha) (1,000MT)
Soybeans 3,380 3,100 10,478
Maize 940 5,485 5,156
Wheat 510 2,000 1,020
Cassava 182 17,400 3,167
Rice 140 6,600 924
Sugar cane 118 56,000 6,608
Rapeseed 80 1,250 100
Beans 72 850 61
Sesame 55 550 30
Source: FAOSTAT(www.fao.org)
T A3
Sep [ Oct [ Nov | Dec | Jan [ Feb
o o SASS LSS SIS,

* O : Seeding, Harvesting
Fig. 1. Sesame Crop Calendar(IPTA-K07)

Area hrvested

Fig. 2. Sesame Area Harvested & Production
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Table 4. Main Contents of Sesame Model Village Project

Table 7. Characteristics of farms

Treatment farms Control farms*

Contents
N superior sesame seed production & dissemination
ame X
complex establishment
Period 2016.~2018.
Budget $ 1,200,000 ($400,000/year)
Input superior seed, technology education, labor-saving
technologies seeder, liquid fertilizer production facility

Table 5. Model village size

2016 2017 2018

Acreage(ha) 300 1,600 2,712
No. of farms 240 390 1,776
Seed applied(kg) 900 4,500 8,700

Table 6. Investigating items

Categories Sub-categories
Characteristics .
of farms (Dage, @sesame cultiation career, @acreage
Benefit  (Dquantity, @unit price

Cost (Dseeds, @pesticide, @labour etc.

. . (Dmodel village project, @income increase,
Satisfaction  (yield increase, @participation intension,
®uniform seed supply

2. &M =7h =AES W =AM

KOPIA ¥2hto] AlivigAlRie] B aet s &
AMsl7] Sl FRshE AEAR AR dyzAE AAls
AT ZAREES QIS AIS 84, 429, ¥l FolH 2019
dS 71502 AT Table 6). Q7H5AISE 84
d, 95749, A 52 AT FYeas
%

bl

ol 2=
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bl Afdrbe AR Blgaae S, s, <
[‘11,

L=}

o

ol IE

=

8] 55 AT IEEE AR e AwAQ)
ok Heol A5571e w57l et Ak AT
AEsislon, Foixsaliel gaE FAke] wdgel
g RS YA EA 7Y HE FEste] AL
AR vEtgol Al 9] JES wglon, AR AlE
o] AREAL F AP ARVPE AR TS diEdle]
88} 1294(2019.9.23~104)3F AR HAZARE AAlsklth
T MM BES SHsICH, FolETt 6159} v
ATE7t 1355 ALBINITE B A7E mRelsvle] A
o] A7) wtel RSz EEAAo] o Foix|x] X3
the AIZE ok o, AddH e s fRe AT e o=
Ao Fofgrte] A9HE AR 7hsAdel Sivt wh
2 A9dE Bados Hvkely] g8l midelsrtel &

N 61 13

Age 452 40.8

Sesame cultivation career(year) 7.8 144
Average acreage(ha) 1.8 2.1

*The five farms first started sesame farming by participaing in the
model village project

25 AR o) 3l FEdE ApHR o] FiHoR w2
e Asith Ha AHE FodErl 45242 vl Rk
E7F 40.84100 sl =Tt 1y ol W FEEEe 7.8
Hoa wgedsrl 14430 vls) Fkor, HoAplHa o
Al FE717E 1.8 haZ P13l E7} 2.1 hatith ket

=
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ol A3 $9] zolg tA] HH Abtete] AKYS] et
S AFEsE Aol JtRuy & Ahn, 2017)(Fig. 5).
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+
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Fig. 5. DID Concept
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Table 82 AL AHvES ALY o] AP AE Ak A
ojth, ATRAY A FdErtet miFtels !
P e Fo =2 TSI o= AHARE
ZZAH(Baseline survey)7} AAEA] QT TS AHAIES
Fodslal = PA AT, B, P71 TARE 940
AHAK Aolle Folsriel viitedszt 7ke] zlol7t glich
= ojZo] Rrg= St

AHALIG ] FodE7tel mistel st B W) e
717} F7kste] Felo] e Ao R yERTh A, Fhod
s7te] Wt 7Ho] A oR e FoE e
H, 2 Azt A3 gujEe Ae® FAEU. o]= IPTA-
K07 F&2 5400 718t} 72 9 o]akrrt g e
2 B3, Y5 (Thousand grain weight)o] 7] wji£ol™, 7}
AL A7P7 A5, WA F59 5A40R FAe] Yol £
oF FEIAZETEH w2 7HS FHE7] witelth 2016d
715 Fols7iet migtel w7 e Aol 11728 Gsha
o, 2017d 20189 ZH7F 1,854- Gs/ha, 2,928 GS/haZ
A= AT Table 9).

Table 102 A= AARESA ] & T4 ¥skE #4

Table 8. Business performance of model village project

Year Yield Price Benefit

(kg/ha) (Gs/kg) (Gs/ha)
2016 771.1 4,695 3,620,315
Treatment =577 820.0 5390 4,419,800

farms

2018 825.0 9,650 7,961,250
2016 522.5 4,687 2,448,697
Control farms 2017 494.8 5,187 2,566,244
2018 695.0 7,243 5,033,538

Table 9. Total benefit change of model village project

(Unit : Gs/ha)
2016 2017 2018
Treatment farms(A) 3,620,315 4,419,800 7,961,250
Control farms(B) 2,448,697 2,566,244 5,033,538
Difference(A-B) 1,171,617 1,853,556 2,927,713

Table 10. Total benefit change of model village project

2016 2017 2018 Al
Scale(ha) 300 L600 2712 4612
T(Cl’fgi)gges‘;t 351,485 2,965,690 7,939,956 11,257,132
E’i(‘élsnﬂj‘%gg;‘te 5663.00 547410 647958 -
Tog‘}gge“ 62,067 541,768 1225381 1,829,216

gk A3foltt, APHAIIS] 3] F7ke] & Fele] wid St
ShaL, APAALY Fhol WA QA oid FTtste] APHARRY S &
79 IA A FTFeke AR YERTE 20164 7
62,0678, 2017d 20189 ZHz; 541,768$, 1,225381$=
A ol A FodErt 4 2,40657F A% 760.3$
o] &5o] F7sE Ao, sEtto]e] 191F GDP 4,020$4]
19% F=o|t}.
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Table 11. Benefit & cost of model village project (Unit : $)
Benefit Cost B/C Ratio
2016 62,067 400,000
2017 541,768 400,000
2018 1,225,381 400,000 1.52
Total 1,829,216 1,200,000
Total present value 1,831,216 1,204,806

aEgh A 27lddle Helo] EF50] At o= 7
= A Z7FRs Aol dRbARl ddoltt. o] AdeM = 2+
2 AFE Btk 28y o] Aol vEirRE 28
AT} o= AHAKY olFoll Aol S W s H
APHFAH)] S & F g7 wZolt). o7
Aol HR e WAE] fI5teltt.

Table 11 He] & H|Le 3ES 7|27 A&3 B/C
Ratioo|th. 397+ 28 B % FYHIE 1200889k AAL] ]
& 99 dAVERQ018E 71)E 7IRE AHES B/IC

0

Ratiot= 1.522 ARk Algle] S48 Egade] QlgH).
3. 2 AlHO2 DEEE 2A
Table 12& AIHPES: o] F7} 61359 W5wg B4 24
Solek. AAIIS] AN DI, AEE710) tg BE,
T tgk RS BE 5 tisiA w53, v vl
E30ol SHIAAT. A Helolg oA wj$- e Ao
Bl on, 53] Fato] #dAel tigt V=Tt 6,98 0= v
$ BT $EFA BRI E IFEAL WA, FAT
A2 2243l Bgsls Aol 71 2238 FAot). B3,
¥t 398 34 HINYTHE A FAYHE g
slo] BAESSHE 95 HAE AR 2ol 442 A
Table 12. Satisfaction of model village project
Satis- I\/'Ilcl)del Income  Yield Partici- Umﬁ)(lim
faction " e increase  Poon see
project nersion  supply
@D R - - - -
® - - - - -
3 - - - - -
@ - - - - -
® R - - R -
® 16 14 17 11 9
@ 45 47 44 50 52
D 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.8 6.9
) @ strongly disagree ~ @ strongly agree

=7 E Aok

4. AHioigAtlel 4Z20l
sfehsto] APgrke Aol A3aoe thest gk A,
452 oIt e Fe] BT Sl %ol
GAESI, A F/HE 15 Age] Ae £EEE
oI5 Tabe §4 o vl 57} 27 Hadel 3
YT BRI FSIAAL, G5 ANEH Hojg B
A

1F

& A5TUE ‘:UonOL A =4, AR A8 Al
FEo A g Bgolth. KOPIA sieae] Alee A9 271
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77, 3549 BYstel S PP, =EAL WY
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= A Bt EYEE ol&ste] AAEeH, =F
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