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ability of Cropping systems) method (Sadok ef al. 2009)
was used to assess the innovative cropping systems.
MASC is implemented within a decision support system
called DEXi (Bohanec, 2003). MASC has to be adjusted
to the context of growing bananas in Guadeloupe. Be-
cause benefits of innovations depend on the farming con-

- text, innovative cropping systems was assessed through

six types of farms. The data needed come from inter-
views, the mechanistic model BANAD (Blazy er a/., 2010)

‘and the crop model SIMBA (Tixier ef al.. 2008).
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Conclusions

Typed | Type 3

Compared 1o the current situation (No Innovation).

K innovation

' Ke Nematicides

the Global Sustainability score is: | -

® increased by two levels in 3 cases

® increased by one level in 23 cases

® remained the same in 77 cases

® reduced to a level in S cases

Overall, innovative cropping systems do not

- reduce the sustainability of the current situation.

Global Sustainability score achieved. is:

® low in 51 cases

® medium in 54 cases

® high in 3 cases

Innovative systems lead to a low to medium Global
nstabasbility scorc

Identification of relevant systems by type of farm
{increasing Global Sustainability score):

Type 1 P 6 innovative systems
Type2.3and 6 P 7 innovative systems
Typesdand 3 P no innovative systems

Regulation of pesticide |

Ko Herbiloides

L
Ko Nematicides + No Herbicides
- Crotatariu purcea
Rotaticns Fatlow

| integrated system 1

imtegrated systems | Integrated system 2
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Our results show that, for a given innovation, the
Global Sustainability score varies widely with different
farm types.

We identified 27 pairs ‘Farm type*Innovative system’
more sustainable.

The more relevant systems are the Integrated System |
and the Integrated Organic System.

Prospects

Involvement of stakeholders in setting the weights and
the structure of the hierachical tree.

Taking into account other criteria: potential for adop-
tion of cropping systems (motivation and constrainis).
Test in situ of the relevant sysiems.

Evaluation of cropping systems af other scales
(landscape, watershed).
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