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Getting Marketing into
Farming Systems Research: A Case
Study from Western Sudan

Edward B. Reeyes

Marketing is arguably the most neglected issue in feruwing
systems reseerch (FSR), While leading propc.ents of FsR
frequenily cite marketing as an imporient consideration
(Collinzon 1932; Gilbert et.al. 198C), none has attempted io
explain  in detail how the study of farmer marketing
opportunities and constraints would actually contribiite 19
specific FSR activities such as defining recommensation domeins
or improving the interpretation of on-farm &groriomic trials[1].
Marketing does receive some attention in discussions of the
diagnostic survey, or sondeo[2). In this initial field
reconnaissance and discovery phase of FSR, observation of locgl
markets is necessary to make note of the evailability of
purchased inputs and to determine the farm products that sgre
sold rather than conrsumed by the household. Useful as the
checklist of "marketing factors affecting small fermers® (Shaner
et.el.  1981:259-61) is for guidiag interviews with fermers,
agricultural extencion agents, and loca! officials during a
sondeo, it Joecsn't prcrose how specific marketing data should be
collected and integrated into the Ister stages of FSR. I bLelieve
that there are two relzted reasons why nc progress hes been
made to explicitly incorporate marketing epalysis in FSR. The
first is the overwhelming concern of FSR with allevinting
biological constrsints by the design, testing and recommendaticn
to farmers of improved technologies.  The second is a
disviplinary bias which viewo marketing as an issue that is
"exogenous" to the farm household and of conecern largely in
macro-level analyses that are carried out to inform
policy-makers, Recent developments in the wake of the "Green
Revolution™ call into Guestica the wisdom of these biases,

The contribution that economic anthropologists can make
to FSR methodology lies in their emphasis on direct observatiun
and behavioral analysis ot merketing systems (Beals 1875,
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1.2. Estimate variable costs for each treatment.
1.2.1, Identify the variable inputs: those items
which are affected by the choice of treatment.
Estimate the quantity of each of these inputs used
for each treatment,
1.2.2. Estimate the field price of each input.
Normally this will be retail price  plus
transportation costs for purchased input, Field
price of family labor will be an opportunity cost.
1.2.3. Multiply the field price of each input by
the quantity and sum over inputs to cbtain the
variable cost for each treatment.

1.3. Subtract variable costs from gross field benefit to

obtain the net benefit for each treatment.

2. Choose a recommended treatment using marginal enalysis,
2.1. Array treatments from high to low in net returns.
Eliminate dominated treatments. Calculate the rate of
return to each treatment in capitsl. Graph the net
returns curve if seversal treatments are involved[5].

2.2. Select as the recommendation the treatment which
offers the highest net benefit and a marginal rate of
return of at least 40% on the last increment of capital,

3. Check the suitability of the recommendation from the point

of view of yield and price variability. The purpose of these

additional analyses is to determine if the recommendation meets

farmer standards for risk aversion.
3.1. Use minimum return analysis to compare the
minimum returns irom the selected treatment to those
from all other treatments. If it compares unfavorably, a
different recommendation may be more consistent witn
local farmer circumstances.
3.2. Use sensitivity analysis{6] to determine whether the
choice of recommendation is sensitive to product or input
prices which are particularly subject to estimation error.
If the recommendati-n is sensitive to these changes,
consider changing the recommendations or obtaining more
information about the prices in question.

The contribution which an anthropologist could make to
this sort of analysis is in the estimation of field prices and
varieble costs which accurately reflect the circumstances of
different categcries of farmers. My point is that farmer access
to input and product markets can vary even when farming
operations are homogeneous. One group of farmers may be
relatively free to purchase or sell in the channel of their
choosing and have partial control over their costs and the
benefits received; other farmers may be constrained by their
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circumstances to choose less desirable options and consequentiy
have less control. The prices found in the different marict
channelg are linked with different farmer opportunities that mev
result in significantly different net benefits to the separcic
categories of farmers involved. To give substance to this
argument I will review the circumstances of small farmers in
the el-Obeid area of the Western Sudan[7].

Farmers and Earketing in the Western Suden

Farming in the el-Obeid area is small-scale, family based,
and_gommercialized to & considerable degree. Over 90% of the
families produce food crops for sale end purchase much of the
food that they eat. The rural population is dispersed in
nucleated villages that vary in size from five or six households
to 1,000 or more. Village population fluctuates seasonelly. It
is greatest during the rainy months when the crops are grown
and least during the hot, éry season. The average househoid is
composed of seven or eight members. Nuclear femily residence,
extended families, and other household errangements are all
common. Whereas the household is the bssic unit of
consump_tion (el members reat from one pot™), agriculturel
production is typically managed by more than one decision-maker
in the household, A typical pattern is for the husband and wife
to manage separate farms, Unmearried sons and daughters who
are old enough are also given land to cultivate and manage,
when it is available. In addition to farming, virtuelly every
household has members who work in off-farm cccupations, which
usually start after the harvest. The household hesd cultivetes
an average of 1C hectares, but the renge of farm size is very
great, frgm less than 2 to 30 hectares. While the outright sale
of land is rare, one third of all cultivated lands are rented
rather than owned by the farm operator. Most of the rented
land is leased by better off farmers from farmers who e&re
poorer than average., Labor is g key constraint. Therefcorse,
farmers lacking the working caepital to hire sufficient labor to
cultivate all their arable land may still gain an income from the
unutilized land by leasing it to someone else. The mejor fieid
crops are sesame, millet, sorghum, groundnut, and roselle.
Millet and sorghum are grewn for household consumption, but
su_rpluses are sold to other households and local middlemen,
Millet grain is the preferred cereal staple of the rural diet,
and the stalks of millet are used as a building materisal.
So.rghum is frequently interplanted with sesame to stabilize the
soil against wind storms. Sorghum grain like millet is used to
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make porridge; it is also used k. ved into beer. Sorghum
stover is a fodder. Sorghum is not nearly as important es
millet in terms of the area devoted to its production or its role
in the rural diet. Sesame is the principal market crop. About
half of the cultivated area of most farms is plented in seszme.
Most of it is sold tc middlemen at various regional markets and
is destined for processing into cooking oil that is consumed by
the urban populations, Market prices of sesame tend to follow
a predictable pattern. The market for groundnut, on the other
hand, is quite unpredictable due to the volatility of the export
market. groundnut planting veries with the previous year's
market demand and farmer expectations of the current year's
market. In the 1980-81 season, about 10 percent of the
cultivated lend was planted in groundnut after the previous
season had established record high prices. Roselle is another
crop whose cultivation is subject to volatile export prices. It is
frequently intercropped with sesame and sorghum and is the
least important of the major field c.ops.

The cropping cycle starts in April or earlier with land
clearing. The field crops ere planted between May and August.
The uncertainty of rain leads to a strategy of phased planting
of the crops and replanting patches where the crops fail to
germinate. Farmers with more than 20 hectares to cultivate
commonly rire labor for scme operations. Laborers are
compensated by cash wages that ere negotiated between the
farm manager and the lasborer. The demand for labor varies
unpredictably according to such factors as rainfall and rate of
weed growth., Furthermore, the supply of free labor varies
from village to village, again according to the sporadic
distribution of rainfall as well as demographic factors,
particularly the concentration of population in the vicinity of
the village. The variation in wage rates between villeges for a
season and within the same village at different times in the
Same season can be substantial (Table 6.1). Moreover, whereas
farmers with working capital can purchase labor for multiple
weedings of their crops, farmers lacking the cash to purchase
food for the family may neglect adequate weedings on their own
fields in order to work on someone else's field and receive a
wage, After the vagaries of climate, lsbor is the most
important constraint on the cropping system. The cost of
sustaining the household work force and of hiring additional
laborers is the largest input expenditure, Capital investment by
comparison is almost negligible since all agricultural operations
are performed entirely with hand ‘ools which are purchased at
8 modest cost from local suppliers and have a long use-life.
The use of pesticides, particularly for groundnut, is beginning to
come into practice; but as yet only a few farmers co this.
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Generally speaking, farm management practices are homogenes:
among all farmers in the region because of the hand-icol
technology employed by all.

Transporting crops from the field to the village and sfter
that to rural markets is accomplished by pack animals, A
farmer who does not own a donkey to carry his crod osn
borrow (or rent) one from & neighbor, Transporting of cron
from the villages to the centrai urban market at el-Ob.:% iz
accomplished by truck. A shortege of motor transpori wez:s no:
found in any of the villages studied. Villages which diZ o+
have a truck operated by one of their own innabitants depensad
on regular visits from a transporter coming from a neighboring
village. At the height of the marketing season,” a village is
usually visited by several trucks competing for busine.s. Since
crop marketing occurs in the dry season, the flooding of roads
and tracks is not a problem. Long-term storage is also not a
problem in this arid area because the highly relisble technique
of pit storage is used.

. . Table 6.1
Wages* Paid for First Weeding of Millet {by area unit).

Village Name Wage Rate Village Name Wage Rate
Umm Sot 5.000 - 10.000 Kazgeil 8.000
el-thrta 5.000 ~ 15,060 Umm Arada 6.000 - 10.000
Demokia 3.000 - 15.000 Kaba 2.00C - 6.000
Umm Kuka . 6.000 - 10.000 Umm Ramad 3.000 - 12,000
el-Hammadiya 6.000 - 12.000 Abu Haraz 10.000
e1-6g1f11 5.000 - 10.000 Wardass 10.000 - 14.000
el-Filia 4.000 - 10.000 timm Sabagha 5.000 - 6.000
Burbur 7.000 - 10.060 Ayara 5.000 - 10.000
Bangedid 6.000 - 7.000 Bagbage 3.000 - 5.000

* Wages in Sudanese pounds. 1981 (1.000 L.S. = $ 0.90 US at
officia] rate). Al figures referring to Sudanese pounds are
written witk Sudanese notation, with a period rather than a comma
marking the thousands column. The exchange rate noted abcve shows
one thousand Sudanese pounds equivalent to 90 US ceats.

The pervasiveness of the market in the lives of the
farming peoples in the el-Obeid area can be gauged by the
ubiquitous institution of the village shop. Local shopkeepers ere
responsible for the day-to-day provisioning of the farm
household. Rarely are these individuals local moncpolists,
Shopkeepers depend on mainteaining the goodwill of a clientele so
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and foregoing the service fee amounts to a business promotion.
When a credit balance is paid in crops the shopkeeper may gain,
however; if the debt is paid early in the marketing season, the
shopkeeper may store the crop for several months and receive a
20% increase in price.

While the cash flow problems of farmers are commonplace
so that the relationship between shopkeepers and farm
households just described obitains in a majority of the cases, it
is not true that every farm family is hampered by a perpetual
cycle of indebtedness., A sizeable minority of the farmers are
able to avoid the cycle, and this has consequences that are seen
in the different marketing strategies characteristic of indebted
and debt-free farmers. The debt-free farmers have assets
which can be liquidated when cash is required to meet household
needs. Livestock are a major form of asset, and the larger
crop producers regularly purchase animals with the surplus
gained from crop sales., Owning a business is another form of
asset. Over 90 percent of the shopkeepers v:cre fariners. For
them, shopkeeping is fundamentally an investment made by a
successful farmer as a hedge against crop failure and
agricultural market instability.

The general picture of the crop marketing system is that
agricvltural products move from the smaller villages to rural
bulking centers and then to wholesalers, processors, and
exporters in el-Obeid. The system appears to have a "dendritic
structure” (Smith 1976) which would suggest that rural marketing
centers are linked in highly stratified networks that sharply
constrain the opportunities of all producers to market crops.
Our study of crop marketing that used a sample of 166 farmers
does not fully confirm this, however. It shows instead that a
minority of farmers have greater flexibility in their marketing
strategy than others. In comparing farmer access to channels it
was found that larger producers are more likely to sell in only
one channel while smaller producers sell in more than one
channel (Table 6.2). This does not mean that the large producers
have a more restricted opportunity. The opposite is the case.
Field interviews determined the reason for this pattern is that
smaller producers must opt for a diversified marketing strategy
if they wish to maximize their returns, They have to sell small
amounts of crops to local middlemen to purchase food while
attempting to reserve the balance for later sale in a
higher-return channel. Larger producers do not experience the
cash flow constraint and are able to market all their creps in a
single channel that brings the highest returns. They are also
likely to store their crops until the prices are at the highest
level expected for the season.

The patterns of marketing strategy become clearer if we
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éxamine crop sales in the five channels (Table 6.3):

sales (tJrrban Crop Auction; Twenty-ihree percent of the farmer
o ansactions were at the crop auction in el-Obeid, Neerly
alf of ali the producers' crops (by weight) are sold in thié
manner., O_n average, farmers market the lergest quantity of
Crops 1n this channel (16 kantars) and earn the highest re{m":
of any legal.mar}:eu'ng option (89-95%), The buyers in this
channel ars big merchants, warehousers, Processors, and év:féﬁ
assessed by the weight and aucti i
the sale price whicg the buyer ;):ysl.mce
transportation and a 2% commission ¢
agert who takes care of the crops d
auctioning procedures,

Farmers' Mean Prod Tab'l? 2
an Production (in mids*) of A1l
Access to Channe'ls.) AT Crops by

N Mean Std.
Channel Access Production Errgr S{gnif%g:retgeer
only one 95 703.4 72.1
more than one 59 243.4 1.7 0-o01

* The "mid® is a Sudanese unft of vol
ume i
** Student's t test for the difference ofe;:a;::lent £0 4-125 Titers.

. Ru.ral Crop Au.ction:. Nineteen percent of producer sales

L u?:f:fetcllontso ;ﬁre,z %n fthr]s] channel, but the quantity sold
y . Ol the total. This channel also h

lowest average quantity sold (2.2 kantars). Sales in theadru:-]:a?

with them. This channel appe
marketing alternative as far
Generally speaking, farmers sell crops at the rural auctio
market when they intend to purchase expensive goods, such as
livestock or clothing, at the Periodic village market,
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services and market development did not pose very significant

constraints. Student's t-tests for the differences in the mean
quantities of crops sold between villages with a high level of
institutional  development (including the availability of
transportation) and those with a low level of development
reveals a significant difference in only the agent and urban
merchant channels (Table 6.4). In developed villages there is a
significantly higher average quantity of all crops sold to agents
than in undeveloped villages. This finding is reversed in the
case of sales directly to urbsn merchants. Since nearly the
same proportion of sales transactions and quantities of crops
sold occur with agents and urban merchants (Tabie 6.3), we may
conclude that the farmers in the developed villages are more
likely to sell to agents while in undeveloped villages the farmers
are more likely to sell to urban merchants directly. This
finding seems paradoxical. With their greater access to
transportation farmers in the developed villages could be
hypothesized to have greater opportunity to smuggle their crops
directly rather than sell to an intermediary. But two
circumstances liscourage this pattern occurring. First,
detection of smuggling is a greater risk in large developed
villages where there are police officers and market officials
charged with being on the lookout for smuggiers. The risk of
detection is less in undeveloped villages. Sescond, the agents in
the developed villages are heavily capitalized comparad to
ordinary village shopkeepers who buy crops in exchange for
goods. These agents have their own trucks and are practiced in
smuggling and evading detection. The agent relies on the
margin of profit that is gained from smuggling to offer farmers
a relatively high price, In this perspective, agents and urban
merchants seem to be alternative channels that are found in
villages with different levels of commercial development.

The level of farm production, on the other hand, is a very
significant indicator of farmer marketing strategies. The mean
total production of the farmers selling in each channcl was
compared using a one-way analysis of variance (Table 5.5). A
significant difference was found between mean production of
farmers selling to the urban market and to village shopkeepers.
This finding supperts the analysis above concerning the
relationship between cash flow and marketing strategy. Large
producers are owners of non-crop assets such as livestock and
business interests which provide liquidity, As a consequence
they are able to market in a high return channel like that of
selling to the urban market. Smaller producers facing cash flow
constraints must market crops at the village shop.

0.003

Urban
HMerchant
Mean
Qt
70
299

812
182
0.052
One kantar equals

Agent
Mean
Qt

Keeper
N
293 31
193 54
N.S.
"kantars®,

Shop
Mean
Qt

Channels
N.S.
Quantity in

234
9
approximately 45 kg.

Rural
Auction
Mean

Qt

N

11

0
N.S.

Urban
Auction
Mean
Qt
66
521

* Mean Q = Mean

Table 6.4
Mean Sales of A1l Crops by Marketing Channel and V¥illage Institutional Development.

Village
Environment
Developed
Undeveloped
Significance
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- . .~ Table 6.5
Farmers’ Chofce of Channels by Mean Preduction (in mids*)
SRR - of A1l Crops.

Channel i B Mean

Urban Auction 51 857.5%** (Shopkeeper)
Rural Auction 41, 568.1

Shopkeeper 73 487.6*** (Urban Auction)
Agent 21 974.9

Urban Merchant 24 644.0

Total 210 629.8

ANOVA F ratio = 2.794. P Less Than .0273

* The "mid® is a Sudanese unit of volume equivalent to 4.125 liters.

** The samples are based on interview with 166 farmers. A third of the
farmers marketed in more than one channel resulting in double
counting., Since this would tend to make the means more similar rather
than more different, tke conclusions drawn in the text are made
stronger by including farmers marketing in more than one channel.

*** Indicates significant differences between channel means by LSD
Procedure (P Less Than .05).

Implica_tiom for the Use of Partial-Budget
Analysis

I now turn back to partial-budget analysis and consider
what the data from the western Sudan suggests about the
methodology. My comments are addressed to three procedures:
(8) estimating the field price of the crops, (b) estimating the
field price of inputs, and (c) the identification of a
recommendation domain — a homogeneous category of farmers.
All three of these procedures are critical for the success of
partial-budget analysis and the last one is also essential to any
kind of FSR methodology.

To review, the field price of the crop is defined by the
CIMMYT economists as: sale price Jess harvest costs,
shelling/threshing, storage and transportation from the field to
the point of sale.

The data presented above on farming systems and
agricultural markets in the Western Sudan show that the field
price of crops varies not cnly with the above factors but also
with the marketing strategy which farmers are able to
operationalize. Marketing strategy was found to vary with cash
flow constraints experienced by the farm househcld and the
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level of total crop production. Larger producers, who do not
experience a cash flow constraint, are able to reserve all their
crops for ssle when the prices are highest, and they are s%le
to sell in a high-return channel, Smaller producess,
experiencing chronic cash shortages, have to sell at least a
portion of their crops at a disadvantageous time and in a -
return channel. Moreover, the economist's practice of usir~
average prices obtained from cfficial market recoras  to
estimate the sale price would not reflect the prices receives to-
most farmers in the =1-Obeid erea, Similarly, costs of in-ur:
can be affected by marketing channel usad. Consequznily:

access to beneficial prices and preferred msrketing chennels
inay be affected by farmers' economic conditions and production
evels, ’

When accurate estimates of the field price of crops sand
variable inputs are not made, an accurate estimation of the net
benefits of alternative treatments to farmers cannot be made,
the partial-budget analysis is invalidated and doubt is cast on
researcher recommendations. The result will discredit FSR and
contribute to a heightening of the mutual misunderstanding and
distrust that has been a dreary feature of relations between
agricultural scientists and smail-scale, limited resource farmers
in many developing countries. In a worst case scenario, FSR in
spite of its on-farm research approach could end up, like
conventional agricultural research, giving the greatest assistance
to those who least need it — the Ligher resource farmers.

This brings me to the issue of selecting recommendation
domains of farmers. If FSR is to attain the goal of helping the
world's poorer farmers it must be highly sensitive to all factors
which differentiate farmers according to their advantages &and
disadvantages. The usual procedure in FSR is to differentizte
recommendation domains according to production characteristics
and directly related factors, such as climate, soil type,
technology level, and general farm management practices. In
the present paper I have tried io show that farmers who are
highly similar on the bio~technical dimension may have different
capabilities when it comes to product marketing and the
management of cash flow to the household. This is a strong
reason for including a behavioral analysis of farming marketing
strategies in the delineation of recommendation domains. In the
el-Obeid area, for example, I woul¢ make a distinction between
larger producers, who market crops in high-return channels and
are debt-free, and smaller producers, who market in low-return
channels and are chronically indebted. Since a partial-budget
analysis is pointless unless a valid recommendation has been
identified, I would propose that a survey of farmer marketing
behavior is an essential prerequisite {0 on-farm agronomic triels
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and their evaluation. 1 would be skeptical of a proposal to

undertake on-farm trials immediately after a sondeo (Hildebrand

and Waugh 1983) without a detailed survey of farmer
circumstances including marketing opportunities and constraints.

Conclusion

I have criticized the methodology of FSR for neglecting
the subject of farmer marketing strategies, and 1 have related
this shortcoming to disciplinary biases in agricultural research
and development. I have proposed that this omission opens an
opportunity for economic anthropologists to participate in FSR
projects. The study of farmer marketing strategies requires
attention to regional marketing systems, particulerly the
channels for product and input marketing that are available to
farmers, as well as to farm-level marketing constraints
associated with the level of farm production end cash flow to
the household. That an anthropologist's concern with
understanding farmer marketing strategies can tie together both
the micro-level, technological concerns of agronomists and the
inacro-level, institutional concerns of agricultural economists was
demonstrated with reference to the partial-budget analysis
developed by the CIMMYT Economics Program.

I conclude this paper with four additional remarks about
the role of economic anthropologists in FSR, especially with
reference to studying farmer marketing strategies. First, my
emphasis here has been on the behavioral analysis of farmer
merketing activities, but I do not regard this approach to be in
competiiion  with the cognitive approach to farmer
decision-making, such as Gladwin (1982) advocates. The two
approaches are complementary and both will contribute to FSR
methodology. Second, I would stress, as Hildebrand and Waugh
(1983) have done, that FSR is multidiseiplinary research that is
team-oriented. Anthropology has a highly productive tradition
of individual field research, but the impulse "to do your own
thing” must be eschewed when participating in an FSR project.
Most of what anthropologists can contribute to FSR will be in
helping the traditional egricultural disciplines to better grasp
the realities of limited-resource farming. Anthropologists will
have to learn to accept this supportive role without resentment
and without succumbing to the urge to "chuck it". We are a
discipline that prides itself on being sensitive to cultural
differences. It is time that we developed some sensitivity
toward the limits of our own disciplinary subculture and that we
become willing to communicate with the members of other
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disciplinary subcultures as sympathetically as we do with tx
people of Bengo-Bongo.  Third, anthropologists can tel-
consolation in the fact that the task which FSR has set f
itself is historical and immensely important for the welfare of
much of the world population. If their role in FSR will bs
largely in support of the research of other diseiplinoc,
anthropologists should realize that understanding smell ferc

will tax all their conceptual and methodological skills. F:r.:
I can see nothing but benefits for the development of theor :
anthropolcgists' participation in FSR. The issue of fermer
marketing strategies alone would seem to call for tuc
development of a new theoretical model that would integrate

cultural ecology, regional analysis and politica’ economy[10].

T

Notes

1. The major exception to this generalization, and it is only a
partial one, is the work of Norman et. al. (1982). Even the
- marketing analysis in this study and its use of averege
margins for farmer sales begs the question whether variation
in returns to different categories of fermers would
z;i’lgalsniﬁcantly affect the economic evaluation of agroncmic

2. The sondeo is a preliminary reconnaissance of a region that
is designed to discover broad characteristics of ferming
systems and major problems of concern to farmers. On the
methodology of the sondeo, see Shaner et.al. (1982:285-93).

3. Anthropologists have been in the forefront of criticizing
overly abstract and rationalistic, economic models of farmer
decision-making (Barlett 1980; Cencian 1972; Ortiz 1983). For
a critique of macro-economic analyses in the Su:dano-Sahelien
zone of West Africa see Harriss (1982).

4. Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo.

5. A "dominated treatment" has lower net benefits and higher
variable costs than some other treatments in the experiment.
Dominated treatments are eliminated from  further
consideration because they are clearly inferior to some other
treatments., The purpose of calculating the rate of return to
each increment of capital is to determine if it meets farmer
minimum  requirements for investment. The CIMMYT
economists believe that a 40% return is generally the

minimum rate that sinall farmers will accept (Harrington
1982:17-23).
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6. Sensitivity analysis determines the effect of price variation
on a treatment that is being considered for recommendation
to fermers. Very simply, it entails cclculating the marginal
return (see above) twice, once using a high but likely price
and once using a low but also likely price (Harrington 1982:
35-37).

7. The informetion was gathered during & 14 month study
«1881-82) of small farmers and rural marlkets in the el-Qteid
area of North Kordofan, Sudan. The study combincd in-depth
interviews with structured surveys in 15 villages. A close
collegial relationship was secured with agricultural scientists
working in the region. The project was sponsored by the
International Sorghum-Millet Researchi Project and the
Departments of Anthrepology and Sociology at the University
of Kentucky, with funding provided by the U.S. Agency for
Internationai Development.

8. In 1982, 1.000 L.S.=$US 1.11.

9. A survey revealed that farm families produced on the
everags only enough millet and sorghum grain to supply the
household for about six months, For the remainder of the
year commercial sorghum is purchased from local suppliers.

10. For a survey of the literature on cultural ecology that
would be of interest to FSR practitioners, see Barlett (1980).
Smith (1976; 1983) is a key resource for regional analysis.
On the political economy perspective, see Nash (1981),
Wallerstein (1579), Wolf (1982) and Worsley (1984).
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