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MOTIVATIONS OF FARMERS

by
Roy Behnke and Carol Kerven

Traditlonaiiy, agr!icultural
~ vevelopment programs were
" planned from the "top down."
~ That is, planners began wlith
national policy goals which
 determined which agrlcultural
commodities would [ncrease
natlonal welfare. They then
located those areas particu-
tarly sulted to such crops and
establ ished research stations.
~ These research stations sup~-
- plied a package of recommenda—
tions designed to "atitein op-
timal technlical management of
the commodity under the cli-
mate and soll conditions of
‘the chosen area® (Col I inson
1982:42).

The usual problem with this
approach was that no one botih~
ered to consult the farmers
upon whose iabor everything
else depended Al! too often,
tarmer objectives did not
match naticnal objectlves, and
agriculture did not develop
‘along the |lines envisaged by
the planners. ~

Farming systems research
(FSR) was expliclitiy designed
To remedy this sttuation by
Informing national pianners
and research sclentists of the

g2 “prioritlies and the economlic

circumstances of...farmers”
{Collinson 1982:42). Thus, the
Impetus behind FSR originated
trom the need to see agricul-
tural development from the

"ottom up," from the cllentls

point of view, and farming

- Systems researchers have long
- topreclated the need to under—

‘stend the values, rationales,
e'\d objectives that |le behind
tarmer behavior:

The goals and motivations
ot tarmers, whtch will
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willing to devote to Im
proving the productivity
of their farming systems,
are essential Inputs to
the process of [dentifying
or designing potentially
appropriate improved tech-
nologles (Norman, et al.,
1982:25), :

However, an understending of
the "goals and motivations of
farmers" depends on designing
appropriate research proce=-
dures, This paper scrutinizes
the FSR methodology In order
to determine whether or not It
can fulflil Its stated cbjec~
tives of providing the farm-
er's perspective. This exami-
nation focuses on the way In
which FSR defines the soclal
unlts of analysis employed In
the study of a farming system,
and it argues thzt the most
Important analytical unlts of
analysls employved In FSR -~
the farming system, the Indi-
viduai farm, and the recommen~
datlon domains — are defined
elther according to the theo-
retical requirements of eco-

nomic analysls or the
~ pracﬂcal demands of aoplisd

agricultural research. Using
materlal from Botswans, South-
ern Africa, we maintain that
FSR conceptual units of analy-
sis systematically distart the
economic goals and objectives
of peasant farmers In one
African country. Botswana Is
currently the site of a major
FSR research program (see ATIP
1981).

The purpose of this critique
Is not to attack FSR In gener-
al or to cai! Into question
Its most baslc methodology.
Rather, we wish to demonsirate
that FSR procedures are defl-
clent In one particular but
very Important regard, that of
ascertalning the motivations
of farm people. !f there is a
solution to thls problem, It
iles In the Interdisciplinary
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are lil-equipped by nature of
thelr training and project
responsibli1ties to undersiand
farmer objectives, then 1t may
be advisable to assign this
task to other sociai scien-
tists with appropriate profes—
sional backgrounds. Herein,
we argue, |les one of the most
impcertant areas where anthro-
pology can make a comr?buﬂon
to FSR.

The Roie of Farming in the
Housshold Econom les of Rural
Botswana ‘

Farming systems research
concentrates =~ understandably
enough — on the analysis of
farmling systams. The concen—
tration of FSR on ag“lcul'l'ure‘
may, however, have two unex=
pected and undesired results,
First, It may encourage re-
searchers 10 think of those
who farm as primerily or sole=
iy farmers, and thersby under-m
estimate the role of non-
agricultural activities in the
larger household economy.
Secondly, an excluslve concen—

.tration on farming may ifl-

equip FSR to address one of
the major Issues In agricul=
tural development {n Africa:
the withdrawal of labor from
agriculture due 1o rurai-urban
migration The economic or—
ganization of Botswana house~
holds clearly 11lusirates both
of these problems. ‘
In Botswana ®farmers" and
“arm fam!l!les® do not derive
the major portlon of thelr
Income from arabie farming.
Instead, members cf the famlly
are dispersed physlcally and
econam ical ly In order to take

‘advantage of diverse income-

earning opportunities.  indl=
viduals operating within the
larger unit of the famlly
calculate the marginal utllity
of thelr labor in different
sectors of the economy, while
"edging their bets™ in other
sectors by retalning |links

-
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vide both Iimmedizta and long
term security and enable the
individual Yo gambie In =@
risky economic and ecologlical
env iromment (Kerven (1982a).

The pervasivensss of thls
system of dispsrsed risk can
be judged by the results of
two recent national surveys
conducted In Botswana, The
Ratioma! Migration Study core
ducted in 1572 found that the
majority of rural dwelling
units had a2 wage emplioyed
member during the year (see
Kerven 1982b:561~564), and
iess than one quarter of all
ferm dwell ing unlts were soje~
ly dependent upon agriculture
(Flgur“e 1)

Furihermore, an sar!ler ru~
ral income study revealed that
two-thirds of all rural dwei-
{Ing units in Botswans ob-
talned over 40% of thelir ‘otal
Income from off~farm empioy-
ment (RiDS 1976). According
to this study, the proportion
of rural housshold Income ob-
talned from crop farming
ranged from nine percent of
the total household Income
from the pcorest 50% of =&ll
householids, to four percent of
the income of househoids In
the 60-998 highest income.

i? one Is to introduce agri-
culture researchers to ®the
farming famliy « thelir ohjec-
tives and goals™ (ATIP
1981:10), then the preceding
results strongly suggest thet
arabie farming may not be the
major concern for many farming
families In Botswana While
FSR ressparchers may be con-
cerned with measuring and In-
creasing farm Incoms, farmers
are concerned with stabliizing
and Increasing thelr gntire
income, much of which may come
from non-farm employment.
Therefore, In order ‘o under-
stand "farmers' goals and ob~
Jectives,” FSR resaarchers
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must adopt the viewpoint of
farmers and attempt 1o see how
diverse Income sources are
combined, consumed, and
invested. ‘

Standard sssessments of farm
eccnomies achieve this per-
spective In oniy a iimited
way. Conventional methods
begin with limited calcula-
tions of Income E@ﬂ’?‘ o made
annual ly by the farming
prise of the farm famH‘yg
¥nile usuaily recognizing the
existencs of what is termed
Hoff~-farm employment®, these
studies minimlize the Impor-
tance of the wage sectar by
treating wagse employment of
tamily farm members as a re-
sidual activity, in the con-
text of the farming enfer-—
orise.

It Is misieading however,
to frame the household economy
in terms of how !+ contributes
to or Interferes with the
farming enterprise. To the
confrary, it is frequently ihe
tarming enterprise that is
secondary to and subserylent
to the organization of the
overal | household economy, and
1o ignore this fact is to hide
from agicultural researchers
and project managers one of
the most pervasive reasons why
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In a rural economy such as
that found In Botswana, the
acceptabll ity of a farming
innovation cannut be adsquate-
ly Judged sciely by its tech-
nical and economic impact on
farming. It must aiso be
assessed In terms of I+s posi=-
tive o negative contribution
to the household sconomy 2s.a
vhole. This will espaecially
| be the case when technical
innovetlons require additional
labor or capltal thet couid be
Invested elsewhere, for exam-
ple, In the search for urban
Jobs or In the education of
children,

The need o combine an anal-
ysls of agricultural Income
an¢ urban wage income is not,
mOreover, a probliem pecuilar
to Botswana, and should be a
matter of general concern to
al! those invoived In FSR
The pattern of domes®lc econo~
mic diversity and labor migra-
tlon described here for
Botswana has also been docu-
mented over & wide area of

CMrica (reviewsd In Eicher and

Baker 1982:223-234),

The trend in many poor na-
Tions throughout Africa points
0o & deteriorsting Income dif-

ferential between subsistence |

agriculiture and urban wage
employment (Eicher and Baker
1982:223-734), Because FSR Is
2 practical, problem—oriented
research method, FSR projects
are llkely ‘o be implememhed
in precisely those nations
where the agricultural sector
stagnates relative to urban
wage markets. Fer from belng
a2 peripheral issus, rural-
urban migration and the f1ight
of the young and able~bodied
from worsening economic condi=
tlons in agriculture may be
ore of +the major problems that
FSR must confront In confempo-
rary Africa, It Is essentisi

that it develop standard flsld
techniques fitted to this
task.
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Thus far, we have noted that
~ Botswana households combine
urban and rursi resldencss,
wage employment and subsis-
tence agriculture, A new set
of methodologlical problems
arises if we confine cur ab-
tention to the rural areas and
attempt to describe the soclal
units which actively engage in
agricuitural tasks such as
plowing weeding and harvest-
~ Ing  The assumption that
 Afrlcan peasant farms sre be-
sically famlly farms runs
through much of the develop-
ment |iterature on farm man-
agement in Africa {(see Upton
1873). Qur material chal-
ienges this oversimpl iflce-
tion, at least with respect to
rural Botswana,

in Botswana, the rural com—
ponent of many households can-
not engage Independentiy in
crop farming because it lacks
either the necessary resources
or sufficlent family iabor.
in many cases, these house-
hoids overcome their Inadequa-
cles through a complex pattern
cf economlc exchanges with
other households, exchanges
which enable a marginal family
1o continue farming

in the foliowing discussion,
- we present a concrete example
of cooperation among close kin
involved In farming in this
case, wo ask the question,
"ihere is the family farm?®
After presenting the ethno-
graphic data, we wili show why
this question Is of cruclal
importance Yo the application
of economic analytic tech-

niques.
Cur case Involves four adult

siblings, two men and two
‘womern, The kinship relations
within this sibling group and
between It and nelghboring kin
are shown In Figure 2, which
also outlines the economic
exchanges which took place
among these kin In order ‘o
plow their fields In a single
year,

Zigure 2: The Eulti-Household Form
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Let us begin with the elder—
ly mother of the four sib-
iings. Mother !lived with her
younger son and two unmarrisd
daughters In a single com-
pound. She piowed no flelds
of her own, but her younger
son and two daughters piowed
one continuwous field which was
divided into three parts and
oened separately by each sib-
ling. These three co-rasi-
dents cooperated closely in
plowing activities, with the
brother providing catiie In
return for the labor of both
sisters and thelr oldest
devghters, This seemed to be

a mutual ly bensficial arrange-
ment since the brother had

only small children and was,
therefors, short on domestic
i abor.

The two sisters sald, how—
ever, that their brother had
not been able to plow enough
for them In the previous see-
son, and they had, therefars,
called upon their older bro-
ther (not living in the same
compound w Ith them) for assis-
tance. This older brother, In
t+he draft hlre busliness,
worked on the same basis for
his own two sisters, taking
cash obtained from their beer-
brewing income. At the same
time, however, as the sisters
were paying for hiring In

Best Available Copy ™

animal traction from their
oider brother, thelir younger
brother, with whom they ilved,
was hiring out his animal o
other nelghbors on & r;a:sh
basis. “

Now, ons may ask 3 qu%mf
essential for determining (2=
bor and Income factors: Where
Is the family and where Is the
farm In this exampie? oes
the farm consist of the elder-
iy mother {who is too old to
take any practical interest In
farming) and her three co=
resident chiidren? In this
case, It ssems odd thst the
flelds of & single form would
be divided by thres cwners and .
that the farm wouid simulte-
neocusty hire in snd hire out
draft power. Or, altermative-
ly, are there throe farms, one
for each sibiing? In thet
cass, 1t would seem odd that
thiree separate farm familles
would |lve together in one
dwelling unlt, under the ‘hﬂe—
lage of a senior relative.
Or, finally, are there two
farms: one for the younger
brother, wlith his own cattle
and land, and one for the two
sisters, who combine to brew
beer and exchange these earn~
Ings for &gricultural Inputs?
And tet us not, of course,
forget the helpful older bro-
ther who |ives elsewhere but
plays an equal part In the

_,%
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slly doing the work for the
fwo sisters.

The Famlly Farm as Firm

The preceding case materlial
S itlustretes the extent to
which Individual households
a&re not discrete entitles, a
situation documented by nearly
every soclal study of Botswe-
na's countryslde (Rlverson
1979; Cooper 1982; Kool jman
- 1978; Maseay 1981, among oth-
- ersl. inrural Botswana, as
In many other parts of the
world, the smallest unlts of
biological, soclei, and econo-
mic reproduction are encom-
- passed within larger units
which beth susteln them and
restrict thelr freedom of ac-
tion.

The resulting forms of
social crganization pose @&
challenge to current FSR ane-
- lyticaj procedures, which fal!l
1o recognize the fliuld and
~everiapping nature of house~
ho!d and farm organization.
1+ Is now necessary to relate
~ these def iciencies in FSR ana-
lytical “echniques to the
probiem of appreciating “the
 farmer's point of view."

in FSR, the economic analy=~
- sis of farm performances Is
- implicltly based on the theory
of the flrm., However, Botswe~
na households do not look or
act [lke business firms, and
- un} lke proper Indusirial
- $irms — appear to have fuzzy,
 shifting or even nonexistent
‘boundaries. It s, of course,
exceedingly difflcult to do
Input-cutput analysis on a
unit with no clear Ins or
outs.

Ambiguities arlise because of
the nature of the social envi-
ronment within which these
households operate. In an
Industrial economy, It Is
 fairly easy to distinguish
famil les or households from
other econamic units. House-
holds are governed by kin
relationshlps and rules, not
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shar‘twi-erm costs and bensflis
Economic relations are gener-
&l ly reserved for deal ing with
the impersonal, market-based
Youtside world® In which the
family operates as a self=-
contained entitys

However, a household oper-
ating within a soclal system
such as is found In rural
Botswana does not so much
confront an Impersonal outside
world as an ever-widening cir-
cle of kin and nelighbors wlith
whom economic relations must
be establ ished. Inversely,
the family Itself functions as
2 basic unit of production,
unl ike most industrial fami-
lies. Famliy=-type relations
are, therefore, extended to
the "world=-at-large,™ while
seconomic-type relations pene-
trate The domestic environ-
ment, and there is no obvicus
change In the fone or gquallly
of soclial and economic rofe
tions within and among house-
holds.

In this setting, It may be
In the interest of individuzis
net to {imit thelr options by
declaring unequivocal alie-
glance to an immedlete set of
kin, thereby distancing them-
seives from cther potentlally
useful kin (see Comaroff end
Roberts 1981), Wlith respect
to defining the famliy or its
farm, the nesds of economlical-
Iy motlvated acvors and econo-
mic analysis are at cross-
purposes, The very lssues that
econam Ists wish to clarlfy in
order fo get on with thelr
work are precisely those (e
sues which acters strategicai~
ly cbscure in arder 10 advance
thelr own interests,

Teo create an artificlaily
tight definition of the house-
hold In such socleties is not,
therefcre, merely to Mridy up®
the date; It Is to systematic-
ally misconstrue the long-term
eccnom Ic environment In which
Indlviduals operate, and to
Ignare the way In which Indi~
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cial envlronnent. Such manipn
ulation underestimates the
social dimensions of econamic
behavior and resitricts econo-
mic anaiysis to a8 narrow cal-
cuiation of the reiative effi~
clency of different productive
techniques. {1 does not aliow
agr tcul tural researchers to
recognize the “goals and morﬂm
vations of farmers®

Farmer Typoiogies, Target
Groups, and Recommendation
Domains
The problems which arise in
the enalysis of household eco-
nom les ars often compounded in
the economic analysis of en~
tire farming communities or
regions. Again, the require-
merts of the research program
override atrempts to view com
munity orgenization from the
participants® polnt of view,
in this case, distortions re~
suit, not from the formea}
requlrements of economlc anal-

ysls, but from the need fo

communicate the results -of
this snaiysis In a way that is
immediately useful to techni-
cal agricultural sclentisis
and administrators,

FSR seeks to disaggregate
farmer groups cperating within
& project area according to
how the fermers flIt into &
“farmer typoiugy™
ferent categorlies which come
prise a farmer typology sre
then labeled elther “target
groups" or "recommendation
domalns® These categories
arg Intended to represent ho-
mogeneous sets of farms or
farmers who share similar
probiems and possess simiiar
resources for solving these -
probiems. On a reglonal ba-
sis, different target groups

may refiect different farming

areas or different ethnlc
groups, wlth thelr particular
styles of farming and food
preferences. Within a single
community, however, the crite-
ria of "simiiar problems and

v
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that each target gropip will,
in fact, represent an sconomic
-lass, based on differential
scoess to the means ¢f produc-
tion. :
The totel p!c?wegaf a com-
nunlty composed of +arget
groups may, therefore, present
s valid proflle of the varia-
tion In production factors.
Nevertheless, this may be a
proflie which obfuscates the
economic and social Interde-
pendence of the community un-
der study and Interferes with
any attempt to understand the
economic goals and objectives
of the community members.

in order to Illustrate this
pcint, let us exemine ancther
example of the scclial organl-
zation of farming In rural
Botswana. This case Involves
the plow Ing errangements of an
ol ¢ matrlarch whom we call the
Rich Widow. Six ditferent

households helped the Rich
Widow piow her fields, and ali

did so on 2 hire basis for
cash, ~ Al} these farmers were
nelghbors and the majorlty
vere ajse Kin (Figure 3).

The obvious question fo ask
in the case of the Rich Widow
fs, How did she obtain all
the cash and soclal leverage
to get this many draft teams
working for her?® The cash
came from three different
sources, &s dld the soclal
teverags. In tTerms of cash,
the Rich Widow had many child-
ren and grendchildren, six of
whom were scattered In the
urban areas of Botswana, had
wage jobs, and sent money home
1o the Widow. As a second
scurce of Income, the Rich
Widow brewed and sold a iocal
variety of sorghum beer. As a
third source of cesh, the Rich
Widow also operated a large
catftie herd, She certalnly
had sufficient cettle to piow
her own fields, but claimed
That the cattie were kept too
tar away, Her social leverage
2lso derived from +three

brew ing, which turned her res-
fdential compound into a so-
cial center for surrouanding
farmers, from the fact that
she had a large number of kin
{Iving around her, and from
the fact that she was rich
The Rich Widow had been able
to establish her Influence
over a ciuster of farms for

which she served as the focus
of local social and economic

l1fe, This cluster was not
legally recognized by the wi-
derr community, and 1t lacked
both a formal political struc-
ture and definlite boundaries;
It was, however, recognized
and referred +o by name among
focal farmers.

i+ is instructive ‘o compare
the composttion of this clus-
ter of cooperating farms with
the composition of a typica!
FSR target group. Target
groups are in theory made up
of & homogeneous set of farms,
Farmers gethered around the
Rich Widow were recruited on
the basis of kinship and resi~-
dentlial propinquity and was
heterogenecus In terms of the
farming techniques and the
avaliable resources on indi-
viduai farms. Thls heteroge—
neity was, moreover, explolted
by farmers whenever they
sought o solve farming prob-
lems which couid not be han-
died on an individual farm
basls. The rationalie behind
cocperative agreements among
farmers was to put together
househol ds with comp!ementary
levels or different kinds of
farming resources. With ragard
to plow ing, farms without cat-
tie sought farms with suffi-
clent draft, farms with a
tabor surplus sought labor-
deficient farms where employ-
ment was possibie, and farmers
In need of cash sought those
who were wiiiing and able to
pay cash for services. The
general pattern was for multi-
household picoduction units =
regardless of the particular
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Farmer typologles were de-
veloped In FSR in order to
identify groups of farmers who
shared common farming prob!ems
and, hence, might be inter—
ested In simliar technical
solutions to these problems.
However, the desire to find
technical solutions to farming
problems reflects the "goe!ls
and motivations" of agricul-
tural research more than those
of farmers.
preciation of the interactions
among different kinds of farm
ers may be an Important eie-

in fact, an ap~

ment In understanding both the

econam [c circumstances ang the
full impact of technical and
econamic change on a2 farming
community. The case meterial
presented here suggests that
technical Innovations which

demand the use of more draft

power, famiiy ilabor, o cash
wiil Inevitably bring about
real ignments in cooperative
relationships, These rea! ign—
ments wouid probably lvad to
reductions in production on
some farms and Increases on
others. From the polnt of
view of Innovative farmers (or
of project personnel who have
a vested Interest In such
farmers) these changes might
appear to be ungualified Im-
provements., From the polnt of
view of the community as a
whole, tuese Innovartions
might, on the other hand,
entall a simpie redistribution
of productive capaclity among
farmers with no net increase
in prosperity.

in sum, analysis In terms of
supra-househol d cooperative
networks would encourage re-

(U
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the capacity of & community as
a whole to increase produc-
tion. The | inkages between
- eccnomic classes of farmers
which comprise these supra-
houseiol d systems are as fun-
damental to the production
process as are the Individual
-household |inkages. It Is
difficult to conceive of how
typologies which "“freeze" Iso-
lated familles into separate
productive classes could pro-
mote an appreciation of the
commun:ty organizaticn which
ul+imately sustains agricul-

- tural activity In these loca-

tions,
Conclusions

This essay has examined
three basic aralyticai catego~
ries employed In FSR: +he
farming system, the individua!
farm, and the farget group.
i+ has been argued that these
units of analysis concistently
impede the attempt +o under-
stend the goals and economic
motlvations of fermers In
Botssana.

By focusing attention pri-
marily on agricuiture activivy
and income, researchers tend
+o underestimate the lmpor=
tance of wage employment as &
rasul ¥ of outmigratlion of some
rural ferm famiiy members.
Alse, the concept of the
famiiy form exaggerates 'The
econcmic Isclation and sel f~
sufficiency of Iindividuail
househol ds and promotes a dig-
torted Interpretetion of the
nature of economic relations
W lthin and smong households.
Finally, farmar typologles
categorize farming communities
In such & way as to suggest
technological solutlons to
farming problems, a restricted
point of view not necessarily
shared by farmers.

These Imp!ications should
not be {nterpreted as a rejac~
tion of FSR methodology. The
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practical beneflts resulting
frcm the economic analysis of
household decision-making are
beyond doubt. Farmer typolo-
gies are also useful as a tool
for communicating the results
of farming systems research.
The problem is that these
otherwise useful toois can
interfere wlth an attempt to
understand the farmers' point
of view.

A simple sclution to this
dllemma is to place these
tools In the hands of one
member of a FSR team and to
entrust ancther member of the
team with the responsiblllty
of uncoverling the goals and
objectives of farmers. We
presume that the professional
credentials of anthropologlists
gual ify them fo this iatter
role. :

The Incorperation of anthro-
pologists Into FSR projects
requires adjustments In both
anthropoiogicai method and FSR
field procedures. From the
point of view of the other
discipiInres on a FSR team,
anthropologists are asked 1o
gccept formal survey teche
nigues as the dominant mode of
research and Yo accept the
Vimitetions on individual ve~
szarch flexibil ity that such
techniques entail. from the
anthropologist?s peint of
view, FSR field procedurss
have to Incorporate a greater
sensitivity for focal condi-
tions,

in this concluding section
wve suggest several practical
steps that can be taken in
order to Incorporate an an—
thropological polnt of view
into FS5R field methodology.
These changes are exiremely
modest and would requlire no
aiteration In the overai! FSR
scheme of resesrch. They
would, however, substantially
Increase our abiiity +o rou-
tinsly come Yo some under—
stending of the priorities,
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tions of peasant farmers.,

Collinson has divided farm-
ing systems fle!d research
into three stages: an explura-
tory survey, a formal verlfi-
cation survey, and on—farm
testing and experimentation
(Col | inson 1682:16-25), Mcdl-
fications refliecting the is-
sues ralsed In this paper
could approprlately be incor=
porated into the furmal survey
stage.

inltially, construction of
the sample survey would select
dwelilngs as the primary sam-
piing units. Axiomatic to
sampl ing provadwse Is the re-
quirement that fthe sampled
unit be a discrete isolate
which can be formally defined
for purposes of data manipula-

fon and can be readily iden~
tifled in the field As we
have discussed, dweilings more
eptly fulfiii these conditions
whereas famlilles, households,
or terms do not, belng com-
posed of muitiple and overiap-
ping layers of alieglance,
oooperation, membershlp, and
residence,

The selection of dwelling
units would follow accepted
FSk practice In That: 1) they
would be randomiy selocted
within different recommenda-
+lon domains/target groups,
11} the fieids Immediztely
asscclated with thess dwelling
units would serve as the sites
for agronomic trilesls. The
only departure from standard
practice would be the redefi-
nitien of the primary sampl ing
unlt, as dweiling unit rather
than household or famiiy farm.
Using a dwelling unlt rather
than “family farm™ o ™house~-
hold" el iminates the need for
a cumbersome definition of
these iatter units. These
definitions may often bias the
research progess at the very
beglnning From the anthropo-
logical point of view, sam-
pling by dwelilng units would
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!cal ssocial units Invelved in
ferming to grow out of the

. study, thereby reducing the

temptation to define these
units a priori,

Having identified the prima-
ry szmpling unit and its cur-
rently resident members, data
collecticn woul ¢ then spread
out trom this central point to
include both rura{ and urban
dwelling units with economic
ties to the Initlal, randomly
chosen unit, in cother words,
entrance into the soclal sys-
tem would be on a random ba-
sis, whlle subsequeni probing
out from these points of entry
wouid not,

in those rural areas where
cooperating farmers tend to
form tight geographlical clus-
ters, purposive sampling could
be undertaken easlily and
sheaply. Rurai-urban |ink-
ages,. on the other hand, might
be studied best through in-
depth questioning of the mem-
bers-of rural dwelllngs al-
ready Included In the sample.
The alternative, Involving
tracing absent migrants or
other associated family mem—
bers over long distance, may
be justified in terms of cost
effectiveness only if |Imited
to a small sub-sample of sur-
veyed units (Byerlee, et al.
1976).

Thls combination of random
and purposive sampling accom—
>l Ishes two things. First,
random sampling preserves the
credibil ity of FSR In the
estimation of technical scien-
tists, statisticlens, and
economists working In the
planning units of national
ministries or on agricultural
research stations. On the oth-
er hand, additional purposive
sampl ing permits researchers
to trace significant interac-

tlons Involving the farming
system, and to 1dentify the

different unlts of production
and consumption assoclated
vith farming

v 33 @1 TS poinTt Thav
traditionai anthropologlcai
fleld technlques would come
Into full play. By tracling
| inkages out from the Initlal
dweliing unit, the techniques
outi ined here would permit the
researcher to pursue the
structure and organization of
farming along | Ines revealed
by the community under study.
As we have argued here, the
distinctive aspects of |ocal
social organization may serve
as our most reliable guide fo
understanding the economlic
clrcumstances, goals, and ob~-
Jectives of farmers,
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1. Some of the Ideas and
research resuits expressad in
this pzper asrose out of an
integrated study of the sociai
and agronomic aspects of
draft-animal plowing in Bot-
swana, during 1981-82. This
research was jointly conducted
by Roy Behnke, a soclal an-
thropologist; Cl ive Lightfoot,
an agronomist; and John

Lesothlo, a soclological as-

sistant In the Botswana Minis-
try of Agriculfure. The re-
sults of this research project
were presented in a paper
entitled "ethodological Is-
sues Relating to On-Farm Agri-
cultural Research In Botswa-
na," authored by R Behnke, G
Kerven, J. Losothlo, and C
Lightfoot (in Clive Lighitfoot
(ed), A Collection of Papers
Relevant to Farming Systems
Research In Bofswana, Agricul-
tural Technology improvemenrt
Project, Ministry of Agricul-
ture, Botswana).

Referencas Clted

Alverson, Hoyt

1979 TMArable Agriculture In
Botswana: Some Contrlibu-
t+lons of the Traditional
Soclal Formation,™ Rural
Afrlcana New Serles No 4-5,
pp. 33"480

Best Available Copy*

AlIF (AgricuiTural  lechnol ogy
Improvement Project)

1981 . Unpubi ished project
identiflcation paper, pre-
pared for Unlted States
Agency for International
Devel opment, Gaborone, Boh-
swana.

Byerles, D., J. Tommy, and H.
Fatto

1976 Rurai-Urban Migration in
Slerra Leone: Determinants
and Pelicy implications.
African Rural Economy paper
No. 13, Unlversity of Sierra
Leone and Michigan State
University.

Col | Inson, Michas| P.

1962 Farming Systems Rasearch
mﬂmﬁﬂlﬂmmm

search Services, 1976=81.
MSU international Develop-
ment Paper No. 3 (Department
of Agricultural Economics,
Michigan State Universityl.

Comaroif, john and Simon-
Roberts

1981 Ruies and Processes.
Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Cooper, Devid

1982 "An Overview of the
Botswane Urbzn Class Strug-
gle and its Articulation
with the Rural Structure:
Insights fiom Seilebi-
Phikwe” In R snee Hitch-
cock and Mary Smith (eds?,
Setilsment in Bctswann, Re-
public of South Africe:
Heinemann, pp. 245-255,

Elcher, Carl K. and Doyle
Baker

s

MU [nternational Deveilop-
ment Paper No, 1 (Depar-mment
of Agricultura! Economlcs,
Michigan State Unlversity).

Kerven, Carol

1982a Rural-Urban (nterdspen-
dence and Agrlcu!‘!’ural De-
velopment.® In R. Renee
Hitchcock and Mary Smith

4]
/‘\



- pa, Republic of South Afri-
- ca: Helnemann, pp 2354~-244.
1982b "The Effects of Migra-
tioti on Agricultural Produc-
t+ion.® In Carol Kerven

quences, Laborona Botswa~
na: Ceniral Statistics Of-
: fice, pp 526-626.

~ KooiJman, Kunnie

1878 Soclal and Economlic

Change In 2 Jswana Yiilage
Lelden: Afrika~-Studie Cen-

frum.

Massey, Devid

1981 "Labor Migration and
Rurs! Development In Botswa-
na." Ph.D. Dissertation
pressnted to Boston Univer-
sity.

Norman, David, E. Simmons, and
H. Hays

‘982 _nmlnn .Syslms 1n ihe

BResearch

.nnd mles tor Develop-
" ment. Boulder: Westview
Press.

KIDS (Rural Incomes Dlsiribu-
tion Survey)

1976 The Rural income Disiri-
butlon Survey in Botswana
1974=15, Gaborone, Botswana:
Central Statistics Offices

Upton, Martin

1973 Ez2rm Management in Afri-
ca  Oxford: Oxford Univer=
siiy Press,

Reader?!s Forum Continued
(fram Page 8)

househo!d participation In
commercial egriculture and/or
iabor migration, two of the
most signiflcent fesatures of
socic-economic change In East
Africa, lead(s' to greater
material wealth and, over
time, Y0 the development of &
distinctly more favored soclo~-
econcmic cless of weli-to-do
peasant {or "Kulak") farmers.
At the same time, we often
read that commerclal agricul-

erate pocr nutrition, partiy
because of changing cropping
and consumption patterns, and
partly because of changing
tatterns of household ijabor
al location The Implication,
that weaithier sirata of the
community may suffer most from
malnufrition, Is counter-
Intuitive and Is not borne out
by numerous studies In non-
African settings that stress
the relationship between
household wealth and good
child nutrition What, then,
are the | inkages among commer—
clal agriculture, labor migra-
tion, wage employment, wealth,
and child nuirition? Review=-
Ing some of these Issues in 2
critical assessment (Fleuret
and Fleuret 1980), we con-
cluded that commercial agri-
culture and attendant socio-
economic change could serlous-
ly endanger the nuirition of
children in participating
households. However, these
conclusions were based on | i+
erature generated, for the
most part, In Latin America
and Asia; the African |itera-
ture lacks studles that seek
to demonstrate the relation-
ships that may exist between
nutritlonal status and such
potentiaily=-significant vari-
ables a2c wealth differences,
landho! dings, employment char-
acteristics, domestic division
of labor, commercial agricui-
ture, crop dliversiiy, and so
forth. Beglnning In January
1981, Anne and Pairick Fieuret
inltiated a program of re-
search designed to ciarlfy
precise!y these issues, Be-
fore considering the prelimi-
rery results of this work, It
Is appropi-late to speak brief-
ly of the research site it-
self.

li. Setting

The Talta people live In the
Telts HIlls and adjacent
plains of Coast Province, Ken-
va. The hllis themselves are

Best Available Copy

by arid and largely unpopu-"

lated plalns. Only the piains
areas Immediately adjacent to

the hllls support any human’

population, and most of these
are Talta people who have
migrated permanentiy to the
towlands within the last 30
years due to high population
densities and Increesing com-
petition for land within the
hitis. Although the hilis
have been settlied for several
hundred years, the plains
prior to about 1950 were ex-
ploited for thelr piant and
animal resources and used as
pasture for |ivestock, but not
regarded as a it habitat for
permanent human residsnce,

The Taita niiis rise to a

‘maximum elevation of 2200 m,

with the majority of the popu~
lation [iving In areas 1000-
2000 m above sea leve!. The
Talta recognize three agro-
ecologlical zones: the high,
cool, and wet areas above 1700
m; the intermediate warmer and
drier zowx between 1000 and
1700 m; and the arid plains.
Househol ds attempt to maintaln
farm plots In all three zones
In order to satisfy thelr
cultivation, herding residen—
tlal, and foraging needs, and
to manage the risk of seasonal
crop fallure due fo poor grow=-
ing condlitions in any one
zone. Although government
consol idation and regisiretion
of farmlands together with
officlal and unofficial resst-
tlement of hilis people 1o the
plains has altered this tradi-
tional pattern to some extent,
it Is still the case that most
househoi ds have access to land
in at least two of these zones
and a good working know ledge
of the cropping cenditions
obtaining in each.

The data presented below are
der lved from resezrch conduct-
ed among a sampie of 270

households evenly distributed
among four communities. !pe-
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