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1.10. INTRODUCTION

This report summarises the proceedings of the ARFT/CIMMYT
networkshop on "The Role of Rural Sociology {and
Anthropology) in Farming Systems Research”. The Workshop was
held at the Ridgeway Hotel, Lusaka, Zambia from the 27th to
the 29th  Movember, 1984. 2% social scientists, largely
sociologists and anthropologists from 10 countries of the
Eastern and Southern African Regions attended (eee  Annex
S9.7). All presented papers were based on their experience of
working with farming systems research (FSR) and/or small
farmer agricultural devalopment (see  Annex  S.6). Dther
participants included several farming systems economists and
farming systems agronomists from within the region, and a
good number of technical scientists (crop breeders, soil
scientists and a weed specialist), working in Zambia. In
addition, & small number of interested social scientists
working in Zambia also attended (See Annex 5.7 for a full
list of participante). The other disciplines were invited in
order to to try and keep discussions grounded in issues
relevant to applied agricultursal research, and avoid extended
debates centering on definitional problems, and academic
issues.

The report has four main objectives:

1. To provide ongoing FSR  programnes with ideas and
information regarding the contribution which socielogists and
anthreopelogists can make.

2. To provide ideas and guidelines for social scientists,
particularly non—economic  social scientists, currently
working in FSR programmes as to how they might further plan
and focus their work in general, - and particularly how to
sensitise theilr programmes to important social and  cultwral
issues impinging on technology gsneration and adoption.

Z. To inform planners of agricultural research arn

development programmes who are in the process of setting up
farming seystems research programmes, o are  thinking of
involving sociologists/anthropologists in existing
programmes.

4. To make the proceedings availabhle to a wider professional
audience with a view to stimulating further discussion and
debate.

1.12, ORGANISATION OF THE REFORT

The organisation of the report follows the basic programme of
discussion during the workshop and meets the original
workshop objectives (see fnnex S.10. Space did not permit
publication of each paper in full. Instead, each paper is



summarised, and this summary is followed by a resume of
discussions within the small group and plenary sessions. The
summaries are organised on & topic basis under three main
headings:

1. "Contributions of sociology within the CIMMYT seqguernce
for farming systems research",

2). "Specialist areas outside of the CIMMYT sequence" and

3. "Institutional, organisational and interdisciplinary
issues",

Paper summaries are intended to provide an cutline of the
main themnes of each paper (if readers require further
information, it is recommended that authors be contacted
directly). Discussion summaries vary somewhat in format and
in fullness due to differences in  the stvle of group
secretaries and the actual amount and quality of discussion
which took place.

The summariss are organised on & topic basis in order to
make the report more readable and more applicable. Where

papers/discussions cover more  than one topic, Ccross
referances  are made. Each topic area is concluded with
general remarks and recommendations relating to the
contribution, of sociology 1in the region. Theses ara

summarilised below in the conclusion to the report.

11 of the 24 papers have been revised for publication in
African Social Research., 38: Bpecial Issue entitled "Sfrican
Farming Systems Researchi the contributions of Anthropology
and Socioclogy ({available from The Fublications Office,

ey

University of Zambia, F.0. Box 32379, Lusaka, Zambia).

1.20. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

What follows below is a summary of the main conclusions
arising from the papers and discussions during the workshop.
The order of topics is the same as in the main report. The
relevant  section to which readers can refer to for a fuller
account of the proceedings relating to a particular topic is
indicated in brackets at the end of the heading to each
topic. The extent to which an FSR programme 1s  able to
implement thess recommendations will, of course, depend on
their manpower availsasbility and comritment to incorporating a
sociological perspective into their programme. Some ofs the
recommnendations do not peed a fulltime sociologist in  order
to be implemented, but do reguireg team members with &

sensitivity to social and cultural issues and a real
commi tment  to ensuring these are incorporated into the work
at an early stage. I a fulltime sociologist is  notb

available, 1t is very important that team menbers have accgss



to an euperienced rural sociologist or anthropol ogist
familiar with agricultural development with whom they can
easily consult prior to implementing the recommendations.

1.%21. CONTRIBUTIONS OF SOCIOLOBY/ANTHROFDOLOGY WITHIN THE FSK
SEQUENCE [2.01]. ’

This set of recommendations relate to the mainstream FSR
methodology, primarily as set out by CIMMYT (see Annex S5.4.).

1. Secondary literature (especiélly anthropological
monographs), is & valuable sowce of data for =zoning and
should be used by FSR teams more than at present.

2. Agricultural staff and local political Ffiguwres should
never be the only, nor even perhaps the main source of data
for target grouping and system description. The local
krnowledge of farmers and community leaders should be more
fully used for deriving descriptions of differences in local
farming systems and.explanations for these differences.

%. During zoning the sociologist can assist by enswing that
the interests of disadvantaged groups are recognised,
especially women and poorer households., This implies that
these groupe should provide key informants during zoning. In
areas where ethnic differences are important, the sociclogist
" can  alsc check to ensure that these are properly considered
during =zoning.

4., It is also very important that the sociclogist check that
target groups identified during =zoning are propecly
represented during survey work and on—-farm experimentation,
and that areas selected for diagnostic suwrvey and on-—-farm
research are representative in terms of community structure
and culture,

S More can be done to integrate zoning methods used for
adaptive livestock research with those used for on-farm crop
research, especially in relation to wealth differences.

6. When conducting target grouping/zoning exercises without
an experienced social scientist, FSR programmes <should
consider hiring the services of anthropologists with relevent
experience in the area.on a short term basis when such peopie
are available.

Piagnestic Surveys {informal and formal) [2.201.

1. Socioclogists and- anthropolegists particularly, should be



involved in defining the unit of data collection and analysis
.because this is very important during diagnostic survey work
for F8R. They will be most -effective when they have a
knowledge of the local cultwe/social structure.

2. Invelvement should extend into giving guidance as to  how
to identify and analyse situations in which important farming
decisions are made at different levels within the local
social structure - intra-household, household, homnestead,
ethnic group etc.

3. Sampling +or suwveys {(informal and formal? is another
area in need of attention from sociologistsianthropologists.
The reed is to identify strategies which reduce or bypass
obvious biases from extension workers and local leaders, and
which allow a survey to bring out the sigrificance of
linkages between households and groupings within a community.

4, Socioclogists/anthropologists shouwld be involved 1in the
analysis and interpretation of survey tresults. The
meaningful  and sensitive interpretation of suwrvey results
depends on a prior wunderstanding of the local social
structure. Thie understanding can be enhanced by consulting
anthropeological literature on the local area.

S I+ suitable local manpower is not available, sericous
consideraticn should be given to hiring anthropologists who
have prior familiarity with & particular local area/ethnic
group, as short term consultants, especially if these have a
development orientation.

6. The houschold, defined asz a unit of decision—-making
relating to production, is the most fundamental unit of data
cellection and analysis in the region’s farming systems.

7. In wvusing secondary survey data, care should be taken in
gstablishing how households were defined before attempting to
make compariscns and draw conclusions.

8. Soriolegiste and/or anthropologists should be invelved in
the training of enumerators (including professional  staff
involved in survey work), and in the framing of gquestions in
gquestionnaires, so that the farmers’' wview conges across
clearly during surveys.

On-—farm Experimgntation and Iechnology fAdoption. L[2.30]

i. During on—farm research, anthropocleogists can act as &
channel of, and a stimulus to, communication between
technical scientists and farmers. This iz especially

important when they are familiar with the local culture and
the other tzam members are not. .



2. fAnthropologists/socciclogists have a definite role to play
in the pre-screening of technologies to be tested on  farmers
fields. Further professicrnal guidance is reguired az to the
best methods for achieving this task, which will be more
difficult when the non-economic social scientist is not a
full time team member. Of particular concern to participants
was a means of assessing the likely social impact of a new
technology at a relatively early stage in its testing on
farm.

3. Anthropologists/sociologists have a role to play in  the
selection of cooperating farmers. There i3 a need to further
develop methods which guarentee a cross-section of the target
group so that the likelihood of adoption can be more
effectively predicted and social impact more easily assessed
in advance. )

- 4., The extent to which farmers’ reactions to new
technologies can be predicted in advance through attitudinal
SUFVEYS WwWas an unresclved icsue. The general feeling was

that continucus and open dialogue with farmers in the field
was the most effective way of predicting future behavicur.

S The participatory approach described for Kenyan
agroforestry research was well received. Anthropoicgists and
sociologists should give serious attention to developing
methodologies for the assessment of on-farm trials which
attach more importance to the criteria used by ftarmers and
local communities.

4. The historical experience which local communities have of
agricultural/rural development policies and projects can
exert a major influence of how they recelive FBR.
Anthropologists and scciologists can assist FBR teams by
carrying out research into this history, preferably at the
start of a project.

7. Anthropologists have expertise in building up trusting
relationships of the kind essential for an honest dialogue
with Ffarmers. They have a role to play in assisting and

training other FSR team members in how to cultivate such
relationships.

.22. CONTRIBUTIONS OUTSIDE OF THE CIMMYT OFR SEQUENCE [3Z.0]
Thig section of recommendations relates mainly to

contributions of sociology and anthropology outside of, or in
addition to, the sequence of activities set out in appendix

S.4.. While it is anticipated that some of the points below
will be incorporated more fully into the sequence quite
easily, others will be more difficult. Farticipants

expressaed a Ffirm belief that some types of data which  are



important for FSR can only be properly and effectively
.collected by using more intenrsive and longer term methods

than those of rapid rural appraisal. FER teams will need to
decide for themselves whether these topices are swfficiently

important in their areas to merit extra attention, and if =g
whether they have the manpowsr and other resources necesary

for more intensive investigations. Morsover, it 1is wvery
possible that topic areas other than those covered here will
be important (see Annex 3.1, appendix 1). If this is the
case teams should seek advice from experienced spcial

researchers  who are familiar with the local area they are
dealing with.

1. ¢ The cellection of labour data in subsistence oriented
~Farming systems is a difficult and demanding task which
requires  in—depth  methods to achieve a reliable measure of
accuracy and sensitivity. .

2. In-depth research into labour is expensive, but the cost
is usually justified in systems where labouwr is ldentified as
the major comstraint to increased production.

s While in-depth studies are costly, findings can usually

be generalised over a wider area.

L In-depth rescarch has revealed that economic treatments
of labour in subsistence systems are oversimplistic., YVery
large differences betwesn househelds in sconomic retwns Lo
labouwr are apparent, uesticoning  the wvalidity of mabking
economic calculations when cssessing the benetits of new
technol ogy. In order for FSR programmes to maks better u=se

of labour data in the planning of research programmes  there
is a need to asdopt & more gualitative approach to e
analysis and cellection of labouwr data: to look at  labour
less as a commodity with urnit value, and more in relation to
the cultural context in which it takes place and the goals
arid ambitions of individual farmers.

S Individuals cften have difficulity in guantiftyirng thelr
lavouwr  input or putting & wvalue on it {(pften this is
culturally inappropriate), Dbut some seem to be more willing
or able than others fto increasse their labow input i order
to increase production. This guestions the wtility of
idertifying “"labowr constraints” as a production  bottleneck
and  the usz of this notion in explaining the poor timing of
ey aogricultural  operaticons.  Further in-depth studies are
ragquired to determine the usefulness of the labouwr constraint
Y

concept for FSH.

&. Children's labowr is an important bat under  researched
area which is particularly amenabls Lo study wsing

.



anthropological methbods. Anthropological monographs are  an
importarnt souwrce of data on child labowr for FSR teams.

7. The study of labows cCan bHecome a moral as well A an
econoumic  lssue, especially when less priveleoged groups such
ae women and childron are concarned. The teram
anthropelogist/esociolagist has a role to play in ensuring
that the interests of such groups are fully considersed  when
rew tochnologiss involving increased labouwr input from  women
and children are being considered for testing.

1. Land tenure issucs are most important to FSR programmes
in areas where popul ;t:on dencities are high  and lLand
are groeat.
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Dne major workshop has recently publiched findirnas relevant
to this issue (The Rockefeller Foundation and Internationsl
Service for Agricultural Ressarch. Women and Agricultural
Technology: Relevance for Research. Vols., 1 and 2, 1983. The
Hague, Netherlands). Another meeting ie shortly to take
place (FSSF  and Women in Agriculture Conference on “"Gender
Issues in Farming Systems Research", University of Florida -
26 Feb. to 1 March 1986). Thus plenty of useful information
will shartly be available to policy makers and FER
practitioners who are concerned with tackling this important

issue. The following points arose from discussion during the
workehop.

1. Make efforts to secure participation of more female
professionals in FSR.

r
A

2. Create a better working climate for the emsployment
famale professionals.

Z. Carry out in—-service training for both female and male
extension workers relating to the importance of involving
women  farmers, and methedologies Ffo achieving greater
participation from females.

4. Use more female household heads as both key informantes and
as farmer cooperators.

5. Involve wives much more in survey work and on—-farm
axperimentation and trial svaluation.

6. Aim to design more technology specifically addressing
woman’'s interests, and covering the full spectrumn of women’s
work (including food shortage, preservation, processing and
off-farm worlk). This requires educating and informing
agricultural planners, administrators, and trainers about the
importance of training and recruiting scientists to develop
and work with thie type of technology.

7. Develop more sensitive interview and interaction methods
which take into account private "in-the—house" decision
making, and accommodate cultural differences in this.

8. To note that in the design of FSR projecte\institutions
women’'s interests should be integrated creatively — but there
may still be a need to contact women sgparately.

. In training of national professionals, more attention
should be paid to training in the local context, rather +than
imposing ideas about wamen’'s development learned overseas.

10, Training in agricultural colleges on women’'s role i~
agriculture nes to be improved in order to make the FER
extension link more effective.

.



11. tlee the forthcoming FAQ guidelaines (coming out  through
ICRAF, Mairobi) relating to women’'s involvement.

1. F8R programmes must take the breoader socio-political  and
itnfrastructuwral context of small farmer development into
acrcount. Social scientists on teams should be prepared to
spend time studying and following up broader issuss which are

not technical related but  are nevertheless vital to
agricaltural development ocnoe teschnologies have Laoe

identified. They should also be prepared to comment
relevant  authorities on the equity implications cof polici
amdd praciices, while hkeing sensitive o the fact  that
naticnal interests may differ from those of their client
O CIARD .

2. Relatedly, anthropologists/scciclogists have a roles  to
olay in studying the larger institutional context of
agricultural development with a view to maeking 1t more
effa:tivm i omeating the needs of +h2 anall farmer (as  well
R ational inters Fesearch is reguired into both the

£ B
nterﬂml functioning of inefficie nt clnpart institutions and
5 &

linkages between institution zerving the small farmer.
. FER  programmes often tend to be production oriented and
pay  little abttenti the sccial impact of  technioal

onal forms.

innovation, andg i c £ 5
Sociologists/anthropologiste cam be usce
impact, both at the indiwvidual | ’
the level of larger community agricul
cparating at ths local level

4. Sucimzagx%tﬁ have a role to play in the evaluation of
oroiects and  support  programmes to ensure that national
interes and  manpower development are at the forefront  of
a'*lvz*l 2z  ang short-term visible sffects (measur as &

mulx increase 1in output or agricultuwral scoti

tivity?

1 nraper “””Ep ohiwve, In looking at the ]
conbant, is clearly a dlff@ren:e of perspoctive betwe
FoR  projects of a limited litespan and programmas
institetionalicsing S8R inta the national agricultural
research and @vtmNﬁion strusture. FSR rmrojects tend to have

& more holistic view of develoopment and so rurn the risk  of
undartaking supoort acf1v1t1w; which are the responsibility

cf other government  deopartments for the sake of Yproject
succass'y government employeeg may e aosed tao f

shiectives, rathor than to increacse the edffectis

ﬂmvernmm nt department from  which ithey are
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extension which will, 1in the longer term, lead to improved
smallholder productivity.

.23, INSTITUTIOMAL ISATION OF SOCIOLOGY IMTO FSR AND
INTERDISCIFLINARY RELATIONSHIFS [4.0017.

Institutionalisation is clearly a critical issue when
developing guidelines for the incorporation of sociology and
anthropology into farming systems research. Folicymakers in

each country will be faced with the choice as how to
incorporate. Some may consider it i1s better to set up &
separate sociology unit, others to incorporate social

scientists as members of existing specialist research teams.
Yet others with more restriction on resources may choose to
forge closer links with sociologists warking in allied

departments or related institutions. If resources permit,
the likely best option may be to employ & small  nuwber of
znciologists and wse  thess both i ftraining non—social

scientiste and in carrying ocut special research tasks which
cannot easily be delegated because they demand profescsional
“pertise. Such peaople must be properly gualified and above
all have tha relevant experience and approech to the job.
While the choice of precisely how to institutionalise and
incorporate a sociological perspective rests with individual
countries, several relevant pointe arise from the papers and
discussions on this issue.

1. It is very important, where ever bossible, to involve
sociologists at the planning stage of FER projects, to help
get the team on the right track. Thise will avoid the
socionlogist who Jjoins. later being regarded by other team

merhers as a "problem solver"” or "trouble shoocter .

2. In =ituations where economists and scciologists are
working together in the same team, while a rigid division of
tasks should be avoided, the economists zhculd concentrate
more on the guantitative aspects and the sociclogist more on
the gualitative aspects of data collection and analysis.

3. Of great importance is the training of graduates in
national universities. Agricultural graduates regquire a
socioclogical perspective, while sociology graduates require
more background in technical subjects relating to rural
development and agriculture,.

4. The creation of a career structure with incentives 1is
necessary to retain good people in post. .
5. Sociologists or anthropologicsts employed fulltime in FSR

should have a training role in sensitising other scientists

to socixl and cultural issuez and i1mproving communication
between scientists and farmers.

1
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2.00, CONTRIBUTIONS OF SDCIOLOGY WITHIN @ THE CIMMYT FSR
SERQUENCE

FPapers discussed in this section all address issues which

fall within the mainstream of FS5R methodology. Most of the
authors are f{(or have been) engaged fulltime on FER
programmeas. Hhile the approaches described and sometimes

advocated are often not those of CIMMYT, most of the papers
and ensueing discussions do take the CIMMYT approach as their
basic reference point for FSER methods (see Collinson, Annex
S.4).

2.10. Target

Three papers fall into this topic area which is a critical
stage 1in the FBR diagnostic seguence (see Annex 5.4).
Fabagambe proposes the value of a phenomenclogical approach
to target grouping, and Grandin alss argues for a similarly
emic approasch for use in pasztoral societies as well as those

practising mixed farming. Ferven, while not specifically
calling for an emic approach, argues that an anthropological
parspectiv and expertise is the most effective for this
stage of FSR. Ferven also discusses anthropological
contributions to later phases in the diagnostic s=quence.
She puts forward an alternative low cost methodology whic
assumes that target grouping can only be effectively done
s

after intensive survey work. Other papers which make simila
points relating to target grouping are those of Hansen
(2.32), Bharpe (3.32), and Sutherland (2.27).

2.11. "Using local perceptions in target grouping for farming
systems research”. By JOHN EABAGAMBE

Kabagambe 's paper started out by accepting the importance of

categorising rurral  populations into  targest groups for
evelopment purposes. He argued that as development is most
effective when the self help element is greataest, a
"phenomenclogical” approach, using farmers’ own definitions

and claszifications, 1is a worthwhile starting point for
target grouping.

Fabagamhe provided an sxzample of how he begun to do this in
rural Swaziland, arguing that his approach yielded different

results from the. "positivist® {ocr etic) approsch of an
agricultural economist (Testerink), who used objective
criteria in his classzification of Swazi farmers. While
Testerink usad such criteria as ouwtput and cultivated area of
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marketed crops (cotton, tobacco, maize and legumes) in
relation to household sire, to determine who was a commercial
farmer, MHabagambe Ffound Swazl farmers themselves used a
graater variety of criteria, and that these varied from ares

o
+
.

to area. In one area use of improved techrnologies (hybrid
maize and fertilizer) were necessary gualifications for being
a "farmsr"(unlimi). In another, membosrship of the farmers
association was necessary. In other cases growing enough for
subsistence qgualifisd a person as a farmer. In vyet other

areas such factors as growing & surplus for sale, growing a
specific cash crop, attendance at a farmers course, owning a
tractor, hiring labour, and having close ties with extension
workers or agriceltural development projects were factors
which local people regarded as important in defining & person
as umlimi.

Fabagambre concluded that in locsl areas, who is or is niot
perceived as limi depends on variations in resouwce baze
and  coportunities. He feels that +the phenonenological
approa:h of ths sociclogist would be most uwuseful in the

esplouratory and verification survey stages of FER.

&~

Emall Group DRicussion (secretary Margo Russsll)

The group discussed the origins of the term "umlimi" which

acquired the specific meaning of “"farmer" when a "master-—

farmer" aschsme was introduced in colonial times. The term
has been usad alrsady in Swaziland by & zociclogist (Sibisil,
A% e bhasis for self selscting a sample of people regarded
locally a3s ‘Yfarmers". Vabagambe described his method of
selecting, somewhat randomly, & list of locally defined
"farmers'., He said the next stage of his resgarrh would he
to Lﬁ!VFVLOJ & wample of these toc sse what they have in
COMMan. This would pesroit him o examine the re;ationsﬁiﬁ
betwesn subiective perceptions and more objective facts and
perhaps refing or revize classifications based on mcre can--

ventional criteria.

The group wondered i+ there could te more than ocne "farmer”
in a homeshea and 1if a farmer ‘s wife could &also be a
"farmer"

Thay Ffe=lt that the study would provide information useful to
development planners in Swaziland. In terms of methed it was
similar to Grandin’s {(2.12),  being based on subiective local
percephtions.

nhe historical origins of the term umlimi in Swaziland was
imcussed. MoFhilips neted that zut
a imilar distirctiony seeing

3
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=
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"farmers" rather than "villagers". The session agreed that
such  local distinctions should be included in the diagnostic
‘suwrvey phase of F8R, and also in the selection of cooperators
for on—farm trials. '

2.12. ”Delimiting target populations through informant wealth
ranking". By BARBARA E. GRANDIN

Summary of paper

This paper discussed the importance of wealth differences
between producers in traditicnal pastoral production systems.
It argued that significant wealth differences exist, and that
these have a profound effect on production strategies. For
too long these differences have been insufticiently
understond as researchers described and developers planned
for the “"average" pastoralist. Fastoral systems research
should specifically focus on differences within communities
at all stages of operation from defining target populations
to designing and testing interventions. Wealth, as {a prouy
for) resource endowment, is the single-most important
differentiating factor.

The paper briefly described an inexpensive and rapid
technique for determining the wealth status of producers

within & given community based on  ranking by local
informants. The technique stems from anthraopological
interests and methods. It recognises that the average
producer is a statistical artifact, not a real world entity:
stressing that wealth varies gresatly ir traditional
production systems despite ideclogies of eguality and
"levelling”" mechanisms and that these differences lead to
guantitatively different production strategies. The

technique relies on indigenous informants, both to explain
the natwe of "wealth" in their community and to categorize
their neighbouwrs accordingly, and it enables the researcher
to cbtain potentially sensitive information on wealth status

in a socially acceptable manner. While the paper f{focused on
the informant ranking of producers according to wealth, the
technigue could be used for wvirtually any producer

characteristic, such as education, management skills, use of
hired labouw, estc.

Grandin listed the following points for discussion: -~

1. The value of "wealth'"as a single stratifying parameter
VES. defining target populaticns according to mor e
specific criteria (e.qg. labour supply, number of draftt oxen

owned) .

2. The most appropriate timing in the FER\FER process for
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using informant wealth ranking. What would be the
advantages\disadvantages of ranking before the informal
‘sUrvVeYys 2 might it best be used as an aid in  choosing &
sample for a verificaticn survey.

3. To what extent, at what point, and for what pur
might FS8R require abs ulut wealth calculations vs. e
wealth ranking.

Emall Group Discussion (Sec. Mike Warren)
Grandin summarised her paper emphasising that it presents

a methodology to deal with the outsider’'s perception of
appareint homogeneity of pastoral groups and other small-scale

societies. Erandin wplained that she operaticnalized the
method in & mixed farming society of SW Nigeria (the Egum
and among the Kenvan Masal with equal success. The mstho

categorize members of the community along a wealth o
resource’ base continuum. This method can be usea
successfully by locally trained investigators, so costs ar
low.

d
involves working with key informants to differentiaste and
"
d

HH

0

The group noted that the strategy entails emic cor indigenow
criteria for categorizing individuals a&along the resocuwrce
continuum. Its advantages are that it allows outsiders +*
understand the hetercgeneity within a community, allows for
an understanding of the criteria used leccally in the
decision—-making process to categorise individuals, and would
allow the FER team to better establish their rmcsmmzrd T on
domains or target groups along indigenous dimensions.

Q

tudy she fournd
of wealth

Grandin noted +that in her SW ng
c ot
ts house types,

stirong correlations between local
ranking and such variables as animal ass
number of farms, timing of maize sales, =tc. ﬂmang the Masai
in FKenya indigenous categories correlat with empirical
evidence of number of livesteock, animal offtake, labowr,
income, and other variables. Hence emic (local) anmd etic
(universal) categories can be used in a complementary
tashion. ‘
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In response to a yuestion from Russell on optimum sample
size, Grandin noted that the technique was comnunity-based

and large communities couwld be subdivided. When asked by
‘Collinson  about Tcut-of+" points betwesen groups, Grandin
noted that informants provide criteria to identify specific
groups. It was noted that similar techniguess were wused in
psychological tests and in ranking crop varieties and
classifying troplocal grasses. Bantje asked 14 the technigus
wottld  work better in communitiss with a uniform weslth base
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than those with differential bases for wealth. Grandin
replied that the techniques would be appropriate in highly
differentiated prasant societies, where sourcegs of wealth are
often difficult to conceal. Opio Odongo followed a similar
track by asking if the technique would work in  multi-ethnic
situations. Grandin noted that in such situations a cross
section of informants, should be used and the local language
must be used. Anather participant asked if the high
correlation of results was dus to the use of local leaders
and extension workers. Grandin replied that her informants
represented & wide spectrum of social types. Hansen noted
that the simplicity of the technique made it useful for
selection of farmers for on—farm trials. Curry noted that =a
similar method was used by Watts in Hausaland to rank
communities and individuals and establish differences in the
farming systems from the emic perspective.

2.13."The family farm and outmigration: some issues for FER
in Africa.” By CAROL EERVEN

Summary of paper

Ferven's paper, focussing on the effects of out-migration for
small scale farming, put a question mark against popular
economic models of African rural econcmy, particularly those
current 1n farming systems research prdgrammes. She argued
that the notion of a "family farm", together with the nsed
for economists to identify discrete social units foar
statistical modelling, has tended to over-simplify the multi-
dimensional economic sStrategies pursuad by African rural
dwellers. The paper derived support from other
anthropnlogists, particularly Guyer and Hill, in arguing that
household swivey type approaches are only effective after in-
depth studies revealing the basic principles of how rural
families manage their environment and economy have been
carriasd out. Ferven then reviswed literature on the effects
aof out-migration and off-farm employment on African small
farmer agricultura, particularly on production methods, crop
preferences, output, division of labour, and involvement by
families.

The second and most substantial part of FKerven’'s paper
contained a discussion of how out-migration and off-ftarm
employment in African farming systems can be incorporated
into farming systems research. She argued that the existing
standard diagnostic survey methods require modification,
particularly a re-focus of the analytical framework which
doers not  howsver, involve greater research Apenditure.
Ferven set out & fouwr stage programme of diagnostic work, as
an altsrrative to the CIMMYT diasgrostic seguence. Sha

suggested an economic anthropologist as the most appropriate

T

B
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person to carry out such werk in conjuction with  an
agricultural scientist. The first stage consisted of a
review of secondary souwrces, especially available information
on  out-migration and off-farm employment. The second stage
tcok the form of a more intensive "zoning" exerclse

involving compilation of & rough map of land use systems with
accompanying farm management systems. The more appropriate
systems would then be subjected to short field studies of
several days each, covering similar subject matter to the
CIMMYT informal survey, but involving more intensive focus on

the activities of individual families over a vyear. Kerven
stressed that the second stege differed from CIMMYT “"zoning”
in two respects. Firstly 1t involved in—-daspth interviews

with farm families. Secondly, it assumed that the "relevant
criteria for grouping farmers into "homogenous groups" cannot
be sufficiently known prior to field investigation.

The third stage consisted of the prelimirary analysis of the
results  of the short field studies, followed by & two wesk
field study. The preliminary analysis would allow the
researchers to assemble a "preliminary typology of family

ch might cocross-cut ecological zones and

stirategies"; whi

economic spheres, but which would represent different soccioc-
economic ztrata The tyvpology would guide the two waek +tield
study during whlch the social researcher would focus  on
family resource management, income  sources, and thes
distributicn of income and farm produce, taking due account
of inter—-family linkagss. The fourth stage would consis of

the analysis of all survey rosults with the CIMMYT okjective
of preparing a scenario of the local farming system to faorm
the 'Ha:xs for hypothesis formation on thes constraints in the
system’. In addition, the researchers would prepare a
typology of family strategies which would ¢
recommendation domains, being a typology of families rather
than & typology of farming systems

Kerven concludes that a formal verification suwvey would not
be necessary and that the cost is similar to that of the
CIMMYT approach.

Emzall Grouwp Discussion: (Bec. M. Russell)

Eerven noted that pp 10 ~ 19 of her paper directly challengss
the CIMMYT sequence for FER in Africa, and on her suggestion
the group focussed on this part of the paper rather than the
earlier issues of definition of farm ¥am11y, and migration.
Kerven described her plan for a &0 - day involvement of
professionally trained anthropologist &z part of the
diagnostic team, to collect initial data hefore any planning
tor technology generation.

]

The group expressed reservations about whether an  accurate
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picture of any community could be cbtained within so short
time, by either the CIMMYT or the alternative model. I
traditionally anthropologists have taken vears to obtain dat
and write up their accounts, why should they now be able t
accomplish this task in &0 days?

I 1]

g

In reply Kerven suggested that their previous training, and
in particular their immersion in & similar environment (and
she would insist on this as a prereguisite for the selection
of any particular anthropologist for any particular
programme) would enable the anthropologist or socciclogist to
give a more accurate description in & shorter time. The
group wondered if anthropeologists would be prepared to
compromise their professicnal standards by preparing  an
account after only a very brief sxposwe to a situation o
community. Ferven felt that anthropologists were perceived
as impractical specialists precisely because they preferred a
slower pace of data collection: but that this would have to
changse 14 they were to find employment at all in a climate in
which cost-offectivengss 1s & major consideration. It
anthropologists could prove their ability in a short time,
their value might be recognised, and opportunities for more
thorough study be offered to them.

The group also wondered what the essence of anthropoclogical

method was - noting that Collinson himself recommended an
"almost  anthropological approach'. Ferven argued that the
anthropological approach required an  anthropologist. An

economist could asdopt an anthropological technigus (as  an
anthropelogist can adopt an economic technigue) but not  an
anthropological &pproach, which reqguires years of training

(and vice versal.

Somebody suggested that & traditional social survey with in
depth unstructured interviews would be as effective, and
guestioned Ferven's proposal to select informants
"apportunistically” (p.13).

The guestion was raised as to the Taccuracy! of an
anthropological (or any other) study. The group noted
accuracy is very difficult to define. How would such a claim
be verified? Yerven argued that an anthropologist is likely
to present more accurate data than is possible by
conventional survey methods because of anthropological

training noting that "we must put more trust in the trained
ocbserver and less in the calculator”. Anthropologists would
present relevant data; accurate but irrelegvant data is
ultimately very costly.

A fundamental weakness of the FSR  method, the group noted,

te
was its reliance on local agricultural field staftf whose
stake in the research could not be discounted. The
agronoami st in the group SawW A greater need o

g f
anthropological skills later in the programme, 1in analysing
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why recommendations were not adopted.

In reaction to thisz account of the group discussion Kerven
said she was playving devil 's advocate, ocverstating the cass
in order to make the case. Disciplinary arguments were
countar productive. The important guestions were what kind
of information do we want, and who is best trained to get it.
The sterectype of anthropologists as pecple interested in

rituals and beliefs must be dispelled. Economic
anthropolagists are as interested in economics as  any

ecoromist.

Francis commented that the narrow specifications for this
anthropologist (local knowledgs, interest in economics and
agriculture) made it unlikely that one would be available.

Ferven replied that detailed local krowledge was not
essential:  rather that one had worked in & similar culture
and this greatly increased the probability of finding such
perason. Francis also noted he found Herven’'s proposal
rather close to CIMMYT ‘=.

iy -

bl

Ferven said zoning was & quick strategy: given time
constraints, an anthropologist would start with land as a
resowrce and hence sone.

Hansen =said if anthropelogists conducted their diagnostic
survey 1in isaclation from natural scientists, their emerging
resgarch  pricritiss wouwld not be accspizd by some team
members. The political dynamics of the team had to be tahken
into account. Fearven noted that she intendesd the
anthropclogical survey to be concurrent with the diagnostic

survey of other natwal scientists.

Collinson  ended the discussion by congratulating Herven on
having spelled out a proposal for incorporating
anthropnleogists into the FSR team. Economists had been early
integrated because of their willingness to talk to  the

technical scientists in their own terms. They had created a
hridge. In the same way anthropolcgists nesded to show how

they could contribulte - though clearly not all the profession
would want to participate in FER.

1. Secondary literature (especially anthropological
monograpghs),  1s & raluable sowoe of d and

data for  zoning
should  Dbe used by FER teams mors than it is at present
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Hansenl2. 32 sp and annex 5.321 and Ferven [2.1Z% spl).

2. The local Fnawlpdge of farmers and community leaders
can be more affectively used for deriving descriptions of
diftferences in lococal fdrmlng systems and esplanaticons for
these differsnces. Agricultuwral stafd and local political
figures should never be the only, nor even perhaps the main

source of data for target grouping and system description
(see Sharpe F2.322 ps and gdl, HKabagambe [2.11 ps and gdl,

Sutherland [2.27 ps and pdl and Kerven [2.13 psl.

3. Zoning is a continuous process, but given its importance
in targeting research efforts it might merit more -attention
than it is often given. The scociclogist can assist by
enswi-ing  that the interests of disadvantaged groups ara
recognised in the zoning process, especially women and poorer
houssholds. This implies that these groups should provide kay
informants during zoning. The sociologist can &lso check to
ensure  that in areas wherse ethnic diffsrences are important
these are properly considere
ps and pdl. It is alsoc ver
r

ey

d during zoning f(zee Sharpe [3.32
y important that the sociologist

B}

o«

check that target groups identified during zoning are
prnperly represented during survey work and on—farm

t argas seglected for diagnostic

r

RS

rperimentation, and  th
&

survey and on—farm research are representative in  terms of
community structurs and culture.

4. More needs to be done to integrate zoning methods used
for adaptive livestock research with those used for on—farm
crop research, especially in relation to wealth differences
(sze Grandin, [2.12 ps,gd,and pdl).

=. When coonducting targset grouping/zoning wercises FIR
programmes shiould consider hiring the services of

anthropologists with relevent experience in the area on  a
short term basis whan such pecple are available (see Hansen
2.32 ps and annex  5.31 and Kerven [2.13 pdl Baker and
tesothlo [22.22 psl).

2.20, Burvey Work {for Froblem Identification and Diago:

i

|u-
|U1

This topic arsma athracted the largest number of contributions
from participants. Five papers and one discussion session
are summarised in this ssction. Other papers, notably those
of Kerven(above), Hansen, Bantieg, Tripp, Opio-DOdongo, Curry,

Francis and Sharpes (all below), had important points to make

in relation to this stage of FER. These are incorporated in
discussion and recommendations (below 2.27). N

TImoroving farmer participation in on—f&rm
meEntation” By GERABTIAND BULL
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Summary of Faper

Bulla’'s paper argued that because farming system research
(FSR) is directed at the problems of smallholder farmers,
there is a need to improve their participation in on-farm
xperimentation 50 that +the technology generated is
appropriate to their circumstances. It stated that the
Department of Agriculture Research in Malawi has developed
many technically sound technologiss, but uptake has, however,
come up against unanticipated social problems because of very
little farmer involvement in their generation: "technological
change cannot be realised in a sccic—cultural vacuum".

The technical scientistes did their research without
considering tha human element involved in the introduction of
the innovatiaon. High vyielding varieties (HYV) had been
developed with good results at the research station. The
asssumption was that the HYV would make an impact on  the
farmers such  that local varieties which were low vielding

would auvtomatically disappear from the farming system. This
however was not the case at present because HYV have been
adopted by a limited number of farmers only. Most of the

farmers still prefer to grow the local variety because it
stores well in local storage structures and has good pounding
qualities.

Following the CIMMYT sequence, Two types of survey were
carried out, namely informal and formal. In these surveys
the FSR team relied on local leaders to make . the initial
contact with the farmers. Farmers were usually suspicious of
outsiders if the outsiders were not in the company of some
local resident, preferrably the local leaders. Sometimes
stension agents were used to make the contact. These local
axuperts at times took the FSR team to better than average
farmers. In the informal interviews, respondents were not
chosen in advance.

Group interviews were found useful. They gave a gensral
pictwe of farming in the area. Later, individuals were
interviewed. In group interviews, it was noted that women

didn’'t participate fully. Men dominated the interviews. The
FSR team therefore found the individual interviews a useful
tool that would allow full participstion from both sexes.
The need for a woman member on the team was also noted.

The formal interview met wilth some problems. Some of the
sglected farmers were too cld and some were not found at home
because the survey was carried out during the off-szason when
some of the farmers were not involved in off-farm activities.
Bulla noted two important sccial related issues which came
cut of the surveys:-—

1. Hybrid maize was adoptsd by & limitsd number of Ffarmers
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because it had poor pounding guality and was difficult to
store in local grain stores.

2. Farmers used low rates of fertiliser on thes hybrid
because some of the fertilizer was diverted to local maize, a
variety that is grown to meet the farmers’ priority number
one of food security.

Summary of Small Group Discussion and Flenary Discussion

A number of questions were raised. One was how much of the
technologies have been adopted by farmers? The group noted
that it was generally difficult to establish the extent or
level to which technologies had been adopted.

Another guestion was on the criteria used to determine which
farmers should carry out the trials. It was observed by the
group  that trials shouwld be done on & range of farms, that
is, both better and poorly managed farms.

It was observed that the small farmers’ primary objective is
to produce sufficient food using local materials under local
conditiocons. Some  argued that with the right i1improved
technology this can lead to a reduction of land under food
crops, thereby releasing the land for the cultivation of
other crops. This may probably result in more efficient
utilization of resources (land, labouwr and capital)..

2.22. A methodology for farm management research  in
Botswana" By DOYLE BAKER and JOHN LESOTHLO

Summary of paper

The paper, presented by Lesothlo, summarised the socio-
economic research approach of the Mahalapys team of a farming
systems research programme in eastern Botswana, known as the
Agricultural Technology Improvement Froject (ATIF). The
authors argued in favouwr of a multi-disciplinary approach to
farm management research, emphasising the common ground of
rural sociclogy and agricultural economics, rather than
specialist contributions. They further argued that a systems
perspective on farm management provides a foundation for
inter—-disciplinary cocoperation.

After an overview of ATIF research activities, the paper
highlighted three surveys which illustrate attempts by the
authors to draw on both rural sociclogy and agricultural
sconomics  perpsectives in desigrning a FBR and & "sccio-
econamic” research programme. = One survey, a multiple-visit
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farm management sUrvey, showed how rural sociol ogy
methodology could improve the effectiveness of economic
research. The other two surveys illustrate the specialist
contributions of rural sociology in FSR. A draft power
arangements survey, focussing on inter—-housshold connections,
was used to evaluate social institutions affecting timely
access to plcughing resowrces. A more recent "decision unit-
management information" study was carried out to look at the
way social institutions influence decisions relating to
agricultural production.

Throughout the paper, the importance of “non-econcmic
objectives and constraints faced by farming households is
stressed, along with the need for whole household and supra-—
household perspectives in farm management research. However,
whan discussing guidelines for incorporating social science
issues into FER and E, the authors note that both
sociologists and economists must be able to demonstrate  that
investments in social science research are translated into
higher adoption rates and improved farmer productivity.

The paper concluded by cautioning against arguments over
"disciplinary perspective". The underlying conclusion was
that agricultural economists and rural sociolegists can
cooperate effectively in conducting farm management research
for RBotswana’'s small farmers, each usefully applying their
perspective to the situation at hand rather than engaging in
arguments about which perspective is the most appropriate.

Small Greoup Rigcussion (gecretary Irene Whalen)
John Lescthlo answered guestions relating to the paper

and the scciological contribution to the ATIF F5R  project.
He rnoted that the dominance of a gualifiesd agricultural

econcmist in the programme limited his impact as an
ungqualified rural sociclogist, ezpecially as he was newly
recrulted, It was noted that the political presssure  for
guick results may jeopardise an  FEBH approach which
incorporates a long-term investment of spcio—-economic
rasearch. The technical scientist in the group (Ken

McFhilips? noted that technical scientists often puwrsue their
digciplines in isoclaticon and emphasissd the importance of
farmiliarising them with small farmer practice. This implied
cooperation with spcial scientists familiar with local
conditions. McPhilips felt the language used in the paper
was too obtuse and that the flow charts tended to obscure the
linkages. He also streszed the need for scientists to become
less concerned with measurement and data collection for  its
awn sake, and more concerned with defining problems  and
developing methods of analysis.

The group felt that the paper suggested rural sociology

had a more important role in subsistence agriculture than in
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commercial agriculture, and particulary with target grouping
in heterogenous farming populations. There was disagrsement
about  whether the foous of FSR should be to locok at ways of
releasing labow from subsistence crops in order to increase
cash crop production. Whalen felt this was the kind of top-
down perspective FSR was trying to aveoid.

Discussion was brief as Lesothlo rnoted his newness to the
project.  Lesothlo noted the importance of kinship networks
and interhousehold processes for draft power arrangments, and
that rezcommendation domains ware based on access to traction
and type of traction used. Kerven, who was familiar witn the
survey on draught power and the delineaticn of recommendation
domains, noted that this was completed in three months which
was consistont with the suggestion in her paper for
'utabllurnrg recommendation domains.

2023, "Rural scciology and  techrnology generation for
sushsishence farming systems: A Zambian examples.” by

ALTIETAIR SUTHERLAND

Summary of Faper

Sutherland’s paper used a case study approach to  argue £ or

the special relevance of rural SDClﬂlug” tincluding
anthropalogy) in subsistence farmlnq ;yst %. The paper began
by describing typical features of a ubsistence farming
system, highlighting those aspe;tg w.iah do not lend
themzelves sasilly to cr..aa*iﬁnal eoconomic  analysis. Above
all else, the paper argus for the introduction of a

community perspective into :SF in Zambia, especially in food
deficit areas. It pointed to the goals whicl characterise

subsistence based communities:—- physical survival, sl +f
sufficiency, fulfilment of local community  and  kinship

obligations, adherence to a
a set of traditional wvalu
Y

attern of szasonal activity and

5

production for incressing local s
t

Y

5y and the use .of surplus
atug rather than produactive
were then related to the

capacity. Thess characteristic
to be favourably received in

kinds of technology more likel:
this kind of community.

Llsing case matoerial collected in & food deficit area 1in the
Western Province of Zambia, Sutherland describod a method of
rapid survey which took in a community perspective and  had
several other advantgzez over oconverdtional FER SU Y
mathods "x.‘ weadd for the comparlisen of abhinic
grouns tyoes of  howveshold  and  community
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structures in an ecologically diverse area with a subsistence
economy based on mix of livestock, cultivation, hunting,
fishing, and gathering. Household types and ethnic groups
were compared in relation to a selection of key variables in
the farming system including access to different types of
land, access to draught oxen and ploughs, and planting
priorities for maize, sarghum and bulrush millet. By
applying this comparative wmethod, technical options for
improving the cropping system, and thus addressing the

problem of food shortage, were identified. In identifying
appropriate technologies the emphasis was on technical
improvements which benefitted the community as a whole,
rather than different groups within it. Thus, while
significant differences between ethnic groups and households
wer e identified, limited naticnal research rasources
currently precluded considering technical options specific to
=2ach group. Given this limitation, together with the high

degree of interdependence betwoen different household types
and ethnic groups, and communities, Sutherland advocated an
approach  which lookse at the needs of the whole community
against a background understanding of the differences within
it. He argued that this compromise made on—farm research and
resulting sxtension easier to administer and more cost
effective, especially in areas which are ecologically  and
culturally diverse.

The group Ffelt that the methodeolocgy could be equally
applicable to semi-commercialised or commercial  farming
systems, although the author maintained that it was
particularly appropriate for studying subsistence
agricultural systems. It was agreed in any case that an
absoluts distinction between "purs subsistence” and
"commercial farming” often would not hold. Members of the
group noted that cash was used for transactions in the study
area. Asked what the main souwrces of cash were the author
listed =zale of catlile, migrant labeow, illegal hunting, lecal
salaries, and =sales of beer, milk, fish and handicrafts.

This provoked a discussion cn the difficulty of obtaining

information about cash flows into housesholds. Most
investment of cash by farmers in the study area was for
purchasing raught oxen and ploughs. The agronomist asked

why farmers nesded to use ploughs on the sandy soils in part
of the study area. It was thought that this was due to a
labowr constraint; since 40% of the households were female
headed, ploughing was more attractive than hand . hoe
cultivation.

fuegstions wers raised about the methodology used; it was felt
that insufficient time was allocated to interviewing & large
number of houssholds. e subthor replied that with previous
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perience in a similar cultural and ecological area he was

able to study the interdependences betweesn households. The
actual study was a little short on an  interdisciplinary:
component, largely because the project agronomist and

economists were busy with research trials at the time.
However, consultation toolk place before implementation, and
other team members contributed feedback, helped with data
collection and would have participated more fully if time had
been availatle. )

It was agreed that the study was low cost. On the guestion
of training required, it was the author’'s opinion that
enummerators could not be used, at least in the early stages,
because a knowledge of how the social structure would
influence the design of deata collection reguired professional

expertise, and could not be easily delegated. However, it
was  agreed that & senior social scientist couwld design &
amall study to be done under  supervision by graduste
students,.

It was agreed that the methodology used for survey differed
t

from hat normally wsed by the Zambian FS8R  programme. The
latter ‘e diagnostic studies are carried oubt using EEnsl on

workers (who lack experience) under the supsrvision of
agronomists and economists who have not beesn trained in the
incorporation of the community perspective into diagnostic
wor k. -

-

P

There was a discussion of the problems of interviewing women
in a group situwation. The author stressed that generally thes
style of interviewing would have to vary according to he
lomal gender roles and related kinship system and customary
norms relating to public discusszion.

In <summary, the author noted the advantages of hiz method,
The main advantage was that the researcher can focus on how

the community handles prcecblems in its  farming system. By
looking at this one can see how a community is  sub-divided
into relevant decision making units. thether these units are
houszeholds or larger units not does noct matter in itself.
What iz important is to identify units and then focus on  key
decisians. The agronomist Ffound the results of the study
useful, as the technical scientists could now proceed to test
out new varieties in the aresa.

~

A& question  was asked about how the author’s methodology
corrected biazes in other FSR surveys. There was & query on
whether recommending a single technical solution to a common
commuinity preohlem might end up  ssrving no aone. Anoth

participant gueried the cost offectivenese of  the method.
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Collinson noted that the study’'s costs were within budgetary
limits and were reasonable.

It was pointed out that where a community has unequal access
to draft power, there are research implications for different
kinds of producers. For example, it might be that reduced
tillage would be more cost effective then hiring draft power
for producers without their own draught power.

In response to some of the above points the author noted

that the national research station had limited rescources and
could not be expected to provide technical sclutions to each
and every problem. In the susbsistence system described,
food sharing is the norm and oxen are freely loaned and =0
the question of unsgqual ownership of oxxen is less critical
than in situations where cash cropping is important and oxen
are hired.
The question of the feasibility of interviewing 19 households
in a day was asked, in view of the fact that an
anthropologist’s strong point was getting to krnow farmers in
a deeper way. The author replied that the spesd was poscsible
due to the nature of the local social structure and his
ability to interpret results on the basis of experience in  a
similar cultural areas.

2.2, "Closer focus: a plea for more small-scale ftace—to-face
interviewing in contemporary African social research” by

MARGD RUSSELL

Summary of paper

task in African social research which has been too often

delegated to Jjuniors. This, she claimed, has resulted in an
unnecessary distance between the analyst and subjects of
research, thus increasing the probability of

misunderstandings and misinterpretations. Using the work of
two economists from Swaziland as a means of illustrating hs
case, Russell suggested that face-to-face interviewing by
professicnally skilled observers was an essential complemesnt
to the mass data routinely collected in surveys.

While Russsall used the work of sconomistis to make her case,
she took care to point out that her comments apply egually to
sociologists and othegr social scientiste who rely heavily on
large scale survey methode and spend little time inn the

field. No matter how much data was collected, ssnsitive and
meaningful  interpretation of socis + reguire

proper uwnderestanding of  the the
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reflects. This was often hampered by a lack of understanding
ot the larguage when research was carried out by outsiders.

Russell critisised her economist colleagues, de Vietter, o
failing to properly understand the mechaniems which prevail
in Swazi hoemesteads for managing income from  the migrant
labowr process.  She argued that he imposed a western notion
of a '"regular income" on Swazi homesteads, and derived
correlates of ineguality on  the bazsis of an imcomplete
uwnderstanding of the Swazi system of kinship obligations
relating to the distribution of income. Russell then turned
to Low’'s woirk, particularly to his use of an "as if" model of

"5

economic  beshaviow in Swazi households, which she argued
ignored local indigencus explanations of involvemenht in
migrant labour. Russell asserted that Low’'s model served
distort Swari economic behaviowr and did not tabke account
the strength of the kinship systen and raral culture in whi
men  retire garly from wage labour on the basis of sup
from kin in order to participste more fully in  the 1
political system. Russell also critised low for treating
Swazi household as a decision—-making unit, rather than as
collection of individuals differentially bound to each ©
in a variesty of sets of rights and cobligaticns sach zeski:
to protect individual interests within a set of culture

constraints". She suggested that in situations where
household is characterised by a latent conflict of interes
decisions are not always cost minimising. She +fur
critisised Low for applying a household model of decis
making to & Thomestead" which was "multi-housshold in
structure” and which conseguently comprised several decision—
malking units. Russell concludsd that & propsr- undesrstanding
of indigenous social structures, through sensitive small-

.

4
scale face~-to-face research, is an essential prereguisite to
a proper  interpretation of national statistics, a factor
particularly sa&lient when the interpreter of these was  an
alien.

1 groun discussion (secretary Cargl Kerven)
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After Russell had outlined the main points in her payer
giroup began by discussing the fraining and use of enumer:
in survey work. A group member pointed ocut that many s
resgarchers never set foot in a village, and asked why
bother to come to Africa if they never leave their off
and only supervise quesstionnaires. Another member felt
there was an anti-fieldwork bias among many researchers,
sugqmstcd that often such people feel uncomfortable actu
talking to people fron other cultures. Thiz was pmrwlgul
true of @ ons mists who 'Areiy carried out 4i”1QH’" . -
’d t]dt many aspacts af the irural ecmnuwy c
! 3 AR "~“ﬁ31f& BT VY E

san migrants,

b

B
BEH

Gt
ot
L

et

vt
T !-‘
3 0

ot
Lo~

[

L

‘ r‘P' "™
a1 N 1
f

-~
-

"x
[
W
ot s 7Y

"

T

SRR




livestack distribution.

The author felt that one nesded professional training in.
order to know why certain questions are being asked. A group
member noted that lowly paid enumerators have no motivation
to understand the complexity of the guestions and answers in
a survey.

Russell ‘s critigue of Low's work on Swazi rural family
decision making was felt to be weakly grounded. Her
explanation of household labour allocation was a cultural
tautology; she tried to explain labour allocation in terms of
a culturally accepted norm, but in fact used many of the
economic explanations used by Low.

The author noted that Low did neot do any Fieldwork, and
therefore misunderstood the difference between a household
and & homestead in Swaziland., Low alsc misconstrued the
nature of the family developmental cycle, and was not able to
analyse female headed houssholds as a result.

The group concluded that Russell ‘s papsr was relevant to FSR
because she stressed the need to understand family and
domestic economies.

methodological problems of identifying the appropriate uni
when sampling rural populaticns, and on the effectivenso:
of guestionnaire based surveys.

fluestions were general in nature and centred around th
i
s

2.25. "Iz it the household or the homestead that is the basic
unit for research?: some considerations on data collection
methodology in  rural Swaziland." by FUNEKILE SIMELANE

Summary of paper

Simelane’'s paper was about selecting the most appropriate
social unit for collecting and analysing data relating to
farming systems research in Swaziland. Ehe gquestioned the
curraent practice of interviewing the homaestead head,
especially in the very common evernt of a homestead being made
up of more than one housshold, The paper argued that the
househsld is & more appropriate unit of observation -~and
analysis than the homestead.

Simelane went on to differemtiate between "single" and
"multi-housaehold” homesteads, and to further differentiats

+

differasnt tymes of household within each btvpe of homesteoad.
b s 7
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The paper pointed out that irnequalities among households
eristed, and that these limited a household’'s ability to

follow wtension service advice. The process of decision-
making varied according to the type of household and
homestead, with the main implication that ‘"one individual
cannot be held spokesman for the whole homestead on cropping
matters because esch housshold may operate in a semi-
independent manner." Simelane’'s suggestiocn was that during
formal SUrveys sach household should be interviewsd
seperately. This would ensure that the main target group of
FSRK, the small resource limited farmers, were more

effectively catered for in Swaziland.

Summary of group discus

The group was excited about the paper as it related to the
5

issue of defining the unit of analysis which was felt to be
an  important contribution of social science to FSR Twe
major thrusts of the discussion were: 1Y using the bcu: 1d

vse uwsing the homestead as the unit of product1cn; 23
clarifying the use of the homestead in Swaziland as the unit
of analysis and 3I) congruesence of units of producticon and
consumption.

Discussion revealed that in previous studies the homestead
has been considered the uwunit of production in rural
Swariland. A1l fields and cattle are assumed to fall  under
the control of the homestead head who 1is the one interviswsd
in suwveys, contacted by extensicon workers, and used as the
unit of analysis.

a5

Further discussion revealed that the Swazi homestead is
basic kinship unit of structural eguivalence to the "matri
village" in Zambia and Malawi. The homestead head iz the head
of the co-residential family or lineage unit, comprissd of
one o more households: seven households being the largest.
In polygynous homesteads the wives usually lived and coocked
seperately as in Zambia and Malawi, and could be considered
as & separate household. Further disussion revealesd that the
household in  Swaziland was both a production and a
conesumption unit. Production was the starting point for FSR
in the region, but often the isszue was confused when official
detinitions were based on consumption.

1

Further discussion focused on the specifics of a polygynous
situation with two wives in Swaziland. It ftranspired that
each wife had her own field and food store and in  addition
the homegstead had a field and store which was used for ¥ood
when household stores were exhausted - or the contents could
be sold. In relation to production on househeld fields the
husband played & maijcr role if present, and in their absencs
Wwives bradd more independenoe. The same zpplied ke
distribution and orags#. Women and other descision mak
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the household level were subject to the authority of the
homestead head in matters relating to land alloccaticon, and
also usually in relation to credit and ox power. Marviesd
brothers and sons have limited autornomy as houshold heads in
relation to the above. If such idndividuals wish to
conmercialise  their production then a division of th
homestead usually takes place.

Further comparisons were made between Swariland and Malawi in
relation teo the relative autonomy of husbands and wives. It
was noted that in Malawi the system of matrilocal residence
allowed a man to marry and farm land in different villages if
he had more than one wife. In both countries, women could
hold small plots of land separately from their husbands, but
it was noted that Malawi husbands had more claim to  their
wive’'s earnings than did Swazi husbands.

Further points relating to the comparisorn between Swaziland,
Malawi arnd Zambia revealod that intra-household production
units  are not very imporltant as separate fields for husbands
and wives are not common. Hpuseholds are the most important
production and consumption units in all three countries. The
Swazi  homestesd is also a production unit and the head has
varying influence on household production. Assuming that the
homestesad ise the only, or the most important, productiorn vrit
lpads to  mistakes in policies and rhcaﬂmendﬂtlord. For
example destocking was tried orn this assumption but  was
unsuccessful .

The homestead head is an important ‘gatskesper’ and should be
fivast conﬁulted betore talking to household hsads.

£ question was raised as to whether it wowuld be possible to
gxtend cradit to & homestead as a unit. Would the Zambiz
LIMA credit programme which enabled credit for guarter of
hectare o more on the basis of groups of ten farmers b
suitable?

3

W

Zoning in Swaziland was also discussed; there did not seem to
be a strong correlation between wealth and geographical
location.

Flenary discussion

Regarding destocking, 1t was asked i+ this programme failed

because of different types of ownership, o becauss the

homestead head did not own &1l the cattle. Both reasons were

true. It was pointed out that in relation to cultivation,

control of draught powmr ig important, which supports the idea
of using the homostead as & unit, as the order in which
fields are cul+1vated ie determined by the homestead heaad.
Moreover, all homesteads do not have sufficient draught
and may hire oden or tractors from neighbours.

ta
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Simelane noted that the timing of inputs is determined by
diverse authority within the homestead, and that the cropping
systems programme is aware of this complexity in producticn
units.

Grandin noted that the notion of ‘'"nested spheres" of
production and decision—making come out of the paper. She
raised two questions. How do we train people to handle these
complex units? Are we able to work out a simple sampling
frame for this to be used by less well trained staf+?

2.26."8ampling and the unit of production” by CONCLUDING
SMALL GROUF DISCUSSION SESSION (secretary Barbara Grandin)

The main points agreed by the group were:-

1), The need for a practical view in terms of CIMMYT's
sequence, training reguirements, and constraints due to
manpower limitations — especially trained social scientists.

2) . In the long term (or perhaps socner with outside
funding? the objective would be to have, depending on the
size and complexity of the country, at least one permanent
full—-time senior non—-economic social scientist in FSR
programmes. He or she should have significant rural and
inter—-disciplinary experience. This person would =erve
primarily asz a rescurce perscn and trainer for field teams
involved in FEBR. Such a person could hglp conduct informal
short surveys for diagnosis including choosing the unit  of
sampling, advising generally orn data collection techniques
(e.g. mixx of formal and informal methods), and assist 1In
setting up/carrying out intensive investigations int
spociological concerns that arise.

). In the short—term, CIMMYT's current training programme
should try to sensitise FSR trainees to various areas
of <seociolecgical concern. The area discussed in some detail
was the unit of production. The group felt that trainees
nesd to be sensitised to the fact that social reality 1is
complex, but that they don’'t need to be overwhelmed by that.
Categorisation was felt to be essential, but orne had to be
careful not to take those categories, which are heuwristic
devices, as REAL. It was generally agresd that there is no
such thing as a "unit of production”, but that there re
"mested spheres': basically the individual, the sub-
household, the housshold, the homestead, etc. At sach s
differsnt resowces/assests are contrclled, and differ
types of production decisions are made. founit needs to
identified Ffor sampling, but not all snalvysis can or shoul
be done on this level. Something akin to & "householgd®
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probably the simplest/best ( Grandin preferred it for wealth
ranking). A guestion raised was, ‘depending on the nature of
the problem, what level of the nested sphere is the locus of
control /decision making for it7?’ The group concluded that the
researcher would have to either look within the unit (e.g.
individual wives’' control of fields, goats etc.), or to the
links of that unit to other units (e.g. for marshalliing

aunght power). The group Felt that a look at current
training materials used in FSR programmes would be necessary
before it could be more specific.

27. QObservations and Becommendations: Diagnostic

1. Defining the unit of data collectigon and analysis is very
important guring diagnostic survey wor k for FSK.
Sociclogists and anthropelogists particularly, should be
invaolved in this, and will be most effective when they have a
knowledge of the leocel ture/social  =s=tructure  (Kerven
£2.133, COnvango [2.341, Russell [2.243, Simelane [2.25]1 Curry
E3.531, CDS [2.261.

2. Involvemsnt should not stop at definiticnz, but  should
extend into giving guidance as to how to identify and analyse
situations in which important farming decisicns are made at

different levels within the local social structure - intra-
household, household, homestead, ethnic. group etc. (Curry
F.531, Baker and Lesothlo [2.~2] CDB - L2.261, Ferven [Z.131

~ M - e

Simelane [Z.25], Sutherland ._..__J‘j Sharpe [3.321).

3. Sampling for surveys is an area within F8R in need of
attention from socioleogists\anthropologists. This applies to
both  informal and formal surveys. The need is to  identitfy
strategies which reduce or bypass obvicus biases from
stension workers and local leaders, and which allow a survey
to bring out the significance of linkages between households
and groupings within a community (Baker and Lesothleo [2.2217,
Bulla 2.211 Kabagambe [2.113 Grandin [2.123 Sutherland
[2.2%1, Simelane [2.251, Sharpe [3.321, CDE [2.261).

4, Sociologists/anthropoleogists should be invelved in the
analysis and interpretaticon of survey results. The
meaningful and sensitive interpretaticn of suvey results
depends on a prior understanding of the local social
structurse (Chilivumbo [3.3523, Curry [Z2.533, Kerven [2.13Z],
Francis [3.1131, Russell [2.24]1, Sutherland [2.2IZ1). This
understanding can often be obtained by consulting

anthropological literature on the local aresa if nobody o the
team has this understanding {(Hamnsen L[2.32 and Arnex 35.21).

He. The extent of scciclogical/anthreopological invaolvement
in diagrnostic survey work will depend on lozal  manpower
availability. The input 1s most important during  the
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planning and interpretation of surveys, but involvment during
data collection will enhance the guality of the survey and
should be encouraged if resources permit (CDS 2. 28).

7. If suitable local manpower is not available,
consideration should be given to hiring short—-term
consultants who have prior familiarity with & particular
local area/ethnic group, specially if these have a

development orientation (Herven [2.1321, Hansen [2.321).

8. The household, defined as a unit of deciszsion—making
relating to production, is the most fundamental unit of data
collection and analysis in the regions farming syztems. In
using secondary survey data, care should be taken in
establishing how households were defined before attempting to
make comparisons and draw conclusions (Simelane [2.25%], CDS
[2.26T1).

3. Ferhapsz as important as methods of sampling and
definition of units of data collection, are methods of
interviewing and recording of data. Sociclogists and/or
anthropolcogists should be involved in the training of
enumarators (including professional staff involved in survey
work), and in the framing of gquestions in questionnaires, so
that the farmers' view comes across clearly (CDS 2.2&3,
Tripp [2.313).

2.30. ON FARM RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY ADOCFTION

This stage in the FSR sequence attracted fewer papers +han
that of diagnostic survey work. Tripp’'s paper argusd that
the anthropoleogical contribution to FER is more valuable, but
ess used, during on-farm ressarch than during diagnostic
Surveys. Hansen, an anthropologist with wperience of
managing on—farm sxperiments in Malawi, noted that his input
inte the planning and design of experimsnts was crucial, and
an anthropological approach enabled the identification of
potential recommendation domains based con the analysis of on-—-
farm experiments. Rocheleau, alsc points to the clear neesd
for social science skills during the planning and evaluation
of agro—forestry on—-site experiments involving participation
of the local community. Onyango’'s paper was the only one to
address the final stage of technology adoption, which he did
from the point of view of measuring farmers’ attitudes and
values in order to anticipate their likely response to
innovation.

2.21. "Anthropology and on-farm research" by ROB TRIFF

o - - % T T ol 4 . q sl
presented his perespective on the role  of
on
A

anthropology in F8R, with particular emphasis  on
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xperimentation. The paper pointsd to the many similarities
between anthropology and FSER with their holistic approaches
and Common concerns with the impact of agricultural-
development on gender differences, eguity, and ecological
balance.

Addressing the issue of the specific contribution of
anthropology vis & vis economics, Tripp argued that
"complexity of reality" severely limits the ability of both
disciplines to devise models that accurately predict farmer
behaviour and argued instead for an "iterative" approach
involving researchers in the field in a constant dialogue
with farmers, Jjust as an anthropologist is in  constant
contact with the subjects of his or her study. The paper then
uses case material from Ecuador to illustrate this point, and
to suggest the most appropriate role for anthropologists in
FSR.

It is arguwed that often too many social scientists are

involved in the diagnostic phase of FER and too few are
involved in on—farm experimentation. An account of five
vyears of on-farm research in Ecuador illustrated that

diagnostic surveys are only a starting point and that further
formal surveys and a continuocus dialogue with local farmers
based on the establishment of trusting relationships were
essential for the programme to deliver what the faroers
needed. Teipp arqued further that good interdisciplinary
cocperation 18 sssential if anthropologists are to play a
wsefal role in FBR programmes, and that they need to be awars
nf their poor reputation in this respscht. The paper
cantioned that sophisticated anthropclogical apreocaches are no
mere necessary  than sophisticated economic ocnes and  that

research  must be baszed on solid field euperience. The nsed
for sperialisse anthropological studies for particul ar-
problems was recogni sed. But tho majeor need identified 25
an anthrepologica contribution to development of better
diaegnosztic experimsntal and analytical research tools Ffor

national researchers involved in FSR. Tripp concluded with a
plea Ffor on—farm research to become "what anthropology does
best - the careful, iterative examination of selected
research themes through participant observation®. (A revised
version of Tripp’'s paper is published in Human Organisation,

1985) .

Summary of group discussion (secretary John Curry)

The paper invoked & long discussion, the first part being

taken up with & summary of Tripp’s paper by Collinson as
Tripp was absent Collinson noted that Tripo regarded
anthropological 1nva’wemant in FER as a "natuwral” purﬂuit
since anthropologists ha describing farming

TS as o component of raphic field studieo.
Huwsver such ethuﬂgrmgh' dewcriptions areg not USBU&L 1Y
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related to a plan of action and this lack of purpose is a
serious short coming in such description. If FSR does not
deliver the goods it will not survive and as participants
anthropologists must be prapared to make their contribution
purposive.

The group discussed the role of the anthropologist in  FER.
They agreed with Tripp that the anthropologist, given his or
her often long-term familiarity with local groups can act as
the conscience of the FSR team by representing the local
cultural or "emic" viewpoint to team members. In addition,
the anthropolcgist possesses the analytical expertise which
further contributes to the research effort. This can include
a specialised kncowledge of such topics as: patterns of land
use; the local labour allccaticn system; and the impact of

off—farm employment on the farming system. Often the
anthropologist can tell the economist how to gqualify economic
models to fit local reality. A melding  of both the

anthropological and economic perspectives is essential for a
better understanding of the local farming system and the
constraints under which it operates.

The group then discussed the anthropologists’ role in
relation to the FSR sequence. It was noted that formal
research instruments are incapable of providing the local or
emic perspective. Anthropologists who are sometimes asked to
administer such surveys can be saddled with the blame of
being superficial when the surveys do not provide the
necessary information. This leads to a caricature of social
sctiente as "soft and flakey" by technical scientists, thus
undermining effectiveness. However, Collinson noted that
anthropological criteria contribute significantly to the
formulation of recommendations. Rochezleau stated that Tripp’'s
example from Ecuador demonstrated the importancea of
exploratory surveys for trial dssign: she felt Tripp was
over-optimistic on an anthropologist’'s ability to specity
values on important csocio-eccnomic variables as economists
and technical scientists would wish. She felt the strength
of anthropological expertise lay in the identification of
sources of constraints, particularly norn-market factors, the
understanding of which is crucial for experimental evaluation
by the FS agronomist.

Evyland stated that anthropologists perform great service to
farming systems research teams in the key roles of trial
ascsesment and of sensitising biclogical scientists to the
ecanomic and cul turail dimensions of the farm.
Anthropologists, he claimed, a&are even more valuable in
assessing the economic and cultural reasons why:  technical
recommendatiocns are not adopted by farmers. In a&ddittion
Eyland felt that an agronomist ' s skills and effectiveness are
heightened through collaboration with sccial scienists  in
fiemld or on—farm survey work.
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The final comments initiated a discussion of the place of the
multidisciplinary perspective in  FSR. It wazs generally
agreed that wmulti-disciplinary sensitivity rests with the
individual. Ideally, FSR teams would consist of individuzals

who, although grounded in their own iscipline, possessed
adequate familiarity with other disciplines to enable them to
collaborate in the field. Thus agronomists would, for

example, include social and economic information as part of
their field work and analysis. At present, this iz difficult
to a&achieve, due in part to lack of adeguate cross—
disciplinary training for FER staff.

Other issues discussed included problems of assesment,
identification of recomendation domains and participant
farmers. To date, no guidelines exist for on—tarm programmes
of spcial assesment. A manual outlining assesment techniguss
should be designed to alleviate this problem.

The identification of recommendation domains, it was pointed
out, is an iterative process, with recommendation domains
undergoing re-definition as research and assesment continues.

ns were made for greater farmer  involvment
h. Farmers should be brought to trials and
cuss the merits and -shortcomings of the trials
openly in a gr up 5@5§1Dn, Having & critical mass of
participant s a locality not only permits  the FER
tmam  to evaluate %chai interactions connected with the
trial, but alzo provides a more open and honest asssssment of
the trials. Faul FKishindo offered an ample from Malawi
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whers farmer ction for trials was c anged from  using
individual Ffarmers to using farmors’ hs. This changa
promoted greater farmer particigation and clozer cooperation
with extension workers.
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Czlliinson presented & summary of Tripp’'s paper  and  Durry
summarised the discussion in the small group. Several issues
were raissd in the ensuing discussion.

wlla questioned the notion of long-term familiarity of
anthropologists with the local area, suggesting residont
researchers are more otten in a positicn to provide such

expertise than anthropologists on short contracts. Bulla also
advocated ths npeed to involve policy makers in FBR and
wondered hiov anthropological contributions would | be
evaluated. Francis responded to this last point by stating
that sccial scientists would be judged as part of a team and
not as individual resesrchers.

P ol
LR B N |
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in change, a process which

iteself precipitates

problems.

Rocheleau added that the role of the social scientist is to
point cut areas most amenable to change, and to concentrate
on those a%p gcts of the system where chanmge is possible. The
problem for the anthropologist is getting an agronocmist who
will listen to their recommendations.

Whalen addressed the problem of the anthropolcogists’ long-—
term familiarity with the system. The point at which the

social scientist
she plays on the FER team.
scientist in the higrarchy is
and
represanting
limiting their
whole notion of
in view of the previous discussion.
of the social scientist
between the agronomist
familiarity through
Whalen concluded the discussion by

Also,
critica

their views to

effectivensss. Curry

and

understand the varvying perceptions of local people as well
membere of the team as

thocee of the various
Curry and FRocheleauw

assessment procedures for trials,

use informal or ethnographic methods.
2,32, "Anthropology contributicns,
in farming systems research” by ART

joins the project will
the position

junior social scientists are often at a disadvantage
senior

"long—term familiarity"
as one of facilitating

those
imparting analytical

emphasisaed the need for
especially procedures which

affact the role he or
ocf the social
inexperianca
in
researchers, thereby
called into guestion the
with the local area
saw the roles
comrunication
long—term local
listening skills.
sising the need t
a

1.  VYoung,

Rocheleau
with
empha
well.

guidelines for

ecaognitions and analysics
HANSEN

Hansens ‘e paper discussed approaches to the incorporation of
anthropology into FE&f The first was a low cost  approach
which invelved FER  team oembers making +full use of
anthropological knowledge of a local area. This implied
reading anthropological monographs and papers, corresponding
with anthropologists, and inviting anthropologists on shor
tonsultanciers to discuss problems, the latter being the more
axpensive but the most productive option of the low cost

approach. In support of his argument, Hansen cited examples
firom Zambia and elsewhere 1in Africa of anthropological
monogr aphs whiah were invaluable to FER ?udmz, and also of
----- axamples of proto - F3R work in Zambia dating back to  the
1930, Haﬁnmn avguam that this low cost mpmruLLH was cost
@ffective booiuse 1t grsatly reduced the Fhan:e o. FTrq
costly mistaves at tbw nlamning stage  of

aessarch and development progranmes.

39



The second approach discussed by Hansen was the more
expensive one of hiring an anthropologist to work full time
on an FSR team. Hamsen gave a first hand account of this
approach as implemented in Malawi from 1981 to 1983, where he
initiated and supervised an FSR programme. The
anthropological contribution, in that instance, consisted of
organising informal survey work. This wark brought togesther
agricultural administrators and scientists from different,
but connected, institutions, and generated a common
recognition of small {farmers problems, and highlighted
discrepancies between ressarch recommendations, wtension
workers’ recommendations, and farmers’ practice. With his
anthropological inclination of sympathy towards local
practises, Hansen describes how he went against the advice of
the maize bresders, and included local varieties in an on-
farm trial programme which compared maize recommendations
with farmer practice. He further exercised anthropological
initiative by purposely selecting farmer cooperators who
represented both female farmers and small farmers (previously
on—-farm research had been carried cut only on the fields of
more progessive farmers who were usually men).

An anthropological approach was also applied in the analysis
of trial results, which showed no significant advantage of
using the improved open pollinated maize recommended by

research. Going beyond aggregates to individual cases, the
trial showed that +the recommende package Was only

profitable for the 2041 or so of ‘good farmers’ who obtained
high vields. Hanzen concluded that his approach revealed two
recommendation domains for maize in  the area; one for
improved varisties plus Fertilizer zand one for improved
management of local varieties. Hansen’'s final point is that

'if two disciplines agree all the time, one is redundant’,
and noted that argument betwesen himself and the maize
breeder produced positive communication and programme
changes.

Summary of group discussions: (Secretary, B. Grandin?

Guestions were asked about the organisation of the informal

survaey in Malawi. Hansen noted that the surveys were brief,
I or 4 days, that extension worker bias was reduced by
selecting farmers copportunistically, and the team of 10-15

pecple divided into teams of three to cover different
villages in an area. Hansen ncoted that the use of a broadly
based diagnostic team and use of secondary data were methods
with wide applicability. -

Grandin raised the guestion of anthropologistzs taking a more
active, advocacy role to enszswe the use nf anthropological
literature. Harsen felt that this was an important issue to
be addroszsed by anthiropologists as & professional body,  and
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the role should wtend to face to face interaction with
agricultural extension and research staff.

Chipulu queried the outcome of a dialogue between specialists
of different disciplines. Hansen noted that this is
productive if the specialists have a common goal. Chipulu
wondered 1if the dialogue and common goal carried on into
field work, and Simelane noted that due to university
training, where cooperation between disciplines is not
emphasised, each specialist tends to go his or her own way
once in the field.

Hansen pointed out that FSR tries to prevent this by focusing
on what producers are actually doing, and his approach forced
agricultural officers to recognise the importance of local
maize. Masi .confirmed that agronomists are trained to think
of local varieties as low-yielding and tend to push hybrids
or composites. randin raised the issue of the specifically

thropolaogical raﬂtrlo“tzon toe the Malawi project. Hansen
replied that he felt the anthropological pﬁWFDQCgl”“ WAS A
crucial addition to FSR, noting that as an anthropologist he
went in more copen—-minded, not having the same assumptions as

other  disciplines, and not being Judgemental of local
practices before trying to understand them. Hansen
emphasi sed that the strength of anthropology was its

inductive nature, while a weakness was assuming that the
local system is good/natural; ignoring its problems. On the
other hand the technical researchers tend to assume the local
system is not good, &nd believe they can dramatically change
it. What is required is dialogue and marriage of the two
distinct world views.

o

Grandin noted that differences of world views are probably

greater among highly trained oupatriate scientists, than
among naticnal researchers. She noted *hat an important
topic Ffor discussicn was the advantageshdisadvantages of

training FSR ressarchers strongly on a disciplinary basis,
and the related issue of the hierarchical acrganiszation of FESR
within a country or region. Hansen agreed, and sxpressed &
need for training researchears to see broader connections.

Grandin noted that by loocking at differences within
communities, Hansan had demonstrated more of an
anthropological /case study approach less likely to be used by
an sconomist.

~

Warren responded to the report of the s 1

by noting that the nged for iﬁtEi-dlBC;pllﬂdFlfy is
increazingly accepted, pointing to masters level courses In
the . S.A. specially designed o training i
interdisciplinary work. Bantje noted that problems offten

-
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arise because governments ask
whose expertise can’t be used, and askeod M
a common theme to cross—disciplinary argume
examples of common themes: agronomists sayvi
it "why can’'t you sell it?; economists resp
to grow things you can’'t sell". Betwesn
anthropologists; "vou anthropologists do
versus "you agronomists don’t pay attention

Rocheleau wondered how
was transferable to a&frica.
that in
of Zambia,

Kean noted
University

the SESchocol of Agr
students now do bot

specialisation after a general training,
course on inter—-disciplinary work mode

approach.
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participatory agroforestry

"Land use planning with farm familie
esearch" by DIA

Rocheleau’'s paper pressnts
ard de ign" (I} and D),
involve farmers anid
esearch. The paner described how the appr
(Int roaticnal Courncil for Research in
f1rst madelled on FER rpprumrhﬁ— h on
which the farm household is i as
analysis. EHDDYICH”E of epplyi
agroforestry had shown that thi
to include issues ralating to
community and ecosystem. A
approach was  being developesd
include these important issues
a way that would vield results
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participatory
farm communities

=2
=3 &

i

I

- =
[ =S

=

r+'
b
m
oo

[ SR

[o =D
N

s} :J
[te]
{]
5

Qw0

e

1 T2
i

>
N
3

a

i e
o=
o

02
yt
ﬂ t
%
(8}

h
o
0

ri
50
o
oW
)
Lol I 111

Rochelesau
district
50C1 &l
Monitorirg
access to,
of trees by

presented a case study of agrofor
to illustrate the importance of
factaor when designing agrofore
ten farm trizals revealed that o
water was a major factor constr
farmers, and that failure to a

=

o« [

&

=

houseshold division of labow {(e.g. women's
collecting water) resulted in poor planni
nurserles arnd  loss ¥ Eeﬂdlings By m
Froblems th pests of domeshtic
raed Tor p,"ht” L ed ves hiighligh
of understanding nuEe Aar lan

for highly speciali

rnts.

&n

sed
ansen 1if

people
there was
Hansen gave
"if we can grow
"why bother

LR
— =

ng
onding

agronomists
n't want changa"
to people".

=~

Dbt

far interdisciplinary trainming abroad

iculture at the
h an extra year of

and a compulsory
lled on the FS8R

s and communities
NME E., ROCHELEAL

udy of "diagrosisc
approach ussd to
in agroftorestry
oach used by ICRAF
Agroforestry)  was
arable orops, 1in
the basic unit  of

i

in Machalko
ints aczcunt
technology.
of, and
pagation

intra—

estry
taki ng
sty
wnership
&ini ng pt"D
cocount fo

FESEONS u;llty for
indi

of vidual

ng




when planning experiments and technical interventions. It
became clear that many of the technical improvements planned
‘such  as  fodder tree protection and enrichment planting in
both private and public lands, "would reguire community deci-—
sions rather than decisions taken at the household level.

In &a second phase of the project, watershed units were the
major Ffoci of diagnosis and experimental design. In +this
case, a number of leverage points were identified involving
water and soil conservation measures and planting of improved
tree species for fodder and firewood. These improvemsnts
involved cooperation .at the community level, and at the same
time a household survey revealed a differentiated local com—
munity with a dominance of houssholds haaded or managed by
woman with varying degreegs of male decision-making in  the
latter. The finding was that different household types
"imply distinct sets of technology designs and landscape
niches at the farm level, and their separate treatment can
set the context for reconciliation of conflicting interests
at the community lavel®.

An important cutcome of the participatory approach was the
integration of group and individual farm trials in response
to farmers suggestions, which alsc resulted in modifications
of, and alternatives to, previocusly proposed alley cropping
technolcgy.

Important lessons learned from the participatory approach
included: the need to mobilise group labow, the need to
address agroforesztry to take account of different types of
households &and labour availability as it was affected by
houvsehold and community development cycles.,

Summary of group discussicn (secretary Faul Kishindo)
The group felt the type of approach to community problems
adopted in the case study was very useful in that:

(a) it allowed the active participation of the village
community as experimenters with technology, rather than as
recipients of it;

(b) it allowed information +esdback which enacled the
researchers to modify the design of the ressarch project, and

(c) it allowed the community to feel the prolje

ct was their
own baby and motivated them to ensure its success -

It was also felt that the method could be adopted by
agricultural extension service, but that the agricultural
extension agent would reguire & high level of training in the

use of the method.
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The group also felt the method could be used by non—-govern-—
‘mental  organisations interested in rural  development. The
author felt that in such a situation a technical specialist
should be included to deal with the technical problems.

Finally, the group felt that a researcher needed to bear in
mind the critical social and cultural values at work when
attempting to uwse the D % D method discussed in the case
study in & new social environment.

1. The guestion was asked regarding the level of
professional input reguired if the process followed in the
case study was to be institutionaliced.

The author f=21t a BSc, degree with a special diploma in the
method would be adeguate

2. As tc whether it was possible to do field trials in
combination with the method, the author said gqualifisd pesople
woul have tec be used as in any other agricultural research
situation.

3. There wax & general feesling that an agricultural

xtension agent or anybody attempting to use the D & D method
would rneed guidelines and & manual to be able to use it
effectively.

2.324., "Extracting and measwring farmar’'s valuess anc
attitudes to agricultural technology" By CHRISTORPHER A
ONYANGO
Summary of paper

Onyango's paper et out to  "highlight value and

attitudinal factors which influence farmers in adoption of
new technology” and to discuss "how research can be conducted

to document these factorz”. The discussion in the paper
focused largely on research methods. Im addition, =soms
genzral attitudinal factors such az local values relating o

-t

land, Ffamily labowr, income Tor pweohased inputs, axtensiar
workers, consumption, marketing and pricing were listed, and
the paper gave an gdample of how begr preferences hindered
the adoption of high vielding disease resistant sorghum 1in
western Fenya.

The discussion of methods appropriate to collecting data
on ey values and attitudes related o both
guantitativelneasurement, Al gualitativelinterpretative

44



aspects . Onyango asserted that research using standard
instruments has, over time, established a direct
relationship between attitudes and behaviouwr, raising the
possibility of using attitudinal surveys to predict future
behaviour. He also noted that guite sophisticated ressarch
instruments, such as Likert Scales, have been found reliable
and used for measuring attitudes to farming. Onyango went on
to caution that these research instruments must be used
carefully; that closed questions can pre-direct outcomes,
while open gquestions can creatg problems of data analysis and
gquantification. By touching on examples from his experience,
Onyango’'s - paper illustrated the importance of getting the
interview situation correct, and having & prior knowledge of
the language and culture of the society where values and
activities are being measured. For example, he found it was
almost futile to ask Durumona people in the Samburu Area of
Fenya how many cattle they had. This example also showsd
that responses to questions were influenced strongly by
situational tactors, {such as who else was present from the
household during the interview) and by seasonal factors (such
as the transhumance of livestock).

Onyango recognised that one way to avoid cbvious error
and distortion in measurement was to use participant
observation. While this method was ‘likely to produce good
data’, it was also a more expensive method if quantification
was reguired.

He noted further that the biggest difficuly in this area
of research is reliability and validity due to the value

AR
judgements associated with responses. Other such methods as
case studies, infreguent surveys and multiple visit surveys
can increase r@liability, especially if used in conjunction
with such safeguards as small samples, reliance on major
decision makers, and pre-surveys folliowed by post-suwrveys to

test wvalidity of data.

Dnyangm corcluded that the costs of this type of research
; wsing students as enumerators, and  that

i e s can  be maintained by designing survey
1n=Lrumentz to fit specific cases where attitude and values
are closely tied in with technology adeoption among small
scale farmers.

Small Group Discussions (Secretary J.M. Opio-Odongo)

The small group discussion raised certain issues which
were not recorded as being resolved duwing the discussion,
but which are clearly relevant to the whole issue of the
place of attitudinal research within FER.

1. In situasticns where offective demonstration of &

o
technological  packags have bsen made, to what extent would

e S
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the measuwrement of values and attitudes be useful?

2. In terms of reliability, would it not be better to
have an anthropologist conduct a long term study in the area
on attitudes and values, rather than do a one-shot survey,
given the belief that the relationship between word and deed

i in most cases uncertain?

Z. What sampling proc
measuring attitudes and values?

edures would be most appropriate

i

4., What do attitude scales actually reflect?
S. If attitudes change all the time,

benetits are there in measuring them?

been well documentsd

innovation and cash

4. While it has
as profitacility of an

what practical

such

that factors
flow problems trn

to reszult in non—-adoption behaviour, what specific attitudes
and values would have a similar sffect?
Plenary Discussion.
The discussion was short, concentrating on the effect of
long-standing cclonial agricultural pelicies on farmers'
attitudes since 1ndapcr”a?ce. It was rnoted that situational
factors outsi of the farmerz’ loca culture Freguently
conditioned P‘» attitudes to agricultural change, especially
the local history ot agricultural policy.
2.35. Opssryvations and Recommendations: On-farm Reseacch and
Technolouy Adoption

Scme f  the points which emerge from  these papers and
discussions relating to on—farm research and technology
adoption are listed below:

1. During on farm research good interdisciplinary teamwork is
very important. Anthropologists in particular have a major
role to play provided that they are able to work effectively
as team mesbers. They should make a consciocus effort to
improve  their reputations in this respect. They need to
sustain a dialogus with svonomists and techrnical scientists
and avoid the tempta;:mn to go off and ‘do their own  thing’
(Tripp [2.311).

2., During the on~farm research process,; anthropoclegists heed
to act as a channe]l of communication begtwesen technical
scientists and farmerz, egpecially when they are familiar
with the lecal culture and thes other bteam senbers are not
(Tripp [2.313, CDE [3.343).
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3. Anthropologists/sociclogists -have & definite role to play
in the pre-screening of technologies to be tested on farmers
fields (Hansen [2.321, Rocheleaw [2.33], Sutherland [2.22D0).
Some professidnal guidance is required as to the best methods
for achieving this, especially when the non—-economic social
scientist is not a full time team member. 0f particular
concern to participants was a means of assessing the likely
social impact of & new technology at a relatively early stage

in its testing on farm.

4. Anthropologists/socicleogists have a role to play in  the
selection of cocoperating faroers. They need to develop
methods which take in & cross—-section of the target group so
that likelihood of adoption can be more effectively predicted
and social impact more easilly asessed in advance. ‘

3. The extent to which farmers reactions can be predicted in
advance through attitudinal surveys was an unressclved issus
(Cnyango [2.34 gdl). The genesral feeling was that continuous
dialogus with farmers in the field was the most effective way
of predicting future behaviour and that anthropologists or
spciologists on & team should strive to find ways of

optimising such dialogues (Tripp [2.31]1; Rocheleau [Z2.331).

b. The participatory approach described for Fenyan
agroforestry research was well received. Anthropologists and
spciologists might give serious thought to assisting with the
development of methodologies Ffor trial- assessment  which
attach less importance to the criteria used by technical
scientists on research stations and more to those used by
farmers and local communities.

7. The historical = experience of agricultural /rural
development policies and projects by loocal communities can

exert a ma jor influence of how they receive FSR.
Anthropologists and sociologists could assist by carrying out
tresearch  int thisg history, preferably at the start of a
project (Reynolds [3.121, Eantje [Z.313, Chilivumbo [3.321,
Onyango L[2.34 pdl.

H

8. Anthropologists have expertise in building up trusting
relationships of the kind essential for an honest dialogue
with farmers. They have & role to play in assisting and
training other FBR team members in how to cultivate such

relationships (Tripp [2.313).
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Z2.00. CONTRIBUTIONS OUTSIDE OF THE CIMMYT SEQUENCE

This section looks at the contribution of anthropology and
socioclogy to FER  programmes outside of the sequence of
activities cutlined by Collinson in Appendix 5.4, While the
topic aresas covered in this section are either not included
o receive minimal attention in the current training manual,
it is hoped that they will be more fully incorporated into
future manuals and trairing programmes.

3.10.  Labour Data Collec

ion and Analysis

This teopic attracted twe papers. Francies provides &n
analysis of labour allocation in Morthern Zambia based on  a
detailed and in-depth labowr study. Reynolds gives an

account of her ongoing study of children’'s labour among  the
Tonga of Zimbabwe in an FBR project area.

-

L11. "Factor allocation and technology adoption in small
zcale agriculture.” By FAUL FRAMCIES

Summary of paper
This paper considers the technelogical transformation  and
expansion  in  agriculituwre cococwrring In much  of Zambia’s

Northern Frovince, where shifting cultivation 1s giving way

to semi—peErmanent  agricultuwre cesntred on hybieid maize
cultivation. A case study, drawing on material from Mgiba

District, describes the exogenous factors encouwraging the
adoption of new rechnology (price, infrastructure, et
s@grvices, and extensiton), and the transfornation “n”"ndE‘“d

in the farming system in response to thess fachoars.

Faur categories of households are distinguished according to
thoeiv level of technology adoption and commerciaslication,

Comparative analysis of resouwce allocation hy these
householde show & consistent =et of changes acocompanying
commercialisation, particularly with regard S agronomic
practices and the availability, use and sfficisncy of labour.
Changing patterns of  labowr  allocation recorded raisad

gquestionrs about the mature of this factor as & "constrairt®.

While the high cos of multiple wvisit farm surveys is
conceded, it is arqgued that inteznsive methods are necessary
for the ceollecticon of reliabkle data on labowr allocation  and

use of these may be Jjustified where labour is the coritical
fartor of production.

the importancs

At bhe enmo time,  the oo < 11l Tustra t
af & knowledges  of the al and cultuwral context of
1w of the farm-household system.

agricul ture for understandil



Attention is given to a number of factors in this regard
“including the sccial composition of the household, the role
of off-farm economic activities, the nature of farmers’
technical concepts, and attitudes to work. It is argued that
a holistic perspective is best suited to the understanding of

the behaviour of these farmers. While aspects of this
perspective are distinctly sociological, these complement and
deepen — rather than substitute for - an approach centred on

households’ varying access to, and allocation of, rescurces.

and plenary discussion (Secretary Han

BRant je)

The discussion session was very intensive, with many
constructive comments coming especially from the agronomists.
Jhis showed that the participants found the approach
important, and the results useful. One of the agronomisis
called the study fundamental, and wished to put on record his
respect for social scientists who spend long periods in
villages in order to come up with the right answers.

Thanks to its very detailed approach, with thrice weekly
recordings over two agricultural seascns, the study shows
what is really happening in peasant households under changing
conditions, in terms of &agronomic practices, economic
decision making, and labour inputs. Recording technigues are
never perfect, as it is not feasible to have every housencld
under constant observation. There i3 a tendency to routinise
among the enumerators, copying figures rather than asking the
questions each time. Mevertherless, this is probably the
best one can expect to get. The area, which some years ago
was considered unsuitable for commercial maize producticn,
has seen dramatic increases in production over the last few
vears. This is due to the cembined use of chemical
fertilizers and hybrid seed. It is most important to stress
that this has npot been at the expense of food crop
production. Households selling more maize also grow  more
food crops.

The greater efficiency of the larger producsrs shows that
something important is happening in the organisation of the
production units. One aspect 1ie better timing of the
agricultural operations. The activities during planting time
{(mid-November till end December) are crucial for the success
of the crop vyear. Among the most productive (group 4)
farmers, ox cultivation enakles the advance preparation of
fields, hence a better spread of labour over the season. But
both men and women in these households work more days per

year, and more hours per day. This shows that the norms
about what is a reasonable working day are changing. Given
the right conditions, peasants can, and do increase their
labour effcrts. A similar choervaticn has bosn made about

Tanzania in the 1930z (Coulson, 1983).
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A point of concern raised was that the returns to fertilizer
inputs are 1in fact tooc low, so that the operations are
economically less rewarding than they should be, Partly this
was blamed on the weakness of farmers’ quantitative knowledge
regarding field size, method of fertilizer application, and
plant spacing. In this context the effectiveness of
extension workers was gquestioned.

fAs land is not a constraint in this arsa, the siprezsion of
vields and inputs per unit of land was felt to be less
relevant than thelr expression ger unit of labour. Hours of
labour per bag of maize produced show great differences
between groups of households.

Although this study was expensive and time consuming, 1t was
felt to be an sssential complement to  "guick and dirty”
methods of rapid rural appraisal. In particular it has a
bearing on the identificaticn of labour saving technigues and
although sxpensive, it is very cost effective.

Once the principles involved have been described in & Ffew
places, 1t will not be necessary to do similar studies in all
farming systems; only in those which are totally different
would it be necessary to replicate the study. It was thought
similar findings would probably be aobtained over most  of
Eastern Zambia. Findirngs from Mbozi, - Tanzania by Bantje
indicate that similar principles operate alsop in systems with
diffaerent labour p2aks.

The author remarked that, in retrospect, the sample could
have bzen better forcussed, and the amount of data collection
reduced. Combirnaticn with other methodologiss, notably
participant observation, is essential, for the interpretation
of guantitative data.

There was & long discussion about the ways of sampling and
stratifying, as well as the accwracy and precise meaning of
the figures produced. Some points deserve further scrutiny
2.9. the lower production per hectare by group 4 farmers (in
spite of their overall high levels of production). OGreoup 1
only puts on slightly less fertilizer than group 4, and about

204 mores labow, vyet has much lower maize yields. Is this
only caused by different timing, or are there cther reason:s
such as attitudes, or lack of knowledge? There are no

answers to this yet.

In &a rapidly changing system it may be difficult to stratify

farmare with accuwrancy. Moreover, ftarmers’ statements are
always subject to certain errors and distortions. It was

suggested to do analyses of variance and significance in view
of the range of ochservations woun each giroup. Nevertheless, it
was felt that the high degree of internal consistency ot  the
data suggests that the overall pattern is basicallyv corresct

One participant enphasiszed the rapid increase of lTabow inpak
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by women which went with increased maize production, and
raised questionsz on the implications of this for child care
and family feeding. There was no doubt that women and girls
put in a lot of work, while the resulting income is
cantrolled by the head of the housshold., This was thought
more  suprising as the initial capital for buying Fertilicer
is mainly generated by the women through beer brewing and
collecting caterpillars for =zale.

I.12. "Children's Labowr in & subsistence economy” by FAMELA
REYNOLDS

Summary of paper

Reynocld’'s paper described her research on children’'s labour
among the Tonga speaking pecple living on the southern bank
of Lake KEariba in Zimbabwe. Starting with a description of
the Omay Communal Area in Sebungwe region, the paper pointed
to the underdevelopment and poor agricultural potential  of
the region which has & history of negligsnce from the central
government. Reynolds 5Petche= the Tonga social st ructure and

nistory  of  oontach, okl ining 3 nesd of
intervention such malnubriti and ths
poocr  functioning = wment officials F iculitural
srtension and tlife desartments. Ccr:trwzﬂt” to
1nt9rdantioﬁ are sted as poor solls,  lact of  water,
fregusnt  droughts, damage t2 crops by snimals, costly nﬂd
infregquent transport”, & lack of infrastructure, and a la
of  appropriate knowledge anorng sxitension workers. Other
constiraints relate to government policies on towism and game
management which seem to overlocok the interests of local
people.

Reynolds pinpointed the key constraint to agricultural
productiaon as "labour at certain crucial times in the
agricultuwral cycle". She discussed the division of labow in
crop praduction, explaining that woman take primary

responsibility for this, and that dues to being over burdenesd
they sometimes resort to tactics of avoidance, which further
compounds food and nutrition problems.

The  research method of participant observatien (every second
month in 12), following twelve families through the year and
concaentrating on children aged 10 to 14, was described.
Detailc af daily activities are recorded through full-day

heervations and weekly time records. Also, labour sharing
between househaolds, consumption, diet, health, production and
cash armning studies are included in this in—dept approach
to  labour. This classically anthropolegical approach is
justified, Reynolds argued, because it avoids the pitfalls of
making ‘Ygrand assumptions sbout child labowr” and allows the
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available in the region on child labour. The role of women
"as providers and controllers of labour, especially that of
their children, was identified as a topic generally in need
of further study in the south east Africa region.

Fraom the moral point of view, it was felt that children in
the study area need the opportunity to have access to modern
education and development, and that alternative labour
sources should be investigsated even in a decade when an
emphasis on population control, might make it difficult to
eliminate children from providing family labour.

3.13. Dbservatipns and recommendations

d. The collection of labour data in subsistence orientsd
farming systems is a difficult and desmanding task which
requires in-depth methods to achieve a reliable measure of
accuracy and sensitivity.

2. In depth research is expensive, but the cost is usually
Justified, especially in systems where labour is identified
as the major constraint to increased production.

3. While in-depth studies are costly, Ffindings can usually
be generalised over a wider area.

4. In~-depth research has revealed that economic treatments
of labour in subsistence systems are often oversimplistic.
Very large differences between households in economic returns
to labour are apparent, guestioning the validity of making
economic calculations when asssssing the benefits of new

m

technology. In order for FSR programmes to make better use

of labouw data in the planning of research programmes there

i3 & nesd to adopt & more gualitative approach to tre
L.|

analysis and collection of lab bowr

labowr data: to look at 1
less as & commodity with unit val and more in relati
the cultuwral context in i it take place and the goal

-
)
~

1 W
ambitions of individual farmers.
5. Individuals often have difficulty in gquantifying theoirs
labouwr input {(often this is culturally inappropriate), but
some seem Yo be more willing/able than others fo  incress

their labour input in order to increase production. T
raises the whole question of the identification of labow
"rconstiraints" and the use of this notion in wplaining . £h
poor timing of key agricultuwal operations. Further in-—-depti
L
!

g
fwi
wmo

il

B
d

studiss .are reguired to determine the usefulness of iths
labour constraint concept for FSR.

&. Children’s labowr is an important but under researchesd
Area witioh is particularly amenable to abudy bai i
anthropological methods. Anthropological monographs arg an
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important source of data for FSR teams on childrens labour.

7. The study of labour can become a moral as well as an
economic issue, especially when less privileged groups such
as woimnen and children are concerned. The Leam

anthropologist/sociologist has a role to play in  ensuwing
that the interests of such groups are fully considered when
new techneologies involving increased labour input from women
and children are being considered for testing (Rocheleaw).

3.20. LAND TENURE ISSUES

Like labour, this topic attracted two papers. @ FKishindo
analyses the relationship betwsen land tenure, technology
adoption, and the matrilineal kinship in Malawi. Whalen

describes her work on land tenure in the Ethiopian Highlands
in relation to land reform and the ILCA pastoral systems
research programme.

3.21. “Customary land and agricultural investment" by PAUL
KISHINDO

Summary of paper

Kishindo’'s study was concerned with investigating whether or
not  wxorilocality was inimical to smallholders’ adoption of
new technologies to improve their agricultural productivity.
It was prompted by the writings of some students of HMalawi
land tenure and agriculture who had presented the matrilineal

system, especially its a ted system of xorilocal
marvriages, as a major obste o smallholdesr agricultural
advancemnent. The argument that matrilineal systems,
because of the absence of lghola or (bride payment) have high
divorce rates. This, combinsd with the fact that &
cultivates land which doss n long fto him but to his

and  her kinsmen maces it unil for a man to be motiv

to improve his agricultuars SR W :

h lefd behind in i

A o &
of the wife when +the hu

-
-

L S -, o [ S - ) - e 3

1aGgE. A man’s  interest in the lan @ i
=

vil d i is  argued, £
unlikely to go beyond mere subsistence production using the
technology that is &lready available.

The study was carried cut in an ares inhab Eals
Tt a tri hoooar il Ouserva sled that
t r % igid as @ out Lo
ol AW E BWEY rom hEr
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uxorilocally coexisted with virilocal and neolocal residence.

The adoption of new seed varieties such as Malawi Hybrid 12
(MH12)y Chitedze Composite A (CCA) and Ukiriguru Composite A
(UCA) that were being promoted by agricultural extension
staff was not hampered by uxorilocality nor were the
application of chemical fertilizers and the production of
cotton as a cash crop.

Howevery none of the larger farmers who owned such equipment
as ploughs, ridgers, cultivators and oxen, workaed land that
belonged to a wife's lineage or had been obtained from a
different village headman and located in a village which was
neither the man’'s nor the wife's. Where a man had not opted
for chitengwa rights (right of ‘bride’ removal) at the
beginning, the decision to go into farming on a larger scale
generally prompted the decision to move away from the wife’'s

village.

Summary of group and plenary discusign (Secretary John Curry?

Due to the compleiity of the case study material contained in

the paper, the group devoted much of its discussion to
gaining an understanding of the matrilinealluxorilocal system
under investigation. Kishindp’'s data clearly showed, it was
felt, that contrary to the conclusions of the technical and
social scientists on the project, matrilineal kinship and
inheritance does not constitute sui generis a barrier to
development. Rather, the group concluded that matriliny, in
combination with uxorilocality, in this instance offered a
barrier to capital accumulation for male Ffarmers. It was

those male farmers who abandoned uxorilocal residence who
tended towards commercial ftarming, and consequently were more

receptive to recommended practices. As  these "rensgade”
farmers’ comprised a minority of farmers in the project area,
adoption rates were low. Furthermore, farmers refussd to

adopt the proposed technologies, on non-social criteria such
as credit constraints, and due to taste preferences (a
cultural factor).

The paper identified five categories of farmer. These

categories ranged from close to total subsistence farming to
commercial cropping. S8ince the majcrity of farmers - male
and female -~ could be assigned +to the non—-commarcial
categories, the group felt that the project had targeted the
wrong group of farmers for recommendations. This error was

compounded by the project’s pre—occupation with male farmers.
Cantrol over productive resources and management decision was
specialized: males controlled cash crops, females the
subsistence crops. As the farm enterprise moved Ffrom a
subsistence orientation (type 1) to commercial farming (type
5) increasing control over resources by males was observed.
In these circumstances, women became labowr for cas
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cropping, while having managerial responsibility far
subsistence.

This case then provided an excellent wample of the
consequeances of development efforts in the absence of sound
social science analysis. The project bias in favour of male

farmers was consistent with an ideology which apparently
sought to approach the matrilineal situation as though it
were patrilineal and male dominated.

Thus,. when farmers failed to adopt recommended practices for
technical reasons, the matrilineal kinship system received
blame. Hishindo’'s work demonstrates the important role the
sociologist often must play on projects by debunking the
post-—-hoc rationalisations often invoked by project members to
account for "praject failure'.

3.22. “Land Tenure and Technological Innovations in the
Ethiopian Highlands" by IRENE WHALEN

PP AR ~LE TN

Whalen s paper looked at her ongoing work into the effects of
land tenure on technology design and adoption in the
Ethiopian Highlands. Focusing primarilly on the introduction
of forage crops as a way of improving livestock productivity,
Whalen described how the new forage crops developed through
the International Livestock Centre {for Africa (ILCA)
programme {(on which she is engaged as a rural sociclogist

reguira changes in land use patterns.

The paper began by locking at the changes in the formal land
tenure system since 19733 from a basically fuedal system to
one based on socialist principles through peasant
associations and cooperatives. This change had taken place
along side the continuation of traditional practices For
securing access to labowr, draught power and credit. The
ILCA prougramme of research was next described and assessed in
relation to the influence of land tenure on technology design
and adoption.

The impermanence of land rights over particular plots pointed
to the relevance of forage crops which give returns within a
season, rather than over several seasons. Some of  the
promising technologies which required two or more seasons
were thought to be less likely to be adopted. Moreover, it
was felt that the different kinds of land tenure relating to
pasture and arable land, and the competition for land between
creopping and livestock implied in some of the new technical
possibilities, were important factors which would affect
adoption. A related set of soccial factors were the inter-
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and intra-household processes relating to land use and  land
allocation. These processes influence the attractivness of
new technical solutions, and may favour a non-{torima
resolution of land problems relating to the adoption of
innovations. A further factor discussed was the increasing
importance of livestock as a store of wealth following
changes in land tenure, and alsoc the possible conflict
between using land for food crops as opposed to using it +for
livestock increase (i.e. survival versus increase of wealth!.

The above izsues, the author pointed out, reaissz further
questions about the best methods of obtaining relevant and
accurate socio—-economic data. Whalen concluded that while
"formal interviews and suwveys are important toocls for
collecting data, informal interactions with farmers iz
highly wus=ful in not only collecting data, but alsc i
interpreting and elaborating on quantitative data, and
providing knowledgse on social and cultural factors important
to farmer acceptance of technolaogy ".

Summary of group and plenary discussicn (secretary, John
Lesothlo) :

The discussion for the small group and plenary session was
combined into one report. Whalen discussed hsr involvemment
in the ILCA programms with the group in order to clarify  the
argumant in her papsr. The group Ffelt the proposed
methodology of informal interviewing and  analysis of the
current data availlable was cost effective and noted that
since Whalen is working alone there is need for assistance.

In this context it was felt that more continuous contact
farmers would be necessary in order for the resea =]
collect enough information. 1t was further noted tha
social science was reqguired on the programme, and t
calls for a fuller interdisciplinary approsch.

On the gquestion of applicability of the methodology employed,
the group felt that the methodnlogy iz guite brosd and this
means that the person wusing it will first nesd a knowledge of
the social structure of the society under study.

The group alsao felt that there is a nesd to estabkliszh =
permanent post for the job {(i.e. rwral socciologists.
pointed ocut that a lot of guantitative data had been
collected bul nesded gualitative interpretations. It was
also felt that programmes of this tvpe should foraalise team
building semninars wtilizing techniguaes that have baen
designed by soccial and managment science. The natural
scientist pointed ocut that there is a concern asbout long ters
environmental problems in the areas.

The group noted that under such & situation, incressingly
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technology will emphasise improvements in vield per unit area
which requires changes in land use through irrigation or land
shaping, the acceptability of which will be related to
cuwrrent land tenure and land use arrangements. Finally it
was pointed out that there appears to be insufficient
attention given to the breeding and selection programmes of
the more important crops in that area.

1. Land tenure issues are particularly important to FSR
programmes in areas where population densities are high and
land pressures are great.

2. Land tenuwre is a very important factor to consider in FER
& E when technologies reguiring longer than seasonal
investments -are being introduced (Whalen [3.221, HARocheleau
2,321, Hishindo [Z,.213).

3. If an FSR programmg plans to undertake/test interventions
in the farming system involving longsr term investments
and/cr cocperation within a community it should involve a
social scientist with a good knowledge of land tenure issues
in the planning stage.

4.,  Land tenure iz both a political and a legal issue, and
neaeds to be analysed in relation to both national legal
frameworks and national policies and political ideologiss
relating to land. FER programmes nesd to take account of
these national level factors when considering technologies
requiring longer than seasonal investments.

5. In the region land tenure is closely tied in with the
lacal kinship and community organisation. It is a flexibie
and dynamic system of relationships. Because of its complex
and sensitive nature, land tenure is not a subject area which
can be easily investigated by means of formal survey methods
or rapid appraisal techniques and is best dealt with by in—
depth studies using classical anthropological methods. It is
an aresa of study reguiring a trained professional.

I.30. INDIGENDUS KENOWLEDGE BABES

This topic was addressed specifically by two papers. Warren
provides a literature review and many examples of the value
of indigenous technical knowledge to FSR. Sharpe, looking at
*indigenous social knowledge', illustrates the value of using
local knowledge in building up a “eglanal model of farming
systems in Nigeria.

3.31. "Cost-effective methods Ffor obtaining indigenocus
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agricultural technical knowledge" by MIKE WARREN

to the contribution of ITH (Indigenous

W

Warren's paper
3

Technical nowledags) o FSR. He bsgan by arguing that
interactions between scientists and African farmers have
increased in recent years, and that in part this has besn
berause FER methods require the active participation of the
farmer in on-—farm trials. The paper dooumen h“d the recent
literature advocating the valus of strong scientist-fairmer
linkages, and the positive impact of thess linkages in
improving understanding of the indigenous agronomic DFﬂCLlCCE
of small farmers by agricultuwral scisntists. The peoin wWas
made  that ressarch methods developesd in  anthropology to
facilitete the formal recording of indigenous agricultural
technical knowledge components could be added to FER
programmes at  minimum cost, and that the resullts would
greatly enhance communications, linkage strategies, and
understanding betwsen the FSR staff and their client group,
the small scale producers. Examp‘es of the application of
this approach were provided, cluding farmers decision

making in Funjab, training of indlgeruu% healers in  primary
health measures in West Africa, taxatlion policies in thnn,
and riszk taking decisions in techrnology adoption and soil

classifications in Zambia.

Summary of group and plenary discussicn (secretary Charles
Chileyal

During the discussion, much t

paper for the benefit of membe

vand. Iri  the short discussion

scisntists in particular felt

would benetit greastly fro

traditional farming PFaCLlL“"

uszsd to describe these.

The group & nesd

"classical” atEgy in

and organisi al reee

agraesd that account
agricultural a funda
agricultural aarchers  do not

farmers’ ciroumstancss vesfores &

They alsc wslcomed Warren's proposal for the
indigerous agricultural technical knowledge
Miristry of Agricalture and Water Developn
Memb fell that ARPT z t =ho
Ware to organ =
discussion  contir 11
reported below {3,335,
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F.E2. "Social knowledge and farming systems research:
ethnicity, powsr and the invisible farmers of North Central
Nigeria" by BARRIE SHARPE

summary of paper

Sharpe’'s paper made a critigue of farming systems research
from an anthropological point of view which put indigenocus
knowledge, whether 2chnical or social, to the forefrong.
Implicit in his argument was a quudtlonlnﬂ of the validity of
models of development, including farming systems research,

which are imposed from the top. Sharpe did not put forward an
alternative model of development to FER, but he did present a
the
planning of agricultural development. U=ing a case wample

methodology for utilising local indigenocus Pnowledge in

based on his own fieldwork in Nigeria, garried out in
same region as Norman’'s pioneering work on farming syste

collected in a short time using local knowl edge

t

he

ms,
Sharpe demonstrated how a large amount of descriptive
information on variation in regional farming systems could be

a

ricl

anthropological technigues. The paper s principal argument
was that by using local knowladge, a detailed and very uzaful
picture of the inter-linkages betuween different farming
systems in the region which toobk sccount of trad networks,
migrant labour, urban links, and ethnic variation could be

abtained.

Sharpe developed his argument as part of a critique of the
village approach used by Norman in the same region of
Nigeria, which had an esthnic biaz and missed out on the
importance af linkages between farming systems and
communities. The m@thod presented in the paper was ane in
which informal discussicn was used to identify "threads of
linkags" between communitiss. The threads were followed and
informal dizcussions in each community revealed and
el aborated further- linkages. This method enabl ed 0
comnunities to be covered in 20 days, and resullted in the
building of a network .which could be easily re—activated to
ask further quuﬁtloﬂs. In a second stage of the studs the
networkt was used to collesct data through self aporting
technigues which were low in cost and yieslded valuable data.
Sharpe’'s paper concluded with & commentary on agricultural
development in the region in which his study was carrisd out
It pointed to the unintendsed conseguence of Norman’'s  study
which was used for planning agricultural development policies
which have reculted in the dogredation of traditional | L rig
systems and  the emsrgence of ethnic and religiocus bi i
agricultural programmes. Berause agricultural policy
in  the regicon have relied mainly on Morman s study
villages, Sharps argued that the octher farming systems

(=)
(=]
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region have remained invisible to the policy malers, with
peotentially disastrous consequences for the intensificaticon
of agricultural production within the framework of indigenous
agriculture.

summary of group discussion (secretary B. Geisler)
The discussion took place in the absence of the author who
was unable to attend. Most participants had not read the
paper carefully but it was generally concluded that the style
was dense in places. A point which the group felt needed
clarification, was the link between the initial covering of
communitiaes by the network approach using local social
knowledge and the following step of narrowing down this
sample of S50 or so communities to the 17 selected for aore
in—depth study.

The group felt the criteria used for the selection of these
communities did not emerge very clearly and nesded further
elaboraticn, as it was not evident where the criteria {for

Sharpe's categorisaticn were derived from. It was suspescted
that the strong emic approach advocated was, at this point,
biroken by a deliberate choice of the author. This guestion,

as with others, could not be resclved due to the absence of
the author.

All members fell, though, attracted to the central approsach
of the utilization of local knowledge about social networks
to .cover a big area in a short time with the hop2 to arvrive
at a fairly accurate description of variation in a particular
area. It was felt that the approach did indeed allow for a
better coverage of variation. These could further be narrcwed
down to homogenous factors, rather than the differences, ti
allow for recommendations about innovations in the farmin
systems which would cover the greatest possible number o
people in the project area. Variations in farming systems
conceived of through local soccial knowledge had the potazntial
of determining the. feasibility and potential impact of new
technology and technical recomendations which had to bSe
flexible encugh to take account of differences in  farmers’
circumstances.

i

L

-d
~ty )

It was pointed out that the approach ssemed new in sc far as
the hbasis for target grouping was not, as usual, the visible
differences in farming systems (as discerned by the farming
systems experit) but rather the approach started with looking
at the causes of variation (presumably bsfore going on to
identify target groups for FSR).

The discussion then considered if local s=social  knowlzsdge

could really supply the researchers with causss rather than
Y Fply 1

just with mere statemsntz of custom. Could the provicgers of

the knowledge alsoc analyee the causes of variation? The
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"emic" approach advaocated . was regarded as a very
anthropoclogical otion and the paper represented a widsning
of the indigenous fPuhnwcal knowledgu approach.

It was noted that the appioach iz rather sophisticated a3
compared to the community approaches advocated by Sutheriland
and FHerven, but that it would be applicables to other partsz of
Africa. However, it was also noted that West Africa has a
particularly broad spectrum of ethnic and religicus
variations and that in West Africa these factors seem (o F=]
more important in relation to access to resources, marksts
and political power. Thus it was concluded that the approach

would be very useful in regions where ethnic variation and

other kinds of variation were prominent.

In the plenary session similar comments were made as in  the
small group discussion regarding the dense style of the paper
and the need for some clarification on the second stage of
the methodology involving a narrcwing down onto a few
communities. Warren noted that the approach was reminiscent
of the Mary Douglas school of thought who used to teach at
University College London where the author i1s currently
engaged.

1

It was generally stressed that the covering of linkages
batween systems and communities was a useful tool whic

necded to be c‘ngider Tore closely by FSR., Collinson no
t

3
ey
L

m
[0

1)

ad
that the paper s attack on Norman illustrated the importance
and wvalue o€ rapid appraisal technigues for coverages of a
widar atrea. Use of these technigues would help to avoid th
kind of trap policy mabkers had fallen into by using Norman’s
data as the only set arcund.

I.EZT. "The role . of indigenous knowledge Iin

COMCLUDING DISCUSKINN SESSION {(Group M;mucru. Watt

McFhillips, Pricr, Fabagambe, Chileaya darven [secr
3 b = ¥ 3

Suminzary of

After discussion the group agreed on the need to recogrnicse
the unitvying objective across discipliines involved in FGSRj;
improving the productivity of small scale farmers in ordsr to

improve the guality of lifte in rural communities. It was then
-4
agresd  that socis L ts in Zambia can  contr t

i
providing the following:

1. Formal recardinﬂ of  existing IATHE {(Indigenous
fAgricultural Technical Ernowledge) at a given point in tima.
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This would include knowladge dealing with production,
storage, processing and nutrition.

2. Pesciribing how this knowledge praovides the
small farmers’ agricultural decision—-making stratsgies.

I Compering IATE with scientific technical knowledgea
systems to facilitate FSR understanding of indigenocus systems
and facilitate their working with and through these systems

4. Define how exogenocus factors (such &3  technical
innovations, price policy, marteting structuwres) are
perceived by and factor into the small farmers’ indigenocus
decisicon—making matrix.

S. To identify emall farmerse’ priority problems and
constraints to facilitate the active participaticn
by the small farmer in FER.

4., To understand small farmers’ perceptions and responses to
stension messages (e.qg. lima programme recoamendations,

radio forum, etc).

7. To pr"wid3 a liaiscn position and {feedback vehicle
etwaean small farmers and technical scientists to foster 2-

way dialogus and interactions.
8. To initiate training in IATE in Zambia:

a).Initial seminars with ARFT, and technical oci
approaches  *to formalizing small farmers’ IATH and
making strategies;

b. To introduce training mate “ldlg 1nLu apprepriate oyllab;
at the Urniversty of Zambia Scho f ricul bure, i
Resour ces Development College and the uolxeges of

B
=
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). To establish periodic follow-up afternoon saminars based
on formalized IATH {findings.

9. To incorporate IATK into the FSR SFQuPPLh Comoie
completely. The social scientist working with IATE should be
involver in an on—gning process of facilitating intera;tian
betwean the FE8R team and the small farmer at w1l stages of

the FSR sequence.

A geEnRESrai chzarvatiocn iz that FOR progrrammes otien
underutilise the stack of koowledge held by the farmer o thay
are trying to aszizt. Ofton important decisions are  takeon
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without properly involving the farmer in the decision process
and without making full wuse of his knowledge of both
technical and social relationships which are likely to
influgnce the performance and adoption of new technologles.
To increase the use of farmers technical and social knowledge

by FSR programmes in the region it is suggested that most of
the recommendations formulated Ffor Zambia (3,33 are

introduced in other countries.

.40, INVOLVEMENT OF WOMEN IN FSR & E

The involvement of women was a topic listed on the
preliminary programme, but it did not attract specific
papers, although some papers did touch on  the topic.

However, the topic was discussed during a small group
concluding discussion session which is reported below.

J.41."Invoelving woman in agricultural research” by CONCLUDING
SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSION (Group members: B, Habowa, H.
Munyinda, F. Kishindo, D. Rochelsauw, F. Hachongela, A.
Sutherland [secretaryl).

The group discussion ranged over a number of taopics with
female members providing first hand examples of some of the
difficulties professional women face in agricultural research
and development. Three main topics were coverced during the
discussion

1. How to involve female farmers more in the research  and
stansion process, 2) how to improve training for women  in

D)

colleges and departments of agricultw e, and 3} how to better
improve the working envircnment for women in research an
xtension programmes.

1. In order to involve womsn farmers mors in research and
extension some suggestions wsre made. Generally, it was
agreed that both agricultural researchers and extension staff
naed to be sensitive to the importance of women in
agriculture. This could be through the in-service training
and by modifying the couwrse cantent in agricultural collegess
and universities. At the field level, the possibility of
woirking thorougin women’ s groups during the survey and on—farm
research stages was also raised. It was agresd that on the

spot  education of male farmers and extension workers on Lhe
relevance of conducting diagnosis and on~farm resesarch  on
problems facing women would help. On the sslection of woman
farmer cooperators the group discussed the merits of choosing
prominent women in the community who are often not typical of

most  ruwral  women. Habowa felt such women can set & good
xample as they are usually less home bound and less likely
to spend time drinking. Rochel=zau rnotad however, that wives



should also be includesd, and that OFR programmes neged to take
account  of  the cmwni~:1t11: of decision making whero bhoth
husband  and wife are involved. In crder to address this
issue Sutherland felt that technigues for intervigeing
spousaes needed to be further developed. He suggested that «
strategy of posing a set of gquestions te bhoth
coming back later to get a response atter the &
discussed the matter in private. Focheleau endorsed this
idea and emphasised the importance of using such a Stratugy
when working with a group of faroses or & comauniis
evaluating an on—farm experimpent. It was noted that marriged
couples tend to interact in g“ruan“*ng ideas related to the
sald economy, and that giving farmers timq to think and
the guestions could reveal a i
maklng at  the community and housshold
agraod  that there was a serious danger
tions acout faerming svstoms based on infor
men  only in their role as sporesman
ity. A further poi
some  f in communities
would aoocept the practice of
to male exlension workers.,

-
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Tne issue of esmploving more female extension stafd  was
discuszed. It was agreesd that this would not, in itself,
solve the problem, and would only help i+ those recrudted
were  appropriately *rm‘.gr nﬂd pr&perly motivated. It was
perhaps more important i existing staff in extension
and roesesrch  to b2 more se .’tiva try the isportance of
fenales in farming. Roo suggested that FER prograd
shiould employ a profes: such as  a @ sociclogish,
neures that ths interests ¢ men farmers were b

for iun teschnoclogy ﬁ@re.uqunn Suth*rlaﬁd nota

[

was being done in

2. On dmprovament of fraini

group noted  the need to ps

subjectz for wonen and to df i

the region emphasising ho e i1
female oxtension. Similarly, = ggasted femna
should nol  bs acceptesd into sgricultbtural collegesz 1+ Lhay
lacked the appropriate enltrance gualifications to  take

courses in technical subjects.

2 Lo improve the working environment for  women,

.
felt that profecssional mEn nc”u”d to be educsted
et sexual egquality. There ead

more women o work in the agriculturs sechtor iy

numbier of womsn the better thelr workin

hecoms, ThE respornsibility of  camp

anvironmen should lie primarilly it

Senior i onal posl
that i raroh work
physicall y  tough and ompl




of men. Habowa said she did this by working alongside manual
warkers and staying out in the field longer than her male
countorparts.

i for CIMMYT
& 1ullow1nu suggestions were agreed on  in order to
-

0
i
L
18]
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S jre
!_|
f‘J

engthen the CIMMYT approach tec FSR:

i

EY Use the forthcoming FAD guidelines (coming out through
ICRAF, MNairobi}

b)
pra

forts to secure participation of more Jfeomales
in FSR.

) Create a better working climate for the employment of
female professionals.

d) Carry out in-service training for both female and male
extension workers relating to the isportance of involving
women farmers and methodologies for achieving greater

articipation from females,

e) Use more {female household heads as both  key informants
and as farmer cooperators.

) Alm  to d@aign more technology speciftically addiressing
women ‘s interests, and covering thas full spectrum of women’'s

wWor k (inc]uclng fooud shortage, preservation, processing and
off—Ffarm work).

) Develop more sensitive interview and int@ractiah methods
which take into acocount wivate  "in-the-house dCLLSiOH

making, and cultural differences in this

h) To note thet in the design of FER perCCf”\JﬂgflfHLl’PE
women s interests should be integrsted cresatively - but there

o .
may shill be a nesd to contact woman sesparastely.

i) In training of national professiconals, more attention
should be paid Lo training in ths 1 1 context, rather than
imposing ideas about women s developoent learned overceas.

bRl Training in agricultural colleges on women’'s  vole  in
agricul ture @ to  be improved in order to make the FER
wtension link sore effective.

S. 42 Recomnencalions )

The guidelines presented above provide some suggesztions as to
‘..J

how  to tackle this imror%ant issue. Az one major  workshop

has published findings reslevant to this insus (Thz

oM
et
-
rn.

Rocketelleaer Foundatiaon an =2r national Servioe £ o
Agricultuwral HResearch. Women and Agricultural Technology:



Relaevance {or Reseanch., Vols. 1 and 2, 1983, Th
Netherlands) -~ and another is shortly to talke place

and Women in Agricuwltuwe Conference on "Gender Issues in
Farming Systems Research", University of Florida — 26 Feb. to
1 March 198%&) plenty of useful information will shortly be
available to policy makers and FSR practiticnesrs.

e Hague,
(FEoP

Xy
P L

INFRASTT

-
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While the workshop aimed to attract papers which focus
FER  and techrnology gensration, thres participants
papers  which took i the larger context of small
developmant. While provoking discussion relevant
topics discussed above, these papers also made im
points relating to the relationship between FSR  pro
and the larger political and organisational context,
resulting role of anthropologists/scciologists.

3.51. "Houzehold differentiation and macro factors in
farming systems research”. by HAN BANTJE

Rantie put forward the case for a more complete incorporatio
of a scciological perspective into farsing systems research.

Criticising LQHVEHtluhdl FGR for concentrating too much  on
micro-leveal onomnic  and agro-technical factors ans  paying
too 3it+3m attention to micro-level soccial factors, and
vel socio-economic  and political factors, Bantje
care materieol from the Mbozi Flateauw in Tanzania
argue his o ant production was ssen as cortzngeqt
on ths micro ryf*ﬂms of sooial relatiocns in the he et
community on the one hand, &and on nations pDElales and
budgestary priorities on the other. Bantje argusd that =&
social factor, the domestic development ovole, was the major
basis Jor differentiations between Moozi small farmers.
Differential ocontrol over rescurces led to different incoms
levels, which in tuwn determinperd the ability to respond o
economic opportunities. The poorer households had  to
supplemsant their irncome from farming with wage labour  and
&radu;. Macro—-level in¥rggtructur:1 inadeguacies, in
particul ar Shartage of Ffertilizers, Jfarm esquipment, and
credit, were the major constra1ntz to agrigultwal productio
in Mbozi.

Bantie cmncluded by arguing that "efforts to tinker with the
local system without taking into acoount &
are essentially fruitless". Hiz m»gi ed

£
applied research should be based on &
perspective. Thus @ Suggﬁﬁt: that
assessments of social situations are hi
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prior familiarity with the area and its social systems,
knowledge of the local languasge, etc.” Bantje’'s final
suggestion is that the “pense of high gquality scocial
research can be recuperated by avoiding "costly mistakes in
the implementation phase",

Summary of group discussion (Secretary C. Ferven)
Fean pecinted out that the CIMMYT methodology criticised by
Bantie does recognise differentiation among farmesrs, both in
relation to natural factors and higrarchical {(socic-economic)

structures. However, he also noted that the fouwr broad
groupings in the Zambian classification nged to be further
refined. Fean also pointed out that the CIMMYT methodology

incorporates the means to identify external constraints,; such
as infrastructure and budget allocations, and stressed the
need to persuade policy makers to make decisions where
possible.

Definition of target groups wes also discussed. It was
recognised that a farmer may change his or her group over
seasons and there was & need to retain a dynamic view of
target groups. It was felt that a social scientist shouwld be
involved in farmer selecticon in order to identify and correct
bias.

One discussant felt that FER offersed a genuine opportunity
for bot praesenting options to policy makers and
simul taneously serving the needs of farmers within a
particular area.

The two natwal scientists, Shumba and McPhilips, made the
following commants:— :

i. To be of use to an agronomist, the table showing
characteristics of Mbozi farmers must give more details on
the proportions in each group, and it was suggested (and
agreed by the author) that age is an unreliable variable.

2. The ownership and control of cattle nesds to be teased
out to be of use to scientists.

3. Natural scientists should seek from social scientists
information on the sccial impact of the natural scientists’
innovations, especially the possible impact on equality of
technological innovations.

-

Flenary Discussion

The discussion focuse on the relationship of sccial
scientists in FSR to policy makers. Sutherland responded to
Bantje’'s criticism of the micro focus of Zambian FES8R by
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pointing out that part of the current practice is to report

infrastructural constraints facing farmors back to policy

makers. Ferven wonderaed if social scientists mimht

somatimes annny o challenge policy makers by stressing

concerns of interest to themselves. Collirnson responded that

often social scientists emphasised the need to help the poor
f==1

without reference to national aconomic objesctives and
policies for production and @ p“"* Grandin concuwired but

addad that social zcientishs bliged to inform policy
makers to make them aware of the lcng term 111 effects of
ignoring the poor. Whalen noted that international

organisations operate in a "socic-political context” and on

requests to secuwe production increases based on limited
resources, and  are under pressure Lo place resouwrces  whare
results are most likely to be forthcocoming.

Shumba, bringing the discussion back to farming
noted that Rantie’'s base for defining target gro
somewhat fluid. He suggested that agronrmimtr are  S0M
sceptical of the value of reliance on sociclogical base
Bantje admitted that households move batween groups, and thig

fluidity was inherent to the Mbozi system. FRochel saut said
that F8R must be a part of applied research system, 1in which
resowces  also go into largs scale production in order o

feed the nation and minimise poverty.

4 Lot an] " -
J.52. Small sca
i

g farmers’ resource endowment and research
and developmen; I !

al
ssues'" by LUFEYD CHIL

Chiluvumbo’'s paper, like tant ie's, steered clear of the
discussion of scciology’'s rcle in the generation of more
appropriate technology. The paper  started with the
assumption that appropriate agricultural technology (such  as
hybrid seesd, fertilizer and ox implesents), is in existence,
and the argumen+ focused instead on the poar performance  of
infrastructural support services supporting the Zambian small
farm sector. Using the findings of his field ressarch in
Zambia to support his argument, Chilivumbo called for nore
resaarch into the operations o agricultural support
organisations. He argued that theses organisations and

related agricultural development and support projects are
often set up and evaluated by experts from ocutside of Zambia
who have & poor unuersLandlng of the neaeds of the small-sgale

farmer., Chilivumbo stressed the need for a researcher "able
to understand th@ needs of  the small-scale faroer and
translate the needs of the farmer to the planmer'. Relatedly,
he suggested "ural developmnent programmes shouwld be  more
"human oriented”, and that an area reguiring roearch “is the
"problesm of cummunic&tiun baltwsen researchers, plannars and
donors". Thus while data relating to small farmers’ nesds
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and perceptions in Zambia was plentiful, in some cases it was
poorly analysed, and often the implications of analysed dabta
were idgnored in agricultural planning. The needs of +the
small farmer were neglected most when plans were based  on
‘quick and dirty’ research by international consultants, and
Chilivumbo called for ‘“greater uss of local soclal
resgarchaers able to carry out more intensive and higher
quality FE”QQFEh".

l’)

Two specitic areas requiring soviological research  and
relating to the small-farm sector were mentioned. One  was
"Research into the attitude, ability, skills, manpowesr and
recruitment of the perscnnel as well as the whole functioning
of the coopsrative unions'. The other was "The majior
values, attitudes, soccial organisation and concerns of Lhe
recipients of change" especially in relation to technology
and institutions which "make rural life more attractive and
indirectly contribute to productivity".

i

up discussion (secretary J. C. Habagambe)
The group noted that while Chilivumbo’s paper did not
gslrictly conform to the format recommended in the guidelinss
it fell within the broader issues raised by the CIMMYT
methodology. Much of the discussion centred on the issus of
how planners use social research. It was noted that planners
do not often treat research done by local people seriously,
but prefer "flvying researchers” from cutside who confirm what

the donors want to hear. It was also noted that the work of
the outside ‘experts’ is never evaluated, and that F5R iz
best carried out by researchers with local Dbackground

knowledge. A suggestion was made that donors should constider
drawing on & poal of experits with local knowledge in their
progr anmnes

The discussicn group supported Chilivumbo's plea for more
social research into the functioning of instituticons suppor-
ting small-scale agriculture, particularly the uncaring atti-

tudes of bureacrats commonly found in the institutions. e
discussion moved on to look at the relationzhip bstwesn the
small—-scale farmer and th'a institutions. It was noted that
if FER addressed itseld primarily to increasing commerciali-
sation of small farmerp, it should do so with caution. The
argument was that, due to the importance of kimship

structures and obligstons in small Ffarming communities,
increased production might be used to service dependency_ (by
some members of the community on others) rather than raise
the level of production by the local population as a whole.

Sociology can contribute by examining the social canscquenc"“
of increased production, and the social changes necessary 1o

a small farmer to move from  subsistence production into
permanent surplus production.
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lenary discu

Discussion followed the same lines as in the
covering the same points. It was notad that F
look at increased production in isolation from i )
small farmers’ welfare. Chilivumbo noted that for most small
farmers, welfare is provided by kinship and village ties, the
[

second and less important (for most) being that provided by
organisations supporting agriculture. Farmers who were more
commarcially successful had often broken off dependence  from
kin and village. The session endorsed the nesd {for more
utilization by donors supporting FER programmes of social

scientists with local esupertiss and knowledge, and that more
donar resouwrces  should be ussd for analysing exishing data
rather than sending in experts to do rapid surveys.

3253, "anth “mpological contributions o systemns-oriented
research in pastoral development; the case of the MNiger range
and livestock develnpment project® by JOHN CURRY

1%3]

ummary of papar

Curry s paper looked at the contribution an anthropological
approach can P&lu to livestock ressarch and developmant  with

a farming systems perspective. Using cass material from the
livestock proj mct (CRED) in the Niger Republic, Ly
demaonstrated the relative advantages of an in-depth anthro—

pological approach, over ths .more conventional economic
approach of a ‘cost-route’ survey involving frequent visits
to sampled households over a ssason. Given the need for low-

cost socic—economic research which provided guick anzwerz { o
= 1 5

planners and technica cisntists, Curry suggested that
informal anthropolegicsl methods are supesrior to thase s f
formal pastoral economics in providing gquick answers (o
gquestions, and on- gu;rg advice on gensral issuss which  may

=
not have been included in the design of formal surveys.

{(szcretary Dianne Rocheleaw).

It was noted that the project was not an FSR project as such,

but a livestock project with an FSR  orisntation. Findings
based on ethnographic research had bsen used to design =
credit programme for herders base or  indigenocus credit
systams Arnthropologists on the project were regarded as
creuxble informants and had a considerable input in planning
the second phase of the proiesct. Broup members noted that
often anthropologists are valued Ffor their ethnographic
expertise and their opinions are highly respected during the
interpretation of quantitative suocio-economic data. The
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basic units of analysis used in the collection of =)
economic data ware discussed. It was noted that dif+

rent
residential units wers used for different ethnic groups, but

a comman feastwes  was a distinction betweern smaller units

(such as & houseshold or tent) and larger  wunits such  as
groups of tents) and attention was paid to differentiation
within and be tw en wnits. Discussion revsaled that a

househol d and community focus  was  complemented by  thes
incorporation of a ‘political-sconomy’ perspective which was
critical to planning.

The st-effectivensss of & conventional cthnographic
ayp.om;h was discussed, along with the willingness of dencrs
to fund long—term in dppth atudiles. It was noted that the
support by donors of anthroposlogists in this  instanoce was
somewhat untypical. Other less costly ways of providing an
anthropological input were discussed, including hiring =1al
ethnographer already familiar with an area, or using locxl
people who have a good knowledge of local conditions eavan
though they may be less trained professionally. A furthe

-
points was that now that the baclkground ethrnographic work was
complete, rapid arpr’isal methods could be effectively used
by a "well read pastoral anthro-expsrt”.

Discussion also touched on interaction bestwsen social
scientists and technical scientists in the project. It was
neted  that some of the anthropologists worked in relative
isolation while others were in close ”upcrat¢on. However,

one  important aspect was that technical scientists were
trained to work with local groups, and in de::gning the
sacond phase of the projects the anthroplogist was a

bie to
build in a strong threeway interaction compenent betwesn
technical scientists and social scientists and ‘client

.

groups

______ L BCUSSIon:

Curry was asked how the projesct anthropologists respondesd to

requests for gquantitative economic data. He replied that it
gave them entry into the field situaticon and alsc poeraitted
them to raicse sosial eEquity issues with project
administrators based on hard data. Anocther guestion related
to project continuity. Curty noted that he hslpad the new
team to plan phase two of the project. Collinson noted that
a change of administration can diramaltically interrup
rogrammes.  Sampling methods were discussed, and Curry noted
that the new development groups were used as a basis  for
sampling. In response to a question on anthropological
attitudes to guanbificabion, Curry notsed that number o=t

=
iterpretation by someone famili

only be glven a ﬁ-ariﬁgful in ar
with the ocal language and soclial  institutions, such as
anthropalmg¢mt5. It was  also noted  that  the use of
anthropologists with & gualitative orientaticon allowed thse



quantitative data collection to change focus as the project
evolved, and include larger inter-household processes .
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3.54. QObservations - and recommendations: the EBroader Sccio-

1. FSR programmes need to take the broader socio-political
context of small farmer develeopment into account. Team socixl
scientists should be prepared to spend time studying issues
which are not technical related but are nevertheless vital to
agricultural development crice technologies have been
identified. They should be prepared to comment to relevanl
authorities on the equity implications of policies and
practices, while being sensitive to the fact that national
‘interests may differ from their client group (Bantje (3.51
spl, GChilivumbo [[3Z.52 spl, Cwry [3.5% spl, Merafe [4.30
spl).

2. .Relatedly, anthropologists/sociologists have a role to
play in studying the larger institutional context of
agricultural development with a view tc making it more
effective in meeting the needs of the small farmer (as well
as national interests). Research is required into both the
internal functioning of inefficient suppart institutions and
linkages between institutions serving a common rnaticnal goal
(Chilivumbo [3.52, sp. gd.l, Bantje [3.351 spl).

3. FSR programmes often tend to be production oriented and
pay little attention to the social impact of technical
innovation, and its impact on larger organisational forms.
Sociologists/anthropologists can be used to assess social
impact, both at the individual farmer/housshold level and at
the level of larger community agricultural support services
operating at the local level (Bantje [3.51 gdl Curry [3.53
spl, Merafe [4.30 gdl).

4. In looking at the larger environment there is clearly a
difference of perspective between FSR projects of a limited
lifespan and programmes for institutionalising FER into the
national agricultural research and extensicn structure. FSR
projects tend to have a more holistic view of development and
may trun the riszk of undertaking support activities which are
the responsibility of other government departmenis for the
sake of "project success"; government employees may be used
to further project cbjectives, rather than to increase the
effectiveness of the government department from which they
are seconded. Programmes of FSR institutionalisation attempt
to build up the national capability to carry out an—farm
research and extension which will, in thes longer term, lead
to improved smallholder productivity. Sociologists have a
role to play in the evaluation of procjects and support
programmes to ensuwre that national interests and manpower
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development are at the forefront, of activities and short—-term
vigibhle effects (measured as a simple increase in output o
agricultural activity) are placed in their propar
perspective.

4.00. INSTITUTIONALISATION AND INTER-DISCIFLINARY COOFERATION

This topic attracted three papers and was discussed in
concluding sessiaon as well. Opio-0dongo presents a gensral
discussicn of the role of rural socciology in FS8R, including
ways 1if increasing its involvement. wean and Sutherland
provide an account of the Zambian programme for
institutionalising rural scciology into the national ~E5R
team. Merate gives a =ummary of the operations of Bo Ja;a’z
Ministry of Agriculture’'s Rural Socioclogy Unit in r91a¢ on ti
5R type issues. Coming at tre end of the final aY s
discussion of the papers was less full than for previou
topics,

1y

4.10. "Contribution of rural sociclogy to technoslogy
generation in the context of farming syﬁ“emv research" by J.
M. OFIC--0ODONGD

Summary of paper S
Opio—-0Odongo’'s paper tackled four main issues relating to the

contributicn of rwal socioleogy to technology generatio
The First was to understand the factors leading to the
1

belated rescognition that rursl soziolcocgy has a rele to play
in agricultuwral technology generation. The author identified
thres +actore which have contributed to this. Firstly, the
emphasis plaved by American ruwral sociology on o spelsl
welfore ilsesues and on technology adeption has steered the

discipline away from the issue of appropriate  technology

generation. Secondly, in Africa while rwal sociology
researas has been  tried ocut in a few instances wherz there

has  been an American influence in institution building
strong British agricultural resesrch tradition has larg
precluded  the posting of social scientists to resesrcon
stations. The third factor he identified was the earlies
recognition of the 1mportances of agricultural economic
deriving initially from farm management resgarch and later

wtending into farming systems res=3rch, which has result
in econcmists taking on some research tasks better lef
socinlogists o  anthropologists

The second issue discussed was how rural  sociolegists can
ES

contribute to  the bestter understanding of farmers’® circum-
stances. Opio-Odongo emphasised the problen diagnosis phase
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rather than mperimentation  and extension phases. le
suggested that socioclogists could usefull contribute by
identifying recommendation domains (using aerial photography
and secondary sources), master decision process in target
groups, informal. survey technigques, paradigm clashes as they
affect both group interviews and cooperation betwsen FER team
members, and farmer decision making. Opio-Odongo argus
further that the contribution of rural sociologists could be
advanced by developing theoretical perspectives which include
explanaticons for =small farmer poverty and the influence of
different modes of production on farmers’ circumstances and
technology options.

The third issue was factors which inhibit the contribution of

rural  scciologists, pointing to certain wezaknesses in
disciplinary training and development. The lack of training
in biological sciences, and, sometimes economics alsc and the
possibility of applying political econcmy models of
developmant at the neglect of technology ones, reflected
weakness in professional training and rendsred rural
socrinlogists open to accusations of radicalism and
tresspassing on  the ground of other disciplines. Another

factor was the "poor visibility" of sociologists, but it was
noted that visibility was improving with greater sociological
involvement in project feasibility and evaluation studies
The other constraining factor Opio-Odongo discussed was the
academic inclinations of many sociologists which may divert
them away from & "community service" attitude to work.

The final topic was ways of improving rural sociclogy’'s

contribution to FSR. The three remedies proposed were: 1) to
gain official recc gnition of the importance of FER by the
Rural Spcinlogy Society and the International RBural
Sociological ﬁESDClmulDﬁ 2) to persuade Ministries of

Agriculture and Rural Develapment in the region to provide an
instituticonal base for practising rural sociclogy, and 3) Lo
create Mo e opportunities for rural sociologists to
participate in regional training workshops on  FSR, (eg.
CIMMYT workshops).

Summary of group discussion (secretary B. Grandin)
The paper was felt to be rather theoretical, which Dr. Opio-
Odongo  explained was due to the fact that he is Jjust now
embarking on an FSR project and can’'t be considered a
practitioner as vyet. However, being the only rura

sociologist in  the Faculty of Agriculture (Depariment of
Agricultural Economics) has given him an exposure to  inter-
disciplinary work and its problems. This has given im
critical insights into the problems of a social scientist in
a non-social sciences world.

There was some discussion of the traditional rural sociolog



work on adoption of innovations - its emphasis o©n purely
sociolaogical wvariables (i.e. progressive, eduhateﬁ, young
etc) in ¥plaining adopltion, was felt to Le a majar
limitation. It was felt that a major contributicon to  thease
studies would be to look at sociclogical, econocsic  and
agronomic variables together. "Progressive" was like the
residual term in a linear rogressions it's dimensions needed
to be teased cul. This could be an important contribution of

3
5
4

b
Y

a social scientist willinglable to look beyond pure scoio—-
logical variables,

In terms of the low utilization of rura soriclogy, in
addition to other polntw mentioned on the paper, guestiors
arovse as  to the wtent to which rural socioclogists ars
trained in spec ific &illl" for cross—cultuwral work. It was
considered hat the wban-rural dlChULme can be so great
that even indigenous researchers working in their own ethnic
group would benefit from these skills. Dr. Opioc-0Cdongo
agreed this would be useful; it was not traditionally done in

rural scciology, but was beginning to be done.

The group then focussed on the marginal position of

scientists working in agricultuwal development — which has
both structuraliyinstitutional and parsonal dimenzions - both
of which are brought oult beautifully in Opio-—-Odongo’s paper.

The group spent some Ltime on this emotive issue. Em=i-ging
conclusion’'s were that that for scocial science to bescome well
integrat@d into agricultural research and development

several things are necossary or desirable (some of which have
been touched on in one fashion or another heretcfore):-

1. Cenvinces both bio-physical scientists, and ministry
that we have something to contributes;

2. Then hopefully they will begin to build in career
structures and rewards for social scientists. As things are
now, as far as our experience goes, there are limited or no
carger structures for social scientists in agricultursl

ministries in thne region. This presumably would only coms
after we have proven our  importance. But it will be
necessary to supply the securityl\rewards necessary to  keop

good people in the jcby

Z. megar ing role of our discipline, professional bodies

and journals. The giroup agresd applied anthropologists and
rural sociologists are frequently isclated: outcasted in
their larger professions. Feelings of marginalizaticn are
strongg with personxl implications. The value of this sort
of workshop for alleviating this isolation was noted. Theaere
is no easy sclution. Although Opie-0dongo has called for

professional society support, 1t is not clear how we pract-
itioners can foster this.
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1. In response to the paper it was pointed out by Ron Watts
that unit farms were started in Uganda in  the late
19607 and a Ffaculty member in rural scciology ard
xtension worked with this. The suggestion was tha

unit farms were a form of FER. Current models of FER invelve
a lot of +travelling, which 1is expensive and cannot be
supported without Joreign aid, ‘and it was suggested that
these petrol-expensive forms of FSR would die without foraign
aid. If so, then cheaper forms like unit farms might be the
splution.

2. The question of training in rural soccioclogy Was
addressed in Zambia, where students are not very much trainsd
with skills that are useful in development situations. The

rural sociology cowses do not provide all the needed skills.

t

4,20, "Institutionalising rural sociology into agricultural.
rescarch: the Zambian example” by 8.A8. KEAN and AL,

SUTHERLAND

Fean and Sutherland’'s paper provided a case example of the
institutionalisation of ruwal sociology into the Zambian
farming systems research programme ARPT (Adaptive Resegarch
FPlanning Taam) . Beginning with th assumption thet
"sociology has an important contribution to make in helping
to plan the technology generation and adephtion processs", Fie
paper Firstly considered gensral factors influsncing th

incorporastion of socioleogy into agricul tural research
organisations. It argued that the existing structure of
these organizations, the state of knowledge from past
socioclogical research, the extent of geographical and
cultural variation, manpower availability, finanocial
constraints, and the sensitivity of policy makers to social
issues are all important factors. The paper then outlined
fouwr basic opticons {for intituticonalising & socticlogicsl
input: fulltime incorporation into local lavel research
teamsy fulltime incorporation on & national o largsr
regional basisy; use of undergraduate and higher degree
students to undertake specific sociological studies, and
close cooperation between natural scientists in agriculturs

research with sociologists working in other organisatiocons’ in
the country and abroad also.

The papesr next gave a background to farming systems ressarch
in Zambia, before discussing spacific aspects of
instituticnalising =sociology. It discussed conceptual and
specialist areas where scciology can contribute, further
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broadening the inter-disciplinary foous provided by  the
combination of agronomy and economics. The papor  then
described specific socioleogical inpubts within the {ramework
of the CIMMYT sequence for on—farm research, as appliesd in
Zambia, identifying a role for the sociologists al each point
in the seguence. Finally, the organissaticnal plan for

institutionalising sociology into Zambia was discussed. faTe
elaboration of specialist subject arces and & summary -
specific studies carried out to date were provided in
appendices.

-

{secretary

A number of comments focussed on the practicalities of

incorporating a sociological approach in FSR. For example,
how AN one overcoms the natural scilences bhias of
agricultural research, and how can one bring together
research institutions, parastatal organisations

k
universities, that each tend to consider thelr activities as
autonomous.

ensi

It was pointed out that such issusms may be very sensi
ns of  loss

o, (=S
Ore has to be very watchful of creating ispressio
a

of status or power, An example was given how vears  of
progress warre destroyed by the appointment of a new director
of research with different interests. Ome should identify,
and worl: on, points of leverage in the related organisations,

i
identifying influential people who happen to be sympathetic
to the causs -~ and stress cooplenentarity of approaches

rather than competition. Fersussion will finally be possible
when the benafits of a sociclogical component will be clsar
from succesatul demonstrations. In the meant

interdisciplinary approaches should be built into training,
=0 that new graduates are sensitive to the requirements of

interdisciplinary resesarch.

Regarding the latter point it was questioned whether young
graduates were really interested to work in the rural  areas
This appears to be more so in Zambia than in some  other
countriegs. Curraently the A.R.P.T. teams typically consist of

young oraduates. . {in the one hand this may o g
interdisciplinary communication easier. On the other hand

fears were expressed that between scisntists with a low level
of training, there would be a very low level of interaction.
The maturity needed to step over disciplinary boundaries only

comes  with Hperience. In the Zambian case there is a
commi tment to a long term naticonalisation programme, through
in-service training and counterparting. Orne participant

remarked on the difficulties of counterpart training when

.
there is insufficient commitment from trainees.

£ second area of general interest was the guestion of how {far
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the interdisciplinary approasch described really WDrP%, i

works better than conventional approaches, and what lis
can ba shown. In this context one partigcipant remarked that
the results to be expected have not been specified. Is the
aim increasse of production, or improvement in standards of
living? Obviously the incorporation of social science

approaches is & means to an end rather than & goal in itseldf.

Some positive results can be indicated. Sociologists are now
involved in AJR.PLT., so it is possible to pay attention to

socio-cultural Ffactors. Sociologists  take part  in the
formulation of research programmes, and the importance of the
human facltors is bsing recognised. Some resulils are coming
out of the trial programme. An exaemple was  given whars
sociology served to narrow down the seemingly wide range ot
technical solutions to problems in a farming systeam. rop

scientists need sociclogists to develop a broader systems
parspective.

Nevertheless some doubt was expressed whethsr the social
scientists should purely serve to sell the packages developed
by natural scientists, or whether they should instead more
precisely guestion the soundness of particular technologicsl

approaches. To really make an  improvement over the
conventiona "adoption of innovations® approach, adaptive

V
research by incorporating sociology could more firmly base
itself on the perspective of the small farmer.

The point was raised that conditions in other countriss may
differ from those prevailing in  Zambia, making the
incorporation of sociclogy perhaps less easy.

A participant noted that more atte 1t¢a* might be given to the
impact of the institutional and policy snvironment of the
smal lholders, e.g. in termsz of pricing policies, input
supply, and marketing structure. If adaptive research limits

its perspective only to the community itsslf important
parameters of farmer’'s responses will  he m*:red out. £

Zambian participant noted that the existing FSBR methodoclogy
incorporates analysis of the effects of national policies and
institutions; AR.F.T. passes on its findings on this, but it
is up toc the institutions to make the necessary changes and
improvements

4.30. "The role of rural sociology in planning for livestoock
development in EBotswana® by YVONNE MERAFE

Sumpary of paper

Merafe’'s paper documented one of the earliest
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recogritions of the isportance of sociolo y a Ministry of

ks
ed how Botswana’'s
P

(i
G T«

Agriculture in Southern A&frica. She desori

Rural Sociclogy Unit has resporsibilities t rovide a broad
socio-~econanic  impact  on agricultural planning and in the
monitoring and  evaluation of on-going P Cgr anmnes and

projects. This includes the responsibility to  idenbtify
constraint problems to the adoption of innmva%iﬂnz introducesd
thirough rural developmont proge: o jects and to make
recommendations to relevant depas The p*wwr described

how  the work  of 't.w.-s Unit is c::ar‘r'i@d out within & broader
inter-disciplinary context, =o that it cen "complemoent an
reinforce technical investigations in bobth crop and livestock
production”, emphasising ths integration of arable  and
livestoock sectors within a wider framswork of a policy of

"Commarcial Area Planming and Development.

Merafe' s paper 4'hen described some of the agricultural
ard  livestock projects in which the Rural Sociology Unit has
been involwved, dc~a'L1mg some of the rural sociclogy input.
Her case studies suggested that the original  ddeas  of

agricultural planners had to undergo considerable
modification following implementation, and that the sociclagy
unit has playe a rolo in ths revision and  adiuvstment of

livestock pvajﬂctg arle ing out of Botswana’'s "Tribal Grazing
Land Policy” (TGLLF The Unilt has also been able to point
out many of the %ﬁuality implicationsz of the increasing
commarcialisation of livestocok, and has begen involved in the
planning and evaluation of progrannes (e.g. communval service
cantras) Q@%lun“d as part of the setting up of conmercial
anches.

dhile Merafe's paper did not ‘ocue on technology per s, it
did address some of the socig-cultural constraints to  the
adoption  of isproved llveb;uck managemant practices, and
showed how the successtul implemsntation of projects, such as
thz Village Area Development Programme, benefited greatly
from  the broad view of scciologists involved in the planning
team, This ensbled the team to go gyond the narrow
technical foocus  of  an dimproved package f livestook

management, to involve the local population in developing a
broad based plan which included thes whole farming syst=zm  in
the area. In part, this was necessitated by socio-cultuiral

factors:  the idea of cooperative ranching as part of the
technical package being incompatible with local gmvial
arirrangensnts and priorities. . Merafte provided other e p}E”
of the Sociol oo Unit'e involvement in the planning

monitoring and evaluation of livestock projects, includin
grazing land refors programmes and commercial ranches, noting
that in earlier livestock projects,

SRR

"Flanners seem not Lo
have been aware that among traditicnal {farmers socio-cultural
factors veary often play an egqual if not more significant role

in decisicn making than economic considerations”. Her
overall conclusion, based on 10 vyears of prachtice in

+

Botswana, was that the incluzicon of the Ruwal Gociology Uni
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in both project planning and monitoring had significantly
increased the relevance of projects to local needs and  also
reduced the level of project failure.

The group felt that the strength of the study lay in  the
broad viEw which it took m¥ the policy context of
agricultural decision making, in particular of the framework
given by the national land wuse policy. Specific sociological
insights of relevance to farming systems research includeds:-

al the relationship between livestock, subsistence, and
off-farm econonic activities,

b} the importance of differential access Lo rescurces as
indicated by the skewed distribution of cattle ocwnership,

o) the signifticance of kirnship based institutions for the
sharing of draught powsr —~ in particular for female headed
households and the role of these institutions in riesk
aversion, and

o) the significance of ethnicity in determining &accocess
to resources, especially land.

The group felt that findings given st pp. 1% - 16 could
be elaborated so as to establish thes basis of agricultural

decision making with regard to -

a) the overstocking which seems to be widespread;

) the rational for the continued employment of herdboys
rather than managars and  the failwe of the farmers

0 take advantage of training programmssg
to tak e t ¥ t ] g

) the delay on the part of ranches in putting up
perimeter fences and the probable lack of incentives which

explains this

It was noted that the disciplinary distinctiorn betwesen

socioleogists and economists was often overlayed by a
distinction in  working envlronmenta, the former being
predominantly field-based and the latter affice-bassd.
Furthermore, the failuwre to involve socciologists in the
desigr and planning stages of prOgr amma formulation
freguently led to their being regardsd as ‘problsm  solvers
aftear the avent, while quegtiomg as to the target

orientations of these programmes were not formulated.
It was noted that closer interdisciplinary cooperation

would have led to the investigation and quantification of
stocking rates and herd off-take rates which are clearly
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the systems in

3
-

critical to the continued viabili ty ]
guestion.

lenary di

S S.,".al on

h,.

Dr. FKerven noted that a farm mana unit  had been
present  in  the Ministry of figricultur seven yvears  and
could have provided information on stocki s eto. She
naoted thalt they weare perhaps inhibited by their reliance  on
edxcessively formal survey and analysis technigues

Di. Grandin asked how the strength of the sbtafi
comnplemnent  in rural sociology compared with that of other
isciplines represented in the Ministry. 5. Merafe replied
that the Rural Scciclogy Unit tendsd to be &8s &

service unilt within the Ministry rather than bei given an
ipportunity to develop its  own pricrities and  terms  of
reference.

Dr. FKerven asked the extent to which the Unit had been
involved in the on-going {arming systemns research programmes

in FEotswana. Ms. Merafe replied that there had besan  very
little involvemeant, in part becausse of a shortage of
qualified manpower, but she was optimistic about the
potential role of the Ruwal Sociology Unit  in suich

pragrammes.

4.40, "Interdisciplinary Workshop Relationzship by
CONCLUDING SPQLL GROUS DISCUSSION SESSTON (Secretary §. Fean?

i. Spacialist areas where socioclogists can make specific
contributions were identified as follows: -

—Specification of the production unit.

-Decision making affecting behaviouwr &.g. the allocation of
labour. :

-Farmer selection for surveys and trials

~Farmer assessment

2. Economists should collect more quantitative data.
Sociologists would add a wider breadth to the data because

they approach rural househeolds with broader perspective of
farmaer values and attitudes.

3. Sociologiste should be involved throughout the sequence

of CIMMYT dependent on each specific organisation. The

sociclogist has & critical role to play in the dlngCctlL

survey stage (and target grouping) to set the taa on e
® .
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right track at thea
ot put .

and an important role in monitoring

4. Socvialoglsts
grouping; stre 11%7
cul tural factor
targot CW*axq)liwj
for stratificati

@,

« The sociclogist has a role to play in training. Teainin
should aim to g"“ ientis ifferent disciplines

appreciatian of R T anmth@w Can
Couwrses abt universilty i
arpruath are importan o
spec ”:1i5@d. Similarly agriculture shuds
SoCiolo and vice-versa.

Short duwratior
alaso  usgful
to interact,
Universitie:
specific farming By:(wmc 2.0, Sgbu“ﬁwa lu Zimbabws. Thears
a role for management training in team work to  assi
teams being set up.

Institutionalisation is oclearly a criticzal issue w0
developing guidelines for the incorporation of socciology  and
anthropology into farming systems rassarch. Pali“ymarur“ in
each Ccunt.y will  be faced with the decision of how &
incorporate sociolaogy. Some may consider it is bethter to
up & Swp&rate s0Ciology wunit, others to incorporate sooial
stcientists  asz membsrs of existing spac *
Yet ith more triction on re Fio
forge links with sociclogists w in all
departments or rel i} stitutions. If peErmi
the likely best may be to emplay a rimnber
socislogists and  uss  theszs  both  in {dlﬂlﬂj monSsool o
scientists and in carryving out special research tasks which
cannot easily be delegated bscause they demand professions
vpertiss, Such peopls must be properly gualifisd and anove
all have the relevant evperisncs and approach to the dob.
Given that the choice of how to institubtionalise reslts  with
individual countries, several important points arise from the
pepers and discussions on this issue. )

involve
to help
id  the

et d AT

the team
iologist  who
bers as a problem so g = shooter B & C4.30




pdl, Bantje [Z.511, CDS [4.401).

= In situations where economists  and sociologists are
working together in the same Laam, avoiding & rigid division
of taskes, the econami sts  should concentrate  on the

quantitative aspects and the sociclogist the qualitative
aspects of data collection and analysis (CDE 04,403, Kean and
Sutherland [4.20 psl).

.

3. O+ great importance is the training of graduates.
Agricultural graduates require a sociolugical perspective,
while sociology graduates reguire more rackground in
technical subjects relating’ to rural de» lopment aird

agricultwe (Opio-Odongo [4.10 pdl).

4, The creation of a caresgr structuwse with incentives i
necessary  to retain good people in post (Opio-Odongo [4.10
psl, Kean and uutherlmnj £4.2G psl).

D Sociologists or anthropologists employed fulltime in FER
should have a training role in sensitising other scientists
to social  and cultural issues and improving communication
between scientists and farmers (CDS [4.40.1, Curry [3.33 gdl,
Opio-Qdeongo [4.10 gdld, Warren [ZE.31 gdl

&. Sociclogists or anthropologists who are  thinking of
working in FSR nesd to have a good record of, and attitude
~y ek |

to, teamwork  (Tripp [2.3%11, Opio-UOdongoe [4.10 gdl DS
[4.401).
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S5.10. FROVISIONAL WORESHOF ORJECTIVES AMD FROGRNAMME

"The role of rwral sociclogy
Anthrmpn]om 3 in farming
technology genesration and

Venue Ridgeway Hotel, Lusabka; Zambia.
Date: 26 - 28 November, 1964,

- T e gpee T o B ")
from the workshop®

u

participants gai

X dlggere i.crmaﬁe their knowledge of the role
1y Lurrcntl o plays in qr icultuwral research and
gaeneration and adoption in Africa.

The opportunity to put forward and  listen
< . raole that rural sociclogy ought to play in
1]t ural reaearch and technoloogy generation and adoption.

ot =

e

Z. Id about and
discuszz through ¢ Z wherse rural
sociclogy can make a special contri & aiy ‘arming systems

research and development.

4.,
decide

learn how colleagues
to usg, to discuss
the pchenc1a* oy rﬂfhcoo ardisation in relation
to farming systems, to disc methodologies, and to
identify methodological di" =tal=] 5 betwsen rural  socciology
and agricultural economics.

1EDUES how rural
cther scoial and

5. Rig %
sociclogist do
natwral scientists

&) Interdisciplinary agricultursl research teams, and
b In the context of ‘departmental ’ structures, and

3

) To discuss improvements in a and b

Workshop Cutput FEoss
1. Summary of workshop procesdings in order & inform  a
wider body of interested professionals.
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3

Edited collection of workshop papers.
3. Freliminary set of guidelines for the incorporation of
rural sociclogy into farming systems research.

The workshop will diccuss thres themes
incorporation of  rural  sociclogy into
aroh and technology gensration and adoptiaon:

h Mt C o

fAr Subject areas not usually covered in the farming system
research approach. :

E: Foints in  the existing FBER  approach where rural
socialogy has a rol

(9] Frocedures and organisational options for incorporating
rural soiciology into farming systems rosearch.

b

Themes A and B will be considered in relation to oo
effective methodologies aporopriaste to specific roles.
themes will address the gsneral objective of "m Ping L
sociology more usaful and more applicable in problem solving
ard problen identification”. The three themes are e]abmrataj
in ﬁppvn1'x 1 below.

D L"
-

o

£oin

Working Fapers
FParticipation in the workshop will involve the presentation
of a short working papsr. It is intendsd that participants
will contribute hy dirawing on their experience of technolaogy
genaration and adoption in countries where they have worked.
Fapers should use cd-u~sgudy material to address one {(or
more) of the speciftis subjsct areas in theme A (or another
subrject area not includsd in thems A) ~ Sse Onnex 1.

The paper ought to focus on the social and cultural factors
which influenced the shaping and\or adoption of a particular
techinol ogy {(in ths broad ssnse of the term) or ftechnical
package, or the identification of a technical problam.
Methodologies used to identify and evaluate the influence of
such social and cultural factors should be described. It is

considersd that specific working papers on themes B and C
will he less easy to focus, and unless participants can
presasnt case-studies to address particular aspects of these
themes, 1t is intendesd that they will be discussed by groups

during the workshop instead.

Cutlines of work
A trie% outline of
specific subject area, should arrive by the end of August,
atter which further arrangements will be made.

working papers, including =&

the content and direction of the preliminary
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programme are  most welocome,
working paper outlines.

THEME  A.:  SURJECT AREAS NOT
SYSGTEMS AFPROAMCKH

1. by age,
rural : extent
status reruldiw labowr  in
particular emphasis on ‘peak’
betwesn agricul tuwral and

opportunities quastion th

[HE%1% e

and can be sent &along with
ISUALLLY COVERED IN THE FARMING
sex and marital status within
to which age, sex and marital

agricultural production with

labouwr periods and competition
agricultural  cash Barning
simplifying assumption of

e
&

i

agricultural economic analysis.

2. ag an i”“+£§§3 =
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and The way that tl d@bLEﬁt

fili ch extend beyond tha household 1rie e, elther
paﬂlgxwuly ar negatively in the alleccation of labow durin
peak pericds, in the acquxmltlmﬁ and extension of rights
land and livestock, in the sharing of agricultural eguipment,
and  the mlrtrluutlon and mar keting of agricultursl produces
bring in the importance of inter-household processes.

B
-t x

specialisati
to which r*l:gl
in the organisation of speci
access to land for cash croppil
the purchasze of scarce 1in
equipments, and the informal
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cultivation,
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influence acc
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ttlement patterns.
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husband

b. Technology
social  and culturml cndnge wh
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the economic benefits are constant).

7.
Rrrevi ons BN
progranmes is likely to

D - i T E The way local peoples
v doultural

pomse bo FE

2. Tt

implido -ations o arieties or new food crops
processing within i . 5

processing rvqumrexcntﬁ$ ;

7. . Discuss: of
ways  in Lon can develop a
HUF VEY and mmpmrim@ntdl prug,mmm@ which recognisss  the

importance of wosen in small-scale agriculture.

10, Rural Ur Migre Ways of assessing the isportance
of ruralmqrban mnur {or howsehold labow, =T
management, and @btmbnt patterns.

it. ] eening bhe social scceptability of
new agtxgwlh 1l ogy: in relation to equity
consi derations i term sooi &l arid eConomi ©

implicaticons.

FOINTS IN THE EXISTING FSR APFROACH WHERE RURAL

THEME He
SOCICLOGY HAS & ROLE TO PLAY

1. Survey Work for disgnosis and problem identification:

a. Recommendation Domain:  input into zoning questionnaive,
collaection of secondary literature and analysis of mate r1915

variation in household types, extension  worker & bi
selection of appropriate community leaders, and +armer

classification in relation to land tenure.

L. Informal Swvey: entry into a new aresa: selection of
& mear infaormants, interview SPRproach, content of
investigations in ralation to local cultural patterns
influencing farming and alsec response to cutside officislisz,
more accuwrate assessment of farmers’ goals, and methods  of
standardising working definitions of sampling units.

. Formal Survey: sampling mothods to counter extension
worker bias, organisation and content of qguestionnaire,
analysis of findings, definition of unit of sampling.

d. On Going Data Collection: methods of organising frequent
visit surveys and asssssment of subject areas likely to be
socially sensitive or to influence farmer cooperation

»
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£.  Trial Design

Soaimlugi-dl pre-soreening  and planning  of gxperimente:
social  and cultuwral factors which will influence possible
solutions to identified problems.

FZ. Trial
Contribution

selecting trial farmsrs,
monitoring of farmer ponse and avalmatium, ochitaining
farmer response  to problem disgnosis  and  on~farm  frial
proposals, site selection for trials, and organisatio of
tarmar managed trials.

]

4. Formulation and Delivery of Hecoomsndations.,
Cont rleleP to formwl ation of recommendations in relation to
target group specificity, develop procedures for monitoring
the delivery of technical recommendations and the adoption of
recommended techneologies.

. FROCEDUREE AND ORGANISATIONAL OFTIONS FOR  INCORPORATING
RURAGL. SOCICLAGY INTO FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH.

1. Rural socioclogist as & substitute for an agricultural
economist in a locally bassd FSR team.

2. Rural sociologist as an addition to an economist in  a
locally based FER team.

3. Rural soriclogist centrally placed working full time and
serving several FBER teams.

4. Rural socciclogist located in another research institution
working part—-time on a call basis.

5. Rural sociology in  interactiocn  with agricultural
economics: disciplinary boundaries and procedures for inter-

disciplinary interaction.

6. "Role of rural socicology in training agronomists  and

economists: &)l in. identifying areas of social sensitivity
within the FBR sequence, b)Y making the most of indigencus

knowledge, and ) recogrising the rolas of the disciplines
of fellow team members.

7. Role of rural sociology in building or evaluating

linkages between FSR, commodity research, and agricultural
rtension.
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0. ANNEX:
CrENING Annﬁrud EY THE HOM. D. MUNEDEWE, MINISTER OF STATE

FOR AGRICULTURE AND WATER DEVELOFMENT, ON THE CQCCASION GF
NFT WORKESHOE  ON THE ROLE OF RURAL  S0CIOLOGY IN EAR

SYSTEMS RESEARCH,

MR. CHAIRMAN, DISTINGUISHED GUEESTES, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN.

I whole heartedly welcome all participants especially those
who have travelled long distances tL attend the workshop. I
am told we have representatives from Zambia and neighbouring
countries including PBotswans, Fenya, Malawi, Tanzania,
awavalmnd Uganda and Zimbabwe and the internaticnal
orgar‘ﬁntlonr oparating in bre region @ly:— the
International Livestock Centre +for Africs, (ILCm H the

e

Intermational Centre for research in Agro-Forestry (ICRA

the World Banl and most especially the International Cpnh
for HMaize and UWheat Isprovemsnt (CENTRO  INTERNATIOWN DE
MEJORAMIENTC DE MAIZY TRIGE, or CIMMYT) whose economics
programme’s  regional representative, Dr. Collinson, 1

t
id

b=
attending the workuhuH
Mr. Chairman, to put the occcassion in perspsctive, I would
like to begin by emphasising the high priority which the
varty  and  its  government attaches to  agriculture. The
Ministry of fGgriculture and Water Development is spearheading
the government’ s "operation foocd production programme” which
places speclal  emphasis o small-scale, agricultural
production. A major part of this programme falls under
Zambia's Agricultural Rescarch Frogramme whic comes under
the umbrella of the Department of Agriculture. For a number
of vyears, the party and its government has recognisecd the

b

need to give grester attention to resesrch for  smal scale
farmers, as syidenced, Ffor example, by the Lima programme
which was initiated in IQ,H. Of particular relevance to this
occasion is  the strong link between the Department of
fgriculture and CIMMYT's Regicnal Economics Programms  which
was formed in 1977.

Mr., ~Chairman, this was the year when the Despartiment invited

CIMMYT s East African Economics Programma to come . and
demonstrate their farming systems research methodology for
planning research programmnes to generate technology that is
more appropriate for Zambia's =mall scale farmers. Following
these demonstrations the Ministry of fAgricultuwre and Water
Development decided to incorporate the CIMMYT methodology
int the Research Branch through adaptive research. The

Adaptive Ressarch Flanning Team wazs established in order  to
spearhead and institutionalise thizs methodology and is © now
operating in Lusaka Province, Eastern Frovince, Luapula
Frovince, Western Province, Northern Frovince, and Central
Frovince, which are six of Zambia’'s nine provinces.

In each province the fAdaptive Research Flanning Team has an
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agronomist  and
hand undertaking

Mr. Chairman,

continuity of t
development str
Development Fla
problems in the

aconomist who work hand iri

and on—farm trials.

an agricultural
farmer survey

=

I would like to point ocut and emphasize the
he above developments with Zambia’ cverall
ategy, as outlined in the Third National
i This plan gives high pricr1+w to local
provinces and the 1781 Decsntralisation Act

—
-

states that greater attention zhould b@ given to locally
identified problemns within agricultural ressarch. It is for
this reason  that adaptive research has been given high
priority and is regarded as spearheading the move to  tabke
research to the people’.
Mr. Chairman, this workshop is addressing & most imp:rfan%
topic. It is widel accepted that soccial and cultural
problems  rank high among those of the small scale or pmasant
farmar-, and that sccial and cultural factors ex
influence on their farming decisions in general &
adoption of new technolagy in Dart1c11ar. I =shou
that this situation is not pe cu;:a* to Zambia, bu
within the region and furthesr afield. It is pre
this reason that vyou have all been  inviited
experiences gainead in  youwr respective countries and
vrganisations, d“d to discuss  and debate methodologies
appropriate for tasckling problems which are common to o the
region as a whole. I must emphasize that this is & r-gxﬂnnl
undartaking whereby we are poosling ouwr professiona Hpartlse
ard edperience thyough  the assistance t CIMMYT
‘networking’  programme, designed to facilitalte improved
regional cocoperaltion.
M. Chairman, I believe that Z:

location for discussing thess 3

irstly, Zamifia hazs & long tra
conducted from  the University of
African Studies and the Rural  Deve

Formerly the Rhodes-Livingstone
before the second world war.
anthropologists at these institutio &
in the planning and evaluation of rural levelop
agricul bure, incluﬁing the Hariba Dam re-setitlemsent project
arnd a variety of important land-use and agriculitural surveys
irn different parts of the country. Sscondly, Zambia's
fdaptive Research Flanning Team was perhaps the first farming
systams 2aearch  programme | in the region to explicitly
recognise that rural scciclogy had a specific contribution to
make, and has begun to institutioconalise the socciclogical
component. Zambia welcomes the opportunity th15 wor kehop
will providea fur it to share its euperisnces wikh
nelghbouring countries =o that we can learn {rcm each other.

Mi-. Chairman,
would 1like to

in welcoming participants to the workshop 1
clearly state the workshop's obliectives as

S1



follows: -~

i. To achieve an over-view -~ to see across Africa what has
been the usefulness of rural sociology, its contribution
to research on farming systems, its importance in appropriate
and acceptable technological change;

]

2. To find the way forward -~ to share ideas about what
ought to be the role of ruwwal sociology in agricultural
research;g .

3. To gain knpwledge in deg - to cas r

our discussion on solid ground, with
sociology’'s special contributions

4. Ta © . - {to examine how decisions ar
ahout method: collection; discuss the po
for standard methods in studying farming systems: evalt
low-cost methodologies: compare methods of rural sociology
and agricultuwral econcomics; and

S To ioprove i
10w rural  sociolog : 1l and  natural
scientists  in 1ntarulmcip11na*; ag rlcultural reszarch  teams
and in the context of ‘departmental structures’: and to put
forward suggestions for improved cc—cp@r&tlon.

-+t evaluate
2

The discussions should address  themselves fully toc  the
ohjectives of the workshop so that at the end of the day we
will Thave achieved the task for which you are meeting to day
and  the next two (2) days to enable vou to go back to dolity
country programmes ready tu make positive contributions to
the solution of problems for ow small scale farmers.

Mir. Chairman, before opening the workshop, I would like to
taks this oportunity to tharnk the organisations which  have
made this occassion possible. Notably, I would like to thank
CIMMYT Hor thesir sugport in organising and  financing
workshop  and for their long term involvemsnt and support  of
farming systems research in Zambia and within the region.

Seaondly, I would like to thank 811 those officers within my

r'l"

| 3
e

Ministry for the extra efforts they have made to assist with
the organisation and running of the workshop. Thirdly, and
finally, I would like to thank the staff and managem=nt of
the Ridgeway Hotel for agreseing to host this worksho arid

look after the participants.

Mr. Chairman, distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen, I
would like now to wish you every sucoes in Y oL
deliberations. It is now my honour and privelege to declare
this workshop officially open.

Thank you.
FEEEEEEEE XL LR R R LR ERLERRRE
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T.30. ANNEX:

KEYNOTE SFEECH
by .
ART HANSEN: UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA, U.S.A. ‘

Madame chair, distinguished representati
of Agriculture and Water Development, =sC
from the various disciplines, and obser

ives of the Ministry
ientific colleagues
=l

I am honoured to be here at this workshop, and it is
certainly a pleasure to be once again in Zambia. My wife and
I first came here in 1970 to carry out anthropological

research in North Wastern Province. We were atfiliated *to
the Institute for Soccial Rmf@arrh now the Institute Ffor
Aftrican Studies, of the University of Zambia, a relationship

we have maintained over Lhu yE&ITSs whenever we have Leen
fortunate enough to return to this country. We learned about
many facets of life in Zambia duwring ow first stay here.
Our son grew up and learned to walk and talk in the villagss
of Zambezi District, and his first language was Chiluvale,
one of the many languages of Zambia. Whan we wers ready to

twrn to owr university in the U.S.A. owr Luvale friends and
n91ghbour$ understood that we had to leave. They only wished
tha we leave our son, Chinyvama, whom they called a resl
Muluvale, with them to raise.

Our experiences here make it clear that Zambia is a wealthy
country - waalthy in its pecple, the diversity and compleuxity
of dite many cultures, and in the optimism and fortituwde o
its people and their leaders. At the same time the country
faces economic difficulties as do its meighbours and, indeed,

st countries in ocur world. Increasingly Zambia is losking
to its farmers for support. These people in the rural areas
have the powsr to make Zambia self-sufficient in food and to
improve the national balance of imports and exporis.

The issues which Zambia and its African neighbows confront
are:

1. how to encouwrage farmers to produce mors, and

2. how to utilize the services of the state to assi
farmers arocund the country so that they may he
themselves and help the country.

Laadi} 1}
r+

The country has resources: skilled agriculturs ressarch
staff experienced agricultural extension and coredit staff,
marketing, transpovtation and processing agencies, and
pricing policies. Thesze must bhe efficiently used to assist
and encouwrage fTarmers.

This workshop is part of a continuing effort to help Zambia

93



and its neighbours in this effort. As its special focus the
workshop i1s designed to identify specific ways for non-
.economic social scientists to work with farming systems

research (FSR) programmes. In other words, how can the non-—
economic social sciences contribute to understanding farming
systems dyrmamics in order to help generate improved
agricultural production technologies that are accepted by
farmers? An earlier workshop with similar aims was convened

in the Fhilippines i1in 1981 {Internatiocnal Rice RKesearch
Institute, 1982). )

Feople have gathered here for this occasion from  Botswana,
Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda,
the U.S.4. and Zimbabwe. A number of colleges, universities,
international and supporting agesncies are represented,  Jjust
as I am representing the small Internationsl Farming Systems
Supporting Froiject which is funded by the United States (of

o

America) Agency for International Development (FESF -~ USAID)

to support programmes like this around the wbrld. The
disciplines of anthropology, geography, rural scciclogy and

sociology are also represented.

The workshop addresses national FSR programmes  that are
working in specific localities, although much of the argument
also applies to programmes operating at international levels

to develop more general modesls. dhatever our theoretical
concerns, we must remember that the essential criteria in
avaluating thea contribution of anthropologists and
scciologists, ar e increased production and cast~
effectiveness. Increased agricul tural production is

essential to feed an  increased population,; provide more
material for industrial processing and export, and avoid or
diminish imports. Increassd production is also one ot the
ways by which rural Ffamilies may improve their living
standards. Though the uwltimate clients are farmers, national
governments and international agencies are paying the bills
for research and will want an accountimg of ouwr responsible
use of theilr rescurces.

ZAMERIAN FPRECEDENTS

Zambia is ari appropriate site for this workshop.

Agricultural research here offers historic precedents for us

One examples is the multidisciplinary team composed of Willian
Allan, an agriculturist better known for his later book The
African Hushandman, Max Gluckman, an anthropologis who
directed the Rhodes-Livingstone Institute in Lusaka for many
vears, Colin Trapnell, an ecologist, and D.U. Feters, & soil

scientist. These four collaborated in 1945 on & study of land
tenure and land use in Mazabuka District and mada
recommendations on how farmers’ production and incomes could
be increased (Allan, et al. 1948). Although this and other
earlier policy oriented investigations of African farming did
not  include all of the features associated today with FSR
these words from an earlier Director of Agriculture should
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sound familiar:

Recognition of inherent soundness under natural
conditions, of native ugrlgultural praLtLLo has
only become general in recent years. ractices
apparently contrary tc the acceptesd principlm"

of good Farming, usually prove on investigation

to be the best possible in the circumstances

under which the native cultivator works— but

their natuwral mode of life has been rudely inter-—
rupted. Thus agricultural problems have arisen
which were previocusly non-existent - and some
guidance toward the adaptation of long estahlished
methods to new needs and conditions is usuaily
necessary; but 1t becomss (sic) an agriculituwral
department to investigate loca practices with the
uwtmost care before presuming to attemplt to improve
them (Lewin in Trapnell and Clothier, 1936).

It is chastening to realise that these words were published
appraximmt ly JTifty years ago in the foreword to Trapnell and
Clothie 5 pionesring work on scils, vegetation and
agricultural systems (19348). This era of "proto-F8R" work

durlng the 1970's and 1940°s was cut short by the dispesrsion
of personnel to other work in other countries, a familiar
occurrence today as well, and other paradigms of agricultural
research took over.

an agricultural research approach
that recognises ance of local {farmers. This
research approach &lso recognises the complexity of the
strategies that villagers have evelved to earn a living and
earn @n“ugh to  educate their children and contribute in
other ways to helping their families. SR focuses the skills
and resocwces of many scientific discipliness, because no
single discipline possessss the tools dnd insight nec Y
to . totally understand farmer’'s strategies, the adaptive
interaction of farmers and thelir environment, and the most
effective ways to help them improve their production  and
living standards through agriculture.

This multidisciplinary research approach complements  and

i
shting commodity and single discipline research

strengthens exi =

progranmes. The other programmes focus their sfforts on
individual agricultural commodities or categories {(maize,
legumes, livestock, etc.din order to probe deeply into
taechnical and biological potentials. Farming systams
ressarch investigstes & broad range of commoditiss and
factors a&as they arz found in lccax farming systems. FBR
serves &% a bridge between technical research programmes and

f arme
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On the one hand FSR investigates existing farming and
clarifies its problems, constraints and the highest pricrity
-opportunities. This provides direction toc the technica

research programmes by identifying high priority research
targets. Cn the other hand, F35R investigates how technical
recommendations and suggested technologies operate in local
farming conditions. Over a pericd of time these experimants
on farms identify the most important and effective ways fo

technical reszearch findings toc be applied to help farmers.

Agricultural research is a cost-effective investment for  any

countiry. Additional funding Ffor agricultural research
provides for & stronger national agriculture and incresased
production. This is a safe and productive investment shen

FER and commodity research programmes are both well fundsd.

The two types of research are complementary. Each supports
and strengthens the other. There is no question about the
systems approach replacing technical commodity research
Tagether the farmer—focused systems approach  and the
commodity—focused approach provide a more pffecti
agricultuwral research programme for the country.

e
<
]

I+ +funding is not increased as the newesr systems research
begins, then commodity research programmes have to be cut
back to provide funding for FSR. This creates resentment and
conflict and weakens the agricultural research effort.
Funding agricultural research is a good investment, and the
additional Ffunding necessary for the FSR programme will be
returne and multiplisd for the country as more effective
research recommndations help farmers produce more.

The FSR approach varies from one country to ancther and from
one theorist ‘to another, but there is general agresment on
the essential features. Increased agricultural production is
the primary goal. The goal is achieved through the creation
of alternative technologies that farmers adopt. Farmers are
the real producers and the source of increased production.
Technological alternatives that are inappropriate or
uwnacceptable to farmers are not adopted and do not contribute
to increased production. In countries like Zambia and its
neighbouwrs the majority of farmers are smaller and relatively
poor in capital rescurces. This majority must be encouraged
and assisted to increase their production.

In order to ensure that technological alternatives suggested
by research are appropriate and really successful  when
applied by this majority of Ffarmers, research must
investigate and understand the empirical reality of farming.
Farmers try to achisve a number of personal and family goals
through farming and other enterprises.

These goals, the combinations of enterprises, farmer
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resources, and the physical, biological and institutional

environmental features form systems. To understand farming,
research must understand these systems., These systems are so
complex that the skills, xperience and interests  of

technical and social scientists must be combined.

Wihen farmers are involved in the research process, when their
ideas and interests are included, and when research
scientists actually see and appreciate how farmers operate,
then research has the be&t opportunity to really learn about

and understand the existing farming systems. Baszed on this
khnowledge and combining it with technical information about
the biological and physical potentials of alternative
technologies, ressarch stafsf may devise appropriate

technologies that will be succeszssful under local farming
conditions. Before recomnmending these to farmers and as part
of the process of devising appropriate technology, research
tests  the alternatives on farmers’ fields and under farmer
management.

These essential featwres of FER are important but FSR
programmes in different countries are going to be different.

It is important to be flexible. Earlier this year I headed
arn evaluation of an FSR praogramme in Central America. There
were problems caused by conflicts between the expatriate
technical assistance team administrating the programme  and
host country professionals. The expatriate tgam had a clear
but rigid interpretation of the FSR process. In order to

implement this process axs they understood 1t, significant
changes needed to be mades in the host country’'s existing
agricultural research programme. The wisting programme
xhibited many of the characteristics of farmer—-foouses
research, and the host country research staff were loyal to
what they saw as an innovative (although earlier version) of
FSR. .

Conflicts such &as these may be minimised by clearly
understanding the essential fe=atures and the ability *to
compromise on details. FER ie different from commodity and
discipline research, and the introduction of FSR does reguire
somg changes, bhut arguments over the purity and correctness
of procedures should not be allowed to dissipate energies
and clear concentraticon on the goals. Just as we must
understand exisiting farming =systems in order to successfully

generate appropriate technology for farmers, o we must also
take the time to understand existing regearch institutions in
order to create an FER programme that will fit successfully
into the national research environment. Expatriate
assistance is very important at this phase of technology
development but sustainable sffective agricultural research
requires the embedding of FSR into the administrative
structure of the host country departments and ministries.
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Social scientists have roles to play in the ressarch
programme and process described above. This workshop
-provides an opportunty for scientists working in different
research capacities to come together and share their ideas
and xperiences about these roles. My collegues will be
presenting papers and discussing specific methods and areas
where social scientists may contribute to improving FS8R  and,
consequently, improving the capacity of naticnal agricultural
research programmes. I wish to address only one area in the

remainder of this paper, and that is the contribution that
has been made, and may still be made, by the anthropologist.
I do not mean to exclude a similar contribution from the
other social sciences; what follows reflects my personal
familiarity as an anthropologist with the accumul ated
knowledge of my ocwn discipline.

FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AND THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL  EODY

&

1M

£
¥

FER attempts to understand the compled interdependencies
localized ecosystems and farm based economics in  order to
make farm tested recommendations that are appropriate for
farmer conditions. Anthropologists may directly contribute
to thise research staff conducting special studies. Another
way to contribute, even though not affiliated with an
agricul tural research agency, is through continuing
professional investigations into rural life, ecological ant
socio-economit systems.

O

Let uws start by considering the last role. Many developing
countries and Zambia in particular hav available an
stensive set of anthropoclogical monographs, articles and
dissertations covering numarous localities within the country
side. Four consistent features of anthropological studies
ar an intimate familiarity with the peoples being studied,
inclusion of & broad range of factors, emphasis on inductive
discovery, and systematic analysis. In addition, many of the
rural  studies were euwplicitly problem—oriented. Numerous
generalized insights drawn from this literature form part of
the body of knowledge that supported the evolution of FER
activities.

These existing studies and their authors may alsoc be used by
FER national programmes for information about specific
localities and local systems. To start with somge famous
examples; who would work in Zambia’'s Western Frovince without
reading Economy of the Central Baroctse FPlain by Gluckman, in
Zambia’'s Morthern Province without reading land, labour and
Diet in Northern Rhodesia by Richards, in Zambia’'s Socuthaern
Province among the Tonga without reading Colson, 1in HMalawi
among the Yaco without reading Mitchell, in Mozambique among
the HNyakyuza without reading what both of the Wilsons have
written or in Sudan among the Nuesr without reading Evans-—
Pritchard? Anthropological interests in these issues and
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published

peoples continued through the years. In 1938 the first paper
by the Rhodes-Livingstone Institute, rnow  the
for African Studiess of the University of Zambia,
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production, so even those farmers who produce commercial

maize usually have their cassava fields as well. There is an

‘obvious sexual division of labour. Wives have the primary
responsibility for food production, while husbands are

responsible for bringing cash into the household, S0

innovations in food crop production should be geared toward

WOme .

Agriculture has changasd in many ways in the past few decades,
and someone without a sense of history might misunderstand
trends and potentials of local farming. Only in the last few
decades have the majority of farmers changed from shifting to
stabilized cultivation, largely in response to population
pressure from Angola immigration. Farmers are still in the
beginning stages of coping with soil fertility problems
associated with stabilising cultivation on infertile sandy
soils. Green manuwring occurs, and cassava is left in  the
ground longer to mature, but groundnut  production has
dramatically diminished due to problems of pod filling
("pops" or what local people call kapokekapoke). Research on
these problems would be eagerly accepted.

Villagers are constantly experimenting with new varieties.
Many fruit trees have been introduced by labouwr migrants and
travellers who brought home the seeds, and the same with
cassava cuttings. Villagers appreciate the potentials of
dambo cultivation of fruit, cut of season maize and
vegaetables. Froduction could be greatly spanded, but
marketing is the problem. Although independent truckers
service the district because of the fish trade, it is too far
by gravel roads for transporting perishable crops to the
urban markets.

The western side of the river featuwres extensive flood plains
of kKalahari dands, and roads are poorly developed. Flood
plain production of rice has bgen thwarted by marketing
problems; farmers grew rice but became discouraged when it
was never picked up by NAMEBOARD the MNational arketing
Agency. Villagers remain interested in rice producktion
technology because they consistently have to import staple
crops  from  the gastern side. Farmers gast of the river
consistently have to import staple crops from the eastern
side. Farmers east of the river consistently produce &
surplus of cassava which is traded across the river for fish.
Important intra—district trade occurs invelving Ffood crops
(unprocessed and in the form of flour), Ffish, livestock and

tirade goods {(clothes, etc.). Only & porticon of intra-
district +trade involves money. Marketing studies which
restrict themselves to commodity-cash sxchanges will

dramatically underestimate the vtent of trade and crop
production. :

Outside of the district the major markets now for
agricultural production are the urban centres hundrads of
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miles away over gravel roads. This was not always the case.
Nestern Frovince lies just downriver, and an important

exchange of cassava from Zambezi against fish and cattle from
Nc tern continued for several decades. Beginning in the
later 1970s with people walking back and forth, the trade
escalated to include barge traffic. This ceased when cassava
could no longer compete with subsidised maize trucked into

Western Frovince on the new roads from the east. This
historical information remains relevant becaussa it
demonstrates the potential of cassava production if another
markel appears and beceause Western FProvince remains Jjust

downriver.

My research was not unigue; many other anthroplogists have
conducted research Jjust as relevant to FSR teams working in
their areas. What inhibits octher scientists from utilizing
this material? First of all they may not know of its
xistence or of its utility. Second, many disciplines have

their own style and language, and the anthrolopogical
materials were not written for an FER audience. A similar
problem exists Ffor Evaluation Officers in Malawi. They
annually  suwrvey random samples of smallbholder patterns,
vields and labour. This is potentially invaluable to
research and extension statf. Their annual reports,
unfortunately, feature tables of data whic are virtually
incomprehensible to the agricultural staff. The staff in
tuwrn generally ignore the svaluation material.

Ferhaps we couwld model a8 soluticon to our communication
problems along the same lines as did several Evaluation
Officers. Instead Df wiriting the reports and merely
circulating them, these officers called public staff mestinags
where the material was reviewed and staff asked for guestions

and suggestions. Staff began to ask qguestions of the
material, and - the material in the tables was picked apart and
disgu:qed Once it became obviocus  that the savaluation
material contained information that the staff could use, they
became interested in it. At the same time evaluation

ofticers usually learned that the standard formats they had

beern using were wusaful for national accounts but needed to be
substantially modified +or field uwuse by research &n
xtension people.

FBR projects could invite anthropologists with field
®periesnce  in an area to publicly present their material and
answer qguestions. Anthropologists could be short term

(temporary dulty or TDY) - consultants to a Ffield team.
fuestions about an area could be written to an anthropologist
for a written rasponse, but this would not be as useful” &3
the actual face-to-face dialogue. Institutions such as the
Institute . for Rural Develagpment or Institute for African
Studies in Zambia or the centre for Soccial Research in

Malawi, all of which are affliated with their national
universities, could bc uzed tc sponscor these exchanges or to
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sponsor anthropological research directed towards answering
questions posed by FSR programme staff.
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5. 40. ANNEX

AN DUTLINE OF CIMMYT PROCEDURES FOR ON FARM RESEARCH WITH A
FARMING SYSTEMS PERSFECTIVE

Ry MIFE COLLINGON, CIMMYT ECONCOMICS FROGRAMHME, NAIRDRI

CIMMYT's primary aim in the use of FSR methods in aon  farm
search iz to bring a farming systems perspective (FEF)Y to

bear on technology generation. FEF is the perspesctive
farmers take in choosing new technologies, and using it in
technology development increases the relevance of the
results. There are other usgés for FSR methods but CIMMYT

procedures concentrate on technology generation.
CIMMYT OFR proceeds in fouwr stages:

- Diagnosis

Flanning

- Experimentation and Assessment

1

Recomnendation and Extension

These stages are best implemented by an OFR team including an

agronomist, a farm economist or social scientist and  an
animal scientigt in those regions where animals are important
to farmers. The outline summarises the main id=as  and

methods of each sta

DIAGNOSIS |

Diagnosis ainms to under Eteﬁd farm family priorities in
operating their farming system and how they decides o
allocate their rescurces to manage the nmatursl and economic
circumstances %u“”wndlng them. From such an understanding
diagrnosis identifies major problems impeding spansion of
farmers’ system mcL1v1tie5. Frimary interecst is in problems
which might be resolved by agriculture research, whebther
technical problems arising from the climate and bioclogy of
the area, or management compromises forced on farmers by
either aconomic and sccial circumstances or by their limited

resouwrce endowments.

CIMMYT uses FSR methods in a fow step sequence towards
understanding and problem identification:

1. Identification of a target group of farmers

Secondary information and discussicon with local officiales is
used for a preliminary specificaticon of target groups, in
CIMMYT Jargon, & '"recommendation domain® (RD). It is =&
stratification of the rural populaticon, aiming to identify

:q

(4]
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groups of farmers operating the same system for whom the same
research effort is likely to be relevant. It is an iterative
process and the specification of RD's may be refined at any

stage of the OFR  process as wore information and
understanding accumulate.

2. Deszcribing and uvoderstanding the circumstances to be
managed by target aroup farmers.
Farmers manage the circumstances in which they operate. The

second step in the diaghostic seguence sesks, again by the
use of secondary information and discussions with locs

leaders and officials, to wunderstand the management
opportunities ffered and the uncertainties posed by the
local environment. I+ provides an initial basis f o

understanding what the OFR team subsequently see on farms and
what they hear farmers saying.

3. Informal Survey (IES)

The OFR team members visit farmers of the target group. They
use quidelines to prompt them on facets they need to discuss
with farmers to understand their system. The guidelines are
organised Jirst to describes and then to understand farmer
activities, then to identify problem areas and to assess
these problem areas in some detail. The OFR team may write
their owm special guidelines sometimes with the help of =&
specialist researcher, in order to probe problem areas.

Although not the final stage of the diagnostic sequence the
informal survey is the bridge betwsen diagnosis and planning
and may &also be seeh as the first step in planning.

4. Formal VYerification Survey (EVS)

Can be seen as the final step in diagnosis or the second step
in planning. . Its title describes it - & random sample of
target group farmers is administered a standard gquestionnaire

The aims are;j

(a) To verify hypotheses set up after the Informal  Suwrvey
(on refinements in target grouping, farm characteristics,
major farmer practices, major problems and their causes).

(h) To wverify the relevance of potential solutions
indentified in the early planning stages.

(c) To collect information to allow proper location and
effective detailed planning of experiments.

These four steps describe the initial diagnostic sequence
probably occupying the team from 172 - T months Ffor  any
particular target group. The end of the IFS and a proportion
of the content of the FVE can be considered the start of
planning technology development.
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FLANNING

With the major problems of the system identified during the
informal survey, planning begins. The initial aim is +to
identify rnew materials and techniques which appeaar
potentially relevant to the solution of system problems.
Identified solutions are then screened against the teams’
knowledge of the circumstances within which the target group
farmers operate, and against farmer resource base and current
farm system activity. Fbur steps are followed.

(&) The cause of the problem ie specified (This has a vital
influence on the direction of any research thrust for its
solution, further diagneosis including experimentation, may be

needed to specify the cause.)

(b} As wide a tange as possible of relevant potential
splutions are identified from past technical research or from
farmer practice slsewhere.

(c) These potential solutions are pre-screened technically
and economically. Technical scientists answer 2 questions:
i. Will the technical relationships of the solution hold

if it is transferred into the local environment?

il. Will the tochnical relationships of the sclution hold
when incorporated into the management practices of target
group farmers?

iii. What level and timing of purchased inputs, cash and
labouwr are reqguired to implement the solution?

(d) Economic pre-scresning asks four guestions:

i. Will the inputs nzeded and the outputs expected be
adequately serviced by the market or government agencies?

ii. Are the resource requirements of the solution within

~

the reach of target group farmers?

iii. Will the implementation of the solution be compatible
with present system activities and with sccial and cultural
behaviour and obligations?

vi. If the solution creates conflicts in the system, are
the expected benefits likely to induce acceptance?

I1f a possible seclution pesses through these ‘screens’s it
becomes potential content for superimentation.

g of CIMMYT eduwres in OFE ie that #perimental

gs
3
A
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wor k is done under farmers’ conditions with {armner

participation. The central idea 1is that representative
-farmers from the target group are exposed to ideas for
solution. They may find ideas useful or unacceptable. Eoth
research and extension find this out before any

recommaendation is considered.

The 1level of confidence in the transferability of the

solution into local conditions dictates the type af
experiment. Where confidence is low three steps may he
necessary:

() Exploratory Trials - locking to see which solution

components are effective in improving productivity under
local farmer conditions.

(b) Levels Trials — Tuning various components to find their

most cost-effective levels locally.

(c) Farmer Verification ITrials - comparing improved to
current practice under farmers conditions. Where the
technical scientist ise fully confident that the relationships
will transfer into lIgcal conditions the potential solution
may be immediately compared to local farmer practice in a

farmer verification trial.

CIMMYT procedures advocate formal statistical, agronomic and
economic asseszsment of the trial results, but emphasise that
these must be parallelled by monitoring farmers’ assessmants
of the performance of the csolutions. Farmer asseszment
should be continuous throughout experimentation, not only
after harvest,

RECOMMENDATION AND EXTENSION

Drne of the outcomes cof a season of experimentation may be
farmer recommendations. It is felt important that
recommendations  release i1s decentraliszd and can be done

locally, and that decisions on supplies and services needed

to implement the solution can be taken locally. Extension
staff should be partners in the adminiztration of the on farm
experiments. By such cooperation, as they go through one or

two experimental cycles, they become familiar with all the
management facets of sclutions under test, and with farmers
attitudes to the different possibilities. They also have the
opportunity to modify solutions to better $it the local

situation they know. This involvement of both resesarch and
axtension in the later stages of technolcgy development
solves the longstanding linkage problem. ~

This, in outline, is the CIMMYT OFR sequence aimed at
generating technology relevant to local farmers.

Two points should be made in conclusion. First that the OFR
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process, using the farming systems perspective to catch the
local view on things, operated nationwide, represents a

bottom up information flow. This bottom up flow offers a
balance to the top down flow of national considerations which
have for too long dominated preject formulation. National

priorities can be brought to bear on the 0OFR process at
several places; in the selection of target groups, in the
ranking of priority problems, and in the comparison of

alternative solutions to the samg problem. Secondly,
significant policy spin off can cccur, or be engineered from
the diagnostic sequence. With technoclogy development as a

central focus faor CIMMYT OFR, this concerns the institutional
and service support required to mobilise the results of a
particular research thrust. However the focus can be widened

‘to cover any maior policy issue to which a micro—-perspective

can contribute.

e o i e e o — ——— —— — — o s et = o i Sy . i o e o
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S5.50. ANNEX:

GUIDEL INES FOR GROUF AND FLENARY DISCUSSIONS

activity during the workshop. They provide the opportunity
for small groups, containing different disciplines, to give a
full discussion to participants’ papers. Thise kind of
discussion will not be possible during plenary sessions due
to the large number of participants and papers.

1. Importance Discussion sessions are the most important

sessions during the weorkehop. FParticipants have bgen divided
into six discusesion groups, each with a secretary and a chair
person. In addition to scciclogiste and anthropologists,
each group contains an economist and at least one natuwral
scientist. The composition of groups will remain essentially
same over the five =sessions. This will enable a working
relationship to develop, so that group membere discuss each
others papers frankly. It will 2lsc allow for the tasks of
secretary and chairperson to be rotated fairly. Details of
grouvp composition are attached.

2. Group Caompesition. There will be five discussion
<

2 Secretary The full recording of discussion at these
sessions is very important. The position of discussion group
secretary carries consideraeble responsibility and work, and
for this reason we suggest that the position be rotated in
each group.

The Secretary is wpected to record  the comments of
individuals during each session. These should be summarissd
s0 they can be presented to the plenary session briefly and
succinctly; within the 10 minutes allocated. The discussiaon
aroup secrotary will be the raconteuwr and secretary during
the plenary session. At the end of each day. the dizcussion
group secretaries will bhand in their written up records of
comments to the convenor, Dr. Sutherland. The comments will
be +typed up and handed back for corrections, so that
discussion group members can each receive a copy of their
group’'s deliberations.

4, Chairperson Each discussion group will have a
chairperson. This position may a&aleo be rotated or rot,
according to the wishes aof the group. The tast of the

chairpersocn is to ensure that each group member has the
opportunity to speak and have their comments recorded, that
all the main points are covered within the time allocated

for discussion (usually one hour).

S. Digcussion Focus. The focus of sach discussion session
will need to be adjusted somewhat +or each paper. The
following suggestions apply especially to papers which
present case studies, relating to surveys and on—farm
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researchs

a) How does the case example relate to the CIMMYT =seguence
for FS8R? (Refer to Collinson’'s briefing paper).

b)Y HMethodology used:

i) Ie it swfficiently low-cost? How could the cost be
reduced? :

ii) What level of accuwracy was achieved, and how does
accwacy of data relate to cost

i1i) Is the methodology more widely applicable, or is it
specific to an  individual Eaciolagl:t\anthropolagist or

cultural area?

iwv) What are the inter disciplinary implications of the
methodology?

v) What is the level of training reguired for the
methodology, how easily could it be delegated.

c) Ecvonomist's comment on the case study.

d) Natural Scientists/Agronomists comments

e) Are there any related studies or individuals working on
similar caszes. Details known to group members should be
recorded on a piece of p pef and handed to the secretary to
save time during the dizscussion.

)  fAny further peoints which the author wishes discussed

g? Any other comments generally it would be helpful if the
authors of papsrs made it clear to the group which aspects of
their papers they would like to be discussed, especially if
they feel the above format nesds to be modified for  their
PRpE’.

6. Preparation. "It is very important that participants

read pdperﬁ carefully before the discussion sessicons. This
means reading five papers fully during the workshop. It would
aleso help i+ they make notes of their commsnts in  advance,

taking into account the format described above.

FLENARY SESSIONS

1. Objectis Flenary sessions give the opportunity  for
the author, and the small group discussing his or her paper
to present a summary of their main points to the workshop as
a whole. Following this, comments will be invited from cther
participants. However, there will be very little time for
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discussion or for presenters of papers to respond to comments.

2. Importance of Time Each working paper will have to be
dealt within 20 minutes due to the large number of papers.
The author will have 10 minutes to present his or her main
points. The discussion group secretary will alsc have 10
minutes to present a summary of the group’'s comments on  the
paper, preferably +following the format suggested in the
guidelines for discussion groups (see point 5). This will
leave 10 minutes for other participants to make comments not
covered in the previous 10 minutes.

Z. Chairperscn Each of the five plenary sessions will have
a different chairperson. Their job will be to introduce the
paper and author, and to ensure the papers are dealt with

inside the time allocated.

4, Secretary The discussion group secretary will also act
as the plenary session secretary for sach paper. This will

involve according the autheor ‘s (or presenters) main points and
the comments from other participants. To assist the

secretary with recordings asuthors could provide a witten

summary of their main points presented during the plenary,

sassion.

S. Seating Full participants should ensure they sit at
their allocated place s that they can be esasily identified
by the chairperson, secretary, and other participants.
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S.6. ANNEX:
WORKING FAFERS FRESENTED AND DISCUSSANTS

1. Baker, Doyle and Lesothlo John "A methodclogy for farm
management research in Botswana®.

2. Bantje, Han, "Household differentiation and macro-factors
in farming systems research - the case of the Mbozi Flateau,
Tanzania".

I. Bulla, Grasiano, "Improving farmer participation in on-
farm experimentation”.

4. Chilivumbao, Alufevyo, "Small - scale farm resource
endowment evaluation and research and development issues".

S. Collinson, Mike, "An outline of CIMMYT proceedures for
farm research with a farming systems perspective”.

6. Curry, John Jr. "Anthropological contributions to systems
oriented research in pastoral development: The case of the
Niger Range and Livestock project".

7. Francis, Faul, '"Factor allocation and techneology in
small agriculture: a case study from Northern Zambia.

8. Grandin, Harbara, "Delimiting target populations through
informant wealth ranking”.

. Hansen, Art, "Anthropeological contributions to
recognition and analysis in farming systems research”.

10:  Kabagambe, John, C.H. "Using local perceptions in target
grouping for farming systems research'.

i1, Kean, Stuart and Butherland, A.J. ”Inﬁtitutiaﬁalising

rural sociolegy into agricultural research — the Zambian case-
study"”.

IEl FKerven, Carol, "The family farm and out migration:

some issues for FSR in Africa’.

E. Kishindo, Faul, "Agricultural Development in  a
matrilineal system".

14, Merafe, Yvonne, "Role of rural sociology in planning
for livestock development in Botswana'.

~

15.  Onvyango, Christopher, A. "Extracting and measuring
farmars’ values and attitudes to agricultuwal technology®.
14, Opio—-0Odongo, J.M.A. "Contributions of rural scciology

to technology generation in the context of farming systemns
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research".

17. Reynolds, Famela "An examination of children’s labour
in a subsistence economy”.

18. Russell, Margo, "Closer focus: a plea for more small-
scale face-to—face interviewing in contemporary African

social research".

19. Sharpe, Barrie, "Social knowlédge and farming systems
research: ethnicity, power and the invisible farmers of North
- Central Nigeria".

20, Rocheleau, Diane, "Land-Use planning with rural farm
familiss in Kenya".

21. Simelane, Funekile, "Is it the household or the
homestead that is the basic unit for research? Some
considerations on  data collection methodolocgy in rural

Swaziland".

22, Sutherland, A.J. "Rural Sociclogy and  technology
generation for subsistence farming systems: A Zambian
example’.

235, Tripp, FRobert "fnthropology and on-farm research”.

(presented in absential.

24, Warren, Mike "Cost effective methods for obtaining
indigenous agricultural technical knowledge.”

25, Whalen, Irene, T. "Land Tenuwre and technological
innovations in the Ethiopian Highlands.™

26, National Scientists involwved as discussants incluwded:

E. Shomba (FS Agronomist) from Zimbabwe, and from Zambiz; M.
Chisi (Sorghum Breeder), V. Evlands (0ilseed Agronomist), B..
Habowa (Uilseed Breesder), R. Hudgens (FS Agronomist), J.
Kanyengwa {(Nutritionist), R. Little (Wheat Breesder), C. Masi
(FS Agroncmist), K. McFhillips (Soil Scientist), . Munyinda
{(Scil Scientist), C.  Ndiyoi (FS Agromomist), C. Nioma (Weed
Specialist), .J. Frior (Cereals Agronomist) B, Verma
(Sorghum Breeder), V. Veldkamp (Soil Scientist), and R. Watts
(Research Extension Liaison Officer).

27. Economists and other social scientist discussants from
Zambia included, P. Chipulu (Rural Scciclogist), G. Geisler
(Anthropolegist), P. Hachongela {(Rural Scciologist) and £.A.
Niobvu (Agricultur-al Economist).
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S.7. ANNEX:

. ADDRESSES OF MAIN PARTICIPANTS (ORDERED RY COUNTRY)
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OSITION

OHN LESOTHLO,
RURAL SOCICLOGIST,

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE, RURAL SOCIOLOGY UNIT,

FRIVATE BAG 003,
GABERONE, BOTSWANA.

MISS. YVONNE MERAFE,
SENIOR RURAL SOCICLOGIST,
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE,
FRIVATE BAG 003,
GAEERONE, EOTSWANA.

DR. IRENE WHALEN,

RURAL SOCIOLOGIET,
INTERNATIONAL LIVESTOCK CENTRE FOR
(ILCAY F.O. BOX 54689, ADDIS ABABA,
ETHIOFIA.

AFRICA,

DR. MIKE COLLINSOM,

CIMMYT REGIONAL REFRESENTATIVE,

cIMMYT, F.O. BOX 25171,

NAIROEL KENYA.

DR. CHRISTCFHER

HEAD, DEFARTMENT OF
AMD EDUCATION,

EGERTON COLLEGE, FPRIVATE BAG MNJIORO,

EENYA.

ONYANGO,

AORICULTURAL EXTENSION

JDR. BARBARA GRAMDIN,

DEVELOFMENT ANTHROFOLOGIGT, FRINCIFAL
SOCINLOGIST FOR THE ILCA TEAM IN HENYA.

KEMYA COUNTRY FROGRAMME, HARETE,

INTERNATIONAL LIVESTOCK CENTRE FOR AFRICA,

F. D EOX ﬂé°47

DR. DIANE ROCHELAU,

RURAL SOCIDLOGIST,

INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL FOR RESEARCH IN
AGROFORESTRY (ICRAF),

F.0. BOX 20677,

MAIROEI, EENYA.

MR, C.M. BULLA,

SOCIO0- ECDJDMICT

ADAFTIVL,RESEAFLH MALAWT ,

CHITEDZE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH STATION,

RURAL SOCIOLOBY UNIT,



11,

14,

NAME

NAME

POSITION

MAME
FOSITION

NAME

EQSITION
ADDREES

NOME
FOSITION

F.O.

DR.

BOX 138,

FAUL KIEHINDO,

LECTURER IN S50CIOLOGY,

UNMIVERSITY OF MALAWI,

F'I OI

DR.

BOX 280,

CARDL k.

FKERVEN,

DR. JOHN

SENIOR SOCIO-ECONDOMIST,

CURRY,

CHANCELLOR COULLEGE,
DEFARTMENT OF OF SOCIOLOGY,

FENNYEYLVANIA

STATE UNIVERSITY ON FARM RESEARCH FPROJECTY.

C\O.
F.0. BEOX
MALKERND
DR. JOHN
LECTURER,

UNIVEREITY OF SWAZILAND,

4y
SWAZILAND

KABAGAMEE ,

MALEERNS RESEARCH STATION,

DEFARTMENT OF S8CIDLERY,

FRIVATE BAG RWALUSENI,

SWAZILAND

DR. MARGO

RUSSEL ,

SENIOR RESEARUH FELLOH,

UNIVERSITY OF SHAZILAND,
FUWALUSENT CaMPus,

RESEARCH

DEFARTHEN

UNIT,

T OF DEV.

STUDIES,

UNIVERSITY OF EAST ANGLIA,

MISS.
RURAL . SOC
MINISTRY
STATION,
MALEERNS ,
SWAZILAND

FROF. HAN.

I0L0GIST,
OF AGRICUL
.0. BOX 4

F.ll. BAN

FUNEKILE SIMELANE,

TURE,

TIE,

FROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOGY,

UNMIVERSZITY OF DAR ES SALAAM,

SCCIAL

MALFEERNS

WAL USENT CAMFUS,

SCIENCE
FRIVATE

REGEARCH

INSTITUTE OF RESOURCE ABSESSHMENT,

F.0. BOX

IE097,
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16. NAME DR. J.M.A. OFIO-ODONGO,
FOSITION ASSOCIATE FROFESSOR,
DEFARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS.
ADDRESS  MAKERERE UNIVERSITY,
F.O. BOX 7062,

17.  NAME DR. BARRIE SHARPE,
FOSITION LECTURER, DEFARTMENT OF ANTHROFOLOGY,
ADDRESS  UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF LONDON,
GOWER STREET LONDON, WCIE &ET,

S

18. NAME DR. ART HANSEN,
FOSITION SENIOR RESEARCH FELLOW
ADDRESS  INSTITUTE OF FODD AND AGRICULTURAL,
SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA,

ZO28 MC CARTHY HALL, BAINESVILLE,

e S22 e e e S e f- SR A0.5.

19.  NAME DR. FAMELA REYNOLDS,
FOSITION RESEARCH FELLOW, FACULTY OF AGRICULTURE.
ADDRESS  DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
UNIVERSITY OF ZIMBAEWE, F.0. BOX 1&7,
MOUNT FLEASANT, HAHARE, ZIMEAERWE.
20. NAME MR. ENOS SHUMEA,
FOSITION AGRONOMIST, RESEARCH AND SPECIALIST SERVICES.
ADDRESS  MINISTRY OF ABRICULTURE, DEFARTMENT OF
RESEARCH AND SFECIALIST SERVICES,
F.0. BOX 8108,

21,  NAME FROFESSOR ALUFEYD CHILIVUMEQ,
FOSITION . FROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOBY,
ADDRESS  RURAL DEVELOFMENT STUDIES EBUREAU,
UNIVERSITY OF ZAMEIA, F.O. EDX Z0900,
LUSAEA, ZAMEIA.
22, NAME DR. FAUL FRANCIS,

FOSITION SENIOR SOCIO-ECONOMIST,

ADDRESS  INTERNATIONAL LIVESTOCK CENTRE FOR AFRICA,
F. O. BOX 77 ,

22, NAME FROFESSOR MIKE WARREN,
FOSITION =ROFESSCOR OF ANTHROFOLGY,

_ADDRESES DEFARTMENT OF SOCIAL ANTHROFOLOSY,
I0WA STATE UNIVERSITY, .

24.  NAME MR, STUART KEAN,
POSITION ADAFTIVE RESEARCH FLANMING TEAM LEADER,

ADDRESE MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND WATER DEVELOPMENT,
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26.

NAME

FOSITION

—— L e L RS

ADDRESS

NAME

FOSITION

F.0. EOX 30197, LUSAEA

-
T I e e e

ZAMEIA.

DR. ALISTAIR J. SUTHERLAND,

RURNAL S0CIMLOGIST, ADAPTIVE RESEARCH
FLANMNING TEAM.

MOUNMT MAKULY CENTRAL RESEARCH STATIONM,

FRIVATE BAG 7,

MR. CHARLES kK. CHILEYA,

RURAL SOCIDLOGISET, ADAPTIVE RESEARCH
FLANNING TEAM.

MOUNT MARKULY CENTRAL RESEARCH STATION,

FRIVATE BpG 7,

CHILAMNGA, ZAMEIAN.

116



	1
	2



